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COUNCIL === MEETING

Municipal Building CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
175-5t Street North
Second Floor Council Chamber

December 20, 2012
3:00 PM

Welcome to the City of St. Petersburg City Council meeting. To assist the City Council in
conducting the City’s business, we ask that you observe the following:

1. If you are speaking under the Public Hearings, Appeals or Open Forum sections of the
agenda, please observe the time limits indicated on the agenda.

2.  Placards and posters are not permitted in the Chamber. Applause is not permitted
except in connection with Awards and Presentations.

3. Please do not address Council from your seat. If asked by Council to speak to an issue,
please do so from the podium.

4.  Please do not pass notes to Council during the meeting.

5. Please be courteous to other members of the audience by keeping side conversations to
a minimum.

6.  The Fire Code prohibits anyone from standing in the aisles or in the back of the room.

7. If other seating is available, please do not occupy the seats reserved for individuals who
are deaf/hard of hearing.

GENERAL AGENDA INFORMATION

For your convenience, a copy of the agenda material is available for your review at the Main
Library, 3745 Ninth Avenue North, and at the City Clerk’s Office, 1% Floor, City Hall, 175
Fifth Street North, on the Monday preceding the regularly scheduled Council meeting. The
agenda and backup material is also posted on the City’s website at Www.stpete.org and
generally electronically updated the Friday preceding the meeting and again the day
preceding the meeting. The updated agenda and backup material can be viewed at all St.
Petersburg libraries. An updated copy is also available on the podium outside Council
Chamber at the start of the Council meeting.

If you are deaf/hard of hearing and require the services of an interpreter, please contact the
City Clerk, 893-7448, or call our TDD Number, 892-5259, at least 24 hours prior to the
meeting and we will provide that service for you.


http://www.stpete.org/

December 20, 2012
3:00 PM

Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call.
Invocation and Pledge to the Flag of the United States of America.

Approval of Agenda with Additions and Deletions.

Open Forum

If you wish to address City Council on subjects other than public hearing or quasi-judicial
items listed on this agenda, please sign up with the Clerk prior to the meeting. Only the
individual wishing to speak may sign the Open Forum sheet and only City residents, owners
of property in the City, owners of businesses in the City or their employees may speak. All
issues discussed under Open Forum must be limited to issues related to the City of St.
Petersburg government.

Speakers will be called to address Council according to the order in which they sign the
Open Forum sheet. In order to provide an opportunity for all citizens to address Council,
each individual will be given three (3) minutes. The nature of the speakers' comments will
determine the manner in which the response will be provided. The response will be provided
by City staff and may be in the form of a letter or a follow-up phone call depending on the
request.

Consent Agenda (see attached)

New Ordinances - (First Reading of Title and Setting of Public Hearing)
Setting January 24, 2013 as the public hearing date for the following proposed Ordinance(s):

1. Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map changes, and an associated Development
Agreement, for an estimated 5.1 acre area generally located on the northwest corner of Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard (City File FLUM-16):

(a) Ordinance amending the Future Land Use Map designation for 2.44 acres from
Industrial Limited (Activity Center) to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity
Center).

(b) Ordinance rezoning the 2.44 acres referenced above from EC (Employment Center) to
CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban), or other less intensive use.

(c) Ordinance approving a Development Agreement.

Reports

1. Manhattan Casino - First Amendment to Lease and Development Agreement

N

Intersection Public Safety Program - Stop On Red: 2012 Annual Performance Evaluation.

w

Tourist Development Council. (Chair Curran) (Oral)

4. WorkNet Pinellas. (Vice-Chair Newton) (Oral)
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1.

Tampa International Airport Master Plan - Mr. Joe Lopano, Hillsborough County Aviation
Authority. [To heard as first Report item]

Awarding a contract to Hubbard Construction Company in the amount of $4,000,000 for
the Citywide Street Milling and Resurfacing FY 2013 Project (Engineering Project
Number 13003-130; Oracle Number 13721).

Pinellas Planning Council. (Councilmember Kennedy) (Oral)

Emergency Medical Services (EMS).

Homeless Leadership Board. (Councilmember Kornell) (Oral)

New Business

Referring to the Public Services & Infrastructure Committee for discussion viable options
to vacate unused alleys. (Councilmember Nurse)

Council Committee Reports

1. Co-Sponsored Events Committee. (12/4/12)

(a) Resolution approving events for co-sponsorship “in name only” by the City for Fiscal
Year 2013; waiving the non-profit requirement of Resolution No. 2000-562(a) for the
Co-Sponsored Events to be presented by Silverback Enterprises, LLC; Active
Endeavors, Inc.; Ravashing Productions; Centaur Productions, LLC; and Live Nation
Worldwide, Inc.; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all documents
necessary to effectuate this resolution.

2. Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee. (12/13/12)

(a) Resolution authorizing the Chair of the Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee to
execute a letter agreement approving David Goddu to serve as the Audit Senior to
provide auditing services.

3. Public Services & Infrastructure Committee. (12/13/12)
Legal - 6:00 P.M.
1. Approving an Interlocal Agreement with the Marion County Industrial Development

Authority ("Issuer™) related to the Issuer issuing its Senior Living Facilities Revenue
Bonds (ViaVita of St. Petersburg Project) in a principal amount not to exceed
$58,000,000, for the purpose of providing funds to make a loan to One HC - St.
Petersburg, LLC, the sole member of which is Heartland Communities, LLC, to finance
all or a part of the costs of the acquisition, construction and equipping of certain senior
living facilities to be located at 6363 9th Avenue North in St. Petersburg, Florida; and
conducting a TEFRA public hearing as required by Section 147(f) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as amended (TEFRA public hearing to be held at 6:00 pm or as soon
thereafter as practicable).

Public Hearings and Quasi-Judicial Proceedings - 6:00 P.M.

Public Hearings




J.

K.

NOTE: The following Public Hearing items have been submitted for consideration by the City
Council. If you wish to speak on any of the Public Hearing items, please obtain one of the
YELLOW cards from the containers on the wall outside of Council Chamber, fill it out as
directed, and present it to the Clerk. You will be given 3 minutes ONLY to state your position
on any item but may address more than one item.

1.

2.

Confirming the preliminary assessment for Lot Clearing Numbers 1511, 1512, and 1513.

Confirming the preliminary assessment for Building Securing Number 1171.

Confirming the preliminary assessment for Building Demolition Number 399.

Ordinance 1042-V approving the vacation of the 20-foot wide east-west alley in the block
bound by Central Avenue and 1st Avenue North and 1st Street North and 2nd Street
North. (City File 12-33000003)

Ordinance 1043-V approving the vacation of a cul-de-sac at the terminus of Hartford
Street North in the block bound by 34th Street North, 36th Avenue North, 35th Street
North and 38th Avenue North. (City File 12-33000012)

Ordinance 1044-V approving the vacation of: 1) a portion of 7th Avenue South between
25th and 26th Streets South; and 2) Yale Street South between 7th Avenue South and the
north boundary of 8th Avenue South. (City File 12-33000014)

Ordinance 1045-V approving the vacation of the 20-foot wide alley within the block
bound by 1st Avenue South, 2nd Avenue South, 7th Street South and 8th Street South.
(City File 12-33000015)

Ordinance 61-H amending the Comprehensive Plan to implement legislative requirements
of Chapter 163, Part Il, Florida Statutes, related to the annual update of the Capital
Improvements Element. (City File LGCP-CIE-2012).

Ordinance 62-H in accordance with Section 1.02(c)(5)A., St. Petersburg City Charter,
authorizing the restrictions contained in the Notice of Limitation of Use/Site Dedication
(“Site Dedication”) dedicating the Project Site and all land within the project boundaries
at the Picnic Park at Lake Maggiore Park (‘“Project Area”) in perpetuity as an outdoor
recreation site for the use and benefit of the public as a requirement for receipt of a Land
and Water Conservation Fund (“LWCF”’) Grant (“Grant”) from the U.S. Department of
the Interior, National Parks Service, through the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (“Department’); and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a Notice
of Limitation of Use/Site Dedication in perpetuity for the Project Area, and all other
documents necessary to effectuate this Ordinance.

Open Forum

1.

Open Forum

Adjournment



CONSENT == AGENDA

COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
Consent Agenda A
December 20, 2012

NOTE:Business items listed on the yellow Consent Agenda cost more than one-half million dollars while
the blue Consent Agenda includes routine business items costing less than that amount.

(Purchasing)

1. Awarding a contract to Hubbard Construction Company in the amount of $4,000,000 for
the Citywide Street Milling and Resurfacing FY 2013 Project (Engineering Project
Number 13003-130; Oracle Number 13721). [MOVED to Reports as E-6]

2. Renewing annual license and maintenance agreements from Oracle America, Inc., a sole-
source provider, for the Oracle eBusiness Suite, Oracle Work and Asset Management
(WAM) applications, Oracle Spatial, and other Oracle technology products at a cost of
$527,124.67.

(Leisure & Community Services)

3.  Amending City Council Resolution No. 2010-253 to add program income earned in the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program Fund 1114 to the $1,540,000 authorized therein to
design, build and market single family residential homes on City acquired parcels
pursuant to the Neighborhood Stabilization Program Grant from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development; providing that all other provisions of Resolution No.
2010-523 not amended herein shall remain in full force and effect; and authorizing the
Mayor or his designee to execute all documents necessary to effectuate these transactions.
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CONSENT =@ AGENDA

COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
Consent Agenda B
December 20, 2012

NOTE: The Consent Agenda contains normal, routine business items that are very likely to be approved by
the City Council by a single motion. Council questions on these items were answered prior to the meeting.
Each Councilmember may, however, defer any item for added discussion at a later time.

(Purchasing)

1. Awarding a blanket purchase agreement to Carmeuse Lime & Stone, Inc. for calcium
oxide for the Water Resources Department at an estimated annual cost of $442 415.

2. Approving the purchase of replacement sport utility vehicles from Duval Ford, LLC for
the Fleet Management Department at a total cost of $298,166

3. Renewing blanket purchase agreements with Southeastern Paper Group Inc., Sani-Chem
Janitorial Supplies, Inc. and American Chemical & Building Maintenance Supply, Inc. for
janitorial supplies at an estimated annual cost of $250,000.

(City Development)

4. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a First Amendment to Lease Agreement
with Albert Whitted Airport Preservation Society, Inc., a Florida non-profit corporation,
for the use of facilities located at 451 Eighth Avenue S.E., St. Petersburg, within Albert
Whitted Airport for a period of one (1) year at a rental rate of $917.53 per month, with the
right to request extensions for three (3) additional one (1) year terms, subject to approval
by City Council. (Requires affirmative vote of at least six (6) members of City Council.)

5. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a Second Amendment to Lease
Agreement with Safari Choppers, LLC, a Florida Limited Liability corporation, for the
use of a fifty (50) square foot area of interior retail floor space on the first floor of the
Galbraith Terminal Building at Albert Whitted Airport for a period of one (1) year at a
rental rate of $133.00 per month, with the right to request extensions for two (2) additional
one (1) year terms, subject to approval by City Council. (Requires affirmative vote of at
least six (6) members of City Council.)

6. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a First Amendment to the License
Agreement with 909 Entertainment, Inc., a Florida corporation, for use of an entire City-
owned block of unimproved parcels located between 22nd Street South and 23rd Street
South bounded by 7th Avenue South and Fairfield Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Florida,
to modify the second community event date from January 13, 2013 to January 20, 2013.

7. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to purchase one (1) abandoned property located at
4026 - 14th Avenue South, St. Petersburg, under the Neighborhood Stabilization Program
3, for the sum of $29,700, subject to the required Environmental Review Record Report
result being a Finding of No Significant Impact; to pay closing related costs not to exceed
$7,500; to rehabilitate or reconstruct the property for an amount not to exceed $120,000;
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and to sell the property in accordance with the requirements of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, and Section 2301(d)(2) of the Housing and Economic Recovery
Act of 2008.

Authorizing the Mayor his designee to execute a First Amendment to License Agreement
with John Henry Sculptor, Inc., extending the term for an additional twelve (12) month
period, to display the sculpture titled “Big Max” on a portion of the City-owned Park and
Waterfront Property known as Straub Park. (Requires an affirmative vote of at least six
(6) members of City Council.)

(Public Works)

9.

10.

11.

Approving the selection of Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. to provide professional
engineering design services for the S.R. 682 (Pinellas Bayway) Trail North Project, a
FDOT Local Agency Program, in an amount not to exceed $219,730; and authorizing the
Mayor or his designee to execute an Architect/Engineering Agreement and all other
documents necessary to effectuate this transaction. (Engineering Project No. 13018-112;
Oracle No. 13639) (FPN 424532 5 38 01)

Approving the selection of Atkins North America, Inc. to provide professional
engineering design services for the 30th Avenue North Bicycle Facility Project, a FDOT
Local Agency Program, in an amount not to exceed $263,300; and authorizing the Mayor
or his designee to execute an Architect/Engineering Agreement and all other documents
necessary to effectuate this transaction. (Engineering Project No. 13022-112; Oracle No.
13640) (FPN 424532 8 38 01)

Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Task Order No. 12-02-KCA/GC to the
agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and Kissinger Campo & Associates,
Corporation in the amount not to exceed $252,500 for design services pertaining to the
Traffic Signal Mast Arm FY 2013 Project. (Engineering Project No. 13027-112; Oracle

No. 13763)

(Appointments)

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Confirming the appointment of Celeste E. Davis as a reqular member to the Arts Advisory
Committee to fill an unexpired three-year tem ending September 30, 2015.

Confirming the appointment of David E. Ramsey as a reqular member to the Public Arts
Commission to serve an unexpired four-year term ending April 30, 2013.

Confirming the appointment of Deborah A. Rivard and the reappointment of Linda
Reimer, John F. Palumbo and Deborah F. Scanlan as reqular members to the Commission
on Aging to serve three-year terms ending December 31, 2015.

Confirming the reappointment of Julie Martin Jakway as a reqgular member to the City
Beautiful Commission to serve a three-year term ending December 31, 2015.

Confirming the reappointment of Clifton Wayne Michaelsen as a reqular member to the
Committee to Advocate for Persons with Impairments to serve a three-year term ending
December 31, 2015.




17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Confirming the reappointment of Mary Wyatt Allen and Mary Hilton Cross as reqular
members to the Health Facilities Authority to serve four-year terms ending December 31,
2016.

Confirming the reappointment of Hardy W. Bryan, as a reqular member to serve a three-
year term ending December 31, 2015, and Keith V. Benson, as an alternate member to
serve a two-year term ending November 30, 2014, to the Nuisance Abatement Board.

Confirming the reappointment of Alicia L. Bryan and Chika Berrios as reqular members
to the International Relations Committee to serve three-year terms ending December 31,
2015.

Confirming the reappointment of Lorraine Perry, resident category, and Harry L. Harvey
as reqular members to the St. Petersburg Housing Authority to serve four-year terms
ending November 30, 2016.

Approving the reappointment of Shirley L. Rigo, realtor category, and Aaron M. Sharpe,
contractor category, as reqular members to the Code Enforcement Board to serve three-
year terms ending December 31, 2015.

(Miscellaneous)

22.

23.

Approving the September 6, September 13, September 20, and September 27, 2012
Council meeting minutes.

Resolution appointing two members to the Citizens Redistricting Commission; and
amending Resolution No. 2012-562.
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MEETING == AGENDA

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
Note: An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings.

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee
Thursday, December 13, 2012, 8:00 a.m., Room 100

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee
Thursday, December 13, 2012, 9:15 a.m., Room 100

City Council Workshop - Waterfront Master Plan Process
Thursday, December 13, 2012, 11:00 a.m., Room 100

CRA/Agenda Review and Administrative Updates
Thursday, December 13, 2012, 1:30 p.m., Room 100

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee
Thursday, December 20, 2012, 8:00 a.m., Room 100

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee
Thursday, December 20, 2012, 9:15 a.m., Room 100

City Council Meeting
Thursday, December 13, 2012, 3:00 p.m., Council Chamber

Housing Services Committee
Thursday, December 20, 2012, 10:30 a.m., Room 100

City Council Workshop
Thursday, December 20, 2012, 1:30 p.m., Room 100

Selection of Council Chair & Vice-Chair
Setting Council 2013 Calendar



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG —p—
Board and Commission Vacancies v

Arts Advisory Committee
2 Regular Members
(Terms expire 9/30/15)

City Beautiful
3 Regular Members
(Terms expire 12/31/13, 12/31/14 & 12/31/15)

Civil Service Board
1 Regular & 2 Alternate Members
(Terms expire 6/30/13, 6/30/14 & 6/30/15)

Code Enforcement Board
2 Regular Members (Engineer & Non-Category)
(Terms expire 12/31/13 & 12/31/15)

Commission on Aging
2 Regular Members
(Terms expire 12/31/13)

Community Preservation Commission
1 Regular Member
(Term expires 9/30/14)

International Relations Committee
1 Regular Member
(Term expires 12/31/14)

Planning & Visioning Commission
1 Regular Member
(Term expires 9/30/13)

Social Services Allocation Committee
4 Regular Members
(Terms expire 9/30/15)
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PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED FOR QUASI-JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS:

1. Anyone wishing to speak must fill out a yellow card and present the card to the Clerk. All speakers must be
sworn prior to presenting testimony. No cards may be submitted after the close of the Public Hearing. Each
party and speaker is limited to the time limits set forth herein and may not give their time to another speaker
or party.

2. At any time during the proceeding, City Council members may ask questions of any speaker or party. The time
consumed by Council questions and answers to such questions shall not count against the time frames allowed
herein. Burden of proof: in all appeals, the Appellant bears the burden of proof; in variance application cases, the
Applicant bears the burden of proof; in rezoning and Comprehensive Plan land use cases, the Owner bears the
burden of proof except in cases initiated by the City Administration, in which event the City Administration bears the
burden of proof. Waiver of Objection: at any time during this proceeding Council Members may leave the Council
Chamber for short periods of time. At such times they continue to hear testimony because the audio portion of the
hearing is transmitted throughout City Hall by speakers. If any party has an objection to a Council Member leaving
the Chamber during the hearing, such objection must be made at the start of the hearing. If an objection is not made
as required herein it shall be deemed to have been waived.

3. Initial Presentation. Each party shall be allowed ten (10) minutes for their initial presentation.
a. Presentation by City Administration.

b. Presentation by Applicant and/or Appellant. If Appellant and Applicant are different entities then each is allowed
the allotted time for each part of these procedures. The Appellant shall speak before the Applicant. In
connection with land use and zoning ordinances where the City is the applicant, the land owner(s) shall be given
the time normally reserved for the Applicant/Appellant, unless the land owner is the Appellant.

c. Presentation by Opponent. If anyone wishes to utilize the initial presentation time provided for an Opponent, said
individual shall register with the City Clerk at least one week prior to the scheduled public hearing.

4. Public Hearing. A Public Hearing will be conducted during which anyone may speak for 3 minutes. Speakers should
limit their testimony to information relevant to the ordinance or application and criteria for review.

5. Cross Examination. Each party shall be allowed five (5) minutes for cross examination. All questions shall be
addressed to the Chair and then (at the discretion of the Chair) asked either by the Chair or by the party conducting
the cross examination of the speaker or of the appropriate representative of the party being cross examined. One (1)
representative of each party shall conduct the cross examination. If anyone wishes to utilize the time provided for
cross examination and rebuttal as an Opponent, and no one has previously registered with the Clerk, said individual
shall notify the City Clerk prior to the conclusion of the Public Hearing. If no one gives such notice, there shall be no
cross examination or rebuttal by Opponent(s). If more than one person wishes to utilize the time provided for
Opponent(s), the City Council shall by motion determine who shall represent Opponent(s).

a. Cross examination by Opponents.
b. Cross examination by City Administration.
c. Cross examination by Appellant followed by Applicant, if different.

6. Rebuttal/Closing. Each party shall have five (5) minutes to provide a closing argument or rebuttal.
a. Rebuttal by Opponents.
b.  Rebuttal by City Administration.
c. Rebuttal by Appellant followed by the Applicant, if different.
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Attached documents for item Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map changes, and an
associated Development Agreement, for an estimated 5.1 acre area generally located on the

northwest corner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard (City File
FLUM-16):
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of December 20, 2012

TO: The Honorable Leslie Curran, Chair, and Members of City Council
SUBJECT: APPEAL of the Planning & Visioning Commission’s (PVC) denial of the
requested Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map changes, and an
associated Development Agreement, for an estimated 5.1 acre area generally
located on the northwest corner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and
Roosevelt Boulevard (City File FLUM-16).
A detailed analysis of the request is provided in the attached Staff Report FLUM-
16.
REQUEST: (A) Resolution “A” denying the appeal of the Planning & Visioning
Commission’s action.
(B)  Resolution “B” approving the appeal of the Planning & Visioning
Commission’s action.
©) Ordinance amending the Future Land Use Map designation for
244 acres from Industrial Limited (Activity Center) to Planned
Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center).
(D) Ordinance rezoning the 2.44 acres referenced above from EC
(Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban), or
other less intensive use.
(E)  Ordinance approving a Development Agreement.
RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: City Administration recommends denial of the appeal.

Public Input: The subject property is not located within the boundaries of a
formal neighborhood association. The Planning & Economic Development
Department has received three (3) e-mail communications and a letter from
CONA (Council of Neighborhood Associations) stating opposition to the
applicant’s request, and one phone requesting additional information

Planning & Visioning Commission (PVC): On November 13, 2012 the Planning
& Visioning Commission held a public hearing and voted 3 to 2 in favor of a
motion to recommend approval of the applicant’s request. However, the motion

failed because it did not receive the required minimum of four supporting
votes (Section 16.80.040.3, City Code).




Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT the first reading of the
attached proposed ordinances; AND 2) SET the second reading and adoption
public hearing for January 24, 2013.

Attachments: Resolutions (2), Ordinances (3), Proposed Development
Agreement, Maps, Draft PVC Minutes and Staff Report.



"A"
RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION DENYING THE APPEAL AND UPHOLDING THE PLANNING &
VISIONING COMMISSION’S DENIAL OF THE REQUESTED FUTURE LAND USE MAP
AND OFFICIAL ZONING MAP CHANGES, AND AN ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT, FOR AN ESTIMATED 5.1 ACRE AREA GENERALLY LOCATED ON THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. STREET NORTH AND
ROOSEVELT BOULEVARD (CITY FILE: FLUM-16); MAKING FINDINGS BASED ON
EVIDENCE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on November 13, 2012 the Planning & Visioning Commission (PVC) held a
public hearing related to a private application requesting that the Future Land Use Map
designation for 2.44 acres of an estimated 5.1 acre area generally located on the northwest corner
of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard be amended from Industrial
Limited (Activity Center) to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and rezoned
from EC (Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban), and requesting that a
Development Agreement be approved; and

WHEREAS, City staff recommended denial of the applicant’s request; and

WHEREAS, after conducting the public hearing the PVC voted 3 to 2 in favor of a
motion to recommend approval of the applicant’s request; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 16.80.040.3 of the City Code, the motion failed due to
the fact that at least four concurring votes were needed, thus the applicant’s request was denied;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to deny the applicant’s appeal.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg,
Florida that the City Council makes the following findings based on the evidence:

1. As stated in the attached staff report (City File: FLUM 16), the applicant’s request to
amend the Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map, as described above, is on
balance not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and

2. The City Council finds that it is appropriate to DENY the applicant’s appeal.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effectively immediately
upon adoption.

APPROVED FORM AND SUBSTANCE:
Planning & Economic Development Department Date

oo d O b, /13612~

City Attorney Date




"B"
RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE APPEAL AND OVERTURNING THE PLANNING &
VISIONING COMMISSION’S DENIAL OF THE REQUESTED FUTURE LAND USE MAP
AND OFFICIAL ZONING MAP CHANGES, AND AN ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT, FOR AN ESTIMATED 5.1 ACRE AREA GENERALLY LOCATED ON THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. STREET NORTH AND
ROOSEVELT BOULEVARD (CITY FILE: FLUM-16); MAKING FINDINGS BASED ON
EVIDENCE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on November 13, 2012 the Planning & Visioning Commission (PVC) held a
public hearing related to a private application requesting that the Future Land Use Map
designation for 2.44 acres of an estimated 5.1 acre area generally located on the northwest corner
of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard be amended from Industrial
Limited (Activity Center) to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and rezoned
from EC (Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban), and requesting that a
Development Agreement be approved; and

WHEREAS, City staff recommended denial of the applicant’s request; and

WHEREAS, after conducting the public hearing the PVC voted 3 to 2 in favor of a
motion to recommend approval of the applicant’s request; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 16.80.040.3 of the City Code, the motion failed due to
the fact that at least four concurring votes were needed, thus the applicant’s request was denied;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to approve the applicant’s
appeal.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida that the City Council makes the following findings based on the evidence:

1. The applicant’s request to amend the Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning
Map, as described above, is on balance consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;
and

2. The City Council finds that it is appropriate to approve the applicant’s appeal.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effectively immediately
upon adoption.

APPROVED TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:
— J-2011T~
Plasnifig & Edoromic Development Department Date
v?gamg.,, /P, é,/\ /) =A==

City Attorney Date




ORDINANCE NO. -L

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA; CHANGING
THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP DESIGNATION FOR PROPERTY GENERALLY
LOCATED ON THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR.
STREET NORTH AND ROOSEVELT BOULEVARD FROM INDUSTRIAL LIMITED
(ACTIVITY CENTER) TO PLANNED REDEVELOPMENT MIXED-USE (ACTIVITY
CENTER); PROVIDING FOR CONDITIONS; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF
CONFLICTING ORDINANCES AND PROVISIONS THEREOF; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, established the Local Government
Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 88-464, Laws of Florida, reconstituted the Pinellas County
Planning Council, which is primarily responsible for countywide land use planning and
intergovernmental coordination; and

WHEREAS, the Pinellas Planning Council administers the Countywide Plan,
which includes the Countywide Future Land Use Map, and the Countywide Rules; and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use
Map are required by law to be consistent with the Countywide Plan and Countywide Future Land
Use Plan Map, and the Pinellas Planning Council is authorized to develop rules to implement the
Countywide Future Land Use Plan Map; and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg has initiated a proposed amendment to the
Countywide Future Land Use Plan Map to change the future land use designation of the property
generally located on the northwest comner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and
Roosevelt Boulevard from Industrial Limited (Activity Center) to Planned Redevelopment
Mixed-Use (Activity Center); and

WHEREAS, the St. Petersburg City Council has considered and approved the
proposed St. Petersburg land use amendment provided herein as being consistent with the
proposed amendment to the Countywide Future Land Use Plan Map that has been initiated by
the City; now, therefore

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. Pursuant to the provisions of the Local Government Comprehensive
Planning and Land Development Act, as amended, and pursuant to all applicable provisions of
law, the Future Land Use Map of the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan is amended by
placing the hereinafter described property in the land use category as follows:



Property

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49, 50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, shown as
Parcel P-1 on the sketch that is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and being
more particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;
thence S 41°18'24" W a distance of 625.81 feet to the Point of Beginning;
thence S 09°54'26" W a distance of 39.63 feet;
thence S 14°40'22" W a distance of 26.60 feet;
thence S 38°49'11" E a distance of 26.61 feet;
thence S 42°28'43" E a distance of 71.01 feet;
thence S 49°12'31" E a distance of 79.56 feet;
thence S 74°20'59" E a distance of 37.49 feet;
thence N 78°07'22" E a distance of 41.80 feet;
thence N 30°20'14" E a distance of 46.29 feet;
thence S 30°28'16" E a distance of 33.57 feet;
thence N 82°47'11" E a distance of 54.22 feet;
thence N 51°48'50" E a distance of 39.71 feet;
thence N 18°31'34" W a distance of 32.24 feet;
thence N 14°56'43" W a distance of 36.43 feet;
thence N 03°15'41" W a distance of 52.79 feet;
thence N 22°1027" E a distance of 46.33 feet;
thence N 11°17'06" E a distance of 56.64 feet;
thence N 00°31'25" E a distance of 41.82 feet;
thence N 13°29'37" E a distance of 44.18 feet;
thence N 41°05'46" W a distance of 18.98 feet;
thence S 63°00'16" W a distance of 22.49 feet;
thence S 15°11'03" W a distance of 46.57 feet;
thence S 00°08'09" E a distance of 38.25 feet;
thence S 15°05'23" W a distance of 11.96 feet;
thence N 60°48'35" W a distance of 17.31 feet;
thence N 09°30'44" W a distance of 40.15 feet;
thence N 20°32'02" E a distance of 43.70 feet;
thence N 16°19'18" E a distance of 34.36 feet;
thence N 39°31'19" E a distance of 17.61 feet;
thence N 55°31'24" E a distance of 34.55 feet;
thence N 68°50'41" E a distance of 35.34 feet;
thence N 50°06'03" E a distance of 37.14 feet;
thence N 26°32'51" W a distance of 31.24 feet;
thence N 15°40'02" E a distance of 19.51 feet;
thence N 29°24'11" E a distance of 21.31 feet;
thence N 89°50'39" E a distance of 23.79 feet;
2



thence S 00°12'38" W a distance of 756.40 feet;

thence S 65°07'46" W a distance of 33.06 feet;

thence N 49°57'02" W a distance of 42.56 feet;

thence N 40°02'58" E a distance of 5.00 feet;

thence N 49°57'02" W a distance of 400.00 feet;

thence N 47°05'18" W a distance of 140.61 feet;

thence N 41°18'24" E a distance of 89.04 feet to the Point of Beginning,
having an area of 103049.62 square feet, 2.366 acres.

Together with,

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, shown as
Parcel P-2 on the sketch that is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and being
more particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;

thence N 41°18'24" E a distance of 149.53 feet to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 18°50'57" W a distance of 51.86 feet;

thence S 18°50'37" W a distance of 48.79 feet;

thence S 66°45'14" W a distance of 35.11 feet;

thence N 62°34'32" W a distance of 24.07 feet;

thence N 41°1824" E a distance of 130.49 feet to the Point of Beginning,

having an area of 2835.52 square feet, 0.065 acres.

Together with,

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, shown as
Parcel P-3 on the sketch that is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and being
more particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet, to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 00°12'38" W a distance of 112.41 feet;

thence N 15°0820" W a distance of 9.86 feet;

thence N 03°07'38" W a distance of 43.97 feet;

thence N 06°42"22" W a distance of 44.35 feet;

thence S 80°28'38" W a distance of 3.04 feet;

thence N 41°1824" E a distance of 20.55 feet to the

Point of Beginning, having an area of 626.93 square feet, 0.014 acres.

For a total area of 106,512 square feet, 2.445 acres.



Land Use Category

From: Industrial Limited (Activity Center)
To:  Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center)

SECTION 2. All ordinances or portions of ordinances in conflict with or
inconsistent with this ordinance are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or
conflict.

SECTION 3. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon approval of the required
Countywide Future Land Use Plan Map change by the Pinellas County Board of County
Commissioners, acting in their capacity as the Countywide Planning Authority, the recording of
the Development Agreement (Ordinance __ -H) and the amendment of the Gateway Areawide
Development of Regional Impact (GADRI) Master Plan identifying commercial as an allowable
use on the northwest corner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard.
In addition, if timely challenged, the amendment shall not become effective until the state land
planning agency or the Administration Commission enters a final order determining the adopted
amendment to be in compliance. In the event this ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall not become effective unless and until the City Council
overrides the veto in accordance with the City Charter, in which case it shall become effective as
described above.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE: CITY FILE: FLUM-16
(Land Use)
% = o
PLANMING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT DATE
%—-—é G Q A Vel 2
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY DATE



ORDINANCENO. __ -Z

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG, FLORIDA; BY CHANGING THE ZONING FOR PROPERTY GENERALLY
LOCATED ON THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR.
STREET NORTH AND ROOSEVELT BOULEVARD FROM EMPLOYMENT CENTER (EC)
TO CORRIDOR COMMERCIAL SUBURBAN (CCS-1); PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF
CONFLICTING ORDINANCES AND PORTIONS THEREOF; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The Official Zoning Map of the City of St. Petersburg is amended
by placing the hereinafter described property in a Zoning District as follows:

Property

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49, 50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, shown as
Parcel P-1 on the sketch that is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and being
more particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;
thence S 41°18'24" W a distance of 625.81 feet to the Point of Beginning;
thence S 09°5426" W a distance of 39.63 feet;
thence S 14°40'22" W a distance of 26.60 feet;
thence S 38°49'11" E a distance of 26.61 feet;
thence S 42°28'43" E a distance of 71.01 feet;
thence S 49°12'31" E a distance of 79.56 feet;
thence S 74°20'59" E a distance of 37.49 feet;
thence N 78°0722" E a distance of 41.80 feet;
thence N 30°20'14" E a distance of 46.29 feet;
thence S 30°28'16" E a distance of 33.57 feet;
thence N 82°47'11" E a distance of 54.22 feet;
thence N 51°48'50" E a distance of 39.71 feet;
thence N 18°31'34" W a distance of 32.24 feet;
thence N 14°56'43" W a distance of 36.43 feet;
thence N 03°15'41" W a distance of 52.79 feet;
thence N 22°1027" E a distance of 46.33 feet;
thence N 11°17'06" E a distance of 56.64 feet;
thence N 00°31'25" E a distance of 41.82 feet;
thence N 13°29'37" E a distance of 44.18 feet;
thence N 41°05'46" W a distance of 18.98 feet;
thence S 63°00'16" W a distance of 22.49 feet;
thence S 15°11'03" W a distance of 46.57 feet;
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thence S 00°08'09" E a distance of 38.25 feet;
thence S 15°05'23" W a distance of 11.96 feet;
thence N 60°48'35" W a distance of 17.31 feet;
thence N 09°30'44" W a distance of 40.15 feet;
thence N 20°32'02" E a distance of 43.70 feet;
thence N 16°19'18" E a distance of 34.36 feet;
thence N 39°31'19" E a distance of 17.61 feet;
thence N 55°31'24" E a distance of 34.55 feet;
thence N 68°50'41" E a distance of 35.34 feet;
thence N 50°06'03" E a distance of 37.14 feet;
thence N 26°32'51" W a distance of 31.24 feet;
thence N 15°40'02" E a distance of 19.51 feet;
thence N 29°24'11" E a distance of 21.31 feet;
thence N 89°50'39" E a distance of 23.79 feet;
thence S 00°12'38" W a distance of 756.40 feet;
thence S 65°07'46" W a distance of 33.06 feet;
thence N 49°57'02" W a distance of 42.56 feet;
thence N 40°02'58" E a distance of 5.00 feet;
thence N 49°57'02" W a distance of 400.00 feet;
thence N 47°05'18" W a distance of 140.61 feet;
thence N 41°1824" E a distance of 89.04 feet to the Point of Beginning,
having an area of 103049.62 square feet, 2.366 acres.

Together with,

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT STH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, shown as
Parcel P-2 on the sketch that is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and being
more particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;

thence N 41°1824" E a distance of 149.53 feet to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 18°50'57" W a distance of 51.86 feet;

thence S 18°50'37" W a distance of 48.79 feet;

thence S 66°45'14" W a distance of 35.11 feet;

thence N 62°34'32" W a distance of 24.07 feet;

thence N 41°18'24" E a distance of 130.49 feet to the Point of Beginning,

having an area of 2835.52 square feet, 0.065 acres.

Together with,

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, shown as
Parcel P-3 on the sketch that is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and being

more particularly described as follows:
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Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet, to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 00°12'38" W a distance of 112.41 feet;

thence N 15°08'20" W a distance of 9.86 feet;

thence N 03°07'38" W a distance of 43.97 feet;

thence N 06°42'22" W a distance of 44.35 feet;

thence S 80°28'38" W a distance of 3.04 feet;

thence N 41°18'24" E a distance of 20.55 feet to the

Point of Beginning, having an area of 626.93 square feet, 0.014 acres.

For a total area of 106,512 square feet, 2.445 acres.
District

From: Employment Center (EC)

To:  Corridor Commercial Suburban (CCS-1)

SECTION 2. All ordinances or portions of ordinances in conflict with or
inconsistent with this ordinance are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or
conflict.

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall become effective following the adoption and
effective date of the required amendment to the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan’s
Future Land Use Map (Ordinance ___ -L).

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE: CITY FILE: FLUM-16
(Zoning)
4 [(-lo- 17—
PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT DATE
%fw% @_éo&q Y e e
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY DATE



ORDINANCE NO. _ -H

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT BETWEEN PINELLAS BUSINESS CENTER
(PBC) OWNER, LLC, SOUTHEAST INVESTMENTS, INC., A
FLORIDA CORPORATION, AND THE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG RELATING TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED ON THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. STREET
NORTH AND ROOSEVELT BOULEVARD WITHIN THE
BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR
OR HIS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. A Development Agreement between Pinellas Business Center
(PBC) Owner, LLC, Southeast Investments, Inc., a Florida corporation, and the City of St.
Petersburg relating to the development of property generally located on the northwest corner of
Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard within the boundaries of the
City is hereby approved and adopted. A copy of the Amendment is attached hereto and
incorporated herein as Exhibit “1.”

SECTION 2. The Mayor, or his designee, is authorized to execute the
Amendment to the Development Agreement on behalf of the City.

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall become effective following the adoption and
effective date of the required amendment to the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan’s
Future Land Use Map (Ordinance ___-L).

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

[(-20-17_

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT DATE

%am,d @ Q,C,Jw*] )2l 72—

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY DATE




DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (hereinafter the “Agreement”) is made and entered into this
____ dayof 2012, by and between PBC OWNER, LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company, whose mailing address is P.O. Box 4900 Dept. 116, Scottsdale, AZ 85261 (hereinafter
“PBC”), on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns; SOUTHEAST INVESTMENTS, INC., A
FLORIDA CORPORATION, on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns; and the CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, whose mailing address is P.O. Box 2842, St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
(hereinafter the “City”)(collectively the “parties™).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, PBC is the fee simple title owner of approximately 5.1 MOL acres of land located at the
NWC of Dr. MLK, Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Blvd, Folio # 13/30/16/76532/001/0010, legal attached,
within the boundaries of the City, the description of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A” (hereinafter
the “Commercial Property™): and

WHEREAS, the Commercial Property is presently designated Industrial Limited and Preservation on the
Future Land Use Map of the City’s Comprehensive Plan with EC and PRES zoning on the City’s Official
Zoning map, all under the Activity Center overlay; and

WHEREAS, PBC has entered into an Agreement to sell the Commercial Property to Southeast
Investments, Inc., a Florida corporation (hereinafter “New Owner”); and

WHEREAS, New Owner desires, and PBC has agreed, to change the Land Use category of the
Commercial Property from Industrial Limited to Planned Development Redevelopment Mixed-Use
(Activity Center) and change the zoning category from EC to CCS-1 for 2.44 acres MOL with the
existing wetland/preservation area of 2.66 acres MOL retaining the PRES category, that area defined by
recent environmental studies including SWFWMD Permit 42040986.000; and

WHEREAS, New Owner and the City desire to establish certain terms and conditions relating to the
proposed development of the Commercial Property in accordance with Sections 163.3220 through
163.3243, Florida Statutes, the Florida Local Government Development Agreement Act (hereinafter the
“Act”) that will become effective only when New Owner acquires title to the Commercial Property;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the conditions, covenants and mutual promises hereinafter set
forth, PBC and the City agree as follows:

1. RECITALS. The foregoing recitations are true and correct and are hereby incorporated herein by
reference. All exhibits to this Agreement are hereby incorporated herein.

2. EFFECTIVE DATE AND DURATION. It is the intent of PBC and the City that this Agreement
shall become effective when: (i) adopted in conformity with the Act and executed by the parties,
(ii) the land use and zoning changes described above shall have been validly adopted, and (iii)
New Owner shall have acquired title to the Commercial Property. Unless otherwise agreed to in
writing between the parties hereto, the term of this Agreement shall be for twenty (20) years from
the date of execution.




3. PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT USES AND BUILDING INTENSITIES.

a.

Permitted Development Uses. The 5.1 acre MOL property described in Exhibit “A”
presently has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Industrial Limited and Preservation
(Activity Center) on the Future Land Use Map of the City’s Comprehensive Plan with EC
and PRES zoning. PBC shall apply to the City to amend the Comprehensive Plan
designation for the property described in Exhibit “A” from Industrial Limited to Planned
Development Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and change the zoning of
2.44 acres MOL from EC to the CCS-1 category with the existing wetland/preservation
area of 2.66 acres MOL being categorized PRES. Upon such amendment, the
Commercial Property may be used for the purpose permitted in the applicable
Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations, subject to the additional limitations and
conditions set forth in this Agreement.

Limitations, Improvements and Conditions on Use. A conceptual site plan for the tract is
attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” This site plan is intended only to provide a conceptual
layout for the general location of the proposed uses and is subject to full site plan review
in accordance with existing procedures and requirements established by the City’s Land
Development Regulations. PBC agrees that the following limitations and conditions shall
apply to any site plan approved for the Commercial Property:

i. The Commercial Property shall be limited to a maximum development of 17,000
heated and air-conditioned square feet of the following allowable uses: bank;
bank with drive-through; drug store/pharmacy with drive-through; general office;
medical office; retail sales & service; restaurant without drive-through; and
health club (< 5,000 sq. ft.).

ii. The property owner shall improve and manage the portion of the Commercial
Property designated as PRES as required by any governmental agencies having
jurisdiction over the Commercial Property. The property owner shall install
pedestrian connections and walkways to allow the public to better enjoy the
Preservation Area — where that area will not be imposed or impacted negatively.

iii. The property owner shall install sidewalks on all public rights of way abutting
the site.

iv. Roadway Improvement Plan. The proposed development shall make certain
improvements onsite and in the adjacent roadways as shown on Exhibit “B,” and
listed below:

1. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North:
a. [Extension of southbound left lane at Roosevelt Blvd. by 100’
b. Extension of southbound right lane at Roosevelt Blvd. by 150’
c. Construction of 900 linear feet of sidewalk on the west side of
MLK
d. Construction of a 250’ northbound turn lane at entrance
e. Construction of a 200’ southbound turn lane at entrance
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2. Roosevelt Blvd:
a. Construction of 190 linear feet of pedestrian connection to
Pinellas Business Center on south end
b. Construction of 230 linear feet of pedestrian connection to
Pinellas Business Center on north end

v. Wetland Mitigation Plan. The 2.66 acres of wetland contain a large population
of mature punk trees (Melaleuca quinzuenervia). The wetland is surrounded by a
dense growth of Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius) in the upland buffer
zone. Both of these species are considered Category 1 on the 2011 Invasive
Plant Species List by the Florida Exotic Pest Plant Council (FLEPPC).

The current site plan requires impacting approximately .32 acres of the
wetland habitat. Although the wetland mitigation plan has not been
finalized or submitted to the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD), the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) or the
City of St. Petersburg for approval, it is anticipated that the punk trees
and Brazilian pepper will be removed from the wetlands as part of the
wetland mitigation plan. However, we will remove these invasive
species from the site even if the mitigation plan approved by SWFWMD
and the City requires alternative action. This will be achieved by cutting
the trees at the base, removing the above-ground biomass from the
wetlands, treating the punk tree stumps with an EPA-Approved Aquatic
Herbicide, and replanting with native aquatic/wetlands species. In
addition, the upland buffer surrounding the wetlands will be cleared of
all Brazilian peppers and replanted with native upland species. A
monitoring and maintenance plan will be instituted to treat and control
nuisance aquatic and wetland species in the wetlands for a minimum of
three years or until the wetland meets the success criteria that will be
included with the Environmental Resource Permits issued by SWFWMD
and ACOE.

4. PUBLIC FACILITIES. The determination of adequacy of public facilities to serve the proposed
development shall be made in accordance with the City’s Concurrency requirements in existence
as of the date of this Agreement.

5. RESERVATION OR DEDICATION OF LAND. PBC shall not be required to reserve or
dedicate land within the Commercial Property for municipal purposes other than public utility
easements for utilities servicing the Commercial Property.

6. LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS. The following additional local development permits will
need to be approved in order to develop the Commercial Property for uses permitted in the CCS-1
zoning district:

Comprehensive Plan amendment and rezoning approval
Final site plan and, if applicable, special exception approval;
Water, sewer, paving and drainage permit;

Building permit;

e o
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10.

11.

12.

e. Certificate of Occupancy; and
f. Any other required official action of the City having the effect of permitting the
development of the land.

CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. Development of the Commercial Property
for the purposes allowed in the CCS-1 and PRES zoning districts will be consistent with the
City’s Comprehensive Plan. Except with respect to the Comprehensive Plan and Official Zoning
Map amendments for the 2.44 acre MOL property described in Exhibit “C,” as uplands,
compliance with the City’s Land Development Regulations shall be determined as of the date of
this Agreement.

GATEWAY AREAWIDE DRI. Development of the Commercial Property is subject to the
Development Order of the Gateway Areawide DRI (GADRI), including availability of land use
capacity and the Gateway Areawide Transportation Impact Special Assessment Fee (GATISAF).
If the desired change to the Land Use category of the Commercial Property from Industrial
Limited to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and change to the zoning
category from EC to CCS-1 for 2.44 acres MOL is approved and adopted the property owner
must initiate an amendment to the GADRI Master Plan to identify commercial as an allowable
use on the northwest corner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard.

NECESSITY OF COMPLYING WITH LOCAL REGULATIONS RELATIVE TO PERMITS.
PBC and the City agree that the failure of this Agreement to address a particular permit,
condition, term or restriction in effect on the effective date of this Agreement shall not relieve
New Owner of the necessity of complying with the law governing said permit requirements,
conditions, terms or restrictions.

BINDING EFFECT. The obligations imposed pursuant to this Agreement shall run with the title
to the Commercial Property and shall be binding on the successors and assigns of PBC. This
Agreement shall be recorded among the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida.

GOVERNING LAWS. This Agreement shall be governed and construed in accordance with the
laws of the State of Florida. The parties agree that Pinellas County, Florida, is the appropriate
venue in connection with any litigation between the parties with respect to this Agreement. The
parties further agree that in the event litigation is brought by any party, that each waives its right
to a trial by jury.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Agreement sets forth the entire Agreement and understanding
between the parties hereto relating in any way to the subject matter contained herein and merges
all prior discussions between PBC and the City. No party shall be bound by any agreement,
condition, warranty or representation other than as expressly stated in this Agreement, and this
Agreement may not be amended or modified except by written instrument signed by both parties
hereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Development Agreement as of the day
and year first above written.



CITY

ATTEST: CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA
By:
CITY CLERK
day of , 2013

Approved as to form and legality

By Office of City Attorney
PBC OWNER, LLC
WITNESSES: By:
Sign
Print
Title
Date
Sign
Print
Title
Date
STATE OF FLORIDA )
COUNTY OF PINELLAS )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2012 by
as of PBC Owner, LLC, a Florida Limited

Liability company who is personally known to me or produced as
identification.

NOTARY PUBLIC:

State of Florida at Large

Print name:

My Commission Expires:

WITNESSES: NEW OWNER



SOUTHEAST INVESTMENTS, INC.
By:

Sign
Print
Title
Date

Sign
Print
Title
Date

STATE OF FLORIDA )
COUNTY OF ST. JOHNS )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2012 by
as of Southeast Investments, Inc., a Florida
corporation who is personally known to me or produced as identification.
NOTARY PUBLIC:

State of Florida at Large



Exhibit “A”

al Description of the Subiect Propert

A portion of Lot [, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT STH ADDITION as recorded
in Plat Book 89, pages 49, 50 and 5! of the Public Records of the Pinellas Couaty
Florida: o

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot I, thence South 007 12' 38"
West, along the East boundary of said Lot I, a distance of 266.08 feet to the
Point of Beginning; thence continue South 00° 12' 38”" West along said East
boundary of said Lot 1, a distance of 907.42 feet; thence South 65° 07' 49"
West, a distance of 33.06 fcet; thence North 49° 57° 02* West, along the
boundary line of said Lot 1, a distance of 42.56 feet; thence North 40°02' 58”
East, a distance of 5.00 feet; thence North 49° 57° 02" West, a distance of
400.00 feet; thence North 47° 05 17" West, a distance of 140.6) feet; thence
North 41% 18’ 24" East, a distance of 714.86 feet to the Point of Beginning.

Parcel contains 5. 104 acres, more or less.



EXHIBIT B
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Residents Visitors Business City Government eServices accessibility | news | site map
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Search/Kepword SN UsE PERMISSIONS FoR GCS-1
e ccessory Use and Structure ; Adaptive Reuse ; Home Occupation ; Redevelopment of Grandfathered
Home - Planning & Econ Dev » Uses ; Accessory Dwelling Unit, Owner/Manager ; Assisted Living Facility ; Community Residential Home, 1
Land Use Matrix to 6 residents ; Community Residential Home, 7 to 14 residents ; Dwelling, Single-Family; Dwelling,

Live/Work ; Dwelling, Multifamily; Bed and Breakfast; Hotel; Pet Care Indoor; Nursing Home; Bank without
Drive-Thru; Bank with Drive-Thru; Catering Service / Food Service Contractor; Drive-ThruFacility or Use with
a Drive-Thru ; Drug Store or Pharmacy; indoor Urban Vehicie Sales; Mixed Use (Mixture of Permitted &

Other City Services: Accessory Uses.); Motor Vehicle Service and Repair ; Office, General, Office, Medical; Office, Veterinary ;

Pa . ; JOutdoor Sales, Accessory Use ; Restaurant and Bar, Indoor ; Retail Sales and Service; Service

y 2 P Establishment; Outdoor Sales, Accessory Use Garden Oriented ; Outdoor Sales, Principal Use QOutdoor
Apply / Register : Oriented Goods ; Outdoor Sales, Principal Use Garden Oriented ; Restaurant and Bar, Indoor and QOutdoor ;
File / Report : Service, Fleet-Based; Service, Office ; Service, Personal ; Studio; Construction Establishment;
Research/ View Manufacturing - Light, Assembly and Processing; Club, Community Service and Fraternal; Commercial
Select a Depariment Recreation, Indoor; Commercial Recreation, Outdoor ; Golf Course / Country Club; Health Club (5,000 sq. ft.

Transtale this a e or less), Museum; Park, Active; Park, Passive ; Adult Day Care Center; Child Care Facility ; Funeral

Home / Mortuary / Crematory; Government Building and Use;, Hospital, House of Worship ; Library; Meeting
Hall and other Community Assembly Facility; School, Public, Pre-K thru 12 (Governmental); School, Private,
Pre-K thru 12 (Nongovernmental); School, Post-Secondary; School, All Others; Marina; Parking Surface
ccessory ; Parking, Structured ; Parking, Surface - Principal Use ; Nursery / Greenhouse;
|Large Tract Planned Development; Community Residential Home, more than 14 residents ; Car Wash and
Detailing; Convenience Store with or without Fuel Pumps ; Publishing and Printing; Performing Arts Venue
SE {(500 seats or less); Health Club, (more than 5,000 sq. ft.); Motion Picture Theater/Cinema (500 seats or less);
Motion Picture Theater/Cinema (more than 500 seats); Performing Arts Venue (more than 500 seats);
Birthing Center, Mass Transit Center; Utility Plant and Storage ; Utility Substation, Utility Storage Tanks ;

o1 4 2 A Accessory Artist in Residence; Restaurant and Bar, Accessory Outdoor Area ; Recreation Use, Accessory to
Watch City Programming Residential Use; Recreation Use, Accessory to Public Park; Cemetery, Accessory to a House of Worship;
and TV Live G [Accessory, Dwelling Unit ; Accessory, Living Space; Motel, Cafe, Neighborhood Scale; Retail, Neighborhood

Scale; Storage, Self / Mini Warehouse ; Warehouse;
Dormitory; Mobile Home; Kennel; Pet Care indoor/Outdoor; Office, Temporary Labor (Day Labor) ; Outdoor
Storage, Accessory Commercial ; Laboratories and Research and Development; Manufacturing - Heavy;
NC | Outdoor Storage, Principal Use ; Outdoor Storage, Accessory Industrial ; Recycling Center, Salvage Yard ;
Towing and Freight Trucking; Wholesale Establishment; Cemetery; Crematorium; Probation / Parole
Correction Office ; Heliport, Accessory;

Select Language V

http://www.stpete.org/land_use/use_permission.cfm?district_group=Corridor&specific_district=CCS-1&use_group=unknown&specifi... 10/31/2012
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PLANNING & VISIONING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
November 13, 2012

Note: The item below (FLUM-16) was presented first as requested by the applicant and approved by the
Commission.

1II. QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING

City File: FLUM-16 Contact Person: Rick MacAulay

893-7283
Location: The subject property, estimated to be 5.1 acres in size; is vacant land generally located on the
northwest corner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Blvd.

Request:

a. For 2.44 acres, to amend the Future Land Use Map designation from Industrial Limited (Activity
Center) to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and the Official Zoning Map designation
from EC (Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Cortidor/Commercial Suburban), or other less intensive use.
The balance of the propefty (2.66 acres) will remain preservation {Preservation Area N-69).

b. In addition, it is:requested that @ Development Agreement be approved, which will limit development to
a maximum of 17,000 sq. f. of commercial space.

Prior to the presentation the applicant requested 15 minules for their presentation. The Commission approved
giving both parties 15 minutes each.

Staff Presentation

Rick MacAulay gave a presentation based on the staff report.

Commissioner Nolan asked about the details of the original 23-acre development and what the subject
triangular property represents. Mr. MacAulay stated that staff did not see any variance requests for set-backs,
green yard or impervious. surface while researching the Environmental Development Commission (EDC)
approval of this site in the 1980s. The office park was built as seen today with the triangle area left
undeveloped. Staff agrees that there was nothing definitive in the file that states the 5.1 acre subject area was
set aside because it was a preservation area, or because the developer thought it was a nice nature amenity or a
buffer between the office buildings and that intersection. However, arguably when this office park was
developed in the 1980s it was done with this intent.

Commissioner Nolan asked if SWFWMD was as engaged back in the 1980s as they are today. Mr. MacAulay
stated that he believed that the permitting agencies (SWFWMD, DER, and Army Corps) were as active and
engaged in the 1980s as they are today.
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Commissioner Robison agreed and stated that the permitting agencies have basically the same wetland laws
having been amended and modified to be more stringent. However, in this case going back to a DRI that is
fairly old, SWFWMD would have basically approved the subject area as a conceptual preservation/wetland area
and it is designated on the master plan of the Gateway Area DRI as a wetland area, thus was recognized as a
resource back in the 1980s.

Commissioner Klein stated that he believes that a small piece of the subject property is available for
development. Mr. MacAulay stated that staff is not opposed to the development of this site with the appropriate
uses typically creating higher paying jobs. Mr. MacAulay referred to a Gateway Activity Center map depicting
the predominance of Future Land Use Plan categories of IL (Industrial Limited) and said it would be
unprecedented to change 2.44 acres encroaching into the Gateway Activity Center boundary to allow for a
single use retail store. The Gateway Activity Center adopted in the City’s first Comprehensive Plan in 1989
really stresses the importance of the Activity Center.

Commissioner Robison asked staff that if this subject property remains IL, what types of land uses would be
appropriate on such a small piece of land. Mr. MacAulay replied office space/building, office park, corporate
office space, laboratory, or any kind of light industrial ot small manufacturing firm.

Commission Montanari asked who drafted the Development Agreement. Mr. MacAulay stated that the
applicant drafted the Development Agreement, borrowing from three examples of past development
agreements, along with comments and recommendations from City staff

Applicant Presentation

Todd Pressman, agent presenting the applicz'mt/property owner, PBC Associates, began a PowerPoint
presentation in support of the request. Robert Pergolizzi, AICP, PTP with Gulf Coast Consulting and Marlon
Champion with The Ferber Company ¢ontinued the presentation; Todd Pressman then concluded.

Commissioner Nolan voiced his concern about the noise and light pollution that a proposed 24/7 Walgreens
would generate to the residents across street:as opposed o the office complexes. Mr. Pressman replied that
there is a six to_seven lane roadway and significant forestation along Roosevelt Blvd. and Dr. M.L. King Street
North whichwould serve as.a bufter, and there have been no complaints about the commercial activity across
the streetfrom the subject property (on the southeast corner).

Jason Crews with The Ferber Company pointed out that the office complexes are probably lit 24 hours for
security reasons.. The site lighting for retail would be directed so spillage would not occur across or onto
neighboring yards.

Commissioner Nolan asked about the signage size to which Mr. Crews stated the sign would be similar in size
with the current signs in the area. Mr. Crews went on to say that these types of issues can be negotiated in the
Development Agreement.

Commission Chair Whiteman commented about the eight letters received from PBC tenants and then asked
about the number of tenants in the Pinellas Business Center. Mr. Pressman stated that he could not attest to
that; however, he did know that the property owner went through quite a number of offices and received great
support for having a pedestrian connection.

Page 2 of 8
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Commission Chair Whiteman asked about the kind of lighting on the proposed pedestrian connection for
pedestrian safety. Mr. Crews stated that they have not yet gotten to that point in the design process but safety
lighting would be provided through the walkways.

Commission Chair Whiteman voiced his concern about the length of the proposed walkways through the
wetlands. Mr. Pressman stated that there have been a couple of design changes shortening the length through
the wetlands. Mr. Pressman went on to say that the City’s Comprehensive Plan calls for providing pedestrian
elements into preservation areas for the citizens’ enjoyment. Mr. Pressman stressed that they are here to work
with the City and any element that is important can be negotiated in the Develepment Agreement.

Commissioner Robison asked Mr. Pressman to read the letter from the property owner and Managing Member
of PBC, Stephen Denholtz that was mentioned in his presentation.

Commissioner Nolan asked if there is a Walgreens currently in Gateway Plaza, to which Mr. Pressman
responded yes. Commissioner Nolan then commented how this contradicts the applicant purporting that the
proposed Walgreens would be a major convenience when there is alréady an existing Walgreens and Publix
(which also offers prescription drugs) in a place already developed. Mr. Wright, representing the applicant,
replied that the current Walgreens is approximately two-thirds the size 6f the proposed Walgréens and does not
have a drive-through which is very important for a drug store and one reason why then need to relocate. The
current Walgreens building, once vacated, will.be backfilled and those¢ jobs will be replaced. Mr. Wright went
on to say that he feels that once Walgreens vacates; there will probably be seme major redevelopment allowing
some of the major tenants to expand.

Mr Pressman stated that he personally has sent out over 300 publie notices four times and was happy that the
Clty had received only three responses in opposition.

Commissioner Montanari dsked why nothing specific 1§ stated in the Development Agreement (#3, Paragraph
B.i) and not come straight out to say Walgreens. Mr. Pressman stated that was the approach they took in
wanting to ensure the Commission what the use would be an the subject property. Also, specifying only one use
in the Development Agreement would limit.the ability to backfill this space with anything other than a
Walgreens shouldwsomething happen in the future. Mr. Pressman went on to say that any usage
concerns/problems can be addressed in the Development Agreement.

Commissioner Montanari asked why the new ewner is not identified. Mr. Pressman stated that the PBC is the
current owner which is why their name is on the Development Agreement.

Commissioner Nolan asked if this application was denied, would the purchase of the property go through, to
which Mr. Pressman replied no.

Mr. MacAulay stated that in regard to the Development Agreement, the applicant was asked to remove the
reference to the “new owner” because staff thinks that the new owner ought to be a party to the Development
Agreement. PBC is the current owner so the Development Agreement would be between the City and Pinellas
Business Center (PBC). The Development Agreement runs with the land and there is language in the
Development Agreement stating that whoever succeeds or purchases the land would be bound by the
Development Agreement. Mr. MacAulay went on to say that there are two options: 1) the new owner could be
identified now and sign the Development Agreement; or 2) remove any reference to the new owner leaving the

Page 3 of 8
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Development Agreement between the current property owner (PBC) and the City, and whoever eventually
purchases the land will be subject to the Development Agreement.

Commissioner Nolan asked if any representatives of the current owner are present, to which Mr. Pressman
replied no. Commissioner Nolan stated that he is perplexed that the current owners are not more motivated
because their sale apparently hinges on the approval of this application and it looks like now that this is a
fishing expedition with someone finding a sliver of land that they think may get the highest and best use out of
commercially. Mr. Pressman responded that in 20 years of doing this kind work throughout the entire Bay area
and state, this is the normal course - where the applicant approaches the property owner with the intent of
purchasing and is then incumbent upon the applicant to obtain the necessary changes.

Commissioner Nolan asked if there were any assurances that another use would not be placed on this property if
the proposed zoning and land use change is approved. Mr. Pressman stated that their intent with the
Development Agreement is to exclude any type of use that would be inflammatory or not appropriate.

Commissioner Nolan asked Legal if the proposed land usé and zoning i§ approved, if anything by right can be
developed. Pam Cichon stated that anything allowed under the new zoming can be placed on the subject
property other than what is specifically excluded in #3.B.i of the Peyélopment Agreement.< Ms. Cichon also
pointed out the 10-year expiration date as stated under #2 of the Development Agreement which would then
allow any kind of permitted use including what is now excluded in the Deévelopment Agreement.

Commission Chair Whiteman asked if the Commission eould place a condition stating that if Walgreens ever
leaves, then the subject property would automatically revert back to IL (Industrial Limited). Mr. MacAulay
stated that they did not think the Development Agreement (Section 3.B.i, 1 & 2) was very well written; it was
confusing ds to exactly what they want the land to be put t6 and the uses that they would agree to be prohibited.
Mr. MacAulay then referred fo a list:of permitted uses within the requested zoning designation which was
previously provided to the applicant. Mr. MacAulay suggested that the applicant identify and agree that the
land will only be used for seven to 12 uses from this list or as many as desired. Mr. Pressman agreed to this
request as well as extending the expiration date of the Development Agreement to 20 years as requested by
staff.

Commissionér Klem asked staff if there is anything the applicant could put in the Development Agreement that
would cause staff to recommend approval, to which Mr. MacAulay replied no.

Commissioner Robison asked the applicant if he would be willing right here during today’s hearing to submit a
list of other acceptable uses as well as unacceptable uses, to which Mr. Pressman replied yes. Mr. MacAulay
stated that it would be simpler to modify the Development Agreement to list perhaps seven to 12 uses that they
agree the land could be put to which would restrict development to those uses only.

Public Hearing

Judy Landon, 4231 — 18" Street No, stated that the Activity Center has mixed-use in the center of it which was
planned during the DRI process some 20 years ago because you want to capture trips within the large
development and not allowing niggling commercial businesses along the major roadways. If this request is
approved, then do not allow a curb cut on Roosevelt Blvd. due to the close proximity to the intersection, but
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place the curb cut around the corner. LOS “B” was mentioned and a trip capture study during peak hours was
suggested.

Mr. Pressman stated that when the DRIs were done decades ago baseball was talked about in the
Carillon/Gateway area but plans change depending what is wanted at the time.

Mr. Pergolizzi stated that a detailed DOT access permit study would have to be done for access from Roosevelt
Blvd. and then pointed out that the access to Roosevelt Blvd. according to the site plan is proposed for right-in /
right-out only because it does not align with a median opening. The access to Dr. M.L. King Street North is at
the extreme northern end of the property and aligned with 110™ Avenue which is the appropriate location. Both
of these driveways are situated as far from the intersection as reasonably possible and they comply with both
FDOT and Pinellas County Access Management Standards. In regards to the LOS, the Pinellas County Level
of Service Report provides levels of service on a peak hour basis.

Commissioner Nolan asked about the letter from CONA @pposing the request. Mike Gulley representing
CONA came to the podium explaining how they used an e-mail tree in obtaining a unahimous vote in
opposition to this request.

Cross Examination

Waived by both parties.
Rebuttal

By Rick MacAulay: Referring to a map of the Gateway Aetivity Center-area zoning, he pointed out that the
predominant zoning is Employment Center and it would be unprecedented to allow for a rezoning to
accommodate a single use, low intensity retail business. The applicant had given examples (e.g., Dr. M.L. King
& 94™ Avenue North, DrsM.L. King & 62™ Avenue North, and others elsewhere in the county) where there are
two major arterial roadways with commercial on all four ¢arners. This intersection is different because of the
Gateway Activity Center boundary and an. Areawide Development of Regional Impact Development Order that
govern the subject 5.1 acres.

By Todd Pressman: The Ferber Comipany: is considering making a $1 million investment or more at this site; it
will be a beautiful improvement; will be providing professional jobs and will be providing an improvement for
the ipimediate community. He emphasized that the DRI does have remaining 18,000 plus square feet of retail
use allowed; it is part of the existing DRI that is banked. Also, everyone is well aware of the extreme extensive
use proposed for the north part of the DRI for a baseball stadium which was given great consideration. In
regards to CONA, they did not speak with them but believes they were unaware of a number of points. They
have spent a great deal of time, money and investment just to get to this point; they believe in this project, sent
out numerous notices and received only three responses in opposition, and hopes to have the Commission’s
support.

Commission Chair Whiteman asked staff to explain the 18,000 square feet of remainder retail space. Mr.
MacAulay stated that there is capacity within the Development Order for 18,000 square feet of commercial
space. Referring to the Master Plan for the Areawide DRI adopted in the 1980s, Mr. MacAulay pointed out the
areas identified for commercial (retail) uses. The Development Order does anticipate retail; there is 18,000
square feet still available to go somewhere within the boundaries of the Master Plan. The applicant is asking
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that an area (referred to the Master Plan by Mr. MacAulay) to be modified which now calls for Industrial and
Office Space. Should this move forward, the DRI will need to be amended by the applicant through a process
called a Notice of Proposed Change.

Commission Chair Whiteman asked where the 18,000 square feet would go if not used by the applicant. Mr.
MacAulay stated that if they use 17,000 square feet of the 18,000 available at the proposed site, then that would
limit commercial to other areas within the boundaries of the Master Plan. However, there is a trade-off matrix
that is part of this Master Plan Development Order where they can trade-off niore retail space for industrial
space that is still allowed.

Executive Session

Commissioner Robison stated that both sides had a good argumerft and then voiced his support of the zoning
change and feels that if the rezoning fails, it will never be developed.  He does not see it as a hardship on the
neighboring residents and the applicant made a compelling case on the economics.

Commissioner Nolan stated that it is the epitome of spot'zoning and no jobs are being gained other than with the
construction of the building. There is already an existing Walgreens and Publix with a drug pharmacy section,
and he is not sure that a drive-through could not be developed for the existing Walgreens. Commissioner Nolan
went on to say that the most difficult part for him in supporting the project is that as a representative of the
community at large he looks at the City staff’s recommendation as welk.as CONA’s position, both which
represent the community; he does not support the request.

Commissioner Klein stated his agreement with Cominissioner Robisen and supports the request. He also feels
that CONA did not have the benefit of hearing the applicant’s side.

Commissioner Montanari stated that he is very pro business but has a problem with this land use change and
agrees with the spot zoning statement made by Commissioner Nolan. He feels that it would be out of character
for the subject property. He also feels that it would be trading jobs from one Walgreens to another, not creating
new jobs other than the construction phase. €emmissioner Montanari went on to say that with the first reading
of the Development Agreement, he did not like it at all and just raised questions for him; he did not know why a
straight-forward approach was not taken to begin with instead of making last minute changes at the hearing. He
does not stipport the request.

A discussion took place between the Commissioners regarding spot zoning, the possible creation of jobs, the
Areawide DRI, and protection from unwanted uses if approved.

Mr. MacAulay stated that the Development Agreement is a fluid document to be changed based upon the
comments made at this meeting and further changes could be made if it goes to City Council.

Commission Chair Whiteman asked Legal if the Commission needs to have the seven to 12 approved uses
identified prior to making a motion. Ms. Cichon stated that technically they are not needed but it is up to the
Commission if they want them.

Commission Chair Whiteman asked Mr. Pressman if he is prepared to submit the list of seven to 12 approved
uses for the record as a representation of what would be included in the Development Agreeme t. Commission
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Chair Whiteman informed the applicant that this would be a representation of items to be included in the
Development Agreement; it’s not fixed nor bound by that list specifically. Mr. Pressman stated his
concurrence.

Mr. Pressman asked, for clarification, is the Commission looking for those several uses at this point or did they
want to take the Development Agreement as it is now and proceed. Commission Chair Whiteman stated that he
would like to hear the uses now, but it is not fixed.

Mr. Pressman named the following list of approved uses: 1) bank without drive-through; 2) bank with drive-
through; 3) drug store or pharmacy; 4) office general; 5) office medical; 6) retail sales and service; and 7) health
club 5,000 square feet or less. Mr. Pressman went on to suggest taking this list of suggested uses on record with
a clear understanding of moving forward with a discussion with the City to look at these uses, clarify and obtain
a 100% list of uses to be presented to City Council.

Commissioner Montanari asked Legal, to ensure what the Commission is voting on, that they are voting on the
Development Agreement as presented and not the statemerit just made by Mr. Pressman. Ms_ Cichofi stated that
the applicant had already made the statement of changing the eéxpiration date of the Development Agreement
from 10 years to 20 years so that would be a part of what the Commiission would be approving as well as the list
of approved uses. However, the City has not yet agreed to or supports the list of approved uses, so the
Commission would be voting on something that is not definite.

Mr. MacAulay stated that how the Commission votes is a recommendation to City €ouncil and even though it is
not in writing, they have heard from the applicant that they are willing to limit the use of the land to those seven
things and City staff is okay with that list.

Mr. Pressman stated for the record that they will continue to work forward with those uses as best they can with
the City and City Council.

MOTION: Commissioner Montanari moved and Commissioner Robison seconded to amend the
Future Land Use Map. designation from Industrial Limited (Activity Center) to
Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and the Office Zoning Map
designation fram EC (Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban,
or other less intensive use for the subject 2.44 acres. The balance of the property (2.66
acres) will remain preservation (Preservation Area N-69).

VOTE: YES — Robison, Klein, Whiteman
NO - Montanari, Nolan

Motion failed by a vote of 3 to2: (Need four concurring votes.)

MOTION: Commissioner Montanari moved and Commissioner Klein seconded to approve the
Development Agreement as approved which would limit development to a maximum of
17,000 square feet of commercial space.

VOTE: YES — Robison, Klein, Whiteman
NO - Montanari, Nolan
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Motion failed by a vote of 3 to2. (Need four concurring votes.)

Mr. MacAulay stated that if this moves forward on appeal to City Council, the minutes will reflect that the
Commission voted 3 to 2 in favor of the rezoning but failed lacking that fourth vote, and Council will take that
into consideration when they hear the matter.

Page 8 of 8
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Staff Report to the St. Petersburg Planning & Visioning Commission
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department,
Urban Planning & Historic Preservation Division

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on November 13, 2012
at 3:00 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

City File: FLUM-16
Agenda Item III.

According to Department records, no PVC members reside or have a place of business located within 2,000 feet of
the subject property. All other possible conflicts should be declared upon announcement of the item.

APPLICANT/

PROPERTY OWNER: PBC Associates
c/o 334 East Lake Road, #102
Palm Harbor, FL 34685

AUTHORIZED

REPRESENTATIVE: Todd Pressman, Agent
334 East Lake Road, #102
Palm Harbor, FL 34685

SIZE/LOCATION: The subject property, estimated to be 5.1 acres in size, is vacant
land generally located on the northwest corner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and
Roosevelt Boulevard. The subject property includes Preservation Area N-69.

PIN/LEGAL: The subject property is a portion of parcel 13-30-16-76532-001-
0010. The legal description is attached.

REQUEST: The 5.1 acre subject property is presently designated as follows on
the City’s Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map: 1.34 acres Industrial Limited (Activity
Center), with EC (Employment Center) zoning; and 3.76 acres Preservation (Activity Center),
with PRES (Preservation) zoning. However, based on recent engineering and environmental
analysis conducted by the applicant’s consultants it has been preliminarily estimated that
approximately 2.66 acres qualify as wetland preservation (subject to final approval from the
Southwest Florida Water Management District and the Army Corps of Engineers). Thus, the
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requested action is as follows:

e For 2.44 acres, amend the Future Land Use Map designation from Industrial Limited
(Activity Center) to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and the Official
Zoning Map designation from EC (Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial
Suburban), or other less intensive use.

e The applicant has also offered a Development Agreement, restricting the potential uses on the
site to 17,000 sq. ft. of commercial development.

PURPOSE: The applicant states that the request seeks to allow a retail use (Walgreens
Drug Store) that is commonly found at the intersection of two arterial roadways, and that the use
can be supported by those roadways. The applicant further states that the retail use will have a
demand from the users in the immediate area and that it is commonly associated with the
surrounding office uses. The applicant indicates that the site is expected to meet and address all
environmental concerns. The applicant also identifies Comprehensive Plan objectives and
policies which support the request. (The applicant has stated that, if approved, the Walgreens
Drug Store will relocate to the subject property from the Gateway Crossing Shopping Center,
generally located catty-corner from the subject site.)

EXISTING USE: The subject property is vacant, including approximately 2.66 acres
of wetland preservation land.

SURROUNDING USES: North: Business/corporate park industrial and office uses
South: Corporate headquarters for Jabil Circuit, and retail
businesses (Gateway Crossing Shopping Center and Ibis
Walk to the southeast)
East: Village Lakes Condominiums
West: Pinellas Business Center (office buildings)

ZONING HISTORY: The present EC zoning designation has been in place since
September 2007, following the implementation of the City’s Vision 2020 Plan, the Citywide
rezoning and update of the land development regulations (LDRs). Prior to 2007, the subject
property was designated with IP (Industrial Park) and IP-PRES (Industrial Park-Preservation)
zoning.

APPLICABLE

REGULATIONS: The subject site is approximately 5.1 acres, or 222,155 sq. ft. in size. As
mentioned above, based on recent engineering and environmental analysis conducted by the
applicant’s consultants it has been preliminarily estimated that 2.66 acres qualify as wetland
preservation (subject to final approval from the Southwest Florida Water Management District
and the Army Corps of Engineers). The balance of the property (2.44 acres) is to be rezoned to
CCS-1.
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e The development potential for 2.44 acres or 106,285 sq. ft. of land designated EC,
providing all other district regulations are met is 145,600 sq. ft. of industrial or corporate
office space calculated at a floor-area-ratio of 1.37, which reflects the activity center
designation.

e The development potential for 2.44 acres or 106,285 sq. ft. of land designated CCS-1,
providing all other district regulations are met, is 54 residential units calculated at a
density of 22 units per acre, which reflects the activity center designation; 87,155 sq. ft.
of office or retail space calculated at a floor-area-ratio of 0.82, which reflects the activity
center designation; or a mix of these uses. The CCS-1 regulations also provide a
workforce housing density bonus of six (6) units per acre.

e With regard to the preservation zoning on approximately 2.66 acres or 115,870 sq. ft. of
the subject property, the City Code states that development, alteration, or improvement
within a preservation area shall not exceed a floor-area-ratio (FAR) of 0.05 and an
impervious surface ratio (ISR) of 0.10, and if developed, altered or improved, the
remaining area must be left in its natural state. Thus, the “development potential” for the
subject preservation area is approximately 5,790 sq. ft. of floor area. Both on-site and
off-site transfer of the intensity credit is available to the applicant. If the property is
rezoned to CCS-1, a residential density credit of one (1) dwelling unit per acre of
preservation land may also be transferred to abutting land under the same ownership or
transferred to property anywhere in the City designated with CCS-1 zoning. Thus, the
“residential development potential” for the subject preservation area is three (3) dwelling
units.

SPECIAL

INFORMATION: The subject property is located within the Gateway Activity Center
and the Gateway Areawide Development of Regional Impact (GADRI), described in more detail
below. The property is not located within the boundaries of a formal neighborhood association.
Also:

e On July 20, 2012 the Community Preservation Commission (CPC) conducted a public
hearing pertaining to the applicant’s appeal of the City Zoning Official’s determination
that a proposed freestanding retail store with a pharmacy did not meet the standards for an
“accessory use” within the EC (Employment Center) zoning district (Case No. 12-
53000003). The appeal was denied by a unanimous vote of the CPC (7 to 0).

e On August 14, 2012, prior to the conclusion of the PVC public hearing, the applicant
withdrew the request to amend the Future Land Use Map designation from Industrial
Limited (Activity Center) to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and
the Official Zoning Map designation from EC (Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Corridor
Commercial Suburban) pertaining to the subject 2.44 acres (City File FLUM-15).
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e On September 27, 2012 the applicant submitted a significant amount of additional
material in support of their application to be added to the City file for the public record.
The submittal included the following, most of which will be referenced in the Staff
Analysis section below:

1. A list of Comprehensive Plan policies and objectives favorable to the project (13
policies and two objectives)

2. Select pages from five previous City staff reports associated with applications

requesting an amendment from an industrial zoning designation to a commercial

designation

Traffic assessment

Summary of Roosevelt retail

Office/flex space vacancy rates and rent averages

Development costs for a 16,510 sq. ft. drug store with drive-thru

Development costs for a 22,800 sq. ft. office

Correspondence from the property owner in support of the proposed development and

discussing the current downfall of multi-tenant flex/office space in the adjacent area

9. Signed petitions from eight (8) current tenants of the Pinellas Business Center
indicating their desire to have a drug store near their work facility

10. Preliminary draft of a development agreement

g0 1 En Lh B 1o

STAFF ANALYSIS:

The 5.1 acre subject property is a remnant of a 23.5 acre site originally developed with industrial
and corporate office space in the mid-1980s, known then as the McCormick Center (City File
SE-804). The project was described as a “very high quality, attractive development...with nearly
three acres in preservation area and another three acres in setbacks and green area.” A new
building was added to the McCormick Center in 1991, bringing the total square footage of the
business park to approximately 200,000 sq. ft. (City File SE-804-D). There are no definitive
statements in the files, but it is (arguably) likely that the subject area had been left undeveloped
because of the existence of the wetland (Preservation Area N-69), and perhaps because
(arguably) it served as a nature amenity for the business park employees, clients and visitors, as
well as a natural buffer between the office buildings and the busy intersection of Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard. As described, based on recent
engineering and environmental analysis, it has been determined that while there are
approximately 2.66 acres of wetland area there are also approximately 2.44 acres of
buildable/developable land in subject area, and now, some 30 years later, there is renewed
development interest.

Development Agreement

A Development Agreement has been offered by the applicant (attached). Development
Agreements are authorized by Florida Statutes (Section 163.3220 through 163.3243) and the City
Code (Section 16.05). Development Agreements can be used when one of the following exist:
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(1) Where the development is proposed to be constructed in phases with
commitments to substantial public improvements being required in early phases.

It is anticipated that the project will be developed in one phase.

(2)  Where commitments to public improvements beyond those ordinarily required of
similar development are desirable by reason of location, topography, or other
characteristics of the property.

The following roadway improvements are commitments to public improvements beyond
those ordinarily required of similar development.

¢ Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North:
- Extension of southbound left lane at Roosevelt Blvd. by 100’
- Extension of southbound right lane at Roosevelt Blvd. by 150’

(3)  Where it is desirable to provide incentives to coordinate developments with a
specific plan.

The Development Agreement and Conceptual Plan (Exhibit B) serve as the plan for the
proposed project. As presently written, commitments made by the applicant include the
following:

e The site shall not allow: kennels, hotels or motels, pet care, fast food restaurants,
gas or fueling stations, motor vehicle or sales use of any kind, commercial indoor
or outdoor recreation, health clubs, funeral homes, houses of worship, or so-called
“adult uses.”

e The Commercial Property shall be limited to a maximum development of 17,000
heated and air-conditioned square feet of allowable uses. A drive-through is
allowable for drug stores or financial institutions only.

Additional commitments, including sidewalk and roadway improvements, made by the
developer include the following:

e The property owner will improve and manage the portion of the Commercial
Property designated preservation as required by any governmental agencies
having jurisdiction over the Commercial Property. The property owner will
install pedestrian connections and walkways to allow the public to better enjoy
the Preservation Area — where that area will not be imposed or impacted
negatively.

e The property owner will install sidewalks on all public rights of way abutting
the site.

City File FLUM-16
Page 5



e Wetland mitigation

e Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North:
- Construction of 900 linear feet of sidewalk on the west side of MLK
- Construction of a 250’ northbound turn lane at entrance
- Construction of a 200’ southbound turn lane at entrance

e Roosevelt Blvd:
- Construction of 190 linear feet of pedestrian connection to Pinellas
Business Center on south end
- Construction of 230 linear feet of pedestrian connection to Pinellas
Business Center on north end

City staff recommends that the following changes be made to the proposed Development
Agreement:

L.

In accordance with Section 163.3229, F.S., the duration of a Development Agreement
shall not exceed 30 years, although it may be extended by mutual consent of the
developer and the City, subject to a public hearing. The initial term for the proposed
Agreement is 10 years. City staff recommends that the duration of the agreement be 20
years.

The "New Owner" should be identified and made a party to the agreement. If the present
property owner (PBC, LLC) cannot identify the new owner at this time then all references
to the “new owner” should be removed and, as stated in the opening paragraph,
the agreement will be made and entered into by and between the City and PBC, LLC.

Because paragraph 10 states that the agreement shall be binding on the successors and
assigns of PBC, i.e., the “new owner” it is not necessary to reference or identify the “new
owner” in the agreement.

Paragraphs 3.b.i. and ii. attempt to identify the uses that the agreement will prohibit and
the uses that the commercial property will be limited to, respectively, however, both i and
ii are incomplete after reviewing the list of uses permitted in the CCS-1 zoning district
(attached). It is recommended that the applicant only list the permitted uses that the
Commercial Property would be limited to (to keep it simple).

Preservation Area N-69

The City file for Preservation Area N-69 contains copies of the previously referenced staff
reports related to special exception site plan applications processed between May 1984 and May
1991 (associated with the adjacent office development). The file also contains a dredge & fill
permit application and an aerial photo with preservation lines drawn in 1984, which appear
similar to the present Preservation zoning boundary. Several of the staff reports make note of the
need to preserve the pine canopy and upland pine flatwoods in certain areas, while a request to
modify the existing preservation area (City File SE-804-C) was approved, which included the
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placement of a stormwater detention pond in the preservation area and the expansion and
replanting of the wetland in an area occupied by pine flatwoods. In summary, Preservation Area
N-69 has been impacted by the adjacent office development over the years, however, pursuant to
the City Code, the impacts have been off-set with mitigation and related reconstruction of the
wetland area.

The environmental assessment conducted by the applicant’s consultants concludes that only 2.66
acres of the subject property qualify as wetland preservation (subject to final approval from the
Southwest Florida Water Management District and the Army Corps of Engineers). The
applicant’s consultant has further concluded that the upland area no longer qualifies as
preservation due to the fact that the subcanopy is dominated by brazilian pepper (90 percent
cover) with wax myrtle, cabbage palm and beautyberry as subdominants. The groundcover is
very sparse with muscadine grape vine, pepper vine as the dominant species with 5 to 10 percent
cover. The consultant concludes that the upland community should not be considered for
preservation due to the dominance by brazilian pepper, which has excluded native species
growth.

City staff supports these findings. To date, the applicant has complied with all of the rules and
regulations set forth in the City Code relating to adjusting the boundaries of a preservation area.
The City was notified early on as to the applicant’s intent, which was followed by an exchange of
communications regarding the process and a field inspection with City staff (conducted on May
25, 2012).

Gateway Areawide Development of Regional Impact (GADRI)

The subject property is located within the Gateway Areawide DRI (GADRI), the Development
Order (Ordinance 1142-F) for which was adopted in November 1989. There is currently 18,063
sq. ft. of available retail capacity in the GADRI. The GADRI Master Plan identifies the
northwest corner of Dr. ML King Jr. St. N. and Roosevelt Blvd. for office and industrial uses
only. The effective date language for the City Council ordinances amending the land use and
zoning will state that the land use and zoning changes will not become effective until the GADRI
Master Plan (attached) has been amended to include commercial as an allowable use on
the northwest corner of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Blvd. (allowing
retail to be developed). The process is known as an NOPC (Notice of Proposed Change). The
property owner/developer would be responsible for this process, including all fees, legal ads and
other notice requirements.

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan

Due to the subject property’s location within the Gateway Activity Center, the development
potential under the present Industrial Limited land use and EC zoning, providing all other district
regulations are met, is 145,600 sq. ft. of industrial or corporate office space (reflecting a floor-
area-ratio of 1.37). Development potential under the proposed Planned Redevelopment-Mixed
Use land use and CCS-1 zoning, providing all other district regulations are met, is 87,155 sq. ft.
of commercial or retail space (reflecting a floor-area-ratio of 0.82). The Development
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Agreement offered by the applicant restricts development to no more than 17,000 sq. ft. of
commercial space, which equates to a floor-area-ratio of approximately 0.16.

As reflected in the following analysis, the City staff has concluded that, on balance, the
applicant’s request to amend the land use from Industrial Limited to Planned Redevelopment-
Mixed Use, and the zoning from EC to CCS-1, is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU3.21, which states that the City
shall continue to expand the acreage available for industrial development in appropriate
locations. If approved, the requested changes will eliminate acreage available for
industrial development, which is not consistent with the purpose and intent of the
Industrial Limited Plan category and EC zoning.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU3.26.a, which states that Plan
amendment applications that propose changing underperforming industrially designated
areas (Industrial General or Industrial Limited) to a non-industrial designation may be
Javorably considered if one or more of the following characteristics exist over an
extended period of time: 1) vacant or underutilized land; 2) vacant or underutilized
buildings; 3) poor quality job creation in terms of pay, employee density and spin-off or
multiplier effects; and 4) chronic competitive disadvantages in terms of location,
transportation infrastructure/accessibility and other market considerations. City staff
does not believe that the subject property’s buildable area is vacant due to the present
industrial designations, moreover, staff believes that the industrial designations are still
appropriate/logical due to the subject property’s location and accessibility to a regional
roadway network which operates with excess capacity. It is the recommendation of City
staff that the buildable area be developed with office park or industrial-type uses,
consistent with the adjacent Pinellas Business Center office buildings and consistent with
the existing EC zoning.

The applicant submitted select pages from five City staff reports pertaining to
applications requesting an amendment from an industrial zoning designation to a
commercial designation. The applicant did not provide any analysis of these cases,
including relevancy. The cases are summarized here:

1. City File: FLUM-6 On May 20, 2010 the City Council adopted ordinances
amending the Future Land Use Map designation from Industrial Limited to
Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use and rezoning from IS (Industrial Suburban)
to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban) for approximately eight (8) acres of
land generally located on the northeast corner of 32" Street North and 17"
Avenue North. The property, which is located within an existing commercial
corridor (34™ Street), has recently been redeveloped with a new Sam’s Club
Store.

2. City File: PC-685-A On December 15, 2005 the City Council adopted
ordinances amending the Future Land Use Map designation from Industrial
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Limited to Institutional and rezoning from IP-1 (Industrial Park) to CI
(Commercial Industrial) for approximately 16.3 acres of land consisting of the
City-owned Dome Industrial Park Pilot Project (DIPPP) Community
Redevelopment Area, generally located north of Fairfield Avenue South and south
of 5th Avenue South, between 22nd Street South and 1-275. The amendment was
initiated by the City specifically to allow for the construction of the U.S.
Department of Labor, Job Corps Training Facility to bolster job training and
economic development in St. Petersburg, the County and the region.

. City File: PC-675 On March 17, 2005 the City Council conducted the first

reading of ordinances amending the Future Land Use Map designation from
Industrial General and Industrial Limited to Commercial General and rezoning
from IG (Industrial General) and IP (Industrial Park) to CI (Commercial
Industrial) for approximately 11 acres of land generally located on the southwest
corner of 22nd Avenue North and 31st Street North (JB Factory Carpet Store
property). However, on May 3, 2005 the Pinellas County Board of County
Commissioners, acting in their capacity as the Countywide Planning Authority,
voted to deny the City’s Future Land Use Map amendment and the applicant
subsequently requested that the application be withdrawn.

. City File: PC-660 On January 22, 2004 the City Council adopted a

development agreement and ordinances amending the Future Land Use Map
designation from Industrial Limited to Residential Office Retail (Activity Center)
and rezoning from IP (Industrial Park) to ROR-2 (Residential Office Retail-2) for
approximately 21.5 acres of land generally located on the east side of Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr. Street North, in the center of a triangular-shaped land area
bounded by Roosevelt Boulevard (SR 686) on the north and Gandy Boulevard
(SR 694) on the south (former Jim Walters/Celotex property). The property is in
the process of being redeveloped with the Ibis Walk mixed-use development.

. City File: PC-645 On April 15, 2003 the Planning Commission recommended

denial of a request to amend the Future Land Use Map designation from Industrial
Limited to Commercial General and rezoning from IP (Industrial Park) to CG
(Commercial General), for approximately 4.85 acres of land generally located at
3200 Tyrone Boulevard (three restaurants had been proposed). The
recommendation was not appealed to the City Council.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU3.5, which states that the tax base
will be maintained and improved by encouraging the appropriate use of properties based
on their locational characteristics and the goals, objectives and policies within this
Comprehensive Plan. City staff believes that, on balance, a retail business at this location
is not an appropriate use. The appropriate use of this property is one that is consistent
with the present industrial and activity center designations and benefits from the location
and accessibility to a regional roadway network which operates with excess capacity. If
approved, the proposed changes would result in creating a commercial strip and
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permitting a retail use that would add to the City’s tax base and produce jobs, however,
not the quality jobs that are expected in the industrially-designated areas of the Gateway
Activity Center.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU3.7, which states that land use
planning decisions shall include a review to determine whether existing Land Use Plan
boundaries are logically drawn in relation to existing conditions and expected future
conditions. City staff believes that the boundaries for the present Activity Center and
Industrial Limited (IL) land use designations and EC (Employment Center) zoning are
logically drawn. The attached Gateway Activity Center maps depicting the Future Land
Use and zoning designations for the area clearly show the “bright lines” that have been
drawn for the purpose of accommodating employment generating business and industry.
These designations have been uniformly applied to property located on the west side of
Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North, between 118" Avenue North and Gandy
Boulevard, moreover, along the north side of Gandy Blvd. and the east side of 28™ Street
and within the Carillon area. The goal of the City is to attract high quality, job generating
business and industry to these areas. Amending the land use and zoning boundaries to
accommodate a stand-alone, low-intensity retail store on the northwest corner of Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard is contrary to the City’s
goal. Such an amendment would also set a precedent within the Gateway Activity
Center.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU3.17, which states that the future
expansion of commercial uses is encouraged when infilling into existing commercial
areas and activity centers, or where a need can be clearly identified, and where
otherwise consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. As stated previously, the existence of
Preservation Area N-69 constrains the subject property as an infill area. Retail demands
in the general area are presently satisfied within the Gateway Crossing Shopping Center,
located catty-corner from the subject site on the southeast corner of Dr. Martin Luther
King Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard, and also the Ibis Walk development
located on the former Jim Walters/Celotex property, which abuts the shopping center to
the south. Access to the commercial uses within Ibis Walk is from Dr. ML King Jr. St.
and Roosevelt Blvd. More importantly, the need for a retail use on the subject property
has not been clearly identified. The applicant has indicated that the existing Walgreens
Drug Store within the Gateway Crossing Shopping Center will be closed and the business
activity relocated to the subject property if the land use and zoning changes are approved,
as well as the site plan. No other vacancy analysis for the shopping center has been
provided by the applicant, or any analysis pertaining to the increase in supply of
commercial space from Ibis Walk. Specifically, Ibis Walk has been approved for 49,000
sq. ft. of retail/restaurant space and, to date, two commercial buildings have been
constructed (totaling 28,500 sq. ft.). Additionally, the owners of Ibis Walk have acquired
the vacant commercial building that was previously occupied by a Hooters Restaurant,
4,474 sq ft in size.
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Summary of Roosevelt Retail

The applicant submitted a “Summary of Roosevelt Retail” which describes the 93,000 sq.
ft. Gateway Crossing Shopping Center, anchored by a Publix Store on the southeast
corner of Roosevelt Blvd. and Dr. ML King Jr. St. N., as currently 87.5% leased,
including the Walgreens Drug Store. The vacant Hooters Restaurant building is
estimated to be 4,200 sq. ft. in size. The IBIS Walk commercial space is described as a
three-phase 35,500 sq. ft. development that is currently 77.1% leased. However, Ibis
Walk is currently marketing 24,897 sq ft of available retail for lease, indicating they have
an occupancy rate of 49.8%. This low occupancy rate demonstrates the area possesses a
large amount of unfilled retail and the need for additional retail is currently not
applicable. No additional narrative or analysis was provided.

Pinellas Business Center and Surrounding Property Vacancy Rates & Rent Averages

The applicant submitted a summary of vacancy rates and rent averages for the PBC office
park and surrounding properties. In 2011, the average occupancy in the PBC was
identified as 50%, down from 75% in 2009. However, based on a PBC marketing flyer
that details each buildings’ amount of vacant square footage, received recently via an e-
mail blast, the occupancy of the office park is presently (approximately) 76%, with only
Building IIA and Building IID not doing well. The average occupancy for comparable
properties in the area is 72.8%, indicating that the PBC is above average in terms of
occupancy. The applicant claims the “biggest rent” achieved by PBC is $7.00/sq. ft. This
is slightly under the average rent of comparable properties in the area of $7.49/sq ft.

In 2011 and 2012, office vacancy in the surrounding area averaged 12.2%, which was an
improvement from 15.1% in 2010. The forecast for 2013 is 11.8%. Average office rent
in the surrounding area was identified as $10.00/sq. ft. Average rent for flex/warehouse
space in the surrounding area was identified as $8.00/sq. ft. and average vacancy as
follows: 2010, 11.1%; 2011, 12.4%; 2012, 10.7%; and a forecast of 12.5% in 2013.

Estimated Development Cost: Drug Store with Drive Thru

The applicant submitted an estimated development cost for a 16,510 sq. ft. drug store
with drive thru. The total project cost is estimated to be $4.5 million.

Estimated Development Cost: Office Use

The applicant submitted an estimated development cost for 22,800 sq. ft. of office space.
The total project cost is estimated to be $6.0 million. The applicant states that a projected
(typical) return rate of 10% would require a rent rate of $26.52/sq. ft.
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On balance, the applicant’s request is not consistent with Objective LU4, which states
that the City shall provide opportunities for additional commercial development where
appropriate, and opportunities for additional industrial and employment related
development where appropriate. As stated above, the predominant land use and zoning
designations within the Gateway area of the City, and largely the Gateway Activity
Center, are Industrial Limited and EC (Employment Center), respectively. There is a
limited supply of Industrial Limited and EC-zoned land within the City. The purpose and
intent of the designations is to ensure high quality, high wage jobs within the Gateway
area and the opportunity to attract a concentration of significant, employment generating
uses which provide needed jobs and economic development for the City. The
development of a stand-alone, low-intensity retail store that would likely be permitted
within any of the standard commercial corridor zoning districts within the City would be
inconsistent with the principles of the Industrial Limited Plan category and EC zoning
district.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU16.1, which states that
development planning for the Gateway area shall include consideration of the promotion
of industrial and office park development to diversify the City's economic base and
generate employment. For reasons already stated, the development of an isolated, stand-
alone, low-intensity retail store contradicts this policy.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU18, which states that commercial
development along the City's major corridors shall be limited to infilling and
redevelopment of existing commercially designated frontages. As stated, the existence of
Preservation Area N-69 constrains the subject property as an infill site, more importantly
the subject property is not part of or adjacent to an existing commercially designated
frontage. Finally, as previously noted, there are adequate opportunities for commercial
and retail infill development within existing shopping centers and strip commercial areas.

The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU18.1, which states that requests
to amend the Land Use Plan to permit retail development in the North Sector of the City
on corridors other than 4" Street North should be recommended for denial by City staff,
except at appropriate intersections of major streets or in designated mixed use settings.
Other than the southeast corner of the intersection (Gateway Crossing Shopping Center)
this is not a mixed use setting. The Village Lake Condominiums property located on the
northeast corner of the intersection is designated with residential multifamily land use and
zoning, while the two remaining corners on the west side of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.
Street North have been uniformly designated with Industrial Limited land use and EC
zoning. As stated previously, with these latter designations, the goal of the City is to
attract employers who offer high quality, high wage jobs. Due to the fact that the City has
a relatively low supply of Industrial Limited and EC-zoned land, it would be
inappropriate to amend these designations in order to permit retail development on the
northwest corner of this intersection.
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o The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy LU19.2, which states that land use
patterns that impair the efficient functioning of transportation facilities shall be avoided
through the denial of land use plan amendments that increase the frontage of commercial
strips. While there is sufficient roadway capacity on both Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.
Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard, the addition of a curb cut on both roadways for a
use permitted under the present IL designation will slightly impair the efficient
functioning of these transportation facilities (i.e., it is estimated that traffic would
increase by an average of 434 daily trips and 42 p.m. peak hour trips). However, under
the requested PR-MU designation, traffic would nearly double, (from 434 average daily
trips to 817 and from 42 p.m. peak hour trips to 79), thus, impairing the efficient
functioning of these roadways to a greater degree.

e The applicant’s request is not consistent with Policy T1.6, which states that the City shall
support high-density mixed-use developments and redevelopments in and adjacent to
Activity Centers, redevelopment areas and locations that are supported by mass transit to
reduce the number and length of automobile trips and encourage transit usage, bicycling
and walking. The applicant’s request and proposed project is a stand-alone, auto-oriented
commercial building that is not associated with a mixed-use development. Moreover, the
proposed project is not considered an accessory use to the adjacent office park. Arguably,
if approved, the proposed project may not reduce the number and length of automobile
trips or encourage bicycling and walking.

Other Relevant Comprehensive Plan Policies

e Policy LU2.5, which states that new development should be directed to infill and
redevelopment locations where excess capacity is available. While excess public facility
capacity exists, the existence of Preservation Area N-69 constrains the subject property as
an infill area or redevelopment location.

e Policy T7.1, which states that the City shall, to the extent practical, reduce or prevent
direct access from driveways to principal and minor arterials by prioritization of primary
access. The subject property is adjacent to Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North and
Roosevelt Boulevard (both minor arterials), thus there is no opportunity to reduce or
prevent direct access to these arterials.

The Level of Service (LOS) impact section of this report concludes that the requested Plan
change and rezoning will not have a negative effect upon the City’s adopted LOS standards for
public services and facilities including schools, traffic, potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste,
mass transit, recreation, and stormwater management. Moreover, as detailed in the impact
section and shown below, if the subject property is developed exclusively with office uses, there
will likely be less demand for potable water and sanitary sewer service. A summary of the
potential impact on the City’s public facilities is provided in the following table:
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Public Facilities Impact Existing EC Proposed CCS-1 | Net Change
Summary Zoning Zoning

Population 0 83 83
School Age Population 0 17 17
Potable Water 36,400 gpd 21,800 gpd -14,600 gpd
Sanitary Sewer 36,400 gpd 21,800 gpd -14,600 gpd
Solid Waste 0 tons 108 tons 108 tons
Traffic (p.m. peak hour) 42 trips 79 trips 37 trips

SPECIAL NOTE ON CONCURRENCY:

Level of Service impacts are addressed further in this report. Approval of the requested Plan
change, rezoning and the Development Agreement does not guarantee that the subject property
will meet the requirements of concurrency at the time development permits are requested. Upon
application for site plan review or development permits, a full concurrency review will be
completed to determine whether or not the proposed development may proceed. The property
owner will have to comply with all laws and ordinances in effect at the time development permits
are requested.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends DENIAL of the Future Land Use Map amendment from Industrial Limited
(Activity Center) to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Activity Center) and the Official
Zoning Map designation from EC (Employment Center) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial
Suburban), on the basis that the request, on balance, is not consistent with the goals, objectives
and policies of the City's Comprehensive Plan.
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RESPONSES TO RELEVANT
CONSIDERATIONS ON AMENDMENTS
TO THE LAND USE PLAN:

Compliance of probable use with goals, objectives, policies and guidelines of the
City's Comprehensive Plan.

The following objectives and policies from the Land Use Element and Transportation
Element are applicable:

LU2 The Future Land Use Plan shall facilitate a compact urban development
pattern that provides opportunities to more efficiently use and develop
infrastructure, land and other resources and services by concentrating more
intensive growth in activity centers and other appropriate areas.

LU2.1 To facilitate compact urban development the City shall adopt the
following activity centers as part of this Land Use Plan:

1. Gateway 3. Tyrone
2. Intown 4. Central Plaza

LU2.2 The City shall concentrate growth in the designated Activity Centers and
prioritize infrastructure improvements to service demand in those areas.

LU2.5 The Land Use Plan shall make the maximum use of available public
facilities and minimize the need for new facilities by directing new
development to infill and redevelopment locations where excess capacity
is available.

LU3.1.C.1.  Industrial Limited (IL) - Allowing a mixture of light industrial, industrial
park, office park uses with a floor area ratio up to 0.65.

LU3.1.LE33.  Activity Center (AC) - Overlaying the future land use designations in
those areas, not less than 50 acres in size, with concentrated commercial
and mixed-use centers suited to a more intensive and integrated pattern of
development.

LU3.1.F.2. Planned Redevelopment — Mixed Use (MU) - Allowing mixed use retail,

office, service and medium density residential uses not to exceed a floor
area ratio of 1.25 and a net residential density of 24 dwelling units per
acre.

LU3.21 The City shall continue to expand the acreage available for industrial
development in appropriate locations provided such expansion is
supported by current and likely long-term market conditions.
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LU3.26.a

LU34

LU3.5

LU3.7

LU3.17

LU3.18

LU4

LUl6.1

Plan amendment applications that propose changing underperforming
industrially designated areas (Industrial General or Industrial Limited) to a
non-industrial designation may be favorably considered if one or more of
the following characteristics exist over an extended period of time: 1)
vacant or underutilized land; 2) vacant or underutilized buildings; 3) poor
quality job creation in terms of pay, employee density and spin-off or
multiplier effects; and 4) chronic competitive disadvantages in terms of
location, transportation infrastructure/accessibility and other market
considerations.

The Land Use Plan shall provide for compatible land use transition
through an orderly land use arrangement, proper buffering, and the use of
physical and natural separators.

The tax base will be maintained and improved by encouraging the
appropriate use of properties based on their locational characteristics and
the goals, objectives and policies within this Comprehensive Plan.

Land use planning decisions shall include a review to determine whether
existing Land Use Plan boundaries are logically drawn in relation to
existing conditions and expected future conditions.

Future expansion of commercial uses is encouraged when infilling into
existing commercial areas and activity centers, or where a need can be
clearly identified, and where otherwise consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan.

All retail and office activities shall be located, designed and regulated so
as to benefit from the access afforded by major streets without impairing
the efficiency of operation of these streets or lowering the LOS below
adopted standards, and with proper facilities for pedestrian convenience
and safety.

The following future land use needs are identified by this Future Land Use
Element:

2. Commercial — the City shall provide opportunities for additional
commercial development where appropriate.

3. Industrial - the City shall provide opportunities for additional
industrial and employment related development where appropriate.

Development planning for the Gateway shall include consideration of the
following issues:

1. promotion of industrial and office park development to diversify
the City's economic base and generate employment;
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LUIS:

LUI8.1

LU19.2

T1.3

T1.6

T7.1

3. integration of land uses with existing and future transportation
facilities recognizing the special transportation conditions within a
regional activity center;

Commercial development along the City's major corridors shall be limited
to infilling and redevelopment of existing commercially designated
frontages.

Requests to amend the Land Use Plan and Land Development Regulations
to permit retail/office development in the North Sector on corridors other
than 4™ Street North should be recommended for denial by Staff, except at
appropriate intersections of major streets or in designated mixed use
settings.

Land use patterns that impair the efficient functioning of transportation
facilities shall be avoided through:

1. implementation of land development regulations that provide for
site planning practices that limit curb cuts, provide for common
access points and ensure safe and convenient on-site traffic
circulation without adversely affecting the operational integrity of
adjacent roadways;

2. denial of land use plan amendments that increase the frontage of
commercial strips;

The City shall review the impact of all rezoning proposals and requests to
amend the FLUM on the City’s transportation system. FLUM amendment
requests that increase traffic generation potential shall demonstrate that
transportation capacity is available to accommodate the additional
demand.

The City shall support high-density mixed-use developments and
redevelopments in and adjacent to Activity Centers, redevelopment areas
and locations that are supported by mass transit to reduce the number and
length of automobile trips and encourage transit usage, bicycling and
walking.

The City shall promote the safe and efficient flow of traffic on major
roadways through access management.

The City shall, to the extent practical, reduce or prevent direct access from
driveways to principal and minor arterials by prioritization of primary
access. When a site is adjacent to a principal or minor arterial, the priority
of primary access shall be, to the extent practical, to local roads first,
neighborhood collectors second, collectors third, minor arterials fourth and
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principal arterials fifth. Access from nonresidential development onto
local roads shall be designed to minimize the intrusion of traffic in
adjacent residential areas.

T7.2 All development or redevelopment projects shall be required to provide
safe and efficient access to the public road system, accommodate on-site
traffic movements, and provide parking for motorized and non-motorized
vehicles as required by implementation of the Land Development
Regulations.

T7.3 The City shall encourage, through the development review process,
adjacent commercial and office developments to provide cross-access
easements, joint use driveways and connecting pedestrian facilities to
minimize the number of trips generated on the major street system and the
associated safety hazards.

T7.6 Access to new and redeveloped nonresidential parcels with frontage along
two or more roadways should be limited to one access point per roadway.

T7.7 Access for corner lots or parcels shall be located the greatest distance from
the corner commensurate with property dimensions.

Whether the proposed amendment would impact environmentally sensitive lands or
areas which are documented habitat for listed species as defined by the
Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Approximately 3.76 acres of the 5.1 acre subject property are presently designated
Preservation. However, based on recent engineering and environmental analysis
conducted by the applicant’s consultants it has been preliminarily estimated that only
approximately 2.66 acres qualify as wetland preservation (subject to final approval from
the Southwest Florida Water Management District and the Army Corps of Engineers).
No evidence has been offered that the area provides habitat for listed species as defined
by the Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Whether the proposed change would alter population or the population density
pattern and thereby impact residential dwelling units and or public schools.

Under the proposed CCS-1 zoning, a total of 54 multifamily dwelling units could be
developed, calculated at a density of 22 units per acre, which reflects the activity center
designation. Assuming that there are 1.54 persons per multifamily unit, the buildout
population is estimated to be 83 persons. There is no residential development permitted
in the Preservation zoning district.

Under the existing EC and Preservation zoning, no residential development is permitted.
Therefore, such an increase (approximately 83 persons) would not significantly alter the
City’s population or population density pattern.
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The Pinellas County School District estimates that there are 0.32 school age persons per
household. For analysis purposes, under the proposed CCS-1 zoning, it is again assumed
that if the subject site is redeveloped with 54 residential units, it is estimated that the
resident population will include 17 persons (54 units x .32 students per unit) of school
age. Under the existing EC zoning, there would be no school age population because
there is no residential development potential.

Concurrency Service Area (CSA) Capacity: as of 04/07/2010

1. Elementary CSA ‘A’ current utilization rate equals 77.3%.
2. Middle School CSA ‘A’ current utilization rate equals 74.5%.

3. High School CSA current utilization rate equals 87.0%.

(Figures based on the Pinellas County Schools 2010-201 1Level of Service Report)

The proposed amendment has the potential to generate approximately 17 additional
students. The site is located within Concurrency Service Area “A” for elementary
schools and Concurrency Service Area “B” for middle schools. According to enrollment
and capacity data from the Pinellas County School District Staff, there is available
capacity within both service areas and the maximum residential development potential, if
built, will not have a significant impact on public school concurrency. The potential
impact of anticipated students on this type of development is minimal. All attendance
areas are operating within the adopted level of service standard.

Impact of the proposed amendment upon the following adopted levels of service
(LOS) for public services and facilities including but not limited to: water, sewer,
sanitation, traffic, mass transit, recreation, stormwater management. (This analysis
does not include the development potential of the existing Preservation land, which
is considered negligible.)

The following analysis indicates that the proposed change will not have a significant
impact on the City's adopted levels of service for potable water, sanitary sewer, solid
waste, traffic, mass transit, stormwater management and recreation. Should the requested
land use change and rezoning for the subject 5.1 acre site be approved, the City has
sufficient capacity to serve the subject property.

WATER

Based on the present EC designation, the maximum demand for potable water is
estimated to be 36,400 gallons per day as follows:

Residential development: 0 persons x 125gpcpd = 0 gallons/day; or

Commercial development: 145,600 sq. ft. of industrial or corporate office space
x 0.25 gpd/sq. ft. = 36,400 gallons/day
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Source: Pinellas County, Water/Sewer Use Factors Study, 2000.

Under the requested CCS-1 zoning, the maximum demand for potable water could reach
21,800 gallons per day, as follows:

Residential development: 83 persons x 125 gpcpd = 10,375 gallons/day; or

Commercial development: 87,155 sq. ft. of commercial space x 0.25 gpd/sq. ft.
= 21,800 gallons/day

Sources: St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan; and Pinellas County, Water/Sewer Use Factors Study, 2000.

In summary, the demand for potable water may decrease under the requested CCS-1
zoning. Regardless, the rezoning of the subject property from EC to CCS-1 will not
impact the City's adopted LOS for potable water.

Under the existing interlocal agreement with Tampa Bay Water (TBW), the region’s local
governments are required to project and submit, on or before February 1 of each year, the
anticipated water demand for the following water year (October 1 through September 30).
TBW is contractually obligated to meet the City’s and other member governments’ water
supply needs. The City’s current potable water demand, for the 2012 water year
(10/1/2011 - 9/30/2012), is 27.5 mgd.

While the City's adopted LOS standard for potable water is 125 gallons per capita per day
(gpcd), in 2011 the City's actual gross consumption was approximately 88 gped. St.
Petersburg's average day demand and gross per capita consumption of potable water are
not increasing, and are actually decreasing in some water years, due to the overwhelming
success of the City's water conservation program and reclaimed water program. In
addition, the move to a once per week watering restriction has alleviated a portion of the
potable water demand.

WASTEWATER
The subject property is served by the Northeast Water Reclamation Facility.

Based on the present EC designation, the maximum demand for sanitary sewer is
estimated to be 36,400 gallons per day as follows:

Residential development: O persons x 173 gpcpd = 0 gallons/day; or

Commercial development: 145,600 sq. ft. of industrial or corporate office space
x 0.25 gpd/sq. ft. = 36,400 gallons/day

Source: St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan; and Pinellas County, Water/Sewer Use Factors Study, 2000.

Under the requested CCS-1 zoning, the maximum demand for sanitary sewer could reach
21,800 gallons per day, as follows:
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Residential development: 83 persons x 173 gpcpd = 14,360 gallons/day; or

Commercial development: 87,155 sq. ft. of commercial space x 0.25 gpd/sq. ft.
= 21,800 gallons/day

Sources: St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan; and Pinellas County, Water/Sewer Use Factors Study, 2000.

While there is a potential for decreased sanitary sewer demand, the rezoning of the
subject property from EC to CCS-1 will not impact the City's adopted LOS for
wastewater. In 2011, the Northeast Water Reclamation Facility had an estimated excess
capacity of 8.17 million gallons per day.

SOLID WASTE

Solid waste collection is the responsibility of the City. Approval of this request will not
affect the City's ability to provide collection services. The County and the City have the
same designated level of service of 1.3 tons per year per person, while there is no
generation rate for nonresidential uses.

All solid waste disposal is the responsibility of Pinellas County. The County currently
receives and disposes of municipal solid waste, and construction and demolition debris,
generated throughout Pinellas County. The Pinellas County Waste-to-Energy Plant and
the Bridgeway Acres Sanitary Landfill are the responsibility of Pinellas County Ultilities,
Department of Solid Waste Operations; however, they are operated and maintained under
contract by two private companies. The Waste-to-Energy Plant continues to operate
below its design capacity of incinerating 985,500 tons of solid waste per year. The
continuation of successful recycling efforts and the efficient operation of the Waste-to-
Energy Plant have helped to extend the life span of Bridgeway Acres. The landfill has
approximately 30 years remaining, based on current grading and disposal plans.

Although the subject property is proposed to be redeveloped with a Walgreens, the
following calculations reflect solid waste generation for residential development that
would be permitted under the proposed zoning designation. Assuming a population of 83
persons under the proposed CCS-1 zoning, it is estimated that approximately 108 tons of
solid waste per year may be generated (83 persons x 1.3 tpypp). Such an increase (108
tons) will not impact the City's adopted LOS for solid waste.

City File FLUM-16
Page 21



TRAFFIC
Summary of traffic impact (p.m. peak hour trips):
Existing Industrial Limited Plan Category 42

Requested Planned Redevelopment
Mixed-Use Plan Category 79
37 new p.m. peak hour trips

Gulf Coast Consulting, Inc. 22 new p.m. peak hour trips

Existing Conditions

There are two major roads with geographic proximity to the subject property: Roosevelt
Boulevard North and Dr. M.L. King, Jr. Street North. Both roads are classified as minor
arterial streets with Roosevelt Blvd. maintained by the State and Dr. M.L. King, Jr. St.
North maintained by the County.

Based on the Pinellas County MPO’s 2011 Level of Service Report, the level of service
(LOS) for these two major roadways is as follows:

e Roosevelt Boulevard, between 4™ Street North and 16™ Street North, has a LOS
of “B” based on the 2010 average annual daily traffic (AADT) of 25,310.

e Dr. M.L. King, Jr. Street North, between Gandy Boulevard and I-275, has a LOS
of “B” based on the 2010 AADT of 11,961.

The entire City is designated as a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA).
Regardless of this fact, the proposed FLUM change, rezoning and proposed commercial
development is not expected to degrade existing levels of service on Roosevelt Boulevard
North and Dr. M.L. King, Jr. Street North due to the excess roadway capacity that is
available on these streets to accommodate new trips.

Source: City of St. Petersburg, Transportation and Parking Management Department.

Trip Generation Under the Existing Industrial Limited and Proposed Planned
Redevelopment Mixed — Use Future Land Use Map Designations

The traffic impact assessment provided here is a “macro” level of service analysis that is
based on the present Industrial Limited designation.

The vehicle trip generation rate under the existing Industrial Limited land use is
approximately 42 p.m. peak hour trips, calculated as follows:

Step a. 178 avg. daily trips per acre of IL land x 2.44 acres = approximately 434
avg. daily trips
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Step b. 434 avg. daily trips x .097 percent = approximately 42 p.m. peak hour trips

Thus, the total vehicle trip generation for the existing Industrial Limited designation is 42
p.m. peak hour trips.

The vehicle trip generation rate under the requested PR-MU land use is approximately 79
p.m. peak hour trips, calculated as follows:

Step a. 335 avg. daily trips per acre of PR-MU land x 2.44 acres = approximately
817 avg. daily trips

Step b. 817 avg. daily trips x .097 percent = approximately 79 p.m. peak hour trips

In summary, a Plan change from Industrial Limited to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-
Use will likely result in a net increase of 37 p.m. peak hour trips. Such an increase would
have a minimal impact on roadway level of service.

(The traffic analysis presented above is based on the applicable trip generation rates from the City’s Vision
2020 Special Area Plan Update and the Countywide Plan Rules of the Pinellas Planning Council, Table 1:
Traffic Generation Characteristics.)

Gulf Coast Consulting, Inc.

Gulf Coast Consulting, Inc. is the applicant’s transportation consultant. City staff was
provided with a copy of the consultant’s July 2012 assessment of the traffic impacts
resulting from a 16,510 sq. ft. Walgreens Pharmacy constructed on the subject 2.44 acres.
In summary, the consultant estimates that the proposed store will generate 22 new p.m.
peak hour trips. City staff agrees with this finding, and concurs with the consultant that
this will have a minimal impact on the surrounding roadway level of service.

Proposed Development Agreement

The applicant’s proposed Development Agreement restricts the potential uses on the site
to 17,000 sq. ft. of commercial development. Such development may result in slightly
more than the 22 new p.m. peak hour trips estimated for a 16,510 sq. ft. Walgreens
Pharmacy described above, which will have a minimal impact on the surrounding
roadway level of service.

MASS TRANSIT

The Citywide LOS for mass transit will not be affected. PSTA provides local transit
service along Dr. M.L. King, Jr. Street North and Roosevelt Boulevard North (Route 59)
with a peak hour service frequency of 20 minutes and an off-peak service frequency of 30
minutes. PSTA’s Route 58 provides service along Roosevelt Boulevard North, with a
service frequency of 60 minutes. PSTA’s Route 4 provides intermittent service along
Roosevelt Boulevard North and Dr. M.L. King, Jr. Street North. The LOS standard for
mass transit is headways less than one hour.
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RECREATION

The City's adopted LOS for recreational acreage, which is 9 acres per 1,000 population,
will not be impacted by this proposed rezoning. Under both the existing and proposed
zoning, the LOS citywide will remain at 22.9 acres per 1,000 permanent population.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

Prior to development of the subject property, site plan approval will be required. At that
time, the stormwater management system for the site will be required to meet all City and
SWFWMD stormwater management criteria.

Appropriate and adequate land area sufficient for the use and reasonably
anticipated operations and expansion.

The land area is sufficient for the anticipated use of the subject property.

The amount and availability of vacant land or land suitable for redevelopment
shown for similar uses in the City or in contiguous areas.

There are approximately 363 acres of vacant land in the City designated with CCS-1
zoning. However, the closed Toytown landfill site accounts for 68 percent of that total
(or 247 acres). There are redevelopment opportunities on CCS-1 zoned property located
elsewhere in the Gateway area.

Whether the proposed change is consistent with the established land use pattern.

The proposed Planned Redevelopment — Mixed Use future land use designation is not
consistent with the established land use pattern to the north, west and south which is
Industrial Limited.

Whether the existing district boundaries are logically drawn in relation to existing
conditions on the property proposed for change.

City staff believes that the boundaries for the present Activity Center and Industrial
Limited (IL) land use designations and EC (Employment Center) zoning are logically
drawn. These designations have been uniformly applied to property located on the west
side of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street North, between 118"™ Avenue North and Gandy
Boulevard. The goal of the City is to attract high quality, job generating business and
industry to these areas. Amending the land use and zoning boundaries to accommodate a
retail use is contrary to the City’s goal.
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If the proposed amendment involves a change from a residential to a nonresidential
use, whether more nonresidential land is needed in the proposed location to provide
services or employment to the residents of the City.

Not applicable, as the present designation is Industrial Limited.

Whether the subject property is located within the 100-year flood plain or Coastal
High Hazard Area as identified in the Coastal Management Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the subject property is
located in the100-year flood plain. Specifically, the property is located in Special Flood
Hazard Area AE, Flood Zone 9-feet, which requires that the top of the lowest habitable
floor be at or above 9- feet NAVD (North American Vertical Datum). The subject
property is also located within the CHHA (Coastal High Hazard Area) and Hurricane
Evacuation Level “A.”

Other pertinent facts. None.
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Legal Description of the Subject Property

A portion of Lot I, Block I, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT STH ADDITION as recorded
in Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of the Pinellas County
Florida:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence South 00" 12' 38"
West. along the East boundary of said Lot 1, a distance of 266.08 feet to the
Point of Beginning; thence continue South 00° 12' 38 West along said East
boundary of said Lot 1, a distance of 907.42 feet; thence South 65" 07" 49
West, a distance of 33.06 feet; thence North 49° 57" 02" West, along the
boundary line of said Lot 1, a distance of 42.56 feet; thence North 40" 02’ 58"
East, a distance of 5.00 feet; thence North 49" 57' 02" West, a distance of
400.00 feet; thence North 47° 05'17" West, a distance of 140.61 feet; thence
North 41" 18'24” East, a distance of 714.86 feet to the Point of Beginning,

Parcel contains 5.104 acres, more or less.

Legal Description of the Property that will be Designated PR-MU and CCS-1 as a Result of

the Amendment:

Parcel P-1

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, being more
particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;
thence S 41°1824" W a distance of 625.81 feet to the Point of Beginning;
thence S 09°54'26" W a distance of 39.63 feet;
thence S 14°40'22" W a distance of 26.60 feet;
thence S 38°49'11" E a distance of 26.61 feet;
thence S 42°28'43" E a distance of 71.01 feet;
thence S 49°12'31" E a distance of 79.56 feet;
thence S 74°20'59" E a distance of 37.49 feet;
thence N 78°07'22" E a distance of 41.80 feet;
thence N 30°20'14" E a distance of 46.29 feet;
thence S 30°28'16" E a distance of 33.57 feet;
thence N 82°47'11" E a distance of 54.22 feet;
thence N 51°48'50" E a distance of 39.71 feet;
thence N 18°31'34" W a distance of 32.24 feet;
thence N 14°56'43" W a distance of 36.43 feet;
thence N 03°15'41" W a distance of 52.79 feet;
thence N 22°10'27" E a distance of 46.33 feet;
thence N 11°17'06" E a distance of 56.64 feet;
thence N 00°31'25" E a distance of 41.82 feet;
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thence N 13°29'37" E a distance of 44.18 feet;
thence N 41°05'46" W a distance of 18.98 feet;
thence S 63°00'16" W a distance of 22.49 feet;
thence S 15°11'03" W a distance of 46.57 feet;
thence S 00°08'09" E a distance of 38.25 feet;
thence S 15°0523" W a distance of 11.96 feet;
thence N 60°48'35" W a distance of 17.31 feet;
thence N 09°30'44" W a distance of 40.15 feet;
thence N 20°32'02" E a distance of 43.70 feet;
thence N 16°19'18" E a distance of 34.36 feet;
thence N 39°31'19" E a distance of 17.61 feet;
thence N 55°31'24" E a distance of 34.55 feet;
thence N 68°50'41" E a distance of 35.34 feet;
thence N 50°06'03" E a distance of 37.14 feet;
thence N 26°32'51" W a distance of 31.24 feet;
thence N 15°40'02" E a distance of 19.51 feet;
thence N 29°24'11" E a distance of 21.31 feet;
thence N 89°50'39" E a distance of 23.79 feet;
thence S 00°12'38" W a distance of 756.40 feet;
thence S 65°07'46" W a distance of 33.06 feet;
thence N 49°57'02" W a distance of 42.56 feet;
thence N 40°02'58" E a distance of 5.00 feet;
thence N 49°57'02" W a distance of 400.00 feet;
thence N 47°05'18" W a distance of 140.61 feet;
thence N 41°1824" E a distance of 89.04 feet to the Point of Beginning,
having an area of 103049.62 square feet, 2.366 acres.

Together with,
Parcel P-2

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT STH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, being more
particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;

thence N 41°18'24" E a distance of 149.53 feet to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 18°50'57" W a distance of 51.86 feet;

thence S 18°50'37" W a distance of 48.79 feet;

thence S 66°45'14" W a distance of 35.11 feet;

thence N 62°34'32" W a distance of 24.07 feet;

thence N 41°18'24" E a distance of 130.49 feet to the Point of Beginning,

having an area of 2835.52 square feet, 0.065 acres.
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Together with,
Parcel P-3

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, being more
particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet, to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 00°12'38" W a distance of 112.41 feet;

thence N 15°08'20" W a distance of 9.86 feet;

thence N 03°07'38" W a distance of 43.97 feet;

thence N 06°42'22" W a distance of 44.35 feet;

thence S 80°28'38" W a distance of 3.04 feet;

thence N 41°1824" E a distance of 20.55 feet to the

Point of Beginning, having an area of 626.93 square feet, 0.014 acres.

For a total area of 106,512 square feet, 2.445 acres.

Legal Description of the Property that will be Designated PRESERVATION as a_Result of

the Amendment:
Parcel P-4

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, being more
particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;

thence S 41°18'24" W a distance of 625.05 feet to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 24°49'04" E a distance of 8.85 feet;

thence S 20°59'18" E a distance of 14.13 feet;

thence S 15°4621" E a distance of 17.17 feet;

thence S 13°54'02" E a distance of 61.32 feet;

thence S 12°40'18" E a distance of 22.69 feet; .
thence N 42°28'43" W a distance of 45.22 feet;

thence N 38°49'11" W a distance of 26.61 feet;

thence N 14°40'22" E a distance of 26.60 feet;

thence N 09°5426" E a distance of 39.63 feet;

thence N 41°18'24" E a distance of 0.77 feet to the Point of Beginning, having an area of 2149.03
square feet,0.049 acres.
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Together with,
Parcel P-5

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County,
Florida, being more particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 592.02 feet;

thence S 90°00'00" W a distance of 138.29 feet to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 20°32'02" W a distance of 36.37 feet;

thence S 09°30'44" E a distance of 36.25 feet;

thence N 64°42'54" W a distance of 47.85 feet;

thence N 71°49'35" W a distance of 3.87 feet;

thence N 80°13'50" W a distance of 4.33 feet;

thence N 88°37'12" W a distance of 3.86 feet;

thence S 83°35'07" W a distance of 3.75 feet;

thence N 89°38'33" W a distance of 1.58 feet;

thence N 69°18'29" W a distance of 1.45 feet;

thence N 38°11'43" W a distance of 3.13 feet;

thence N 09°55'43" E a distance of 3.86 feet;

thence N 41°53'55" E a distance of 16.92 feet;

thence N 53°21'24" E a distance of 20.07 feet;

thence N 66°32'38" E a distance of 22.47 feet;

thence N 71°02'20" E a distance of 22.98 feet to the Point of Beginning, having an area of
2347.65 square feet,0.054 acres.

Together with,
Parcel P-6

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, being more
particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 679.39 feet;
thence S 90°00'00" W a distance of 94.15 feet to the Point of Beginning;
thence N 73°09'38" W a distance of 35.01 feet;
thence N 15°05'23" E a distance of 6.92 feet;
thence N 00°08'09" W a distance of 38.25 feet;
thence N 15°11'03" E a distance of 46.57 feet;
thence N 63°00'16" E a distance of 22.49 feet;
thence S 41°05'46" E a distance of 18.98 feet;
thence S 13°29'37" W a distance of 44.18 feet;
thence S 00°3125" W a distance of 41.82 feet;
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thence S 11°17'06" W a distance of 11.36 feet to the Point of Beginning, having an area of
3397.43 square feet, 0.078 acres.

Together with,
Parcel P-7

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, being more
particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 266.08 feet;

thence S 41°1824" W a distance of 20.55 feet to the Point of Beginning;
thence N 80°28'38" E a distance of 3.04 feet;
thence S 06°4222" E a distance of 44.35 feet;
thence S 03°07'38" E a distance of 17.06 feet;
thence N 58°08'12" W a distance of 2.27 feet;
thence N 72°35'41" W a distance of 4.20 feet;
thence N 81°44'41" W a distance of 3.60 feet;
thence S 89°09'23" W a distance of 4.16 feet;
thence S 75°11'09" W a distance of 7.72 feet;
thence S 61°10'40" W a distance of 4.19 feet;
thence S 51°43'06" W a distance of 3.87 feet;
thence S 42°36'53" W a distance of 3.89 feet;
thence S 39°39'07" W a distance of 12.32 feet;
thence S 43°11'28" W a distance of 14.97 feet;
thence S 47°05'39" W a distance of 15.13 feet;
thence S 50°49'47" W a distance of 13.67 feet;
thence S 49°25'17" W a distance of 8.14 feet;
thence S 43°17'38" W a distance of 7.54 feet;
thence S 37°21'42" W a distance of 7.64 feet;
thence S 31°21'04" W a distance of 7.74 feet;
thence S 24°44'12" W a distance of 16.37 feet;
thence S 29°01'03" W a distance of 13.89 feet;
thence S 35°33'20" W a distance of 16.86 feet;
thence S 40°50'07" W a distance of 7.98 feet;
thence S 43°45'03" W a distance of 5.74 feet;
thence N 18°50'37" E a distance of 36.64 feet;
thence N 18°50'57" E a distance of 51.86 feet;
thence N 41°18"24" E a distance of 128.98 feet to the Point of Beginning, having an area of
4580.13 square feet, 0.105 acres.
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Together with,
Parcel P-8

A portion of lot 1, Block 1, ROOSEVELT CENTER REPLAT 5TH ADDITION as recorded in
Plat Book 89, pages 49,50 and 51 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, being more
particularly described as follows:

Commence at the North East corner of said Lot 1, thence S 00°12'38" W, along the east line of
said Lot 1 a distance of 417.11 feet to the Point of Beginning;

thence S 89°50'39" W a distance of 23.79 feet;

thence N 18°34'33" E a distance of 10.15 feet;

thence N 27°37'47" E a distance of 11.87 feet;

thence N 28°26'42" E a distance of 10.91 feet;

thence N 17°39'19" E a distance of 11.91 feet;

thence N 10°19'17" E a distance of 18.03 feet;

thence S 03°07'38" E a distance of 10.64 feet;

thence S 15°08'20" E a distance of 9.86 feet;

thence S 00°12'38" W a distance of 38.61 feet to the Point of Beginning, having an area of
655.77 square feet, 0.015 acres.

For a total area of 13,130.01 square feet, 0.301 acres.
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Pressman and Assoc., Inc. © v} *

Governmental and Public Affairs

334 Eastlake Road, Suite #102, Palm Harbor, FL 34684
727-804-1760 Fx. (888) 977-1179
CELL. 727-804-1760, E-MAIL, Todd@Pressmaninc.com

City Clerk Eva Anbujar November 14t 2012
City of St. Petersburg

City Hall, First Floor

175 5t Street, North

St. Petersburg, FL.

Dear Mrs. Anbujar:

RE: FLUM-16 which was reviewed by the PVC on Tuesday, November 13",

Please accept this letter as a formal request to appeal the 3 to 2 positive majority vote of the PVC
to the St. Petersburg City Council.

Thank you.

Best Regards,

Todd Pressman,
President, Agent for the Applicant

*D/\
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Cathy Davis - PVC Appeal filed Office of City Clerk - FLUM-16 (Pressman &
Associates, Inc.)

From: Cathy Davis

To: MacAulay, Rick

Date: 11/16/2012 11:02 AM

Subject: PVC Appeal filed Office of City Clerk - FLUM-16 (Pressman & Associates, Inc.)

Attachments: DOCO023.pdf

Rick - attached your information.

Cathy E. Davis

Deputy City Clerk

Office of City Clerk

City of St. Petersburg

175 5th Street North 33701
Phone: (727) 893-7447

Fax: (727) 893-5102

Email: Cathy.Davis@stpete.org

file://C:\Documents and Settings\cedavis\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\S0A61D34ST... 11/16/2012
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of December 20, 2012

TO: The Honorable Leslie Curran, Chair and Members of City Council

SUBJECT

Historic Manhattan Casino — First Amendment to Lease and Development Agreement

OBJECTIVE

To authorize the Mayor, or his Designee, to execute a First Amendment to the Lease and
Development Agreement for development and operation of the Historic Manhattan Casino with
Urban Development Solutions, Inc., a Florida not for profit corporation (“UDS"), that revises the
cure and notice provisions for the initial financing of the development of the Premises.

PRESENT SITUATION

A Lease and Development Agreement with Urban Development Solutions, Inc., a Florida non-profit
corporation, for the Historic Manhattan Casino ("Lease") was authorized on July 26, 2012 by
Resolution No. 2012-341 and executed by UDS but was not executed by the Mayor because certain
pre-conditions in the Original Lease had not yet been met. Specific modifications to the original
Lease were authorized on November 19, 2012 by Resolution No. 2012-547 which authorized the
Mayor to execute the modified Lease after being provided documentation that the UDS license
agreement with Sylvia's dated November 13, 2012 had been amended to provide that no other
Sylvia's license or franchise would be granted the right to operate a Sylvia's restaurant within a
seventy-five (75) mile radius of the Manhattan Casino site (see attached copy of Amendment to
License Agreement dated November 27, 2012).

Notwithstanding the foregoing, in preparation for the UDS's closing on its New Markets Tax Credit
financing the lending entities involved, Stonehenge Community Development LXXV, LLC
(“Stonehenge”) and U.S. Bancorp Community Development Corporation ("US Bancorp") believed
that the cure provision of the Lease was too restrictive for the type of financing that is being used for
the project, and UDS and the lenders requested a modification that would: 1) provide additional
time to cure a default on the Lease; 2) add Stonehenge and US Bancorp as parties to receive Notices
under the Lease; and 3) accept the performance of any of the noticed parties (UDS, Stonehenge, or
US Bancorp) for any defaults of the Lease.

The First Amendment provides for the following;:

e A thirty (30) day notice and cure period for a monetary default rather than a ten (10) day
notice and cure period during the initial financing period.

CM 121220 - 6 First Amendment UDS Manhattan Casino 00166699.doc 1



e A sixty (60) day notice and cure period for any non-monetary default rather than a thirty
(30) day notice and cure period.

e After the initial financing loan from Stonehenge and US Bancorp to UDS is no longer
outstanding, the default provision will revert to the ten (10) day and thirty (30) day notice
and cure period for monetary and non-monetary defaults, respectively.

¢ During the initial financing period, the lenders would be provided concurrent notice in the
event of any default and they would be afforded the opportunity to cure the default within
the provided time frame.

RECOMMENDATION

Administration recommends that City Council adopt the attached resolution authorizing the Mayor,
or his Designee, to execute a First Amendment to the Lease and Development Agreement for
development and operation of the Historic Manhattan Casino with Urban Development Solutions,
Inc., a Florida not for profit corporation, that revises the cure and notice provisions for the initial
financing of the development of the Premises; and to execute all documents necessary to effectuate
same; and providing an effective date.

ATTACHMENTS

Copy of UDS - Sylvia's "Amendment to License Agreement" dated November 27, 2012
Resolution

Legal: 00166699.doc V. 1
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AMENDMENT TO LICENSE AGREEMENT

This Amendment to License Agreement (“Amendment”) is entered into this 27" day of
November, 2012 (the “Execution Date”), by and between Sylvia Woods, Inc., a New York
Corporation with its principal place of business located at 328 Lenox Avenue, New York, NY
10027 (“Licensor™), and Aracle Foods Corporation, a Florida Corporation located at 6538 1°*
Avenue N., St. Petersburg, Florida 33710 (“AFC/Licensee™).

Background

Licensor and Licensee wish to modify the License Agreement between the parties hereto entered
into and effective as of November 13, 2012, (the License Agreement) in order to further
delineate the territorial restrictions of the License Agreement.

reement

1. Territorial Restriction. During the term of the License Agreement, Licensor agrees not to
grant to any other Licensee or franchisee the right to operate a Sylvia’s Soul Food Restaurant or
any Sylvia’s restaurant within a seventy-five (75) mile radius of 642 22" Street South,

St. Petersburg, Florida which is the location of the Historic Manhattan Casino.

2. The parties agree that except as specifically amended in the manner above, all remaining
provisions of the License Agreement shall continue in full force and effect. In the event of any
conflicts between the terms of the License Agreement and this Amendment, the terms and
conditions of the License Agreement shall prevail.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the date first
above written.

LICENSOR
Sylvia Woog

By: (LU Y2 ?) /177

Name: H. Kennc ’ods /
Title: President/CEQ

LICENSEE
ARACLE FOODS CORPORATION

by e P lenemt
Name: LQ‘V./ “j'/ Voo sp <
Title: Pregideqt
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Resolution No. 2012 -

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR, OR
HIS DESIGNEE, TO EXECUTE A FIRST
AMENDMENT TO THE LEASE AND
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR
DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION OF THE
HISTORIC MANHATTAN CASINO WITH URBAN
DEVELOPMENT SOLUTIONS, INC., A FLORIDA
NOT FOR PROFIT CORPORATION, THAT REVISES
THE CURE AND NOTICE PROVISIONS FOR THE
INITIAL FINANCING OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF
THE PREMISES; AND TO EXECUTE ALL
DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE
SAME; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, a Lease and Development Agreement with Urban Development
Solutions, Inc., a Florida non-profit corporation, for the Historic Manhattan Casino ("Lease") was
authorized on July 26, 2012 by Resolution No. 2012-341 and executed by UDS but was not executed
by the Mayor because certain pre-conditions in the Original Lease had not yet been met; and

WHEREAS, specific modifications to the original Lease were authorized on
November 19, 2012 by Resolution No. 2012-547 which authorized the Mayor to execute the
modified Lease after being provided documentation that the UDS license agreement with Sylvia's
dated November 13, 2012 had been amended to provide that no other Sylvia's license or franchise
would be granted the right to operate a Sylvia's restaurant within a seventy-five (75) mile radius of
the Manhattan Casino site; and

WHEREAS, in preparation for the UDS's closing on its New Markets Tax Credit
financing the lending entities involved, Stonehenge Community Development LXXV, LLC
(“Stonehenge”) and U.S. Bancorp Community Development Corporation (“US Bancorp”) believed
that the cure provision of the Lease was to be too restrictive for the type of financing that is being
used for the project; and

WHEREAS, UDS and the lenders requested a modification that would: 1) provide
additional time to cure a default of the Lease; 2) add Stonehenge and US Bancorp as parties to
receive Notices under the Lease; and 3) accept the performance of any of the noticed parties (UDS,
Stonehenge, or US Bancorp) for any defaults of the Lease; and

WHEREAS, the First Amendment provides for the following:

e A thirty (30) day notice and cure period for a monetary default rather
than a ten (10) day notice and cure period during the initial financing period.

e A sixty (60) day notice and cure period for any non-monetary default
rather than a thirty (30) day notice and cure period.
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o After the initial financing loan from Stonehenge and US Bancorp to UDS
is no longer outstanding, the default provision will revert to a ten (10) day
and thirty (30) day notice and cure period for monetary and non-monetary
defaults, respectively.

e During the initial financing period, the lenders would be provided
concurrent notice in the event of any default and they would be afforded the
opportunity to cure the default within the provided time frame.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that the Mayor, or his Designee, is authorized to execute a First Amendment to
the Lease and Development Agreement for development and operation of the Historic Manhattan
Casino with Urban Development Solutions, Inc., a Florida not for profit corporation, that revises the
cure and notice provisions for the initial financing of the development of the Premises; and to
execute all documents necessary to effectuate same.

This Resolution becomes effective immediately upon its adoption

LEGAL: APPROVED BY:
M g.ﬂg,“@i @2-H-1z.  Z
City Atto%ey (Designee) Administration

Legal: 00166699.doc V. 1
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MEMORANDUM
TO: The Honorable Leslie Curran, Chair and Members of City Council
FROM: Joe Kubicki, Director — Transportation and Parking Management Departmerrt‘éﬁ<
DATE: Meeting of December 20, 2012

SUBJECT: An Intersection Public Safety Program — Stop On Red
Annual Performance Evaluation - 2012

INTRODUCTION

City Council, on April 21, 2011 approved Resolution No. 2011-166 awarding a contract to
furnish, install, operate and maintain a traffic infraction detector program to American Traffic
Solutions (“ATS”). City Council directed staff to consider a program that focused on public
safety with a goal of reducing the amount of red light running occurrences by motorists, by
changing their current behavior, through enforcement.

The Intersection Public Safety Program — Stop On Red (“Program”) is coupled with an ongoing
public awareness campaign, and conventional police enforcement. In addition, the
Transportation Department continually monitors and evaluates the Program’s success, to ensure
the Program coincides with its initial goals to:

¢ Enhance safety at signalized intersections in St. Petersburg by reducing the frequency
and/or severity of crashes caused by red-light running.
¢ Provide an additional method of violation enforcement so that police can use resources to

fulfill other objectives.

% Raise awareness of safe driving practices in St. Petersburg.

An annual report of the effectiveness of the traffic safety cameras is conducted in order to ensure
that the Program’s goals are being achieved. This review is focused on two essential components
of the Program; crashes and violations. Analysis of each of these components is attached under
separate cover to this report. A summary of each follows:

BACKGROUND

The Program started with a 45-day warning period and a regional Public Information Program
combined with the City of Tampa. The first Notice of Violations started on October 29, 2011.
Performance of the Program has been monitored and evaluated for the period of October 29,
2011 thru October 31, 2012. Even though this is a short period of time to develop trends, there
are many signs that the Program has been a success thus far.



An Intersection Public Safety Program — Stop On Red Page 2

Notice of Violations: Notice of Violations were analyzed to determine the frequency and
characteristics of red-light running. (copy attached) The number of traffic safety camera Notices
of Violation issued by the Police Department — 36,185, indicates the scope of the concerns for
this public safety issue. During the same period the Police Department issued 1,025 Uniform
Traffic Citations, for the 1,031 remaining signalized intersection approaches. The numbers of
Notice of Violations being issued from the traffic safety cameras appear to be trending down,
decreasing over the year. It is anticipated that this trend will continue; however, an analysis of
comparable months over time will be required to monitor trends. For example, the last month
(October 2012) is showing a slight increase in Notice of Violation issued over the previous two
months.

It is also important to note that 52% of all possible violations sent to the City by ATS as possible
infractions are rejected after review by a Traffic Infraction Enforcement Officer. After a full
review by the Traffic Infraction Enforcement Officer, of those Notice of Violations issued, 22%
were issued for Left-turns, 40% were issued for thru movements, and 38% issued for Right-
turns. Since the inception of the Program, the majority of the violations (64%) have been issued
to vehicle owners registered outside of the City. In addition, Program data analysis shows the
message is getting through so clearly that most drivers don’t need to be told twice. Ninety-two
percent of those that have received a red-light running violation have not received another,
indicating a high level of compliance with the Program and a low rate of recidivism.

Rate of Violations: The number of violations per one million vehicles entering the intersection
is used to compare approaches with one another. Analysis determined that the order of locations
by violation rate only varies slightly when comparing to the total Notice of Violations issued.
Violation rates between camera locations do however vary sharply between 572 violations per
million vehicles to 90 violations. Southbound 4™ Street / Gandy Blvd has the top violation rate
and the right-turn movement is the direction with the highest rate. This movement ranks No. 8 in
our consultants’ review of locations with the highest red-light running crashes.

When reviewing the violation rate for each camera approach by movement (Left, Thru, Right),
there were as many through movement violations as right-turn movements that ranked the
highest, each with 10 approaches, and two approaches had left-turns that ranked the highest for
that camera approach. This illustrates that there isn’t a particular emphasis on right-turn
enforcement, as some Programs experience.

Crash Summary - Crash data was analyzed by Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc., comparing the
10 intersections with traffic safety cameras for the full year of the Program to the 3 years prior to
the Program (copy attached). A review of this report also illustrate that the Program is showing
signs the City is heading in the correct direction, as follows:

¢ Red light running crash rate NET reduction of 25 percent at traffic safety camera
approaches (beyond the reduction at the Police Department’s 10 highest crash
intersections without traffic safety cameras)

e Red light running injury crash rate NET reduction of 39 percent at traffic safety
camera approaches (beyond the reduction at the Police Department’s 10 highest crash
intersections without traffic safety cameras)
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¢ Red light related rear end crash rate NET reduction of 15 percent at traffic safety
camera approaches (beyond the reduction at the Police Department’s 10 highest crash
intersections without traffic safety cameras)

Although safety, not revenue, is the key impetus for the Program, through the evaluation period
the City has collected $3,589,149 in red-light running violations, of which 44.3% or $1,589,751
was transferred to the State; 6.3% or $227,107 to the Health Administration Trust Fund (for
Statewide Trauma Centers); and, 1.9% or $68,132 to the Brain / Spinal Cord Injury Trust Fund.
A total of 47.5% or $1,704,160 stayed with the City, of which 58.5% was paid to ATS for
equipment rental & processing and 41.5% was utilized to off-set Program expenses incurred by
the City’s Budget, Police and Transportation Departments.

NEXT STEPS

On April 21, 2011 the City contracted with American Traffic Solutions (ATS) to provide
equipment and processing services for the Program. The provisions of this contract allow the
City the option to terminate the contract after 12 months if determined appropriate.
Administration is also authorized to add or delete traffic safety cameras as needed, up to the
appropriation amount Council authorizes. Traffic safety cameras have been located based on a
comprehensive evaluation including 21 separate factors, (see attached) categorized under:
Danger Index, Feasibility Index and a Human Factors Index. Installation was initially selected at
10 intersections and 22 individual approaches.

There are 298 signalized intersections in the City, with 1,053 approaches and only 22 or 2.0% of
the intersection approaches have traffic safety cameras. Many of the intersections with the
highest reported crashes related to red-light running are not able to be equipped for traffic safety
cameras for various reasons. These intersections are left to the Police Department to enforce with
conventional means. A review of the remaining approaches that could be equipped was
undertaken and it was determined that an additional 9 intersection approaches, of the top 100
high red-light running crash ranked intersections, could support traffic safety cameras. These
locations meet the City’s installation criteria (copy attached) as well as were identified in the
original consultant report as potential traffic safety camera intersections.

Administration has proposed that these 9 additional approaches receive traffic safety cameras.
These would be located at an additional 3 intersections for a total of 13 intersections, with 3
intersections equipped to have additional approaches covered from the first phase of installation.
This will result in a total of 31 traffic safety cameras at 13 City intersections (see attached list).
All of the new locations are on State facilities, which have the highest number of red-light
running violations. Residents and business have approached the City with comments for
locations that support these selections.

Administration has confirmed that after the initial installation of traffic safety cameras the
effectiveness of the Program would be increased with the additional approaches. Based upon the
performance of existing traffic safety cameras, additional locations are expected to achieve a
25% reduction in red-light and red-light related crashes at each of these new approaches.
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CONCLUSION

The first annual evaluation of the Program provides indications that the goals of the Program are
being met in that crashes related to red-light running are being reduced. Administration has
verified that the expansion of traffic safety cameras is in the interest of public safety. Using
traffic safety cameras to identify and control red-light running remains the best approach to
supplement the City’s ongoing traffic safety Programs, and reduce the number of motorists that
run red-lights and the resulting red-light related crashes, injuries and deaths.

Without this Program, the City and the Police Department will not have the full resources
necessary to reduce significant incidents and serious crashes associated with red light running.
Also, without this Program, enforcement efforts will continue to have limited effect on changing
driver behavior because of the very limited opportunity to cite red-light runners.

Administration has confirmed that after the initial installation of traffic safety cameras, the
effectiveness of the Program will be increased with the additional approaches. Any additional
locations are expected to achieve a 25% reduction in red-light running and red-light related
crashes (see consultants report). Based on the ongoing review of the Program, including
violations issued and crash data analyzed, evidence suggests that the City should continue the
Program and expand the number of locations as recommended above, thereby reducing crashes
and injuries and extending the halo effect to additional intersections.

RECOMMENDATION

The City of St. Petersburg’s Administration has determined that the Program has and will
continue to provide an additional reduction in severity and/or a reduction in the overall frequency
of collisions at signalized intersections. A well-executed Program, including a clear, well-defined
process can and does reduce crashes and injuries caused by red-light running. Based on the
technical evaluation of crashes and Notice of Violations, after the first year of the Program, it is
recommended:

e That the Intersection Public Safety Program be continued, to reduce the occurrences of
red light running, through a photo enforcement program using traffic safety camera
technology, with ATS as the City’s contractor;

e That an additional 9 traffic safety cameras be installed, as proposed on page 7 of this
report, and that staff continue to monitor all aspects of the Program including, but not

limited to, crashes and Notice of Violations;

e That performance evaluation reports be provided to City Council on a quarterly bases.
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COST / FUNDING ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

Expenses for the expansion of additional traffic safety cameras at the nine proposed intersections
will be offset by revenues resulting from the Notice of Violations occurring at the nine proposed
intersections.

ATTACHEMENTS

Traffic Safety Camera — Installation Criteria

Current and Proposed Traffic Safety Camera Locations
Annual Performance Evaluation - Notice of Violations
Annual Performance Evaluation — Crash Analysis

JK/mijf
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In reviewing candidate intersections for traffic safety cameras, consideration of several factors
that would contribute to the propensity of motorists to run a red signal as well as the
predisposition to modify driver behavior, are considered. So, as part of our full Intersection
Public Safety Program, the criteria used to determine the location of traffic safety cameras is as

follows:

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Stop On Red

Traffic Safety Camera — Installation Criteria

1. Danger Index

NESNKK

Overall Crash Frequency

Overall Angle Crashes

Overall Right-On-Red Crashes
Red-Light Running Crashes
Red-Light Running Crash Severity

2. Feasibility Index

v Congestion Level

Volume of Traffic

Vehicle Level of Service

Number of Vehicle Travel Lanes
Design of Left and Right Turn Lanes
Signal Timing

Signal Progression/Coordination
Violation Expectation

v Constructability

Sight Obstructions
Residential Areas
Obstructions

Intersection Design / Width

3. Human Factors Index

AN N N NN

Behavior Modification
Geographical Distribution
Halo Effect

Education

Enforcement by Police
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Current and Proposed
Traffic Safety Camera Locations:

{ No I Intersection | Direction l Ranﬂ
1 4th Street 22nd Avenue N NB SB EB 17
2 4th Street 54th Avenue N NB SB 83
3 4th Street Gandy Boulevard NB SB EB
4 34th Street 1st Avenue N NB 1
5 34th Street Ist Avenue S NB SB EB 11
6 34th Street 22nd Avenue N NB WB 70
7 34th Street 22nd Avenue S NB SB 43
8 34th Street 38th Avenue N SB EB WB 7
9 34th Street Sth Avenue N NB SB 73
10 66th Street 13th Avenue N NB SB 31
11 66th Street 22nd Avenue N NB SB 49
12 66th Street 38th Avenue N NB SB EB WB 54
13 66th Street Tyrone Boulevard NB EB 99

Note:  New locations shown in RED italic and underlined.
Rank of locations by Red-light running crashes - K-H Report dated February 2011.
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An Intersection Public Safety Program Annual Performance Evaluation - Violations

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG — AN INTERSECTION PUBLIC SAFETY PROGRAM
STOP ON RED

ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF NOTICES OF VIOLATION

INTRODUCTION

The City of St. Petersburg implemented An Intersection Public Safety Program in October 2011,
and this report reviews all red-light violation notices issued and analyze the performance of the
program for the first year of operation. So, unless otherwise stated, all violation data evaluated is
from October 29", 2011 through to October 31, 2012. The Stop On Red Program employs traffic
safety cameras at 22 intersection approaches at ten intersections within the city.

The focus of this report is only on Notice of Violations issued. A separate report by our
consultant, Kimley-Horn and Associates, has evaluated crash data associated with the programs
first year of operations and compares it with the previous 3-years of crash data, prior to the start
of the program

This report provides numerous charts and graphs to illustrate data related to violation notices
issued by each camera for analysis by day, month, year, etc. A detailed analysis of this data is
intended to highlight situations or characteristics that have a relative interest to the performance
of the program, in order to determine if our program goals are being achieved. Additional
analysis of the data is always possible and may be developed in the future, as we move forward
with the program.

PROGRAM GOALS

The City of St. Petersburg established three goals for the Intersection Public Safety Program.
These goals function as precepts for program decision making:

e Enhance safety at signalized intersections in St. Petersburg, by reducing the
frequency and/or severity of crashes caused by red-light running.

e Provide additional method of violation enforcement so that the Police can use
resources to fulfill other objectives.

e Raise awareness of safe driving practices in St. Petersburg.

While the Annual Performance Evaluation report related to crashes, prepared by Kimley-Horn
analyzes whether or not we are achieving our goals toward crash reduction, a detail analysis of
violations issued will also help us understand if the program has address the other goals by
helping the Police as a force multiplier and if the motoring public has altered their behavior
toward traffic safety and the running of red-lights.
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REVIEW AND SUMMARY OF VIOLATIONS

Notice of Violations Issued: During the first year of the Stop On Red Program, the City of St.
Petersburg Police Department issued a total of 36,185 Notice of Violations to motorists that ran a
red traffic signal indication as detected by 22 Traffic Safety Cameras at 10 signalized
intersections.

Police personnel however actually reviewed a total of 70,243 potential events in order to
determine if a violation met the City’s Business Rules for red-light running under the program.
Therefore, the actual issuance rate compared to those Notices reviewed is 51.5%. The break-
down of Notice of Violations issued by direction is as follows:

Left-Turn 7,8850r 21.8%
Through 14,572 or 40.3%
Right-Turn ~ 13.728 or 37.9%
Total 36,185 or 100.0%

The number of Traffic Safety Camera, Notices of Violations issued continues to indicate the
scope of the concerns for this public safety issue. The numbers of Notices being issued from the
Traffic Safety Cameras however, appear to be trending down, decreasing over the year. (See
Chart No. 1). We anticipate this to continue as a trend however, an analysis of comparable
months over time will be required to monitor trends. For example, the last month (October 2012)
is showing a slight increase in violation notices issued, over the previous two months.

Table No. 1 details the Notice of Violations issued by all Traffic Safety Cameras for each month
of the program, by direction. Chart No. 1 highlights the total number of Notice of Violations
issued by month. Also shown on this chart are the total number of warnings issued through our
warning period between September 15, 2011 and October 28, 2011. (2,749).

Over the full period of the program, the Police Department continued its special enforcement
details on a weekly basis, paying attention to intersections with high incidence of red-light
running crashes that were not being enforced by Traffic Safety Cameras. A total of 1,025
Citations were issued or 3% of the total issued by Traffic Safety Cameras. This highlights two
issues; first there is much more red-light running occurring than the Police can address and
second the Traffic Safety Cameras are a force multiplier.

A review of Charts 2, 3 and 4 highlight the number of Notice of Violations issued by each
individual camera by location, per month and per day. While the average number of Notice of
Violations issued varies, not only by location but over time, these charts help to illustrate the
distribution of red-light running problem.

The three locations with the highest number of Notice of Violations issued are as follows:

o S/B-34" Street / 38" Avenue N. = 4,255 Notices.
S/B - 34" Street / 1% Avenue S. = 3,023 Notices.
N/B — 34" Street / 22™ Avenue S = 2,486 Notices
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There were three locations that had very few Notices issued, as follows:

e N/B - 66" Street / Tyrone Blvd =711
N/B — 4™ Street / Gandy Blvd =701
e N/B-66" Street / 22™ Avenue N =685

The average number of Notices issued was 3.94 daily per camera, with a high of 10.04 per day at
S/B 34" Street / 38" Avenue N and a low of 1.60 at N/B 66™ Street / Tyrone Blvd.

It is apparent that some intersection approached have higher incidence of red-light running then
others and a detailed analysis of violations over time, as illustrated in Table No. 2 and Chart No.
5 through Chart No. 26 helps determine these trends. It would however appear that violations are
generally decreasing over time, as expected. However, fifteen of the twenty-two camera
locations have increased slightly over the last month. Monitoring this variable will determine if
this is a trend upward or just a seasonal variation, as more motorists from outside the city that are
unfamiliar with the Stop On Red Program travel on our roadways.

Violation Rate: While an analysis of total violations is important, the rates of violations based
on vehicle volume helps to better compare each approach between one another. Therefore, an
analysis was conducted for each approach, to determine if there were any locations that
displayed unusual trends. Table No. 5 highlights the number of violation for one million vehicles
entering the intersection. Locations are listed by the highest total rate per camera. Additional data
lists the actual rate per direction of travel. Also included are the existing speed limit, yellow
interval and red clearance times at each location.

Violation rates vary sharply between 572 violations per million vehicles to 90 violations. When
looking at violation rates, S/B 4™ Street / Gandy Blvd ranks as the top location and the right-turn
movement is the direction with the highest rate. This location has a dedicated right-turn lane with
“right-on-red” prohibited during the north-south left-turn phase. There are two electronic signs
posted during this phase to restrict right-on-red. The enforcement of this movement is critical, as
in our initial consultant review of crashes, this location rank No. 8 for the number of red-light
running crashes. Staff will be reviewing this movement with FDOT staff, as a result of this
analysis to determine if any additional signage is required to address the high rate of right-on-red
violations.

Also highlighted on this table are the individual rates of violation by movement (left, thru, right).
There are 10 locations with the right-turn movement as the highest for that approach and 10
locations with the through movement with the highest rate. Two locations have the left-turn with
the highest rate for that location. This helps to illustrate that there is not an unbalance that heavily
favors any one movement.

Illustrated in bold type are the approaches where the yellow interval is longer than required by
standard. These timings are the result of evaluation and implemented to provide uniformity and a
standard interval for all approaches. In most cases the timing for the approach with the lower
speed limit was increased to match the approaches with the highest speed limit, in order to meet
driver expectation.
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These locations are distributed fairly evenly through the locations by rate, which would indicate
that any additional yellow time does not appear to necessarily help reduce the rate of red-light
running. In fact, 4 of the top 5 locations with the highest rate of red-light running have additional
yellow time ranging from 0.5 to 0.3 seconds. (The yellow interval and red clearance phase are
discussed in detail on page 7 of this report, and as well in the consultants’ report on crash data).

Summary by Location:

Rank Red-Light Street Cross Street Direction
RATE Violations Crash Rank*

1 5 8 4th Street Gandy Boulevard (s/B)
2 1 7 34th Street 38th Avenue N (S/8B)
3 2 11 34th Street 1st Avenue S (s/B)
4 3 43 34th Street 22nd Avenue S (N/B)
5 11 17 4th Street 22nd Avenue N (E/B)
6 4 99 66th Street Tyrone Boulevard (E/B)
7 8 7 34th Street 38th Avenue N (w/B)
8 7 17 4th Street 22nd Avenue N (s/8)
9 10 83 4th Street 54th Avenue N (N/B)
10 6 54 66th Street 38th Avenue N (E/B)
11 9 17 4th Street 22nd Avenue N (N/B)
12 14 6 34th Street 38th Avenue N (E/B)
13 12 1 34th Street 1st Avenue N (N/B)
14 16 43 34th Street 22nd Avenue S (S/B)
15 13 11 34th Street 1st Avenue S (E/B)
16 15 54 66th Street 38th Avenue N (s/B)
17 22 8 4th Street Gandy Boulevard (N/B)
18 18 83 4th Street 54th Avenue N (s/B)
19 17 8 4th Street Gandy Boulevard (E/B)
20 19 49 66th Street 22nd Avenue N (S/B)
21 21 49 66th Street 22nd Avenue N (N/B)
22 20 99 66th Street Tyrone Boulevard (N/B)

* Rank based on report “Intersection Public Safety Program. Kimley-Hom — February 2011, of top 100 high red-
light running crash intersections.

As illustrated by the ranking of locations by violation rate, issued and crash rank, the individual
rankings only vary slightly between factors, with few exceptions. For example, with a crash
ranking of 99, 66™ Street / Tyrone — E/B also has a low ranking for violations. With a high crash
ranking of 8, 4™ Street / Gandy — E/B also ranks towards the top for violations. A detailed crash
analysis by approach, to analyze the significance of these factors is included in the consultants’
report, Annual Performance Evaluation.

WHEN DOES RED-LIGHT RUNNING HAPPEN IN ST. PETERSBURG

Distribution of Notices Issued by Day of the Week. The distribution of violations by day of
week is shown below. The largest percentage of violations during the week has occurred on
Fridays. The number of violations during the work week is roughly the same for Monday
through Thursdays.
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Distribution of Citations Issued by Hour of the Day. The distribution of violations throughout
the day is shown below.
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e Red-light running violations are most prevalent on Friday, less on Sunday.

e Red-light running violations are most common between the hours of 3 p.m. to 5 p.m.

e Nearly 600 drivers were caught ignoring the traffic signal per hour on Friday @ 5 p.m.,
making this the most dangerous combined hour and day for red-light running in St.
Petersburg.

Violator Demographics: When examining violator demographics, registration demographics
show that the majority of drivers that register their vehicle in the city of St. Petersburg adhere to
the rules of the road. Only 36% of the violations issued have been issued to vehicles registered
within the city.
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Top Violator- Registration / Zip Codes

Violator Demographic by Vehicle Violator Demographic by Zip Code
Registration

833713
u33710
233702
133705

#33703
B St. Petersburg 1371
533709
1 Other City -
BN6
533711

# Other ZIp Code

Changing Driver Behavior

Ninety-two percent of the license plates identified in red-light running violations have not been
issued a second violation after the fine was paid. This indicates a high level of compliance with
the program and a low rate of recidivism.

Percentage of Paid RLC Violations based on License Plates

it e T —— i
Number of Violations Received Np‘mbu ol l SRR i il
Violators Violators
Violators Receiving 1 Violation 27,642 92.0%
Violators Receiving 2 Violations 1,929 7.0%
Violators R?celv.mg 3 or More 366 1.0%
Violations

Total DS 100.0%

After receiving a notice, 92% of drivers have changed their behavior and only 7% of motorists
have been issued a second Notice of Violation, with as few as 1% issued 3 or more Notices. We
will however continue to monitor all aspects of violations issued, tracking demographics, rate of
recidivism, crash rates, and many other factors in order to ensure the program is trending
correctly and meeting our initial program goals.
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St. Petersburg RLC Program
Rate of Recidivism on Paid Notices

7% 1%

|

B One Notice

@ Two Notices

Three or More Notices

Traffic Safety Cameras Save Lives and Lower Costs in St. Petersburg

Every traffic collision exacts its own financial costs on families, vehicle owners and the
community at large. Medical care, vehicle removal and repair, and the attention from police and
other emergency response personnel are just a few of the measurable costs associated with traffic
crashes. Traffic safety cameras are intended to help reduce vehicle collisions by changing driver
behavior. As a result, injuries and fatalities decrease, along with the tax burden to communities
for emergency services and other costs tied to every traffic collision. Traffic safety cameras also
allow police departments to provide uninterrupted traffic enforcement without assigning an
officer to watch the intersection. This provides a force multiplier, enabling the department to
enhance its enforcement efforts without added costs, providing a cost-savings to the community.

A report by John Dunham & Associates “Cost-Benefit Analysis of Red Light Safety Cameras™-
attached, determined that one Traffic Safety Camera in St. Petersburg at one intersection could
save the city and its residents $187,440 in the first year of operation and $846,849 over five
years, in 2011 dollars. Using a comprehensive set of data from nationally recognized sources, the
savings is calculated by applying total crash costs over a victim’s expected lifetime against
expected crash reductions from traffic safety cameras. Similar economic benefits can be found in
other communities with traffic safety cameras, but the most important benefit in every case
remains the lives that are saved.

Public Safety Value

The value of the St. Petersburg Intersection Public Safety Program hasn’t just been in terms of
public safety. An additional value for taxpayers is the availability to police investigators of
traffic safety camera videos. The police have requested videos more than 100 times as a tool
for investigating collisions, felonies and serious crimes including hit-and-run collisions,
robberies, homicides and various other police investigations. The availability of these videos
helps reduce police operating costs when a video can help reconstruct a crash scene or provide
another view of unrelated incidents at intersections.
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The primary goal of all Intersection Safety Programs is to make streets safer for all drivers,
bicyclists and pedestrians. The benefits of traffic safety cameras though extend beyond public
safety. The Mark Wandall Traffic Safety Act allocates a portion of traffic fines collected from
safety cameras to Florida's trauma centers and to The Miami Project to Cure Paralysis. The
Miami Project's research into spinal cord and brain injuries has a direct impact on the many
victims of motor vehicle accidents that suffer these types of life-altering injuries.

The Florida Department of Revenue has reported that during fiscal year 2012, starting July 1,
2011, St. Petersburg’s Stop On Red Program has contributed $1,308,787. These civil fines go
directly back to the community, and in some cases, are dedicated toward parks, hospitals,
medical research and schools. So far during fiscal year 2013, the city of St. Petersburg
contributed $346,997 toward those services. See Table No. 4.

YELLOW INTERVAL:

The yellow signal indication warns vehicle traffic of an impending change in right-of-way. It is
displayed following every green signal indication. The amount of time that the yellow signal is
displayed is referred to as the yellow interval. The duration of this interval is based on the
driver’s perception-reaction time, deceleration rate, the approach speed, and the approach grade.
The duration of the yellow interval should allow, at a minimum, for a driver to comfortably
decelerate to a stop prior to entering the intersection

Driver dilemma, the condition when a driver can neither stop nor proceed through the
intersection safely, will always continue regardless of traffic safety efforts. Drivers however
need to heed the yellow phase and prepare to stop instead of accelerating to proceed through the
intersection at the risk of causing a dangerous and often deadly collision.

A review of the City’s 298 signalized intersections has determined that there are 1,053 separate
approaches. See Table No. 3. An analysis of the length of the existing yellow interval has
determined that a total of 852 approaches or 80% already have additional yellow time allotted, as
explained earlier. This increased time ranges between 0.1 and 1.4 seconds. The majority, 402 or
38% have 0.8 seconds with 381 or 36% with 0.4 seconds, for a total of 783 or 74%.

Summary of Additional Yellow Interval Time -

Approaches A(‘i;iltli:;al % of Total
9 btw  1.0to 1.4 sec or 0.9%
432 btw  0.6t0 0.9 sec or 41.0%
411 btw 0.1 to 0.5 sec or 39.0%
201 @ 0.0 or 19.0%
1,053 100%
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The additional time added to the yellow interval has been in place for several years and
implemented in consultation with the Florida Department of Transportation. The purpose is to
provide a uniform and standard interval for all approached to an intersection in order to meet
driver expectation, generally increasing the time slightly for the approach with the lower speed
limit, to match the time for the approach with the highest speed limit.

RED CLEARANCE INTERVAL:

Most people would agree that running a red light is a dangerous driving behavior. A red
clearance interval is a period when a red signal indication is displayed to most, if not all,
vehicular traffic approaches. The duration of the red clearance interval is based on intersection
width, vehicle length, and the speed at which the vehicle traverses the intersection. The duration
of the red clearance interval allows additional time as a safety factor for a driver that legally
entered the intersection at the very last instant of the yellow change interval, such as a motorist
completing a left-turn, to avoid conflict with traffic releasing from an adjacent opposing
intersection approach.

Providing adequate red clearance intervals can significantly impact intersection safety by
reducing the probability of occurrence of right angle crashes, even if drivers run the red signal
indication. A motorist that makes a conscience decide to accelerate through the yellow interval
instead of stopping, and ends up running the red-light during the start of red interval or all-red
phase put left-turning motorists at risk. Typically, a left-turning motorist is already “in” the
intersection, waiting for the signal to change and once they see the red indication usually move
through to complete their turn, with the legal right-of-way. This is the instant that poor
decisions cause a crash. These are the high speed angled type crashes that are the most severe
and have the highest injury and fatality rate.

A review of the red-light running violations issued by the Police during this year has determined
that a total of 55% were to motorists that ran the red signal by more than half a second.

RLC Violations by Length of Red Phase

8.1 (9%)
u0.2(12%)
#0.3(10%)
m 0.4 (8%)
u 0.5 (6%)
©80.6(5%)
50.7 (4%)
0.8 (4%}
0.9 (3%}
= 1(3%)
®>1(36%)
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Forty-five percent of the red-light running violations issued have been issued for violations
occurring between 0.1 to 0.5 seconds after the signal has changed to red.

Notice of Violations issued between 0.1 and 0.5 seconds:

0.1 = 9% or 2,694
02 = 12% or 3,592
0.3 = 10% or 2,994
04 = 8% or 2,395
0.5 = 6% or 1,796

13,472

We can conclude from this data that red-light running is a severe issue at the start of the red
interval and a factor in the potential for high impact crashes. Also, over the first year of the Stop
On Red Program the number of violations issued has consistently diminished over time.
Therefore, it appears that enforcement of red-light running, through traffic safety cameras as well
as conventional Police details, coupled with ongoing education has shown over this first year to
be changing driver behavior.

The St. Petersburg staff has confirmed that the red clearance intervals used within the City
comply with the requirements within the FDOT Traffic Engineering Manual, which states:

“All new signals installations, intersections with Traffic Infraction Devices, signal
phasing changes, geometric changes affecting the timing or phasing, or corridor
re-timing projects must comply with these guidelines [in the November 2012
edition] immediately upon implementing timing changes. All other existing
signalized intersections on the state highway system must be in compliance with
guidelines of this Section by January 1, 2015.”

The new guidelines state as follows:

AllRed: R=W+L
1.47v

Where: R = length of all-re interval in seconds
W = total traversed width, from the approach stop bar to the far side of no conflict point
L = length of vehicle (Use 201t.)

V = speed of approaching vehicles in MPH.

City of St. Petersburg staff has confirmed that updating the red clearance intervals across
the City are scheduled to meet the January 1, 2015 date as required by the FDOT.

10
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NEXT STEPS

Administration has confirmed that after the initial installation of Traffic Safety Cameras the
effectiveness of the Stop On Red Program would be increased with the additional approaches.
Based on the Kimley-Horn report of crashes, additional locations are expected to achieve a 25%
reduction in red-light and red-light related crashes.

There are currently 298 traffic signalized intersections in the City with Traffic Safety Cameras at
only 22 or 2.0% of the intersection approaches. Many of the intersections with the highest
reported crashes related to red-light running however, are not able to be equipped for traffic
safety cameras for various reasons. These are left to the Police Department to enforce by
conventional means.

Based on staff’s ongoing review of the program, including violations issued and crash data
analyzed, evidence suggests that the City should continue the program and expand locations
thereby extending the halo effect to additional intersection.

A review of the remaining approaches that could be equipped was undertaken and it was
determined that an additional 9 intersection approaches, of the top 100 high red-light running
crash rated intersections, could support traffic safety cameras. These locations meet the City’s
installation criteria (Appendix No. 1) as well they were identified in the original consultant
report, as potential intersections.

Administration is therefore prepared to proceed with the installation of 9 additional Traffic
Safety Cameras. They are located at an additional 3 intersections for a total of 13 intersections
with 3 intersections to have additional approaches covered from the first phase of installation.
This will result in a total of 31 Traffic Safety Cameras at 13 City intersections. (Appendix No. 2)
All of the new locations are on State facilities, which have the highest number of red-light
running violations. Residents and business have approached the City with comments for
locations that support these selections.

CONCLUSIONS

The Police Department has continued its special enforcement details, paying attention to
intersections with high incidence of red-light running crashes that were not being enforced by
Traffic Safety Cameras. This provides a force multiplier that allows technology, in conjunction
with police personnel, to provide a needed outreach to the motoring public regarding a severe
safety problem and that this combined approach has started to change driver behavior.

The City’s own crash statistics have illustrated the impact of red-light running on the
community, highlighting the impact on our residents. The economic impact of red-light running
collisions on families and our community in medical care, vehicle repair and police response
alone are measurable. Analysis has determined that only one Traffic Safety Camera will save a
total of $187,440 in the first year of operation and would save $846,849 over a five year
program. The most important benefit in every case remains the lives that are saved.

This detailed evaluation and analysis of Notice of Violations issued by the Police Department to
motorists that ran a red traffic signal, during the first year of the Stop On Red Program, clearly
indicates a downward trend that motorists are changing their behavior.

11
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As predicted at the outset of the program:

The number of Notice of Violations issued has decreased over time,

64% of Notices are issued to non-St. Petersburg residents,

92% of motorists receive only one Notice of Violation,

Traffic Safety Cameras save lives and lower costs in St. Petersburg

Camera video has proven to be a benefit to the Police in investigations,

Locations with increased yellow intervals do not appear to reduce red-light running

We are therefore able to determine that analysis of Notice of Violation data confirms that we are
working to achieving the programs goals:

e To raise awareness of safe driving practices, and
e Provide additional method of violation enforcement so that the Police can use
resources to fulfill other objectives.

The Kimley-Horn report analyzed our crash data and provides an opinion as to whether we are
achieving our first goal — Enhance safety at signalized intersections by reducing the frequency
and/or severity of crashes caused by red-light running. Also, future analysis will consider an
additional public awareness campaign as well as a review of red-light running crashes to
determine the zip code of the drivers. A seasonal evaluation of motorists involved in red-light
running crashes will also help determine if crashes are being caused by motorist from outside the
area are a factor.

The City of St. Petersburg’s transportation and public safety department’s feel that the addition
of red-light photo enforcement has and will continue to provide an additional public awareness to
the severe effects of running red-lights and be a force multiplier for the Police Department.

The continuance of a well-executed Stop On Red Program, including a clear, well-defined

process coupled with good legislation from inception, will increase effectiveness, facilitate
public acceptance and improve long term success.

12



City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 29, 2011 To Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Intersection Safety Camera Performance Summary
Notice of Violations Issued

Site  [Street Cross Street Direction | Waraiag October ‘November December January February March April
1D Period | Left | Thra | Right | Total | Lett | Thra | Right | Towat | Let | Torw | Right | Totat | Lett | Tors | Right | Totat | Lett | Tore | Right | Totat | Left | Toro | Right | Totai | Lent | Toro | Right | Totat
STPOl  34th Strect / Ist Avenue N (N/B) 6200 1 3 o 4 17 91 3 m 31 75 | 107 53 1o 3 m 50 127 5 182 54 78 7 139 2 3 5 100
STPO4 34th Street  /38th Avenuc N (S/B) 0.00 0 0 [} [1] 2 84 100 186 68 256 216 540 47 187 175 409 70 232 169 47 9 225 137 441 58 210 126 394
STPOS 34th Street  /38th Avenue N (E/B) 000 [} ] 0 0 4 22 0 26 57 9% o 153 56 9 1 156 62 104 2 168 63 94 1 158 40 86 1 127
STPO6  34th Strect /38th Avenue N (W) 000 (1} 0 0 0 0 5 2 28 0 4] 210 251 3 39 202 249 42 35 136 213 38 35 150 223 28 23 120 1m
STPO7 4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (N/B) 253 0 1 4 5 5 27 76 108 6 19 47 2 6 20 a3 69 5 15 45 65 6 9 48 63 6 21 36 63
STPO8  4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (E/B) 143 0 5 0 5 0 0 3 93 [} 77 2 79 o 81 2 83 0 65 1 66 0 109 4 113 ] 82 3 85
STP 12  34th Street /Ist Avenue S (S/B) 142 18 i5 0 3 107 148 2 257 82 Mo 2 22 123 137 1 261 151 163 2 316 129 146 1 276 132 222 1 338
STP13 34thStreet  /lst Avenue S (E/B) 27 3 2 0 s 21 50 1 72 25 €2 0 87 24 68 0 92 26 108 0 134 30 123 o 153 27 9 1 127
STP 14  4th Street /22nd Avenue N (E/B) 284 8 2 18 28 46 22 131 199 51 7 7 136 25 13 86 124 37 17 el 133 43 29 84 156 44 21 67 132
STP15 4th Strect (22nd Avenue N (N/B) 36 3 13 4 20 32 121 43 196 28 13 38 179 33 97 37 167 22 94 18 134 39 99 25 163 16 94 22 132
STP 16  4th Street /22nd Avenue N (5/B) 459 3, 16 20 39 17 132 54 203 22 1o 85 217 21 90 66 177 i8 75 59 152 32 64 67 163 33 86 49 168
STP17 66th Street /220d Avenue N (N/B) 140 2 1 6 9 10 19 34 63 21 20 33 it} 7 17 52 76 18 24 28 70 is 24 35 74 13 9 3 33
STP I8 66th Street  /22nd Avenue N {S/B) 29 0 2 17 19 7 26 110 143 12 20 122 154 7 7 89 103 7 13 28 108 1 20 86 117 7 11 51 69
STP 19 34th Street /22nd Avenuc S (S/B) 30 4 4 6 " 10 S0 62 122 16 k} ] 32 86 13 37 31 81 18 32 38 88 24 59 24 187 20 47 32 9
STP20  4th Strect / 54th Avenue N (N/B) 7 o 2] 2 16 9 3 21 103 11 132 25 168 10 112 31 153 8 110 35 153 10 ito 12 132 9 18 13 145
STP2l 4th Strect / 54th Avenue N {S/B) 226 1 3 13} 15 0 41 45 86 2 36 2 110 0 31 52 83 [} 33 66 9 ] 17 58 76 1 28 40 69
STP22 66th Street  / 38th Avenue N (S/B) 225 3 0 19 21 28 17 97 142 38 13 78 129 3 10 51 92 30 12 51 93 21 28 95 144 40 24 81 145
STP23  66th Strect / 38th Avenue N (E/B) 158 1 0 47 48 14 22 312 318 24 7 283 314 16 1 161 178 13 1 131 145 12 10 193 215 22 6 170 198
STP24  66th Street / Tyronc Boulevard (N/B) 8l 7 2 0 9 L1} 38 0 126 33 25 o 58 32 27 [)] 59 27 26 0 53 21 32 0 53 44 19 1} 63
STP25  66th Street / Tyrone Boulevard (E/B) 68 20 8 0 28 210 59 2 2 303 B9 5 397 12 48 1 161 66 26 i 93 181 40 4 225 137 40 2 179
STP26  4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (S/B) 58 0 2 4 50 ] 38 263 301 0 34 248 282 0 23 215 238 1 23 2 245 o 25 129 154 0 31 146 177
STP27 34th Street /22nd Avenue S (N/B) 5t 2 0 13 15 23 30 142 195 35 42 263 360 42 28 181 251 40 30 122 192 61 29 120 210 45 51 160 256
TOTAL / AVARAGE - Notice of Violations Issued 249 s 93 215—[ 383 650 1,205 1,524 l 3319 885 1452 1840 | 4,177 666 1,282 l,l!s] 3433 71 1365 1297 | 3313 870 1,405 1,280 I 3,555 744 1401 I.l611 3307
Average Per Camera / Day 63 6.7 Ly 6.1 50 53 52 50
Site  |Street Cross Street Direction Msy ~ Juse _ daly ] August x September October ‘Grasd Total
D et | Tura | Right | Totat | et | Turo [ Right [ otat | Lets | Ture | Right | Totat | Lefs | Thrw | Right [ Total | Lefe | Thre | Right | Totad | Left | Tors | Right | Totat Left | Tars [ Right [ Touut
STPOL 34thStreet /15t Avenue N (N/B) 1 59 3 3| 2 58 7 86 n 59 6 88 15 56 [} 7 7 39 2 4 2 31 3 36 307 8% S0 1216
STPO4  34th Street /38th Avenue N (5/B) 65 109 ] 363 40 229 101 370 39 190 96 325 40 145 85 270 47 141 wi 289 31 102 64 197 586 2210 1459 4255
STPOS 34th Street  /38th Avenue N (E/B) 44 73 (1] 17 52 63 0 115 37 36 1 k] 20 54 0 ™ 26 76 [} 102 16 54 [} 70 477 857 6 1340
STP06 34th Street  /38th Avenue N (W/B) 21 37 g6 144 | 28 20 8 134 | 30 24 8 139 | 16 16 4 74 12 29 35 76 0 220 49 719 233 34 124 1381
STPO7 4th Street 1 Gandy Boulcvard (N/B) 10 4 31 56 5 1t 33 49 3 7 41 51 4 9 21 34 2 5 22 29 4 9 24 37 62 167 472 701
STPO8  4th Strect / Gandy Boulevard (Em8) 0 115 0 115 0 78 2 80 i 67 1 69 o 64 1 65 0 60 1 61 o 69 1 70 1 962 21 934
STP 12 34th Street / Ist Avenue § (5/B) 125 157 2 284 107 125 1 233 93 137 5 235 1) 105 2 195 39 67 2 158 60 135 1 196 1304 1497 22 3,023
STP13 34thStrect /st Avenue S (E/B) 35 114 2 151 25 50 1 76 26 52 1 79 24 70 0 94 13 82 1 96 30 7 [} 101 309 951 7 1,267
STP 14  4th Street / 22nd Avenue N (E/B) 26 16 58 100 26 15 54 95 34 14 60 108 28 10 47 85 27 1 50 88 15 14 54 83 410 191 866 1467
STPI5 4thStect  /22nd Avenue N (N/B) 2 s 21 147 | 17 87 22 12 | 4 87 14 105 | 18 83 6 nr | 12 7 17 105 | 15 64 17 9% 61 1,032 294 1487
STP16 4th Street /22nd Avenue N (S/B) 19 30 39 138 16 73 56 145 16 62 46 124 10 54 37 10 9 69 45 123 15 70 53 138 231 981 676 1,888
STP17 66th Street  /22nd Avenue N (N/B) 7 21 29 57 7 18 19 H 10 12 25 47 5 15 20 40 6 11 10 27 7 15 29 51 128 206 3s1 685
STP 18 66th Strect / 22nd Avenue N (S/B) 15 4 37 56 8 9 32 49 6 8 27 41 5 9 20 34 6 5 16 27 6 4 2 2 97 138 n? 952
STP 19 34th Street /22nd Avenue § (5/8) 16 31 21 68 n 31 25 67 13 36 21 70 13 33 23 74 8 47 12 62 23 46 15 84 189 491 342 1,022
STP20  4th Street / 54th Avenue N (N/B) 9 112 19 140 9 102 11 122 6 ” 24 109 7 61 9 77 1 62 9 72 9 122 15 146 98 1,207 231 1,536
STP21  4th Street /54th Avenue N (8/B) 2 26 38 66 1 25 27 83 0 48 41 89 ] 29 27 57 1 39 33 73 (1} 30 50 80 10 386 560 956
STP22 66th Strect /38th Avenue N (S/B) 40 16 83 139 33 12 6l 106 41 8 2 m 37 4 40 81 29 6 40 15 36 6 42 84 406 156 810 1372
STP23 66th Street  /38th Avenue N (E/B) 13 8 132 153 7 5 1ol 113 14 2 127 143 12 2 12 126 15 5 75 95 9 3 126 138 172 n 197¢ 2214
STP24 66th Street  / Tyrone Boulevard (N/B) 37 16 1 54 27 9 0 36 34 16 0 50 32 17 1 50 24 17 0 41 42 17 0 59 448 261 2 m
STP25 66th Street / Tyronc Boulevard (E/B) 140 51 1 192 113 35 o 148 116 28 0 144 138 46 3 187 30 40 1 121 133 56 1 190 1,749 566 21 2336
STP26 4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (S/B) o 27 9 126 o 19 13 132 1 25 128 154 [} 28 104 132 1 28 137 166 [} 4 135 149 3 317 1986 12306
STP27 34th Strect /22nd Avenue § (N/B) 50 42 109 201 35 40 %0 165 10 45 108 160 13 34 70 17 12 30 75 117 16 40 1% 247 404 41 1641 2486
TOTAL / AYARAGE - Notice of Violations Issned 797 1332 201 2,940 588 Litd 842 ] 2,54 557 1,042 926 I 2,525 526 949 630 2,155 427 940 684 1,051 478 991 892 2,363 7885 14,572 13,728 | 36,185
Avcrage Per Camera [ Day 43 39 3.7 32 LN | 36 218% 403% 37.9% | 100%

Table No. 1




City of St. lfetersburg. Traffic Safety Cameras Sep. 15, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Notcie of Violations per Month
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City of St. Petersburg Traffic Safety Cameras Oct. 29, 2011 To Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Total Notices of Violations Per Location
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City of St. Petersburg Traffic Safety Cameras Oct. 29, 2011 To Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Total Notices of Violations Per Location
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City of St. lfetersburg. Traffic Safety Cameras Oct. 29, 2011 To Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Average Notice of Violations By Location Per Month
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City of St. Petersburg
Transportation Planning
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Traffic Safety Cameras Oct. 29, 2011 To Oct. 31, 2012
Average Notice of Violations By Locations Per Day
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City of St. Petersburg

Transporation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program

Traffic Safety Camera Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation Summary

11/30/2012

I Site lStreet lCross Street Direction Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Aprii May June July Aug Sept Oct Per Day Average |
From October 1, 2011 to October 31, 2012 Left | Thru | Right [TOTAL|
STP 01 - 34th Street / 1st Avenue N (N/B) 1.33 3.70 345 552 6.28 448 333 235 2.87 2.84 2.29 1.60 1.20 0.83 233 0.12 3.29
STP 04 - 34th Street /38th Avenue N (S/B) 0.00 1550 | 1742 | 13.19 | 1624 | 1423 | 13.13 | 11.71 1233 | 1048 8.71 9.63 6.57 1.43 5.39 3.22 10.04
STP 05 - 34th Street /38th Avenue N (E/B) 0.00 2.89 4.94 5.03 5.79 5.10 4.23 3.77 3.83 2.39 2.39 3.40 233 1.17 2.10 0.01 3.27
STP 06 - 34th Street /38th Avenue N (W/B) 0.00 7.00 8.10 8.03 7.34 7.19 5.70 4.65 4.47 448 2.39 2.53 2.63 0.59 0.82 2.71 4.12
STP 07 - 4th Street  / Gandy Boulevard] (N/B) [ 1.67 3.60 2.32 223 224 2.03 2.10 1.81 1.63 1.65 1.10 0.97 1.23 0.15 041 1.03 1.59
STP 08 - 4th Street  / Gandy Boulevard| (E/B) 1.67 3.10 2.55 2.68 228 3.65 2.83 3.7 2.67 223 2.10 5.27 233 0.00 235 0.04 240
STP 12 - 34th Street /st Avenue S (S/B) 11.00 8.57 7.23 842 10.90 8.90 11.83 9.16 7.77 7.58 6.29 5.27 6.53 3.29 4.29 0.05 7.63
STP 13 - 34th Street / 1st Avenue S (E/B) 1.67 240 2.81 297 4.62 494 4.23 4.87 253 2.55 3.03 320 337 0.80 2.46 0.02 3.28
STP 14 - 4th Street  /22nd Avenue N (E/B) 9.33 6.63 4.39 4.00 | 459 5.03 4.40 3.23 3.17 3.48 2.74 293 2,77 1.00 0.47 1.92 339
STP 15 - 4th Street |/ 22nd Avenue N (N/B) 6.67 6.53 5.77 5.39 4.62 526 4.40 4.74 420 3.39 3.77 3.50 3.20 0.64 2.77 0.66 4.07
STP 16 - 4th Street  /22nd Avenue N (5/B) 13.00 | 6.77 7.00 571 5.24 5.26 5.60 445 4.83 4.00 3.26 4.10 4.60 0.57 241 1.50 447
STP 17 -|66th Street /22nd Avenue N (N/B) 3.00 2.10 239 245 241 239 1.77 1.84 147 1.52 1.29 0.90 1.70 0.32 0.51 0.78 1.60
STP 18 - 66th Street /22nd Avenue N (S/B) 6.33 4.77 497 3.32 3.72 3.77 2.30 1.81 1.63 1.32 1.10 0.90 1.07 0.24 0.34 1.55 2.13
STP 19 - 34th Street /22nd Avenue S (S/B) 4.67 4.07 2.77 2.61 3.03 345 330 2.19 223 226 2.39 2.07 2.80 047 1.23 0.80 2.51
STP 20 - 4th Street  / 54th Avenue N (N/B) 533 343 5.42 494 528 426 4.83 4.52 4.07 3.52 248 240 487 0.24 3.01 0.55 3.80
STP 21 - 4th Street |/ 54th Avenue N (S/B) 5.00 2.87 3.55 2.68 3.41 245 2.30 2.13 1.77 2.87 1.84 243 2.67 0.02 0.96 125 2.24
STP 22 - 66th Street /38th Avenue N (S/B) 7.00 4.73 4.16 297 3.21 4.65 4.83 448 3.53 3.90 2.61 2.50 2.80 0.98 0.38 1.73 3.09
STP 23 - 66th Street /38th Avenue N (E/B) 16.00 | 11.60 | 10.13 5.74 5.00 6.94 6.60 494 3.77 4.61 4.06 3.17 4.60 0.42 0.18 432 492
STP 24 - 66th Street |/ Tyrone Boulevard] (N/B) 3.00 420 1.87 1.90 1.83 1.71 2.10 1.74 1.20 1.61 1.61 1.37 1.97 1.11 0.65 0.00 1.76
STP 25 -|66th Street |/ Tyrone Boulevard] (E/B) 9.33 9.03 12.81 5.19 3.21 7.26 597 6.19 4.93 4.65 6.03 4.03 6.33 433 1.40 0.04 5.77
STP 26 - 4th Street  / Gandy Boulevard| (S/B) 16.67 | 10.03 9.10 7.68 8.45 497 5.90 4.06 4.40 497 4.26 5.53 497 0.01 0.78 4.55 534
STP 27 - 34th Street /22nd Avenue S (N/B) 5.00 6.50 11.61 8.10 6.62 6.77 8.53 6.48 5.50 5.16 3.77 3.90 8.23 1.01 1.11 3.81 593
TOTAL - Notice of Violations Issued 383 3379 | 4,177 | 3,433 | 3,373 | 3,555 | 3,307 | 2,940 | 2,544 | 2,525 | 2,155 | 2,051 | 2,363 | 19.63 | 36.33 | 30.68 | 86.64
Average Per Camera / Day 6.72 5.71 6.12 5.03 5:29 5.21 5.01 4.31 3.85 3.70 3.16 3.11 3.58 0.89 1.65 1.39 3.94
. Table No. 2
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 29, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Nov. 18, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Nov. 18, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Nov. 21, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg
Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camer Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

STP 12 - 34th Street / 1st Avenue S (S/B)
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 11, 2011 to Oct 31, 2012
Transportation Department Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

STP 13 - 34th Street / 1st Avenue S (E/B)
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camer Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2012 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg

An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012

Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
STP 19 - 34th Street / 22nd Avenue S (S/B)
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City of St. Petersburg

An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012

Transportation Department Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
STP 20 - 4th Street / 54th Avenue N (N/B)
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City of St. Petersburg

An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012

Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
STP 21 - 4th Street / 54th Avenue N (S/B)
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City of St. Petersburg

An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012

Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
STP 22 - 66th Street / 38th Avenue N (S/B)
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City of St. Petersburg

An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012

Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
STP 23 - 66th Street / 38th Avenue N (E/B)
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

STP 24 - 66th Street / Tyrone Boulevard (N/B)
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg

An Intersection Public Safety Program Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012

Transportation Planning Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation
STP 26 - 4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (S/B)
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City of St. Petersburg

Transportation Planning

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Traffic Safety Camera Performance Summary
Average Daily Notices of Violation

Oct. 1, 2011 to Oct. 31, 2012
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. [ Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
1 35 Bayshore Drive 2 Avenue N.E. 15 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
15 S 4.0 32 0.8
15 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
15 w 4.0 32 0.8
2 37 Beach Drive 5 Avenue N.E. 15 N 4.0 32 0.8
15 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
15 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
3 39 Beach Drive 2 Avenue N.E. 15 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
15 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
15 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
15 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
4 45  Gandy Blvd Brighton Bay Blvd 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
45 E 5.0 4.3 0.7
45 w 5.0 4.3 0.7
5 48 Ist Street 62 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 w 4.0 3.6 04
6 52 Ist Street 47 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
7 55 1stStreet 40 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
8 59 1st Street 34 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
36 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 ' 4.0 3.2 0.8
9 66 1st Street 22 Avenue N 35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 ' 4.0 3.6 04
10 73 1st Street 5 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
11 74 1st Street 4 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
12 75 | lst Street 3 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 40 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
13 76 1st Street 2 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
14 77 1st Street 1st Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
15 78 1st Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3:2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
16 79  lst Street st Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
17 82 1st Street 5 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
18 91 2nd Street 4 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
19 92 2nd Street 3 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
20 93 2nd Street 2 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
21 94  2nd Street Ist Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
22 95 2nd Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
23 96  2nd Street Ist Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
24 97 | 2nd Street 2 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
25 99  2nd Street 4 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
26 100  2nd Street 5 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
27 106 3rd Street 5 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
28 107  3rd Street 4 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
29 108 3rd Street 3 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
30 109  |3rd Street 2 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
31 110  3rd Street 1st Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 ) 4.0 3.2 0.8
32 111 3rd Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
33 112 3rd Street 1st Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
34 113 3rd Street 2 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 A 4.0 32 0.8
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
35 114 3rd Street 3 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
36 115 3rd Street 4 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
37 116  3rd Street 5 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
38 117 3rd Street 6 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
39 125  4th Street Gandy Boulevard 40 N 4.5 4.0 0.5
40 S 4.5 4.0 0.5
40 E 4.5 4.0 0.5
40 w 4.5 4.0 0.5
40 129  4th Street Koger Boulevard 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
4] 131  4th Street 94 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 S 4.3 43 0.0
40 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
42 135 | 4th Street 83 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 S 43 4.3 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
43 138  4th Street 77 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 S 4.3 43 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 ' 4.0 3.2 0.8
44 141  4th Street 72 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 S 4.3 4.3 0.0
30 w 4.3 3.2 1.1
45 145  4th Street 62 Avenue N 45 N 43 4.3 0.0
45 S 4.3 43 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 A 4.0 4.0 0.0
46 149  4th Street 54 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 S 4.3 4.3 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
47 155 4th Street 38 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 ' 4.0 4.0 0.0
48 158  4th Street 34 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
30 ' 4.0 32 0.8
49 161 4th Street 30 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
50 163 |4th Street 25 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
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City of St. Petersburg

Department of Transportation

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Intersection Yellow Interval

Table No. 3

No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W _ Thru Movement
Leg Actual = Manual Diff
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
51 165 |4th Street 22 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
52 172  4th Street 9 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
53 176  4th Street 5 Avenue N 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
54 177 |4th Street 4 Avenue N 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
55 178  4th Street 3 Avenue N 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
56 179  4th Street 2 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
57 180 4th Street Ist Avenue N 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
58 181 4th Street Central Avenue 30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
59 182 | 4th Street Ist Avenue S 30 S 4,0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
60 183  4th Street 2 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 ' 4.0 32 0.8
61 184 4th Street 3 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 \' 4.0 3.2 0.8
62 185 |4th Street 4 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
63 186  4th Street 5 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
64 187 4th Street 6 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 \' 4.0 32 0.8
65 189 4th Street 9 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
66 195  4th Street 22 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
67 210 5th Street 4 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
68 212 5th Street 2 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual  Manual Diff
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
69 213 5th Street I1st Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
70 214  5th Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3:2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
71 215  5th Street 1st Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
72 216  5th Street 2 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
220  5th Street 6 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
73 224  6th Street 1st Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
74 225  6th Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
75 226 |6th Street Ist Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
76 227 |6th Street 2 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
77 228 6th Street 3 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
78 229 |6th Street 4 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
79 230  6th Street S Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
80 231 6th Street 6 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
80 235 | 6th Street 39 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
81 247 Highland Street 9 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 ' 4.0 32 0.8
82 250  8th Street 5 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 \'Y 4.0 3.6 0.4
83 251  8th Street 4 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
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City of St. Petersburg

Department of Transportation

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Intersection Yellow Interval

Table No. 3

No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual  Manual Diff
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
84 252 | 8th Street 3 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
85 255  8th Street Ist Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
86 256  8th Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
20 E 4.0 3.0 1.0
20 w 4.0 3.0 1.0
87 257  |8th Street Ist Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
88 258 | 8th Street 2 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
89 259 | 8th Street 3 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
90 260 | 8th Street 4 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
91 261  8th Street 5 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
92 262  |8th Street 6 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
93 282  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street | Roosevelt Boulevard 45 N 4.5 43 0.2
45 S 4.5 4.3 0.2
40 E 5.0 4.0 1.0
50 w 5.0 4.7 0.3
94 284  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street | 102 Avenue N 45 N 5.0 4.3 0.7
45 S 5.0 4.3 0.7
30 E 4.5 32 1.3
30 w 4.5 3.2 1.3
95 287 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street | Gandy Boulevard 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 S 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 E 4.7 4.3 0.4
45 w 4.7 4.0 0.7
96 289  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street  Executive Center Drive 45 N 43 4.3 0.0
45 S 4.3 4.3 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
97 291  |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |94 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0
40 S 4.3 4.0 0.3
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
98 295 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street 83 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
99 298 | Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |77 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
100 302 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street 70 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
101 306 |Dr.Martin Luther King Jr. Street 62 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual = Manual Diff
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
102 310 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |54 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
103 318  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street 38 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
104 321 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |34 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 A 4.0 32 0.8
105 324  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |30 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
106 330  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |22 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
107 336 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |9 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
108 338 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |7 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
109 340 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |5 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
110 341 | Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |4 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
111 342 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |3 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
112 344  |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |2 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
113 345 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street | Arlington Avnue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 A\ 4.0 32 0.8
114 346 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street 1st Avenue N 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
115 347 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street | Central Avenue 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
116 348  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street | 1st Avenue S 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
B 30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
117 349 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |2 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual = Manual Diff
118 350 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |3 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
119 351  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street 4 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
121 353 | Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street 5 Avenue S 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
122 354  Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |6 Avenue S 35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
123 358 |Dr.Martin Luther King Jr. Street 11 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
124 363 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |18 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
125 366 | Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street 22 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
126 369 | Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |26 Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
127 372 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |45 Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
128 375 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street | CountryClub 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
129 379 |Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |54 Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
130 383 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street |62 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
131 392  Haines Road 38 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
133 396 | 16th Street Gandy Boulevard 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
45 E 5.0 4.0 1.0
412 |Frontage Road Gandy Boulevard 35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
45 W 5.0 4.3 0.7
132 405 | 13th Street 1st Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
134 414 | 16th Street Roosevelt Boulevard 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. [ Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual  Manual Diff
50 E 5.0 4.7 0.3
55 ' 5.0 5.0 0.0
135 416 | 16th Street 62 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
136 418 | 16th Street 58 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
137 421  16th Street 54 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
138 425  16th Street Haines Road 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
139 428  16th Street 38 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
140 432  16th Street 30 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
141 435 | 16th Street 22 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
142 438 | 16th Street 17 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
143 440 16th Street 13 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 \\Y 4.0 3.2 0.8
144 442 16th Street 9 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
145 444 | 16th Street 7 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 ' 4.0 3.2 0.8
146 446  16th Street S Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
147 447  16th Street 4 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
148 450 | 16th Street 1st Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
I:\ Transportation PlanningNeighborhood\Red Light Running'Calculations\Yellow\Signal Timming All Intersections 9 of 20



City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual = Manual Diff
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
149 451 16th Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
20 E 4.0 3.0 1.0
35 ' 4.0 3.6 0.4
150 452  16th Street Ist Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
151 454 16th Street Dome 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
152 456 | 16th Street 4 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
153 457  16th Street 5 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
154 459  16th Street 7 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
155 460  16th Street 9 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
156 463 | 16th Street 15 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
157 465  16th Street 18 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
158 468  16th Street 22 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
159 474  16th Street 54 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 \'% 4.0 4.0 0.0
160 478 16th Street 62 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 ' 4.0 3.6 0.4
161 480  19th Street 54 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 \\Y 4.0 3.2 0.8
162 482 1-275 5 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 W 4.0 3.6 04
163 488 1-275 22 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual  Manual Diff
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
165 493  20th Street Ist Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 04
166 494  20th Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
167 495 20th Street Ist Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
168 500 |1-275 Gandy Boulevard 40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
50 E 5.0 4.7 0.3
50 w 5.0 4.7 0.3
169 505 |22nd Street 54 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
170 508 1-275 38 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
171 517 |22nd Street Ist Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 \'Y 4.0 3.6 0.4
172 518 |22nd Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
173 519 |22nd Street 1 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
174 522 |22nd Street 5 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
35 E 4.0 32 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
175 525 |22nd Street 9 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
176 528 |22nd Street 15 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
177 531 |22nd Street 18 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 \'Y 4.0 3.6 0.4
178 533  22nd Street 22 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
179 537 22nd Street 54 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3

Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
180 540 22nd Street 62 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
181 548 | 25th Street 22 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
182 550 Carillon Parkway Carillon Parkway 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
183 552  28th Street 118 Avenue N 40 N 4.3 4.0 0.3
45 S 43 43 0.0
30 E 43 32 1.1
30 W 43 3.2 1.1
184 556 |28th Street 38 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
185 559  28th Street 30 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 36 04
186 562 |28th Street 22 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 ' 4.0 4.0 0.0
187 565 |28th Street 13 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
188 567 28th Street 9 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
189 570  |28th Street 5 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
190 573  |28th Street Ist Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
35 \' 4.0 3.6 0.4
191 574  28th Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
192 575 |28th Street 1st Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
193 578 |28th Street 5 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3

Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
194 584 |28th Street 15 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
195 587 |28th Street 18 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
196 594  31st Street 5 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
197 597 |31st Street Ist Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
198 598 |31st Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
199 599 |31st Street Ist Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
200 602 |31st Street 5 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
201 606 |31st Street 18 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 04
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
202 608 31st Street 22 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
203 610  31st Street 26 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 36 0.4
35 S 4.0 36 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 \\Y 4.0 3.6 0.4
204 615 |31st Street 54 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 \' 4.0 4.0 0.0
205 620 |31st Street Pinellas Point Drive 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
206 625 |32nd Street Ist Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
207 626 |32nd Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
! Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual  Manual Diff
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
208 630 1-275 54 Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
209 638 1-275 22 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
210 643 | 34th Street 38 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
211 647 | 34th Street 30 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
- 35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
212 651  34th Street 22 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 \' 4.0 4.0 0.0
213 654  34th Street 13 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
214 657 | 34th Street 9 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 ' 4.0 3.6 0.4
215 660  34th Street 5 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
216 665  34th Street 1st Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
217 666  34th Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
218 667  34th Street st Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 ' 4.0 4.0 0.0
219 670 | 34th Street 5 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
220 672  |34th Street 11th Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 \' 4.0 32 0.8
221 674  34th Street 15 Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
222 677  34th Street 18 Avenue S 40 N 43 4.0 0.3
40 S 4.3 4.0 0.3
35 E 4.0 36 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
223 679 |34th Street 22 Avenue S 40 N 4.3 4.0 0.3
40 S 4.3 4.0 0.3
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
224 681 34th Strect 26 Avenue S 40 N 43 4.0 0.3
40 S 4.3 4.0 0.3
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 \'Y 4.0 32 0.8
225 684 34th Street 34 Avenue S 40 N 4.5 4.0 0.5
40 S 4.5 4.0 0.5
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
226 687  34th Street 38 Avenue S 40 N 4.3 4.0 0.3
40 S 4.3 4.0 0.3
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
227 690  34th Street 46 Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8
228 693  34th Street 54 Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.3 4.3 0.0
45 W 43 43 0.0
229 701  37th Street 38 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
230 705  37th Street 9 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
231 708  37th Street 5 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
232 712 37th Street 1st Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
233 713 | 37th Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
234 714  |37th Street Ist Avenue S 30 N 4.0 32 0.0
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
235 718 |37th Street 5 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. [Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual  Manual Diff
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
236 723 |37th Street 15 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
237 725 37th Street 18 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
238 727  37th Street 22 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
239 733  40th Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
240 746 43rd Street 38 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
241 750 |43rd Street 22 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
40 E 5.0 4.0 1.0
40 w 5.0 4.0 1.0
242 755 43rd Street 22 Avenue S 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
243 762 49th Street 38 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
244 766  49th Street 30 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
245 770  49th Street 22 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 \ 4.0 4.0 0.0
246 775 |49th Street 9 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
247 778  |49th Street 5 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 43 43 0.0
35 ' 43 3.6 0.7
248 781  49th Street Ist Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
249 782  |49th Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
250 783  |49th Street Ist Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
251 786 49th Street 5 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
252 788 |49th Street Fairfield Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 ' 4.0 3.2 0.8
253 790 | 49th Street 11 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
254 793  49th Street 15 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
255 795 49th Street 22 Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
256 797 Leeland Street Pinellas Bayway 30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
45 E 5.0 4.3 0.7
45 W 5.0 4.3 0.7
257 810  58th Street 38 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 04
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
258 814 | 58th Street 30 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 W 4.0 3.6 0.4
259 818 |58th Street 22 Avenue N 35 N 5.0 3.6 1.4
35 S 5.0 3.6 1.4
40 E 5.0 4.0 1.0
40 \' 5.0 4.0 1.0
260 822 |58th Street 13 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 w 4.0 32 0.8
261 825 |58th Street 9 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 \'Y 4.0 3.6 0.4
262 828 | 58th Street 5 Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 E 4.3 3.6 0.7
35 ' 4.3 3.6 0.7
263 832 | 58th Street 1st Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement

Leg Actual = Manual Diff

40 \ 4.0 4.0 0.0

264 833  58th Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4

35 S 4.0 3.6 04

40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0

40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0

265 834 | 58th Street st Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4

35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4

40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0

266 842 | Tyrone Boulevard 9 Avenue N 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0

40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0

35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4

35 w 4.0 3.6 04

267 845 | Tyrone Boulevard 5 Avenue N 35 N 43 3.6 0.7

40 E 4.3 4.3 0.0

35 w 4.3 3.6 0.7

268 850 |S.R.679 Pinellas Byway 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0

45 S 43 43 0.0

45 E 4.5 43 0.2

45 W 4.5 4.3 0.2

269 856 62nd Street 38 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8

30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8

40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0

40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0

270 862  64th Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8

30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8

40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0

40 \' 4.0 4.0 0.0

271 863  64th Street 1st Avenue S 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8

30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8

40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0

272 868 | Tyrone Boulevard 22 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0

45 S 43 4.3 0.0

40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0

40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0

273 873  66th Street 38 Avenue N 45 N 5.0 4.3 0.7

45 S 5.0 4.3 0.7

40 E 5.0 4.0 1.0

40 W 5.0 4.0 1.0

274 876 66th Street 30 Avenue N 45 N 43 43 0.0

45 S 43 4.3 0.0

35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4

30 w 4.0 32 0.8

275 878 |66th Street 26 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 43 0.0

45 S 4.3 43 0.0

30 E 4.0 32 0.8

30 w 4.0 3.2 0.8

276 880 |66th Street Tyrone Boulevard 45 N 43 43 0.0

45 ) 4.3 4.3 0.0

45 E 4.3 4.3 0.0

45 w 43 4.3 0.0

277 882 66th Street 22 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 4.3 0.0

45 S 4.3 4.3 0.0

40 E 4.0 3.6 0.4

40 \J 4.0 3.6 04
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3
Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. {Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual = Manual Diff
278 884 |66th Street 18 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 43 0.0
45 S 4.3 4.3 0.0
30 E 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 W 4.0 3.2 0.8
279 886  66th Street 13 Avenue N 45 N 4.3 43 0.0
45 S 43 4.3 0.0
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
30 W 4.0 32 0.8
280 889 |66th Street 9 Avenue N 45 N 5.0 43 0.7
40 S 5.0 4.0 1.0
35 E 5.0 3.6 14
35 W 5.0 3.6 1.4
281 892 | 66th Street 5 Avenue N 40 N 4.5 4.0 0.5
40 S 4.5 4.0 0.5
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 w 4.0 3.6 0.4
282 895  66th Street Pasadena 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
283 897 66th Street 1st Avenue N 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
284 898 |66th Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
285 900 66th Street Ist Avenue S 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 0.4
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
286 903  68th Street Tyrone Boulevard 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
45 E 4.3 43 0.0
45 W 43 43 0.0
287 905  68th Street 22 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
288 906  68th Street Crosswinds Drive 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 \\Y 4.0 32 0.8
289 910 Pasadena Avenue Central Avenue 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 w 4.0 4.0 0.0
290 912 Pasadena Avenue 1st Avenue S 40 N 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 S 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 E 4.0 32 0.8
291 915 69th Street S Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 \' 4.0 3.6 0.4
292 922  71st Street 38 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
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City of St. Petersburg An Intersection Public Safety Program Table No. 3

Department of Transportation Intersection Yellow Interval
No. | Sig. No. |Intersection Speed Direction
Yellow Phase
Limit N/S/E/W Thru Movement
Leg Actual Manual Diff
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
293 928  72nd Street 22 Avenue N 30 N 4.0 32 0.8
30 S 4.0 32 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
40 W 4.0 4.0 0.0
294 932 72nd Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 W 4.0 3.6 04
295 940 Park Street Central Avenue 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
35 ' 4.0 3.6 0.4
296 946  Park Street Country Club 35 N 4.0 3.6 0.4
35 S 4.0 3.6 04
30 ' 4.0 32 0.8
297 952  79th Street Central Avenue 30 N 4.0 3.2 0.8
30 S 4.0 3.2 0.8
35 E 4.0 3.6 0.4
33 W 4.0 3.6 04
298 960 Tyrone Boulevard 38 Avenue N 45 N 43 43 0.0
45 S 4.3 43 0.0
40 E 4.0 4.0 0.0
30 A\ 4.0 3.2 0.8
299 990 Park Street 22 Avenue N 40 N 5.0 4.0 1.0
40 S 5.0 4.0 1.0
35 1 4.0 3.5 0.5
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RED LIGHT CAMERA STATE PORTION COLLECTION BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION COUNTY Jul-1l_|_Aug-1l | Sepll | Octll | Nov-ll | Dec-ll | Jan-12 | Feb12 | Mar12 | Apri2 | May-12 | Juni2 | Jul-i2 | Aug-12 | Sepi2 | Grand Towml
COCOA BEACH Brevard $33,532|  $30,295] $31,457] $20.833]  $9379] $19.090] $20999| 18260 $34,196] 526394 $20999] $30,046] $25.149| $30.959 $351,588
PALM BAY Brevard S11,869]  $22.659| $16.932] $15023| $22,659] $16,351| $19.090] $18,509] s16,849] Si7.181] s14857| s12,118] $15355] $13,280 $232,732
CORAL SPRINGS Broward $127,654] $41.500]  $16,600] $14,608] $17,015| S11,371| S$14,774] s11,371 $254,893
DAVIE Broward $10209] 570,633 $80,858| $86,237] $29,101] $31,100] $34.332 $23.406] 526,228] $30,544] $21,995 $444,643
FORT LAUDERDALE __ |Broward $74,164|  $91,164| $73.233] $78,532] $23,708| $164352| $102242| $49.572| $86.225| S113,636] $101,379| $78.272| $68980] $71,732 S1,177.191
HALLANDALE BEACH _ |Broward $10,209]  $19.588| $14,027] $13.861|  $5810| $14,608] S13944] 513,944 $15.106] $17.236] 518492] 15,289  $7.636] s10.624 5190375
HOLLYWOOD Broward $186,999| $143,092| $108,398] $149,981| S$131,555| $172,059| $145,084] $120,184| 5208828 $207,749| $114,042| 5145001 $139,938] $180,276 $2.153,186
MARGATE Broward $18,841| $77,605| $91,549| $84,577| $67,645| $59.511] $52,373] $40,172] $50,630] $26477 $569.380
PEMBROKE PINES Broward $133,403| $163,261| $213476] $170,980| $144,088| $96,197| $53203| $68.475] $129,729] §79,846] $100,762] $67,064| §78,767| $97,027 $1.596.278
SUNRISE Broward $5229] 520999 $47,559| $85541| 547,589 $53,535| 567,890] $47.065] $35528| $48.717| S41.417] $60,506 $561.575
WEST PARK Broward $15438] S11620]  si1.952] 513,944 $52,954
GREEN COVE SPRINGS |Clay $69,305 $72,791 $66,068 $56,606 $52,539 $64,076 $67,147 $48,804| $87,897 $50,049 $80,261 $34,694 $95,616 $57,519 $903,372
COLLIER COUNTY BOCC|Collier $35,939 $45,152 $34.611 $41,251 $37,350 $63,827 $81,838 $44,903 $93,790| $105,410 $87,067 $46,895 $27,805 $62,582 $808,420
PALM COAST Flagler $17,347 $20.252 $17,679 $17,430 $10,541 $14,525 $12,533 $12,865| $20,667 $21,331 $28,552 $15,106 $19,339 $19,920 $248,087
BROOKSVILLE Hemando $7470] _ S13.114] 510,043 $30,627
CLEWISTON Hendry $24,319 $18,260 $17,762 $12,782 $42,994 $56,440 $172,557
HILLSBOROUGH COUNT {Hillsborough $99,187| $159.367] $124,827| $132,681] $176239] $140,764| $146,225| $130.370| $148,728| $149.410| S$184.586] $134,318] $141,202| $127,320 $1,995.225
TAMPA Hillsborough $142,013| $453011] $278,139| $440,576] $389,011| $325430] $333,362| $308.879| $216,081 52,886,501
TEMPLE TERRACE Hillsborough $18,426 $31,789 $22,493 $35,026 $25,564 $45,982 $31,706 $31,042| $14,525 $65,736 $50,796 $49,883 $45,318 $57,602 $525,888
CAMPBELLTON Jackson $11,952 $14,027 $2,822 $21,082 $6,640 $12,035 $4,980 $4.814 $4,482 $6,557 $9,296 $11,205 $2,739 S0 $112,631
GROVELAND Lake $47,559| 522,327 $18924] $10956]  $9,296 $109,062
TALLAHASSEE Leon $82,336] $135,124| $100,513] $120,848 $33,200| $111,303 $90,553 $50,132| $101,758]| $117,030 $31,872) $105,659 $65,238 $49,551 $1,195,117
BRADENTON M $33,698]  $39.591| $53,286] $39.757| $56,108] $79.431| $76,028] $57,851| $66,151] $46,729] $52,207| $36,271| $25.647| 561,669 $724.424
DUNNELLON Marion $19.671|  $49.219] $27,141| $24.900] 21,082 $24,817] s21.912| $27.058] $34,943]  $35773| $41,749| 544.986] $29.548] $60,341 $463,140
AVENTURA Miami-Dade $94,786| $105,742 $64,325 $76,609| $138,693 $97,110 $63,910 $86,320| $134,958| $146,910] $134,792 $57,602| $144,254| $103,999 $1,450,010
CORAL GABLES Miami-Dade $1,011,703]  $65,737] $29,705|  $59.026] 46,557 $56,106] $39.731| $37,609] s41.242{ $36,439] $26,477 $1,450,332
CUTLER BAY Miami-Dade $20,750]  $25.232| $22.576] S17.762] $24817| $24.402] $41666] $32,121| $32,121] $20,667] $16.849| §23,572 $302,535
DORAL Miami-Dade $315912 $84,328| $75,323| $113,786 $92,831 $94,624 $67,147 $67,064 $911,015
EL PORTAL Miami-Dade $4482]  $16932]  $7.968 $16.517] _ $9.047 s0| _ $8,602 $7.304] 510,707 581,559
FLORIDA CITY Miami-Dade $118,603| $42,081] $31,208] $127,314] $181,438] 588,395 $82,970| s111,016] $89.225| $80.261 $952,510
HIALEAH GARDENS __|Miami-Dade $32.287 $77,771 $0 s0| 576,299 $33612 $219,969
HOMESTEAD Miami-Dade $20,916 $30,876 $36,520 §12,201 $23,406 $20,418 $15,023 $13,944] $48,306 $40,753 $23,240 $46,978 $26,892 $42,994 $402.467
KEY BISCAYNE Miami-Dade $8383]  $7,055 $16,430 $31,868 $0 S0 529879  $5.395] 4980  $7.885 S111.875
MEDLEY Miami-Dade $8,300 $23,572 $19,671 $33,698 $56,772 $24,872 $166,885
MIAMI Miami-Dade $367,192| $285,105| $274,066] $293,239] $296,808| $331,502| $248,087| $317,392| $758,039| $570,210] $469,116] $671,304| $486,131] $587,059 $5,955,250
MIAMI BEACH Miami-Dade $24,236 $28,884 $23,987 $35,773 $24,485 $20,750 $21,248 $17,181 $19,173 $32,038 $30,544 $22,576 $28,469 $19,256 $348.600
MIAMI GARDENS Miami-Dade | $132,219| $284,358] $200279] $236,301| $250494] $292.243| $224,100] $212,231| $238376] $212,148] $210,488| $124,417| $186,086] $287,844 $3,091,584
MIAMI SPRINGS Miami-Dade $22,489| $99,023 $50,630 $59,885 $38,927 $67,396 $35.441 $373,791
NORTH MIAMI FLORIDA |Miami-Dade $174,798| $186,833| $167,743 $79.016| $306,021| $174,881| $196,544] $234.641 $0| $648.645] $377987| $154,380) $335,569| $198.453 $3,235,511
OPA LOCKA Miami-Dade $24,990 $60,101 $32,405 $27,135 $13,967 $17,998 $6,558 $0 $0 $0 $44,325 §227.479
SURFSIDE Miami-Dade $38,761 $31,954 $16,932 $0 $12,948 $106,240 $0 $88.893 $0 $69,471 $57,104 $28,386 $450,689
SWEETWATER Miami-Dade $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
WEST MIAM1 Miami-Dade $54,365 $78,269 $26,809 $78,933 $90,470] $129,231 $44,239 $27.,971 $48,057| $106.157 $49,634 $73,953| $106,572 $76,941 $991,601
APOPKA Orange $112,963| $113,793] s121,3d6| $73,040] $162,431| $70,716]  $98,106] $129,065| $192,726] S115,702] $223,602| $200,860| $243,605] $169,320 $2,027.275
EDGEWOOD Orange $40,338 $77,522 $64,775 $69,391 $56,191 §308,217
MAITLAND Orange $10,624 $15,106 $13,612 $21,331] $124,002] $126,243| $164,340| $123919] $83,166 $89.,557| $133,630| $103,252| $118,773 $91,715 $1,219.270
OCOEE Orange $23,572|  510,684] $27,722| $55610| $32,702 s$41,168| $96,114] $54,448] $34,694| $50,547] $44,820] 539,840 $47,808] $35441 $595.170
ORANGE COUNTY BOCC |Orange $65,819 $85,573 $50,298 $65,487 $94,952 $71,961 $63,412 $56,938| $87,150 $63,578 $77,688 $61,835 $85,241 $50,381 $980,313
ORLANDO Orange $153,716| $157.534| $131,970| $126,990| $144,835] $94,288] $114,291| $100,762| $95,533| 158,115 $148,902| $121,761] $143,175] $126,658 S1,818.530
WINTER PARK Orange $17,098| S$15936] $17679] $13,695| $32,121| $34.030] $45650| $43.409| $78850| $81,091] $92877] $65.072| §77.439] 62,914 $677.861
KISSIMMEE Osceola $80,925 $26,062 $22 493 $50,962 $180,442
BOCA RATON Palm Beach $107,297| $217.410] $269.921| $122467 $717,096
BOYNTON BEACH Palm Beach $51,834] $43243|  $51,792| $76.359] $74.009| $93.340] $32619] $112.643| $120923| $77.771] $105078| $68.448] $65,069] $61,958 $1,035,085
JUNO BEACH Palm Beach $42990| $58099] $36218] $30,640] $44914] $21.663| $39,591| $29,234| $47,563] 550961 $58,569| $32.756| $39.783]  $26,311 $559,292
PALM SPRINGS Palm Beach $31,955|  s$44,488] $32453] $26,560| $57,270] $38,180| $39.923| $52.622| $89.474| $52,456] $100,430] $40,338] 19,173 $28.386 $653,708
PALM BEACH COUNTY B|Palm Beach $747] 522991 s37.101] 28469 s28718] $68.226] $35.109] $48.887] $24,070] $56,440] $35939 $386,697
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RED LIGHT CAMERA STATE PORTION COLLECTION BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION COUNTY Jul-11 Aug-11 Sep-11 Oct-11 Nov-11 Dec-11 Jan-12 Feb-12 Mar-12 Apr-12 May-12 Jun-12 Jul-12 _Aug-12 Sep-12 Grand Total

WEST PALM BEACH Palm Beach $0 $146,888 $0| $136,203 $0 $91,072 $36,603 $410,766
NEW PORT RICHEY Pasco $229,495 $98,687 $96,114 $78.352 $59,096 $64,989] $107,568 $66,981] $105.576 $94,703 $81.506] $109,145 $1.192,212
PORT RICHEY Pasco $60,009 $61,669 $70,301 $58,681 $60,258 $59,013 $32,951 $58,017| §70.633 $58,432 $82,585 $51.377 $53.286 $73,538 $850,750
GULFPORT Pinellas $15,521 $28.801 $19,588 $13.529 $15,438 $16,268 $17,015 $9,130 $10,541 $13,944 $22,244 $15,853 518,177 $15,853 $231,902
KENNETH CITY Pinellas $34,030 $83,249 $61,835 $70,218 $53.037 $28,303 $36,271 $27,888] $43,160 $65,570 $55,859 $47,891 $60,009 $47.476 $714.796
ST PETERSBURG Pinell $307,173| $220,856| $221,785| $235,097| $163,521| $160,356 $60,258 $50,777 $1,419,822
SOUTH PASADENA Pinellas §95,853| $§121.754 $89,169 $71,102 $66,151 $54,614 $55,487 $75,991 $56.436 $95,780] $105.243 $40.836] $188,843| $158,153 $1.275,413
HAINES CITY Polk $80,344| $103,003{ $110,971 $82,087| $126,077 $75.862| $119,520{ $116,283| $142.760| $128.567| $122,176| $110,058 $91,715 $113,627 $1.523,050
LAKELAND Polk $33,532 $48,306 $32,121 $29,631 $47,434 $60,002 $36,905 $33,947] $§50,049 §51,653 $60.065 $39.384 $43,278 $40,696 $607,003
GULF BREEZE Santa Rosa §20,169 $26,311 $22,576 $20.252 §$15,272 $14,027 $16,683 $15.189| $22,659 $32.702 $49,053 $37,101 $42.330 $33,200 $367.524
MILTON Santa Rosa $16,102 $17,098 §23,738 $8,715 $17,845 $9,794| $21,165 $9.213 §17.513 $18.841 $15.106 $17.513 $192,643
SARASOTA Sarasota $9,960 $67.811 §95,699| $120350| $123,338{ $123,089 $93.209 $65,155 $698,611
WINTER SPRINGS Seminole $0| $16,932 $0 $0| $34,528 $11,122 $3,486 $0 $1.577 $0 $67.645
DAYTONA BEACH Volusia §210,488| $247,008| $201,275| $222.274] $108,979 $69,305 $63,246 $47,061 $70,550 $73,704 $57,685 $57.934 $81.340 $68.973 $1.579.822
HOLLY HILL Volusia $7,138 $36,769 $35,939 $21,912 $24,568 $19.671 §17,098 $18,592| $i15.521 $27.473 $28.220 $22.742 $26,643 $23.157 $325.443
Grand Total $2,846,337 $3,487,092 $3,148470 $4,062,983 $3,870,396 $3,743,976 $4,491313 $4,096,239 $5256,646 $5,796,874 $5475,168 $4,790,347 $5313,748 $4,720.276 $61,099,866
$70 General Revenue portion 2,400,526 $2,940,871 $2,655336 $3,426,479 $3,264,189 $3,157,568 $3,787,855 $3,454,666 $4433316 $4,888929 $4.625044 $4,036207 4,481,366 $3,980,965 $51,533,316
$10 Health Admin. Trust Fund 342,932 $420,184 $379,334  $489,497 $466,312  $451,081  $541,122 $493,522 $633,331 $698,419 $651,908 $575,853 640,292  $568,703 $7.352,490
$3 Brain & Spinal Cord Injury TF 102,880 $126,037 $113,800 $147,007 $139,895 §$135327 $162337 $148,051 $189,999 $209,526 $198216 §178287 192,090 $170,608 $2.214,059

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/taxes/distributions.html 20f2 Table No. 4




City of St. Petersburg
Department of Transportation

An Intersection Public Safety Program

Intersection Safety Camera Peformance Summary

Notice of Violation Rate

Oct 29, 2011 to Oct 31, 2012

Street Cross Street Direction Violation Rate Posted Yellow Interval Red
Left Thru Right Total Speed Actual Manual Clearance
4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (s/B) 0.74 78.71 493.11 572.57 40 4.5 4.0 7.0
34th Street / 38th Avenue N (S/B) 76.03 286.72 189.28 552.03 40 4.0 4.0 24
34th Street / 1st Avenue S (s/B) 204.24 | 265.80 3.45 473.49 35 4.0 3.6 2.0
34th Street / 22nd Avenue S (N/B) 76.53 83.54 310.87 | 470.94 40 4.3 4.0 2.3
4th Street / 22nd Avenue N (E/B) 119.64 55.74 252.71 428.09 35 4.0 3.6 1.0
66th Street / Tyrone Boulevard (E/B) 298.67 l 96.65 | 3.59 398.91 45 4.3 4.3 3.2
34th Street / 38th Avenue N (w/B) 47.30 65.78 248.50 | 361.58 40 4.0 4.0 2.7
4th Street / 22nd Avenue N (s/B) 43.53 184.85 127.38 @ 355.76 40 4.0 4.0 1.0
4th Street / 54th Avenue N (N/B) 22.43 276.22 52.86 351.51 45 43 4.3 2.0
66th Street / 38th Avenue N (E/B) 24.68 10.33 282.68J 317.69 40 5.0 4.0 2.0
4th Street /22nd Avenue N (N/B) 47.54 206.19 53.55 307.29 35 4.0 3.6 1.0
34th Street / 38th Avenue N (E/B) 82.81 148.78 1.04 232.63 40 4.0 4.0 2.7
34th Street / 1st Avenue N (N/B) 50.40 141.03 8.21 199.64 35 4.0 3.6 2.0
34th Street / 22nd Avenue S (s/B) 35.95 93.40 65.05 194.40 40 4.3 4.0 23
34th Street / 1st Avenue S (E/B) 43.71 134.52 0.99 179.22 40 4.0 4.0 2.0
66th Street / 38th Avenue N (S/8) 52.05 20.00 103.84 175.88 45 5.0 4.3 2.0
4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (N/B) 14.05 37.85 106.98 | 158.88 40 4.5 4.0 7.0
4th Street / 54th Avenue N (s/B) 1.55 59.99 87.03 148.57 45 43 4.3 2.0
4th Street / Gandy Boulevard (E/B) 0.14 |7135.77 2.96 138.87 45 4.5 43 6.0
66th Street / 22nd Avenue N (s/B) 12.97 18.45 95.88 127.31 45 4.3 4.3 2.0
66th Street / 22nd Avenue N (N/B) 17.82 28.68 48.87 95.37 45 4.3 4.3 2.0
66th Street / Tyrone Boulevard (N/B) 56.93 | 33.17 0.25 90.35 45 4.3 43 35
L J: Highest Violation rate per camera
Table No. 5

I:\Transportation Planning\Neighborhood\Red Light Running\Calculations\Post Sytem Data\Violation Crash Rate



APPENDIX 1

An Intersection Public Safety Program
Stop On Red

Traffic Safety Camera — Installation Criteria

In reviewing candidate intersections for Traffic Safety Cameras, consideration of several factors
that would contribute to the propensity of motorists to run a red signal as well as the
predisposition to modify driver behavior, are considered. So, as part of our full Intersection
Public Safety Program, that includes engineering, education and police enforcement, factors
included in the consideration of traffic safety cameras include:

1. Danger Index

Overall Crash Frequency

Overall Angle Crashes

Overall Right-On-Red Crashes
Red-Light Running Crashes
Red-Light Running Crash Severity

AN NN NN

2. Feasibility Index

v Congestion Level

e Volume of Traffic
Vehicle Level of Service
Number of Vehicle Travel Lanes
Design of Left and Right Turn Lanes
Signal Timing
Signal Progression/Coordination
Violation Expectation

v" Constructability

e Sight Obstructions

e Residential Areas

e Obstructions

e Intersection Design / Width

3. Human Factors Index

v" Behavior Modification
v' Geographical Distribution
v' Halo Effect

v" Education

v Enforcement by Police



Traffic Safety Camera Locations:

APPENDIX 2

F No | Intersection Direction | Rank I

1 4th Street 22nd Avenue N NB SB EB 17
2 4th Street 54th Avenue N NB SB 83
3 4th Street Gandy Boulevard NB SB EB 8

4 34th Street Ist Avenue N NB 1

5 34th Street Ist Avenue S NB SB EB 11
6 34th Street 22nd Avenue N NB WB 70
7 34th Street 22nd Avenue S NB SB 43
8 34th Street 38th Avenue N SB EB WB 7

9 34th Street Sth Avenue N NB SB 73
10 66th Street 13th Avenue N NB SB 31
11 66th Street 22nd Avenue N NB SB 49
12 66th Street 38th Avenue N NB SB EB WB 54
13 66th Street Tyrone Boulevard NB EB 99

Note:  New locations shown in RED italic and underlined.

Rank of locations by Red-light running crashes - K-H Report dated February 2011.



Cost-Benefit Analysis of Red-Light Safety Cameras R eIATES

Red-Light Safety Cameras Save Lives and Lower Costs in St. Petersburg

Every traffic collision exacts its own financial costs on families, vehicle owners and the community at
large. Medical care, vehicle removal and repair, and the attention from police and other emergency
response personnel are just a few of the measurable costs associated with traffic crashes. Red-light safety
cameras help reduce vehicle collisions by changing driver behavior. As a result, injuries and fatalities
decrease, along with the tax burden to communities for emergency services and other costs tied to every
traffic collision. Red-light safety cameras also allow police departments to provide uninterrupted traffic
enforcement without assigning an officer to watch the intersection. This enables a department to enhance
its enforcement efforts without added costs, providing a cost-savings to the community.

Red-Light Safety Cameras Benefit St. Petersburg by Reducing Costs Associated with Red-Light-
Running Related Collisions

*,

oo One red-light safety camera in St. Petersburg at one intersection could save the city and its
residents $187,440 in the first year and $846,849 over five years in 2011 dollars. Using a
comprehensive set of data from nationally recognized sources, the savings is calculated by
applying total crash costs over a victim’s expected lifetime against expected crash reductions from
red-light safety cameras.

Savings per Year Over Five Years

Year Savings Cumulative Savings
2011 $187,440 $187,440
2012 $177,855 $365,295
2013 $168,839 $534,134
2014 $160,354 $694,488
2015 $152,361 $846,849
o One red-light safety camera saves St. Petersburg and its residents an average of $169,370 a year.

Similar economic benefits can be found in other communities with red-light safety cameras, but
the most important benefit in every case remains the lives that are saved.

Red-Light Safety Cameras Reduce Intersection Collisions, which Are a Serious Problem in St.
Petersburg and Across the Country

In the United States, an average of 885 people died and another 165,000 were injured in red-light
running collisions each year, from 2000 to 2009.!

Federal Highway Administration research estimates the cost of a fatal car crash to be between $5
million and $5.4 million.2 Injury related traffic crashes are estimated to cost $500,000 to $540,000
and property damage only crashes are estimated to cost from $25,000 and $28,000.

e These figures were confirmed in a more recent study conducted for the AAA, which found that a
fatal car crash costs a community about $6 million. These estimates include medical, insurance,
legal, and emergency service costs, as well as lost work productivity and travel delays.?

Figure based on: U.S. Federal Highway Administration, /ntersection Safety Data and Statistics. Red Light Running Fatalities. Available at:
hup://safety fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/redlight/data/rlr_fatal/. And available at: http://safety fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/redlight/

Costs are based on the KABCO scale and have been adjusted for inflation to 2010 dollars from the original source: U.S. Department of
Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, The Economic Impact of Motor Vehicle Crashes, 2002.

See: Crashes vs. Congestion, What's the Cost to Society? Prepared for the AAA by Cambridge Systematic, Inc., November 2011
This study was commissioned by American Traffic Solutions
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