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COUNCIL === MEETING

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

March 20, 2014
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/

March 20, 2014
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 April 17, 2014 as the public hearing date for the following proposed Ordinance(s):

1. Approving the designation of the North Ward School, located at 327 - 11th Avenue
North, as a local historic landmark. (City File HPC 13-90300005)

Reports

1. Fire Quarterly Update.

2. Resolution approving the Selection Committee’s ranking for a consultant for the
Downtown Waterfront Master Plan; authorizing the Mayor or his designee to negotiate
an agreement with the first ranked firm, which agreement is subject to City Council
approval; providing that the Administration may terminate negotiations with the first
ranked firm if the parties cannot reach an agreement on the materials terms of the
agreement and report to City Council; and finding that the Selection Committee has
completed its duties and is therefore dissolved.

3. Conveyance of property to City from Pasadena Women’s Club.

4. Maximo Park Sublease Agreement from FDOT




10.

11.

12.

Review of downtown garage and streetscape improvements in association with the grand
opening of Sundial (formerly known as BayWalk); and approving a transfer in the
amount of $250,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Parking Operating Fund
(1021) to the Downtown Parking Capital Project Fund (3073). [To be heard at 4:30

p.m.]

Arts Advisory. (Councilmember Foster) (Oral)
Homeless Leadership Board. (Councilmember Foster) (Oral)

National League of Cities Congressional City Conference. (Councilmember Nurse)
(Oral)

Waterfront Usage Presentation by Johannes “Jopie” Helsen, Committee Chairman,
Tampa Bay Marine Industries Association.

American Public Transit Association (APTA) Conference. (Councilmember Rice)
(Oral)

Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to enter into a Cooperative Funding Agreement
with the Southwest Florida Water Management District for the City of St. Petersburg
Toilet Replacement Program Phase 14 in the amount of $100,000.

Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to enter into a Cooperative Funding Agreement
with the Southwest Florida Water Management District for the City of St. Petersburg
Sensible Sprinkling Program in the amount of $100,000.

New Business

1.

Requesting a Committee of the Whole meeting be scheduled to review the land use maps
and preservation designation of Boyd Hill. (Councilmember Foster)

Referring to the Youth Services Committee for discussion a possible Youth Service Tax
for the City of St. Petersburg. (Councilmember Newton)

Council Committee Reports

1.

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee. (3/13/14)

(a) Resolution authorizing the acceptance of the Property Insurance Coverage Proposal
submitted by Brown and Brown, Inc.

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee. (3/13/14)

Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Committee. (3/3/14)

Co-Sponsored Events Committee. (3/13/14)

(a) Resolution approving events for co-sponsorship in name only by the city for Fiscal
Year 2015; waiving the non-profit requirement Of Resolution No. 2000-562(a)8 for
the co-sponsored events to be presented by Blocktober Festivals, LLC, CBS Radio
Stations Inc., Competitor Group, Inc. Local Shopper, LLC, Pan American Dragon
Boat Association, LLC, Yachting Promotions, Inc., Creative Loafing Tampa, LLC,
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Jam Active, LLC, Bluewater Media, LLC, Live Nation Worldwide, Inc. and Cox
Media, LLC; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all documents
necessary to effectuate this resolution.

(b) Resolution approving the applications for co-sponsored event status in name only for
Partners For Life Foundation, Inc. (“Partners”) for an event entitled Partners for
Life Run/Walk to be held on May 3, 2014, in Demens Landing from 7:00 a.m. to
12:00 p.m.; St. Pete Pride, Inc. (“Pride”) for an event entitled Pier Dance and Aids
Benefit to be held on June 29, 2014 in Spa Beach Park from 5:00 p.m.to 10:00
p.m.; and the Ian Tilmann Foundation, Inc. (“Tilmann”) for an event entitled Go
Skate St. Pete to be held on June 21, 2014, in Spa Beach Park, from 11:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m.; in accordance with City Council Resolution No. 2000-562, as amended;
(“Resolution No. 2000-562”) provided all City fees for the Pride and Tilmann events
are paid 10 days prior to the event taking place; waiving the six month requirement
of Section “D” of Resolution No. 2000-562, and the payment of the waiver fee
required by City Council Resolution No. 2009-353 as to Pride; and authorizing the
Mayor or his designee to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this
resolution.

(c) Ordinance waiving St. Petersburg City Code Section 20-80 (1) that provides that it is
unlawful for any person to operate or ride a skateboard in or upon any sidewalk or
street within the area bounded by Fifth Avenue North, Tampa Bay, Fifth Avenue
South, and 16th Street, on the streets and sidewalks closed pursuant to a street
closure permit during the times of actual closure for the June 21, 2014 City co-
sponsored event entitled Go Skate St. Pete presented by the Ian Tilmann Foundation,
Inc. between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. in Spa Beach Park and adjacent
downtown streets.

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

Public Hearings

NOTE: The following Public Hearing items have been submitted for conmsideration 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 Number 1531.

Confirming the preliminary assessment for Building Securing Number 1186.

Confirming the preliminary assessment for Building Demolition Numbers 413 and 507.

Ordinance 1057-V approving the vacation of Plaza Comercio, an 80-foot wide
unimproved right-of-way, situated north of Savona Drive and east of San Merino
Boulevard Northeast. (City File 13-33000016)

Ordinance 105-H suspending City Code Sections 21-31 (f) (13) and 21-31 (1) (1) for one
hundred eighty (180) days from the date of this Ordinance to relieve a conflict between
those Sections of the City Code regulating park permits and City Council and
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Administration procedures for co-sponsored events, pending a permanent resolution of
the conflict; substituting temporary replacement provisions for the suspended sections;
ratifying and approving existing payment agreements for city co-sponsored events; and
providing for expiration.

Quasi-Judicial Proceedings

Swearing in of witnesses. Representatives of City Administration, the applicant/appellant,
opponents, and members of the public who wish to speak at the public hearing must declare
that he or she will testify truthfully by taking an oath or affirmation in the following form:

"Do you swear or affirm that the evidence you are about to give will be the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth?"

The oath or affirmation will be administered prior to the presentation of testimony and will
be administered in mass to those who wish to speak. Persons who submit cards to speak
after the administration of the oath, who have not been previously sworn, will be sworn
prior to speaking. For detailed procedures to be followed for Quasi-Judicial
Proceedings, please see yellow sheet attached to this agenda.

6. Amending the land use and zoning of a 7.32 acre subject property generally located on
the northeast corner of 34th Street North and 13th Avenue North. (City File FLUM-18)
[DELETED - to be rescheduled]

(a) Ordinance 703-L amending the Future Land Use Map designation from Industrial
Limited to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use.

(b) Ordinance 732-Z rezoning the above described property from IS (Industrial
Suburban) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban), or other less intensive use.

(c) Resolution requesting amendment to the Countywide Future Land Use Plan, as
described above, to comply with the requirements of the Pinellas Planning Council
and Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners.

1. Legal
J.  Open Forum

K. Adjournment



CONSENT == AGENDA

COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
Consent Agenda A
March 20, 2014

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 All American Concrete, Inc in the amount of $2,622,902.90 for
Overlook Drive NE, east of Kentucky Avenue Bridge (Engineering Project No. 12052-
110, 13076-111 and 13077-111; Oracle Nos. 13636, 14240 and 14246); rescinding an
unencumbered appropriation in the Neighborhood and Citywide Infrastructure Capital
Improvement Fund (3027) in the amount of $652,000 from the Central Ave
Bridge/Booker Creek Project (13720); approving a supplemental appropriation in the
amount of $652,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Neighborhood and Citywide
Infrastructure Capital Improvement Fund (3027), resulting from this rescission, to the
Overlook Drive Bridge Project (13636); and providing an effective date.

2. Approving the purchase of replacement patrol vehicles from Duval Ford, LLC d/b/a
Duval Ford for the Fleet Management Department at a total cost of $1,846,752.

3. Port Utility Upgrades:

(a) Awarding a contract to Lavandera Electric Company in the amount of $837,763 for
the construction of City Port Structural Rehabilitation Phase 4 - Utility Upgrades
(Engineering Project No. 11062-113; Oracle Project No. 12861 and 13275).

(b) Awarding a contract to Shoreline Foundation, Inc. in the amount of $1,592,155 for
the construction of City Port Structural Rehabilitation Phase 4 - Bulkhead Repair
(Engineering Project No. 01072-417; Oracle Project Nos. 12111 and 12861).
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CONSENT =@ AGENDA

COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
Consent Agenda B
March 20, 2014

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. Approving the purchase of replacement pick-up trucks from Duval Ford, LLC d/b/a
Duval Ford for the Fleet Management Department at a total cost of $229,428.

2. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Bank of America, NA, a wholly-owned
subsidiary of Bank of America Corporation, for banking services at an estimated annual
amount of $144,000.

3. Accepting a bid from En Pointe Technologies Sales, Inc. for software licenses and
support for VMware Horizon View 5 at a cost of $133,704.70.

(City Development)

4. Approving the plat of Donaldson Subdivision, generally located on the southern side of
Gandy Boulevard, between Snug Harbor Road Northeast and San Fernando Boulevard
Northeast. (City File 13-20000010)

5. Approving issuance of the historic property ad valorem tax exemption for the following
properties and forwarding to the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners: 340
Beach Drive Northeast, the Lantern Lane Apartments (aka Birchwood Inn), commercial;
2471 - 2nd Avenue North, residential; and 236 - 17th Avenue Southeast, the Robert
Lavery Residence, residential.

6. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a License Agreement with the Tampa
Bay Model Boat Association, Inc., a Florida not-for-profit corporation, for use of a
portion of land lying on the West side of City-owned Blue Heron Lake (“Lake”) situated
on the East side of 16th Street North between approximately 105th Avenue North and
109th Avenue North, St. Petersburg, to engage in remote-controlled model boat racing
activities on the Lake, for a period of three (3) years, at an aggregate use fee of $36.00.

7. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Amendment No. 1 to the Parking
Space Use Agreement with the Fish and Wildlife Research Institute, an agency of the
State of Florida, which provides a twelve (12) month extension for the use of thirty (30)
parking spaces at the Port of St. Petersburg.

8. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute an Amendment to the Sublease
Agreement with Personal Enrichment through Mental Health Services, Inc., a Florida
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10.

(

not-for-profit corporation, to extend its use of Joint Development and Multiple Use
(JDMU) Parcel No. 1 for a period of five (5) years.

Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a License Agreement with 909
Entertainment, Inc., a Florida for profit corporation, for use of the 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 provide
staging and parking for the public while hosting two (2) community events featuring
classic cars and motorcycles, for a use fee of $500.00 for each event day.

Approving a five (5) year renewal of the Joint Use Agreement with the School Board of
Pinellas County (“Agreement”) for the joint use of the playground and other related
improvements constructed by the City of St. Petersburg at the Mt. Vernon Elementary
School site, under the same terms and conditions of the Agreement; authorizing the
Mayor or his designee to execute a letter acknowledging approval of the renewal; and
authorizing the Mayor or his designee to approve subsequent renewals of the Agreement
under the same terms and conditions of the Agreement.

(Public Works)

11.

12.

13.

Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to enter into a Cooperative Funding Agreement
with the Southwest Florida Water Management District for the City of St. Petersburg
Toilet Replacement Program Phase 14 in the amount of $100,000. [MOVED to Reports
as E-11]

Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to enter into a Cooperative Funding Agreement
with the Southwest Florida Water Management District for the City of St. Petersburg
Sensible Sprinkling Program in the amount of $100,000. [MOVED to Reports as E-12]

Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Amendment No. 1 to Task Order No.
08-4-URS/GC, to the Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and URS
Corporation Southern, Inc. in the amount not to exceed $49,996, for construction phase
services for the Replacement of the Overlook Drive NE Bridge over Bayou Grande
Project. (Engineering Project No. 12052-110; Oracle No. 13636)

(Appointments)

14.

15.

16.

Resolution increasing the size of the Consolidated Plan Ad Hoc Application Review
Committee (“Committee”) to nine (9) members; and confirming the Mayor’s
appointments to the Committee for FY 2014/2015.

Confirming the appointment of Jeff Danner and the reappointment of Larry LaDelfa and
Kathryn B. Howd as regular members to the Public Arts Commission to serve four-year
terms ending February 28, 2018.

Confirming the appointment of Barbara Mazer Gross as a regular member to the Arts
Advisory Committee to serve an unexpired three-year term ending September 30, 2016.




17.

18.

19.

20.

Confirming the reappointment of Gary A. Patterson and Robert K. Doyle as regular
members to the Investment Oversight Committee to serve two-year terms ending March
31, 2016.

Confirming the appointment of Ryan D. Cobin as a regular member to the City
Beautiful Commission to serve an unexpired three-year term ending December 31,
2016.

Approving the appointment of Gershom Faulkner as a regular member to the Civil
Service Board to fill an unexpired three-year term ending June 30, 2016.

Approving the appointment of Matthew Weidner as a Code Enforcement Special
Magistrate to serve an unexpired three-year term ending December 31, 2016.

(Miscellaneous)

21.

22.

23.

24.

Approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $320,000 from the
unappropriated balance of the Technology and Infrastructure Fund (5019) to the Police
Department, Information Technology Services (140-1401), , Cold Backup Site Project
(14470) for costs related to the installation and configuration of a disaster recovery cold
backup site for the Police Department that includes CAD, I/Mobile, Interfaces and RMS
production servers; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all documents
necessary to effectuate this resolution.

Approving supplemental appropriations from the unappropriated balance of the Law
Enforcement Fund (1023) to the Police Department, State Forfeiture Fund (140-2857) in
the amount of $8,870.60, for the purchase of tactical hand-held metal detectors and to
the Treasury Forfeiture Fund (140-2859) in the amount of $2,500 for the St. Petersburg
Police Department Unity Tour Team to represent the Department during Police Week at
the National Law Enforcement Officers Memorial Washington D.C., including
participation in the annual Police Unity Tour; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee
to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction.

Approving the minutes of November 7, November 18, and November 25, 2013 City
Council meetings.

Approving Amendment No. 2 to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Land and Water Conservation Fund Grant (“Grant”) for the Grandview Park
Improvements Project, which extends the Grant expiration date from March 21, 2014 to
March 21, 2015; ratifying and approving the administrative execution of Amendment
No. 1 for the Grandview Park Improvements Project, which revised the project elements
by deletion of a restroom; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all
documents necessary to effectuate this resolution and the Grant as amended.
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MEETING ==+= AGENDA

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

Note: An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings.

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee
Thursday, March 13, 2014, 8:00 a.m., Room 100

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee
Thursday, March 13, 2014, 9:15 a.m., Room 100

Co-Sponsored Events Committee
Thursday, March 13, 2014, 10:30 a.m., Room 100

CRA/Agenda Review & Administrative Updates
Thursday, March 13, 2014, 1:00 p.m., Room 100

City Council Workshop - Downtown Waterfront Master Plan
Thursday, March 13, 2014, immediately following Agenda Review, Room 100

City Council Meeting
Thursday, March 13, 2014, 3:00 p.m., Council Chamber

Youth Services Committee
Thursday, March 20, 2014, 8:30 a.m., Room 100
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CITY OF ST. PETERSRBURG o —
Board and Commission Vacancies ms: s

Arts Advisory Committee
1 Regular Member
(Term expire 9/30/16)

City Beautiful Commission
2 Regular Members
(Terms expire 12/31/16)

Civil Service Board
1 Regular & 3 Alternate Members
(Terms expire 6/30/14 & 6/30/16)

Code Enforcement Board
1 Alternate Member
(Term expires 12/31/16)

Commission on Aging
4 Regular Members
(Terms expire 12/31/14 & 12/31/16)

Public Arts Commission
2 Regular Members
(Terms expire 4/30/14 & 4/30/17)

Committee to Advocate for Persons with Impairments (CAPI)
1 Regular & 2 Alternate Members
(Terms expire 12/31/14 & 12/31/16)

Nuisance Abatement Board
2 Alternate Members
(Terms expire 8/31/14 & 11/30/14)

Community Planning & Preservation Commission

1 Regular Member
(Term expires 1/1/15)
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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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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Meeting of March 20, 2014

TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair, and Members of City Council
SUBJECT: Third-party initiated Historic Landmark Designation of the North
Ward School, located at 327 11" Avenue North (HPC Case No. 13-
90300005)
An analysis of the request is provided in the attached Staff Report.
REQUEST: The request is to designate the North Ward School as a local historic
landmark.
RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: Administration recommends approval.

Community Planning and Preservation Commission: On March 11,

2014 the Community Planning and Preservation Commission will hold
a public hearing on this matter, and will vote to recommend approval
or denial of the landmark designation to City Council.

Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT the first reading
of the attached proposed ordinance; AND 2) SET the second reading
and the quasi-judicial public hearing for April 3, 2014.

Additional Information: At the time of preparation of this memo, the
owner, the Pinellas Board of Public Instruction, has neither indicated
their support nor opposition of this local landmark designation. The
Board has placed the property up for sale.

Public Input: At the time this report was completed, staff has received
33 comments in support of the designation and five comments in
opposition to the designation of the North Ward School.

Attachments: Ordinance (Including Map), Staff Report to the CPPC,
Designation Application
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA,
DESIGNATING THE NORTH WARD SCHOOL (LOCATED AT 327 11"
AVENUE NORTH) AS A LOCAL LANDMARK AND ADDING THE
PROPERTY TO THE LOCAL REGISTER PURSUANT TO SECTION 16.30.070,
CITY CODE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The City Council finds that the North Ward School, which was constructed in 1914, meets three
of the nine criteria listed in Section 16.30.070.2.5.D, City Code, for designating historic properties. More specifically,
the property meets the following criteria:

(1) Its value is a significant reminder of the cultural or archaeological heritage of the City, state or
nation.

(4) It is identified as the work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose individual work has
influenced the development of the City, state, or nation.

(5) Its value as a building is recognized for the quality of its architecture, and it retains sufficient
elements showing its architectural significance.

SECTION 2. The North Ward School, located upon the following described property, is hereby designated as a
local landmark and shall be added to the local register listing of designated landmarks, landmark sites, and historic and
thematic districts which is maintained in the office of the City Clerk:

Lots 1 thru 6 less the west 30 ft of Lot 1 for road right-of-way, Block A, Jackson’s Subdivision,
According to the map or plat thereof as recorded in Plat Book 1, Page 5, of the Public Records of
Pinellas County, Florida.

Only a portion of the above described property is included in this designation ordinance. The attached Exhibit “A”
provides an aerial photograph that depicts the boundary of the designated landmark.

SECTION 3. This ordinance is effective immediately upon adoption.

ApprovedaStO Form Bbéz /25/’ 1

Clty Attorney esl g,pé) " Date

2-771%

Planning and Economic Development Department Date
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STAFF REPORT TO CPPC
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www.stpete.org

STAFF REPORT

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND PRESERVATION COMMISSION
LOCAL DESIGNATION REQUEST

For Public Hearing and Recommendation to City Council on March 11, 2014 beginning at
3:00 P.M., Council Chambers, City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida

According to Planning and Economic Development Department records, no Commission
member resides or has a place of business within 2,000 feet of the subject property. All other
possible conflicts should be declared upon the announcement of the item.

CASE NO.: HPC 13-90300005

STREET ADDRESS: 327 11" Avenue North

LANDMARK: North Ward School

OWNER: Pinellas Board of Public Instruction

APPLICANT: Historic Old Northeast Neighborhood Association and St.

Petersburg Preservation
REQUEST: Local Designation of the North Ward School




CPPC Case No.: HPC 13-90300005
Page 2 of 6

BACKGROUND

On December 3, 2013, the Historic Old Northeast Neighborhood Association (HONNA) and
Saint Petersburg Preservation, Inc. (SPP) submitted a local designation application for the North
Ward School located at 327 11" Avenue North. Prepared by Robin Reed and Emily Kleine
Elwyn, the application provides extensive information concerning the role, history and
architecture of the building. Staff determined that the designation application was complete and
required no further elaboration to identify the character defining features and to determine the
significance of the property.

On February 7, 2014, the School Board of Pinellas County requested that the public hearing on
the case be postponed until March 11, 2014. That request was approved.

STAFF FINDINGS

Staff finds that the North Ward School, located at 327 11" Avenue North, is eligible to be
designated as a local landmark.

The local designation application demonstrates that the North Ward School is significant at the
local level in the areas of COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, EDUCATION,
SOCIAL HISTORY, and ARCHITECTURE under the local landmark designation criteria found in
Section 16.30.070.2.5(D) of the City Code:

(1) Its value is a significant reminder of the cultural or archaeological heritage of
the City, state or nation.

(4) Mt is identified as the work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose
individual work has influenced the development of the City, state, or nation.

(5) Its value as a building is recognized for the quality of its architecture, and it
retains sulfficient elements showing its architectural significance.

Only one criterion must be met in order for a property to be designated as a local landmark.

Staff concurs that the North Ward School is significant at the local level in the areas of
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, EDUCATION, SOCIAL HISTORY, and
ARCHITECTURE and meets Criteria 1, 4 and 5 found in Section 16.30.070.2.5(D) of the City
Code for designation of a landmark property. The North Ward School is an excellent example
of an early twentieth century neighborhood school. Built in 1914 in the newly formed Pinellas
County, the North Ward Schoo!l was one of four schools constructed in St. Petersburg as part of
the same contract. Of the three two-story schools built, only North Ward School remains and
exhibits the same design elements of the other two now-demolished schools, Davis Academy
and the Roser Park School. The fourth school, the one-story Glen Oak School, was of a similar
design and remains intact, although altered. All other St. Petersburg schools built prior to 1914
have been demolished. The North Ward School is indicative of the growth and settlement of St.
Petersburg and the establishment of the ward school system. The school, which exhibits
elements of the Mission style, remains as the work of master architect, James Bonniwell and
contractor Frank Estes.

Although historic, the adjacent one-story 1948 building with its 1960 addition does not
significantly contribute to the historical or architectural importance of the school. Therefore, staff
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recommends that the designation boundary be limited to the 1914 two-story school with its
attached two-story 1931 addition, as depicted on the maps attached to this staff report.

PROPERTY OWNER CONSENT AND IMPACT OF DESIGNATION

This application for designation was not initiated or submitted by the Pinellas Board of Public
Instruction, owner of the property. The Board has not indicated their support for or opposition to
this designation. However, the Board is in the process of advertising the building for sale. The
applicants and staff have provided notification regarding this application to the Board.

The benefits of designation include increased heritage tourism through the maintenance of the
historic character and significance of the city, the local ad valorem tax exemption and Federal
Tax Credit for rehabilitation, some relief from the requirements of the Florida Building Code and
FEMA regulations, and grants available to local governments and nonprofit entities to preserve
and interpret historic sites.

CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The proposed local landmark designation is consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan,
relating to the protection, use and adaptive reuse of historic buildings. The local landmark
designation will not affect the FLUM or zoning designations nor will it significantly constrain any
existing or future plans for the development of the City.

The proposed landmark designation is consistent with Objectives LU26, LU10 and HP2 of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan, shown below.

OBJECTIVE LU26: The City’s LDRs shall continue to support the adaptive reuse of existing
and historic buildings in order to maximize the use of existing
infrastructure, preserve natural areas from being harvested for the
production of construction materials, minimize the vehicle miles traveled
for transporting new construction materials over long distances, preserve
existing natural carbon sinks within the City, and encourage the use of
alternative transportation options.

OBJECTIVE LU10: The historic resources locally designated by the St. Petersburg City
Council and Community Preservation Commission (CPC) shall be
incorporated onto the Land Use Map or map series at the time of original
adoption, or through the amendment process, and protected from
development and redevelopment activities consistent with the provisions
of the Historic Preservation Element and the Historic Preservation
Ordinance.

Policy LU10.1 Decisions regarding the designation of historic resources shall be based
on the criteria and policies outlined in the Historic Preservation Ordinance
and the Historic Preservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Policy HP2.3 The City shall provide technical assistance to applications for designation
of historic structures and districts.
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Policy HP2.6 Decisions regarding the designation of historic resources shall be based
on National Register eligibility criteria and policies outlined in the Historic
Preservation Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan. The City will use
the following selection criteria [for city initiated landmark designations] as
a guideline for staff recommendations to the CPC and City Council:

National Register or DOE status
Prominence/importance related to the City
Prominence/importance related to the neighborhood
Degree of threat to the landmark

Condition of the landmark

Degree of owner support

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The subject property is zoned CCT-1 (Corridor Commercial Traditional) on the City’s Official
Zoning Map. The CCT-1 zoning classification is typically characterized by a collection of
compatible land uses that include shopping, service, employment and residential opportunities.
The interconnected relationship of these mixed-uses help reduce traffic, consolidate service
delivery and generally improve the quality of life for surrounding, residential areas that are within
walking distance.

The CCT-1 zoning classification generally features architecture of the early 20" Century.
Whereas buildings in this corridor segment are typically abutting the front property line, this
example is typical for an institutional use. Historically, civic buildings and schools were slightly
distinguished among the surrounding vertical context through the application of larger setbacks
and unique architectural features. Traditional details commonly include vertical detailing, an
articulated base course and cornice, use of natural materials and other fenestration. Primary
entrances are enhanced with architecturally appropriate features.

According to the Pinellas County Property Appraiser's Office, the subject property measures
33,715 square feet or 0.78 acres. The existing building totals 16,960 square feet or 0.50 floor
area ratio (FAR). The maximum residential density allowed for the subject property is 24 units
per acre or 19 total dwelling units. The maximum non-residential intensity for the subject
property is 1.0 FAR or 33,715 square feet. The need to comply with minimum building
setbacks, the maximum impervious surface ratio and minimum number of parking spaces
required will constrain any attempt to fully realize the development potential of the property.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the request to designate the North Ward School, located at
327 11" Avenue North, as a local historic landmark with the designation boundary limited to the
1914 two-story school with its attached two-story 1931 addition as depicted on the maps
attached to this staff report, and thereby referring the application to City Council for first and
second reading and public hearing.

ATTACHMENTS: DESIGNATION APPLICATION
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DESIGNATION APPLICATION



15-T70500005

]. City of St. Petersburg
-_ Division of Urban Planning, Design,
- | | and Historic Preservation

Local Landmark
Designation Application

Type of property nominated (for staff use only)
@ building Ostructure [ site O object
O historic district Omultiple resource

1. NAME AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY

historic name North Ward School

other names/site number North Ward Elementary, Northward Secondary School
address 327 11" Avenue North
historic address 1125 4th Street North

2. PROPERTY OWNER(S) NAME AND ADDRESS

name Pinellas County Schools

street and number

city or town CLEARWATER state FL zip code 33760

phone number (h) 327-1966 (w) e-mail

3. NOMINATION PREPARED BY

nameftitie Robin Reed & Emily Elwyn

organization Historic Old Northeast Neighborhood Assn. & St. Petersburg Preservation, Inc.

street and number P.Q. Box 76234

city or town St. Petersburg  state FL zipcode 33734

phone number (h) (w) 515-4509 e-mail  eelwyn@mac.com,
rireed@tampabay.rr.com

date prepared 11/26/2013 signature /é_ nd L A ol

4. BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION
Describe boundary line encompassing all man-made and natural resources to be included in designation (general
legal description or survey). Attach map delimiting proposed boundary. (Use continuation sheet if necessary)

SEE CONTINUATION SHEET.

5. GEOGRAPHICAL DATA

acreage of property less than 1 acre

property identification
number




North Ward School
Name of Property

6. FUNCTION OR USE

Historic Functions Current Functions
EDUCATION/school Vacant

7. DESCRIPTION

Architectural Classification Materials
(See Appendix A for list)
Mission Revival Brick
Masonry Vernacular Wood
Italian Renessiance/Medeterranian Iron
Revival

Tile

Narrative Description

On one or more continuation sheets describe the historic and existing condition of the property use conveying the
following information: original location and setting; natural features; pre-historic man-made features; subdivision
design; description of surrounding buildings; major alterations and present appearance; interior appearance;

8. NUMBER OF RESOURCES WITHIN PROPERTY

Contributing Noncontributing Resource Type Contributing resources previously listed on the
National Register or Local Register
2 Buildings
Sites
Structures
Objects Number of multiple property listings

2 Total




North Ward School
Name of Property

9. STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

Criteria for Significance Areas of Significance
(mark one or more boxes for the appropriate criteria) (see Attachment B for detailed list of categories)

D] its value is a significant reminder of the cultural

or archaeological heritage of the City, state, or Community Planning and Development

nation. . . .
Education, Social History

[J Its location is the site of a significant local, state,

or national event. Architecture

O it is' ‘identified wi_th a person or persons who Period of Significance
frl'%nglﬁjr;t:\ét;ogrtrrllglgtgg to the development of 1914-2007

X 1t is identified as the work of a master builder, Significant Dates (date constructed & altered)

designer, or architect whose work has influenced

the development of the City, state, or nation. 1914, 1924, 1931, 1948

X its value as a building is recognized for the Significant Person(s)
quality of its architecture, and it retains sufficient
elements showing its architectural significance.

[0 1t has distinguishing characteristics of an
architectural style valuable for the study of a
period, method of construction, or use of Cultural Affiliation/Historic Period
indigenous materials. N/A

[ its character is a geographically definable area
possessing a significant concentration, or Builder
continuity or sites, buildings, objects or

structures united in past events or aesthetically Frank Estes, engineer & contractor

by plan or physical development.
Architect

[1 ts character is an established and
geographically definable neighborhood, united in
culture, architectural style or physical plan and

development. James Bonniwell, Bonniwll and Son

Architects

[ 1t has contributed, or is likely to contribute,
information important to the prehistory or history
of the City, state, or nation.

Narrative Statement of Significance

(Explain the significance of the property as it relates to the above criteria and information on one or more
continuation sheets. Include biographical data on significant person(s), builder and architect, if known. Please use
parenthetical notations, footnotes or endnotes for citations of work used.)

10. MAJOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES

Please list bibliographical references.
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BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Boundary Description

The boundary includes Lots 1-6 of Block A in Jackson Subdivision.
Township: 31S Range: 17E Section: 18%

See attached map.

Boundary Justification

The boundary consists of all of the resources historically associated with the North Ward
School including the additions in 1924, 1931, 1948 and 1960, the playground and
flagpole.

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION
Summary

The North Ward School is a two-story Mission style, masonry educational building
constructed in 1914, with additions in 1931, 1948 and 1960. It has a hipped roof and a
prominent arched, recessed entrance. The 1931 addition is set back from the primary
1914 fagade. The 1948 structure and 1960 addition are single story “L” shaped, hipped
roof structures independent from the primary structure. The school is set at the rear of
the lot with a paved play area to the front facing 11" Avenue North.

Setting

The school is set adjacent to the North Shore National Register District and is a part of
the Historic Old Northeast Neighborhood. At the time of its construction, the area north
of Eleventh Avenue North was sparsely populated with residences, and was outside the
city limits but soon the neighborhood expanded to accommodate new growth. The
school is surrounded by historic single and multi-family residential structures to the east
and historic commercial structures to the north, south and west. The majority of these
structures date from the first part of the 20" Century. The school abuts 4" Street North,
which has always been a busy commercial corridor for the early suburban areas of St.
Petersburg. Much of the character of the surrounding neighborhood remains

unchanged from its early uses.



St. Petersburg Landmark Designation Application
Continuation Section

Name of Property__North Ward School 327 11" Avenue North Page__ 2

Physical Description

The North Ward School is located in the historic residential neighborhood of Historic Old
Northeast, north of downtown St. Petersburg along the 4™ Street commercial corridor.

The main structure, constructed in 1914, and subsequent additions are primarily in the
vernacular Mission style with elements of the Mediterranean Revival style.

The structure is a simple two-story, rectangular massed plan, three-bays wide and two-
bays deep. The school is faced in painted brick laid in running bond. The roof is hipped
with deep overhanging eves. The hip does not meet in a ridge, but in a flat deck. The
foundation is continuous brick with vented openings. According to the property cards,
corroborated by the Sandborn maps, a 2-story addition on the northeast fagade was
constructed in 1931. It is stepped back from the original structure and mirrors it in
massing and ornamentation but the symmetrical fenestration pattern is not repeated.
A one-story masonry addition was added to the eastern portion of the site in 1948 and
expanded in 1960.
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North Ward School - November 13, 2013

The symmetrically balanced front fagade facing 11" Avenue North has Mission style
influences, but lacks much of the typical Mission style ornamentation and materials.
The most prominent feature is the stilted masonry Roman arch with simple ornamental
brick extrados and intrados. The masonry “T” keystone protrudes from the apex of the
arch and painted “NORTH WARD” flank the semi-circular portion of the arch. The
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entrance, with replacement doors, is recessed within the arch and has evidence of the
original transoms. Three steps lead to the arched entrance. The fenestration consists of
double-paired, double-windows with a continuous masonry lintel. The double-paired
windows are divided by brick mullions and have articulated brick sills. The original 9-
light over 9-light wood windows have been replaced with aluminum clad fixed-sash
windows and large exterior air conditioners. On the front fagade, flanking ramps with
iron railings now lead up from the north and south to the front entrance.

The hipped roof with flat deck is of composite shingles and deep, open overhanging
eaves with an open cornice and visible rafter tails. Historic photographs show a
prominent mission-style parapet projecting through the roofline of the central bay of
the front fagade. This has been removed. Gutters have been attached to the eves and
downspouts punctuate the facade at random intervals.

The foundation is brick piers with infill and vent openings. Approximately 3 feet above
grade the brick steps back about 2 inches forming a water table.

The western facade facing 4™ Street North is two-bays deep with the same symmetrical
orientation. In lieu of the second story southwestern windows is a door with an iron fire
escape descending. Fire escapes on both the north and south fagade appear on the
1918 Sandborn maps and are mentioned in early descriptions of the school. The lintel
above the door remains. An additional second-story window has been punctured just to
the north of center.

The rear of the structure facing the alley between 11™ Avenue and 12 Avenues
presents its self as a continuous structure with the 1931 addition seamlessly connecting
to the 1914 structure. All original windows have been replaced with aluminum fixed
sash windows and heating, venting and air-conditioning systems. The fenestration
pattern on the rear windows is triple paired windows with continuous lintels and brick
sills.

The 1931 addition is set back from the north fagade of the primary structure, but meets
seamlessly along the rear lot line. It mirrors the original structure in massing,
ornamentation, and but not in fenestration rhythm. This is likely due to the function of
the interior space. Two steps reach the single, centered door. The door is a
replacement and the transom has been removed, but is evident.

A freestanding single story “L-shaped” classroom building was constructed on the
eastern-most portion of the lot in 1948 according to the property card and appears on
the 1951 Sandborn map. The property card indicates it was expanded in 1960. This
masonry brick structure has an intersecting hipped roof with deep, open eaves, and
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visible rafter tails. The windows, all aluminum replacements, extend the full height of
the facade on the front but are located only on the upper third of the rear of the
structure. A historic photo indicates that the original windows may have been large
pane 6-over-6 windows (State Archives of Florida, Florida Memory). All windows have
brick sills. The 1960 addition, at the southern most portion of the structure seamlessly
connects to the 1948 addition. The 1960 addition appears to be constructed of
concrete block. An additional undated shed roof addition projects from the western
portion of the structure.

Northward Newcomb champs - Saint Petersburg,
Florida

Crwcii Thin phota: 57ate Arthivis of Flondi, Fionc Memery, horp Monasmenmery Comemashow! | 42385

inhesnd inch Se pACTEIChIN S Aot

"Northward Newcomb Champs - St. Petersburg, Florida"

Notable features on the interior include an impressive double return stair with squared
newel posts. The halls all have retained their molding and the doors their cased

openings and trim.

The school structures sit at the rear of the property providing for a paved playground
area in front of the school. In 1984, artificial turf provided a grass-like area to the
playground. Like many schools, a cast iron, telescoping flag poll sits at the entrance to
the site. Much of the site retains its original hexagonal block pavers.

Integrity

The North Ward School has been altered over time to accommodate the evolving needs
of students and the structures in which they are educated. Many of the character
defining architectural features and interior finishes remain intact. Despite modifications
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made over the years, the school retains its integrity of design, location, and materials.

Historical Context

St. Petersburg originated with the purchase of land by John C. Williams in 1876 and the
arrival of the Orange Belt Railroad in 1888. Orange Belt owner, Peter Demens, built the
narrow gauge railroad to connect to land situated on the eastern edge of the Pinellas
peninsula owned by John C. Williams. The first train arrived in June 1888 to a
settlement with little more than a store and a few residences. Demens and Williams
collaborated in their plans to build a new community around the terminus of the
railroad, complete with a park, depot, and hotel. In exchange for naming the city after
Demens’ birthplace, St. Petersburg, Russia, the hotel was named after Williams’
hometown, Detroit, Michigan. Prepared by Engineer A.L. Hunt and Draftsman G.A.
Miller in August 1888, the Map of the Town of St. Petersburg was officially filed in April
1889 and revised in October 1889 (Arsenault 1996, 64, 81-82; Grismer 1948, 68, 74, 271-
72; Pinellas County Clerk of Circuit Court, Plat Book H1, Pages 27 and 49).

Utilizing Dr. Van Bibber’s endorsement of the Pinellas peninsula as the perfect location
for a “Health City” at the 1885 annual convention of the American Medical Association,
efforts to promote settlement gained momentum. The Orange Belt Railway offered
seaside excursions to St. Petersburg in 1889. These excursions were one of the first
concentrated efforts by the community and the development company to attract
tourists (Arsenault 1996, 62; Grismer 1948, 70, 97, 111).

Although the railroad failed to capitalize on Dr. Van Bibber's endorsement, residents
and developers seized the opportunity for publicity. Frank Davis, a prominent publisher
from Philadelphia who arrived in Florida to alleviate his own health problems, utilized
the endorsement to heavily promote the benefits of St. Petersburg. Davis, along with
other new residents including St. Petersburg Times editor William Straub and St.
Petersburg Evening Independent editor Lew Brown, tirelessly promoted the community
during the late 1800s and early 1900s (Arsenault 1996, 82-85). By 1890, the population
grew from less than 50 prior to the arrival of the railroad to 273 residents with two
hotels, two ice plants, two churches, a school, a pier, and a sawmill to serve the
community.

Following the incorporation of the city in 1892, utility services, including telephone,
electric service, and public water, were introduced in the community. A severe freeze
which destroyed the citrus groves throughout north and central Florida during the
winter of 1894-95 prompted many farmers to relocate to coastal areas, such as St.
Petersburg, which did not experience a freeze as severe. Although the economy
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remained largely dependent on commercial fishing, tourism from winter visitors quickly
grew in importance (Arsenault 1996, 52-64, 81-82).

During the early 1900s, the creation of St. Petersburg’s waterfront park system, the
incorporation of a trolley system, and the construction of the Electric Pier drew
additional tourists and new residents to the area (Arsenault 1996, 87-89).

Largely through the efforts of city boosters to attract businesses and residents,
developers such as H. Walter Fuller, Noel Mitchell, Charles Hall, Charles Roser, and C.
Perry Snell triggered the city’s first real estate land boom from 1909 to the start of
World War | (Arsenault 1996, 136).

Following his relocation to St. Petersburg in 1904, Snell heavily invested in real estate
and proceeded to develop St. Petersburg’s first subdivision. At the time, the area north
of 5" Avenue North was “rugged, blanketed with palmettos and inhabited by unfenced
cattle” (Wells 2006, 47). In 1904, Snell, along with Frank Wood, Albert Hoxie, and
Alonzo Charles Clewis, formed the Bay Shore Land Company to develop a subdivision
north of 5™ Avenue North (Wells 2006, 40, 47; Arsenault 1996, 137). The Bay Shore
Subdivision, was surveyed by R.F. Bettis and filed in December 1905 to subdivide the
area from 1% Street to Beach Drive and from 5" Avenue to 9" Avenue North (plat
revised in March 1906; PCCCC 1906).

The success of the Bayshore Subdivision led to the launch of a second subdivision the
developers named Bay Front. From 9th Avenue to 13th Avenue, and from Locust Street
to the Bay, the plat for Bay Front was filed on March 5, 1909. That same year, Snell
joined with James C. Hamlett to form Snell & Hamlett. Their company bought out the
remaining lots of Bay Front, thus dissolving the earlier company. Their next purchase
which ran from 9th Avenue to 13th Avenue and from Locust Street west to First Street,
they called Bay View. The plat was filed on April 18, 1910 (Wells 2006, 50, 53, 54, 76).

Individuals purchasing lots built homes of varying architectural styles, including
Mediterranean, Colonial, Craftsman, Prairie, Mission, Tudor, and vernacular versions of
all of these. Although a number of the houses were constructed in the teens, the
majority of the land was developed in the 1920s, 30s and 40s. Following World War I,
predominantly one-story homes were built on the remaining lots.

The neighborhood grew with five additional subdivisions until the boundaries included
the land from Fifth Avenue North to Thirtieth Avenue North (Wells, 2006, 76). The
eastern boundary reached from Tampa Bay and Coffee Pot Bayou to what is now the
Fourth Street North Business District. The neighborhood’s early 20™ century
development pattern resulted in narrow, gridded streets with spacious sidewalks,
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alleyways, and deep narrow lots. Although most homes were single-family, there were
a number of small, high-quality early 20" century and mid-century modern apartment
buildings located throughout the neighborhood (Historic Old Northeast Neighborhood
Tour Brochure, 2011).

In 1914, St. Petersburg was bustling with activity. The Benoist Airboat had made the
first regularly scheduled commercial flight in the world, the Tampa and Gulf Coast
Railway was extended into the City, and Spring Training had arrived to play ball at the
Coffee Pot ballpark. The City was attracting tourists and new residents in record
numbers. More schools were needed to accommodate local children and those of
winter residents (Evening Independent, Mar. 9, 1914).

Up until this time, schools were clustered at a central location. As the City developed
and grew, school officials decided that schools should be located nearer to where
students lived, thus developing the concept of the neighborhood school. The School
Board, under the direction of County Superintendent Dixie Hollins and St. Petersburg
School Superintendent, Dr. George Sleight, divided the St. Petersburg school districts
into wards according to a census of the school-age population.

Four wards were identified: Northside, Southside, Glenoak and Central Ward. Students
in grades one through six were to attend the school in their respective wards. High
school pupils and those in seventh and eighth grades were required to attend the
Central ward school (Evening Independent, Sept. 14, 1914).

To alleviate over-crowded conditions, four new schools were planned - Roser Park,
Glenoak and North Ward for the white community and Davis Academy (Elementary) to
serve the Black community. North Ward was located on Fourth Street and 11th Avenue,
“just outside the city limits" (Evening Independent, Mar. 9, 1914). The territory covered
by the North Ward district included the area north of the center of 7th Avenue, from
Tampa Bay to Boca Ciega Bay (Evening Independent, Sept. 14, 1914.)

The St. Petersburg Times reported on March 1, 1914, that bids for the four schools had
been rejected as too high, but a week later contracts were re-let with the understanding
that if construction were postponed the schools would not be ready for the fall term.

On March 9th, Frank E. Estes was awarded the contract to build the schools at a cost of
$38,000 (Evening Independent, Mar. 9, 1914.) James Gaither Bonniwell was selected as
the architect (A Tradition of Excellence, Pinellas County Schools: 1912 - 1987).



St. Petersburg Landmark Designation Application

Continuation Section

Name of Property_ North Ward School 327 11" Avenue North

Page_ 8

CONTRACT 15 AWARCE
FOR SCHOOL BUMLDIRGS

Local Man's Bid Accepted for Four
Steuctures and Work Is to be
Started in Next Few Days.

%

e city schoul board, at a wmeeiine
with the caunty school beard, Satur-
day nizht, awanrded to Freak Esteg of
St Pateeburg the contract for huild-
nz four new school buildings in St
Potersburg. ‘The price is about $38.-
000,  The bid of Mg, + was the
Invost of thoze submitied Lut 2l bids
were rejected at thé meeting in Cloeor-
water lust week beeative all were

sigher thaw e amount uapprepriated.
fie two bourd: deeided fater, how-|
sver, that tite buildinge ought to be
started at oace so thete will be no
oubt about than being ready tor use!
rext term and as Nir, 5 had tie
laest bl his was accapled. Oune of
ihe schools wiil e fur the aeprocs
aul will be lecated near Ninih street.
Ona of the craded achoals will he on
Foursh strent north, jusl outside e
eits Bentts wand the other in lloser
ek, A school biilding  will  also
e constructed ab Gien Ozk.  The
bulldings whli be of bilek and tile ron?
and will be of slnw-bhurning construe
thm

—_—_—
ENGINEERS

€. M. DECHANT
Civii and Hydraulioc Engineer
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of Clvlli Englneers.
Contracting and Consulting Englneer |
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ARCHITECTS

GEORGE W. STEWART
Architeot
Room 14, Harrison Bldg.
Phone 169-B, St. Petersburg, ¥Fla.

BONNIWELL & SON
Architects

Architect and Superviser. Plans
and Designs furnished for public
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4 and 6 Michigan Bldg.

Bt. Petersburg, Florida
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CONTRACTOR

J. A. SEATON
—Contractor and Bullder—
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Corner Seventh Avenue and Third
Street,

The construction of North Ward School was virtually complete by July, 1914, with the
exception of the placing of the fire escapes (Evening Independent, July 16, 1914). It
opened according to plan on September 21st of that year. Enrollment was 156
students. For the first time, a telephone was installed at each of the schools in the
system so that the superintendent would be able to conduct business more

expeditiously (Evening Independent, September 22, 1914),
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Immediately, students at each of the new schools suggested that they might assist with
the beautification of their school grounds. At North Ward, students began clearing the
school yard so that grass and flowers could be planted (Evening Independent, Sept. 23,

1914).

Miss Minnie Thompson was appointed principal, and Fannie Boswell, Ethel Booth and
Verna Wheeler were the first teachers at North Ward (Evening Independent, Sept 14,
1914). Fannie Boswell went on to become principal in 1932 (St. Petersburg Times, July
5,1932). Her family had moved from Alabama to the Old Northeast area to farm citrus,
a fascinating pioneer story of the area recorded by Fannie's sister, Mattie Lou
Cherbonneaux, in Mammaw's Memoirs (1999). Miss Boswell had always wanted to be a
teacher, and served in that capacity thirty-three years, eleven of those as principal of
North Ward School. She died on September 12, 1974 at the age of 87 (St. Petersburg
Times, Sept. 13, 1974, Evening Independent, May 22, 1926).
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Frank E. Estes, contractor responsible for the construction of the school, was born in
Matoon, Illinois, on August 7, 1877. He and his wife, Annie, and their two daughters
were living in St. Petersburg in 1910 (Thirteenth Census of the United States: 1910.) He
was an associate member of the American Society of Civil Engineers and advertized his
services as a contracting and consulting engineer. His office was located at Fifth Street
and First Avenue South. (St. Petersburg Daily Times, Sept. 7, 1912)

In 1912, he and his father were hired by the Gandy family to build the Plaza Theater, a
contract that unfortunately ended in a lawsuit between the parties. By 1914, he was
associated with Charles DuBois in the Mutual Engineering Company. They provided the
structural concrete work for one of the city's most modern new buildings, the Wilson-
Irwin-Chase Building (Evening Independent, Dec. 12, 1914).

Several months later, Mr. Estes was advertising his Spanish mosaic tile factory located at
Seventh Avenue and Second Street South for sale. He was quoted as saying that the
reason for the sale was that "the owner has too many irons in the fire." (Evening
Independent, Jan. 27, 1915). At that time, he was also associated with the Crescent
Cement Company (St. Petersburg City Directory, 1915).

During World War I, Mr. Estes joined the engineering corps of the US Army, having had
earlier experience with large contracts and railroad work in Latin America. He spent two
years in France before returning to St. Petersburg. (Evening Independent, May 1 and
19, 1917; Aug. 29, 1919). Shortly thereafter, he left the City. In 1923, he was living in
Shreveport, Louisiana (City Directory, Shreveport, Louisiana, 1923). He died January 27,
1956, in Utah at the age of 78.

North Ward School was designed by James Bonniwell, the son and partner of one of St.
Petersburg's first professional architects, George Bonniwell. In 1906, the family had
moved to St. Petersburg from North Carolina where George had an extensive
architectural practice (Evening Independent, Oct. 1912). His son, James, and his two
daughters became architects, an unusual career for women at that time. In North
Carolina Bonniwell is known for several notable buildings including the Black Mountain
Hotel, the Hickory Inn, the Waynesville Courthouse, Claremont College, the J.H. Pearson
House and an Episcopal Church in Morganton, the Methodist Episcopal Church in
Hickory, and the Lowenstein House in Statesville (N.C. Architects & Builders: NCSU
Libraries). George Bonniwell passed away on October 18, 1912. A testament to his
standing in the construction community is reflected in his pall bearers: W. C. Henry,
Frank Estes and Edward Ferdon.
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James Gaither Bonniwell was born on February 13, 1887, in North Carolina (WWI Draft
Registration Cards, 1917-1918). Following the death of his father in 1912, James took
over the business.

In Florida, Bonniewell and Son was responsible for the design of Ft. Myers High School in
1908, Tarpon Springs Sponge Exchange Bank, Methodist Church in Kissimmee, and
businesses and residences in New Smyrna Beach and Clearwater in 1910 (American
Contractor, 1908 v. 97 and 1910 v. 31). The Journal Building in Manatee (Evening
Independent, June 10, 1909) was also designed by the firm.

James Bonniwell, along with Frank Estes as contractor, was the supervising architect for
the Plaza Theater, a commission that ended in a lawsuit (Evening Independent Mar. 6,
1912; May 3, 1913).

By 1919, he had relocated to El Paso, Texas, and was working as chief draftsman for the
El Paso and Southwestern Railroad. Returning again to Florida, he died in Bradenton on
October 9, 1926, at the age of 39 (George Bonniwell Family Tree, Ancestry.com).

Originally designed in the Mission style of architecture, North Ward had seven
classrooms and a combined office, library, and clinic. Heating was provided by stoves;
lighting by bulbs suspended from the ceilings. The school opened on September 21,
1914. It served grades 1 through 6 and had a capacity for 260 students. (A Tradition of
Excellence, Pinellas County Schools: 1912 - 1987.)

It is interesting to note that the architecture of three of the four schools - North Ward,
Davis Elementary, Roser Park and Glenn Oaks- is strikingly similar. It has been
suggested that one plan was developed and adapted to the specific conditions at each
of the sites. Being a smaller school, Glenn Oaks appears to be a single story adaptation
of the design.

Note the similarities in design:
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An exceptional bond developed between the community and North Ward School. The
school became the center of community activities and the parent association over the
years was very influential in managing the school. What began as a parents' group, The
North Ward Welfare Club, was eventually absorbed in the mid-1920s by the Parent
Teacher Association.

Many amenities were provided to students and the school through the efforts of
dedicated parents and teachers. Bake sales, card parties, magic shows, and teas raised
money for such items as a piano, picnic tables, teacher appreciation lunches, cafeteria
supplies, art for the walls and a playground (Evening Independent, April 18, 1932).
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Fourth Grade Class of Gladys Hays Leek, 1928
A Tradition of Excellence, Pinellas County Schools: 1912 - 1987

The students themselves participated in many elaborate activities, ranging from
classroom displays of their projects to marching in the Armistice Day Parade. Operettas,
carnivals and pageants were not uncommon activities. (St. Petersburg Times, May 1,
1928, june 23, 1930, Nov. 14, 1926, Jan. 7, 1935). In the early 1920s, North Ward
students entered a float each year in the Festival of States Parade (Tradition of
Excellence, Pinellas County Schools: 1912-1987).

Students also participated in the managing of their school. In the late 1940s, the North
Ward News was published by students. The School Council addressed manners, good
behavior and neatness, urging students to "make our school a place we can all be proud
to attend." It reported on the various clubs and committees within the school, as well
as the health of individual fellow students (North Ward News, Vol. 2, Num. 5, 1948).

Early Years at North Ward School
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North Ward Elementary, t. Petersburg, 1937

North Ward school, 1987
A Tradition of Excellence, Pinellas County Schools: 1912 - 1987

In 1924, an addition was made to the school which included a lunch room. (As was
often the case, the PTA oversaw the operations of the cafeteria and purchased
supplies.)

A one-story, wood-frame extension was added in 1931; in 1948, this building which had
housed the cafeteria was moved off-site and a new cafeteria constructed. At the same
time, a 5-room residence on the property was moved to a location near Lake Maggiore.
In 1960, a library was added and the cafeteria expanded. (City of St. Petersburg
Property Cards)

North Ward saw many 'firsts' in Pinellas County education. Art classes were added to
the curriculum, as parents noted the need for supervised art instruction. (SPT, Feb. 28,
1930) Due to the small size of the playground area, North Ward hired the first physical
education director to supervise outdoor activities. In 1984, a portion of the playground
was covered with artificial grass, another’ first' for county schools (A Tradition of
Excellence, Pinellas County Schools: 1912 - 1987).

A Tradition of Egcéllénce, Pine
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In 1957-1958, North Ward experienced its highest eroliment of 446 students, 86 over
capacity. The overcrowded conditions were alleviated at that time by the opeing of
Shore Acres School {Tradition of Excellence, Pinellas County Schools: 1912-1987).

The first year of integration, 1970 - 1971, proved challenging. That year only first and
second grades were taught at the school, the result of a plan called cluster or criss-
crossing. Teachers, students, library books and teaching materials all had to be moved
to schools which coincided with their grade levels.

As North Ward aged, plans were put forward a number of times to close the school. In
1973, the school board floated a plan to consolidate several school populations in a new
complex to be built adjacent to Woodlawn Elementary School which would have
effectively closed North Ward (Evening Independent, Oct. 1, 1973).

The school board appointed a task force in 1977 to "review schools recommended for
closing by the state and to develop criteria for closing schools." The task force
recommended that seven schools be closed, including North Ward which was deemed
“dangerous" in terms of fire and safety hazzards. In addition, closing the school would
save the county $76,000.

The parents rose up to defend their neighborhood school. A work day was scheduled by
the PTA, with parents volunteering to paint and make repairs at the school. One parent
spoke for many when he said, "It's one of the few schools that are left with the old
community spirit." (Evening Independent, Dec. 3, 1977). The school received a
reprieve.

In 1989, the school board again decided the school would be closed. In an editorial
piece, The St. Petersburg Times supported saving the school. It "suffers from age and a
cramped urban setting. Its seventy-five year old walls havebeen spruced up over the
years with coats of paint that don't begin to mask the absence of sleek, modern
amenities. What it doesn't suffer from is a lack of elements crucial to making education
a success. Parents are satisfied with the school and support it wholeheartedly. It is
naturally integrated. . . A strong sense of community exists within the school. .. Those
factors combine to form the most important attribute of all: Children who attend North
Ward are learning.” (Evening Independent, Dec, 29, 1989).

The community was disappointed. It was closed as a full-scale neighborhood school and
used as an annex for students from Lynch Elementary School (Evening Independent,
Feb. 15, 1990). Two years later IBIS was moved to the school. This program for difficult
and disruptive students was a concern for the neighborhood which spoke out against
the planned move (St. Petersburg Times, July 2, 1991). The school board once again
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prevailed, and 125 students in grades 1 through 8 were moved to the building. During
the second semester of 1999, the school was officially renamed North Ward Secondary
School (Showcasing the Best Pinellas County Schools, 1987 - 2004).

In early 2011, the School Board established a policy for selling and leasing Board-owned
land. North Ward School closed for the last time in 2008. It remained vacant until 2013
when it was put up for sale by the School Board at an asking price of $2,500,000, later
reduced to $1,750,000.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
Summary

The North Ward School is significant at the local level in the areas of Community
Planning and Developemnt, Social History and Eduation, and Architecture. It is a
physical manifestation of the rapid growth of the St. Petersburg population in the early
part of the 20™ Century. The bulding, designed by Bonniwell and Sons and bult by Frank
Estes, both early practioners of the building trades in St. Petersburg.

Significance
Community Planning and Development

It meets the following criteria for designation of a property found in Section
16.30.070.025(d) of the City of St. Petersburg Code:

(1) Its value is a significant reminder of the cultural or archaeological
heritage of the City, state or nation.

North Ward School and its three 'sister' schools were constructed in 1914, during a
period of rapid growth in school enrollment in St. Petersburg. Placing the schools closer
to areas of student population was a ground breaking concept for St. Petersburg. Up
until that time schools were built in one central location which required students to
travel greater distances to attend school.

Over the last 100 years, student population has grown and ebbed in cycles that are
reflected in the construction history of St. Petersburg's schools. As the City expanded,
additional schools were built in newly developed neighborhoods. The decision to place
North Ward School in North Shore reflected the importance of the neighborhood as the
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City's fastest growing subdivision. Placing it on Fourth Street North was equally
indicative of the area's importance. Prior to the construction of the Gandy Bridge,
Fourth Street North was the main route to Tampa, and remains an important corridor
today. Thriving North Ward played a major role in the development of what has
become one of St. Petersburg's premier neighborhoods.

Social History/Education

It meets the following criteria for designation of a property found in Section
16.30.070.025(d) of the City of St. Petersburg Code:

(1) Its value is a significant reminder of the cultural or archaeological
heritage of the City, state or nation

The neighborhood school concept was embraced by residents whose children found
themselves in the newly formed North Ward district in 1914. A forerunner of the PTA
was formed to augment services provided by the City and the County. Classrooms were
sometimes furnished, educational materials provided, art instruction introduced to the
classroom, musical instruments purchased, and landscaping installed. Fundraising on
the part of students and parents, as well as school programs, pageants and displays,
engaged the community as a whole.

Over the years, a number of plans were announced to close the school due to its small
size, advanced age and cost to maintain. Each attempt was met with outrage by the
community. During its almost 75 year history, the school became the cultural center of
the community. It reflected and taught the values that residents wished to see instilled
in their children and grandchildren. Generations of North Ward students found success
after graduation, many becoming leaders in the City and surrounding area.

Architecture

It meets the following criteria for designation of a property found in Section
16.30.070.025(d) of the City of St. Petersburg Code:

(4) It is identified as the work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose
individual work has influenced the development of the City, state, or nation;

(5) Its value as a building is recognized for the quality of its architecture, and it
retains sufficient elements showing its architectural significance;
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The North Ward School is significant in the area as a pioneering example of an early
educational building and the adaptations made to that structure over time. Itisa
masonry vernacular structure with elements of the Mission style. Built in 1914 by James
Bonniwell of Bonniwell and Sons, one of the earliest practicing architectural firms in the
city and constructed by Frank Estes, one of the earliest contractors in the city. Both are
master builders and their work should be identified and preserved.

James Bonniwell and his father George Bonniwell of Bonniwell and Sons came to St.
Petersburg in 1906 after an extensive career in North Carolina that included at one time
partnership with his two daughters Norma and Josephine Bonniwell. Bonniwell and
Sons has been identified as the architect of several notable structures in North Carolina
and Florida, including all four schools built in 1914, the Plaza Theater, the Tarpon
Springs Sponge Exchange Bank, Ft. Myers High school, and The Manatee Journal
Building as well as several local businesses and residences.

Frank Estes, master builder and civil engineer, is responsible for the construction of the
Plaza Theater, the 4 schools built in St. Petersburg in 1914, the Wilson-Irwin-Chase
building and several other commercial and residential structures in the city.
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Rear elevation, facing southeast, 2013
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Second floor classroom
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FOR SALE in ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

327 11TH AVENUE NORTH

Located at the Corner of 4th Street North and 11th Avenuc North
Within 6 Blocks of the Vibrant Downtown Area of St. Petersburg

82 Detershunyg is a Leader in the 2013 Building Boonr with new residential, retail, mixed use,
commersial, restawrants and holel construction undesway in the immediate area.

(Pleuse sisit hrip:/fwww. youtube.comiwatch?v=dn0O8SbU _Rw ‘o view the exanng developments
presently planned or under construction in the Downtown and Gateway areas which are connected by 4th Sirees.)

Close Proximity to Downtown, Residential, Retail, Restaurants, Arts, Sports, Beaches, Entertainment,
Business, Educational, Financial and Medical Facilitics.

Two Buildings: 17,647 st MOL
Building 1: 12,772 sf - 2 Story Brick—Built in 1928
Building 2: 4,875 sf - 1 Story Brick

Land Area: .78 acre

128’ Frontage on 4th Street North

265" Frontage on 11th Avenue North

Land Use: PR-MU, Planned Redevelopment—Mixed Use
Pat Huas
Zoning: - CCT-1 - Corridor Commercial , Traditional District 1 Fxclusive Agent

813.629.4459

Sale Price: $2,500,000 | tati@ morrishaas.com

MORRIS GREGORY HAAS, LLC
LICENSED REAL ESTATE BROKER

Informativn contuined heresn has been obtained fram the owner of the property or from other sources that we deem reliable,
We huve no reason i doubt its accuracy, but we do not guarantee it.
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327 11th Avenue North ¢ St Petersburg, FL. 33701

Great opportunity for redevelopment or renovation of current buildings.
Located in an area of growth and expansion with multiple new projects in the area.

NEW CONSTRUCTION IN AREA:
APARTMENTS
HoreLs
RESTAURANTS

BANKS
12,772 sf Two Story Brick Building BREWELRIES

RETAIL SHOPS

COMMERCIAL

oo burther Ingoonation < Please Contact:

Y : Pat Haas
= ehnl Lachmive Ageny

H"@ 32:741Mth Avenue NFL 4 813.629.

Put@marrishaas.com
=g oM

MORRIS GREGORY HAAS, LLU
LICENSED REAL ESTATE BROKER

Infonnation contnined herein has been sbimned from the pwner of the property or froem pther sources that we deem reliable
We have nu reason to doubt its accuracy, but we do not guasantee it
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WARRARTY DELD

State of Flovida,
. Gounty of Pinclias, el
This Indenture, , Made the.  3rd ~day of. .. Pecember, in the

yeur of Our Lord one tHosand nine hundred and . thirteen, ) T . betweon
Mary Ann Carpenter and Tdwin O, Carpenter, her husband, =--ecw---.

of the County of __Pinellas, State of Plori de ;= ussi LR b
part. 188 of the first part, and.__ T._ A. Chencellor, A. F. Thomasson and =
W. A. Holshouger, Truestees of Sub-school District HNo. 3, of Pi-

nellas County, Floride

of tha County of Binellns, _State of. Flopida, o et i
part ies of the scoond part;
WITNESSETH. That the said part 1€8 _ of the Rrst part, for and in ronsideration of the sum of

Bleven Hundred ($1100.00) R S e S e et e e = e 7 i
lawful money of the United States of Amoricu, to them In hand prnid by tho said
Trustess, ==-e—eacccmocommm ... portdie8  op gp,

sgeond part al or befors the enscaling and dolivery of these presents. the reecipl sehereof is horeby
aoknmu?algcd,}_ia"e -Lranted. bargained, sold, conveyed and confirmed, and by these presents do
grant, bar;'air{i acll.agga;% and confirm, unty the gaid part ies of the second part, and to

thelr — wmme und assigna forcver, all the. following piece , parcel . lof
or tract. of land. situate, lying and being in the County of Pincilas and State of Florida,
@nd,\desorihed’ a8 follown: Lot five (5) in Blook "A" of Jackson's Sub-

division, in Beotion eighteen {18), Township thirty-one {31) South,
Range seventeen (17) East, according to the map of said Subdivision,

recorded in Plat Book llo. 1, Page 5, of the Public Records of Pinel-~

1las County, Florida. x X x x Xl S x X
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1918 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Sheet 20
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Meeting of March 20, 2014

TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair, and Members of City Council
SUBJECT: Third-party initiated Historic Landmark Designation of the North
Ward School, located at 327 11" Avenue North (HPC Case No. 13-
90300005)
An analysis of the request is provided in the attached Staff Report.
REQUEST: The request is to designate the North Ward School as a local historic
landmark.
RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: Administration recommends approval.

Community Planning and Preservation Commission: On March 11,
2014 the Community Planning and Preservation Commission will hold

a public hearing on this matter, and will vote to recommend approval
or denial of the landmark designation to City Council.

Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT the first reading
of the attached proposed ordinance; AND 2) SET the second reading
and the quasi-judicial public hearing for April 17, 2014,

Additional Information: At the time of preparation of this memo, the
owner, the Pinellas Board of Public Instruction, has neither indicated
their support nor opposition of this local landmark designation. The
Board has placed the property up for sale.

Public Input: At the time this report was completed, staff has received
33 comments in support of the designation and five comments in
opposition to the designation of the North Ward School.

Attachments: Ordinance (Including Map), Staff Report to the CPPC,
Designation Application
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MEMORANDUM
City of St. Petersburg, City Council Meeting
March 6, 2014
TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair, and St. Petersburg City Council

FROM: Dave Goodwin, Planning and Economic Development Director

SUBJECT: Ranking of Downtown Waterfront Master Plan RFQ Respondents

The Planning and Economic Development Department (“Department”) issued a Request for
Qualifications (“RFQ”) for a Downtown Waterfront Master Plan on December 6, 2013. The
Department received eighteen (18) statements of qualifications in response to the RFQ by the
January 17, 2014 deadline.

The Selection Committee met on February 12, 2014 to discuss the statements of qualifications
and shortlisted to seven (7) firms. The Selection Committee is comprised of seven persons, five
City Staff; Michael Connors, Public Works Administrator, Chair, Joe Kubicki, Transportation
and Parking Management Director, Mike Jefferis, Parks and Recreation Director, Derek Kilborn,
Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Manager, and Sharon Heal-Eichler, Senior Capital
Improvements Coordinator and two non-staff members; Susan Jezek, ULI and Ross Preville,
Chamber Downtown Waterfront Master Plan Task Force Chair. The seven (7) shortlisted firms
were (1) AECOM, (2) Houseal Lavigne Associates, (3) Ecology and Environment, Inc., (4)
Dover, Kohl & Partners, (5) EDSA, (6) Wallace, Roberts & Todd, LLC and (7) Renaissance
Planning Group.

On February 28, 2014, the seven (7) shortlisted firms made presentations to the Selection
Committee. Based on the presentations, deliberations and the RFQ materials submitted by the
seven (7) shortlisted firms, the Selection Committee ranked AECOM the highest followed by
Houseal Lavigne Associates, and Ecology and Environment, Inc.

The Selection Committee has completed its duties as set forth in the RFQ and recommends that
City Council acknowledge receipt of its ranking and authorize the Mayor, or his designee, to
negotiate an agreement with AECOM, the first ranked firm, to prepare the downtown waterfront
master plan. Please note that, a mutually agreed upon agreement between the City of St.
Petersburg (“City””) and AECOM is subject to approval by City Council. Administration intends
to present the final agreement to City Council at its April 14, 2014 meeting.

Finally, administration requests that if the City and AECOM cannot agree on all the material
terms of the agreement that it may terminate negotiations with AECOM and report back to City
Council to obtain direction on whether to commence negotiations with Houseal Lavigne
Associates, the second ranked firm.

Attachment: Resolution



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING RECEIPT OF THE SELECTION
COMMITTEE’S RANKING FOR A CONSULTANT FOR THE DOWNTOWN
WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR HIS
DESIGNEE TO NEGOTIATE AN AGREEMENT WITH THE FIRST
RANKED FIRM, WHICH AGREEMENT IS SUBJECT TO CITY COUNCIL
APPROVAL; PROVIDING THAT ADMINISTRATION MAY TERMINATE
NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE FIRST RANKED FIRM AND REPORT TO
CITY COUNCIL IF THE PARTIES CANNOT REACH AN AGREEMENT ON
THE MATERIAL TERMS OF THE AGREMENT; FINDING THAT THE
SELECTION COMMITTEE HAS COMPLETED ITS DUTIES AND IS
THEREFORE DISSOLVED; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Planning and Economic Development Department issued a
Request For Qualifications (“RFQ”) for a Downtown Waterfront Master Plan on December 6,
2013; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Economic Development Department received
eighteen (18) statements of qualifications in response to the RFQ; and

WHEREAS, the Selection Committee met on February 12, 2014 to discuss the
statements of qualifications and shortlisted to seven (7) firms; and

WHEREAS, the seven (7) shortlisted firms were (1) AECOM, (2) Houseal
Lavigne Associates, (3) Ecology and Environment, Inc., (4) Dover, Kohl & Partners, (5) EDSA,
(6) Wallace, Roberts & Todd, LLC and (7) Renaissance Planning Group; and

WHEREAS, on February 28, 2014, the seven (7) shortlisted firms made
presentations to the Selection Committee; and

WHEREAS, based on the presentations, deliberations and the RFQ materials
submitted by the seven (7) shortlisted firms, the Selection Committee ranked AECOM the
highest followed by Houseal Lavigne Associates, and Ecology and Environment, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, the Selection Committee has completed its duties as set forth in the
RFQ and recommends City Council acknowledge receipt of its ranking and authorize the
negotiation of an agreement with AECOM, the first ranked firm.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that receipt of Selection Committee’s ranking for a consultant to prepare the
downtown waterfront master plan, which is attached to this Resolution, is hereby acknowledged.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor or his designee is authorized to
negotiate an agreement (“Agreement”) with AECOM, the first ranked firm.



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the mutually agreed upon Agreement
between the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City’””) and AECOM is subject to approval by City
Council.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the City and AECOM cannot reach an
agreement on all the material terms of the Agreement, Administration may terminate
negotiations with AECOM and report back to this City Council to obtain direction on whether to
commence negotiations with Houseal Lavigne Associates, the second ranked firm.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that City Council finds that the Selection
Committee has completed its duties as set forth in the RFQ and is therefore dissolved.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved by:

Mt )/

Macall f)yer

Assistant City Attorney
V1190017




RANKING OF SELECTION COMMITTEE

1. AECOM
2. HOUSEAL LAVIGNE ASSOCIATES

3. ECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENT, INC.
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()] Exclusive procedure. The procedure delineated in this Article shall be the exclusive
procedure for the lease or sale of waterfront or park property and no other procedure including
Charter amendment shall be used.

(9) On or before July 1, 2012, the City Council shall, adopt, by ordinance, a process to
create an inclusive Master Plan for the downtown waterfront. The ordinance shall set forth
procedures for the adoption of the Master Plan. These procedures shall include the outline for the
process to create the Master Plan, the criteria to be addressed within the Master Plan, the manner of
adoption of the Master Plan and a process to assure that adequate inclusive public input is obtained
by the City Council prior to adoption of the Master Plan. On or before July 1, 2015, City Council
shall prepare and approve, based on the process in the ordinance prescribed herein, the Master Plan.
The inclusive Master Plan shall be reviewed and updated not less than every 7 years after the
adoption date.

(Ord. No. 628-F, 8 1, 2-3-83, ratified 3-22-83; Ord. No. 727-F, 8 1, 3-15-84, ratified 6-5-84; Ord.
No. 778-F, 8 1, 9-20-84, ratified 11-6-84; Ord. No. 779-F, 8§ 1, 9-20-84, ratified 11-6-84; Ord. No.
780-F, 8 1, 9-20-84, ratified 11-6-84; Ord. No. 920-F, § 1, 9-4-86, ratified 11-4-86; Ord. No. 921-F,
81, 8-21-86, ratified 11-4-86; Ord. No. 922-F, § 1, 8-21-86, ratified 11-4-86; Ord. No. 923-F, § 1,
8-21-86, ratified 11-4-86; Ord. No. 952-F, § 1, 1-27-87, ratified 3-24-87; Ord. No. 953-F, § 1,
2-5-87, ratified 3-24-87; Ord. No. 1089-F, § 1, 2-16-89, ratified 3-28-89; Ord. No. 62-G, 81,
1-28-93, ratified 3-23-93; Ord. No. 370-G, 8§ 1, 2, 3, 4, 1-21-99, ratified 3-23-99; Ord. 368-G, § 6,
1-21-99, ratified 3-23-99; Charter Review Commission, Amendment 10, ratified 3-27-01; Ord. No.
620-G, § 3, 9-18-03, ratified 11-4-03; Ord. No. 622-G, 83, 9-18-03, ratified 11-4-03; Ord. No. 617-
G, 83, 9-18-03, ratified 11-4-03; Ord. No. 677-G, 83, 8-5-04, ratified 11-2-04; Ord. No. 810-G, § 2,
3, 4, 1-18-07, ratified 3-13-07; Charter Review Commission, Amendment 1, ratified 11-8-11;
Charter Review Commission, Amendment 6, ratified 11-8-11)

ARTICLE Il. CORPORATE BOUNDARIES
Sec. 2.01. Corporate boundaries.

The corporate boundaries of the City of St. Petersburg shall remain fixed and established as
they exist on the date this charter takes effect, provided that the City shall have the power to change
its boundaries in the manner prescribed by law.

ARTICLE I1l. ELECTED AND APPOINTED CITY POSITIONS
Sec. 3.01. Mayor; City council; powers, composition.

There shall be a City Council which shall be the governing body of the City with all

legislative powers of the City vested therein consisting of eight (8) Council Members, one (1) to be

elected from each of the eight (8) election districts of the City. There shall also be a Mayor who is
elected at large and who shall not be a member of City Council.






ORDINANCE NO. 25-H

AN ORDINANCE CREATING A NEW
SECTION 16.08 OF THE CITY CODE;
ESTABLISHING THE PROCESS, CRITERIA,
MANNER OF ADOPTION AND PROCEDURE
TO ASSURE ADEQUATE PUBLIC INPUT FOR
THE CREATION OF THE DOWNTOWN
WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The St. Petersburg City Code is amended by creating a new
Section 16.08 which shall read as follows:

Section 16.08.010 - Purpose and Intent. The purpose of this section is to
establish the procedures for the adoption of a Master Plan for the Downtown Waterfront as
required by the City Charter. These procedures include an outline for:

A. The process to create the Master Plan;

B. Criteria to be addressed within the Master Plan;

C. The manner of adoption of the Master Plan; and

D. The process to assure that adequate inclusive public input is obtained by City

Council prior to adoption of a Master Plan.

Section 16.08.020 - Process. The process to create the Master Plan for the
Downtown Waterfront shall be initiated by the POD conducting at least two workshops with
the City Council and providing such information concerning the Downtown Waterfront as
City Council shall request or the POD deems necessary. Following the initial workshops, the
POD shall develop an initial draft of the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan and conduct at
least two additional workshops with City Council to discuss the initial draft and to create a
final draft. The POD shall distribute the final draft to the public. If substantive comments or
recommended changes or additions to the Plan are received, the POD shall schedule an
additional City Council Workshop and make recommendations to the Council concerning the
substantive comments, changes or additions. Upon City Council’s recommendation of the
final draft as amended, the adoption process for the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan shall
begin. The POD may use such experts or consultants as are necessary to perform any portion
of the work necessary to create the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan.

Section 16.08.30 - Criteria. The Criteria to be addressed by the Master Plan
should identify:
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A. The purpose and intent for the Plan which should include a vision and guiding
principals;

B. The boundaries addressed by the Plan;
C. What land and facilities would be addressed;

D. The existing conditions of major public facilities, including transportation and
parking facilities and drainage and stormwater facilities in the Plan area and contiguous areas;
and

E. The relationship between the Plan, and existing and future plans for downtown
waterfront facilities.

F. The Plan should also address:
1. Vistas;

Connectivity;
Transportation/circulation;
Parking;

Park use and access;

Water uses;

Water environmental quality; and

® N o U oA W

Land use and zoning;

Section 16.08.040. Adoption. The Downtown Waterfront Master Plan shall be
adopted by ordinance which shall include a public hearing at both first and second reading with
notice published in the newspaper not less than ten days before each hearing.

Section 16.08.050. Public Input. To assure that adequate inclusive public input
is obtained by City Council prior to adoption of the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan, the
POD shall receive any written and oral input during the process. The POD shall establish a
link to the City’s website where persons can post information or comments and which shall
identify a point of contact for the receipt of telephone calls, emails and mailed documents and
comments. Both the initial and final draft shall be posted on the City’s website and transmitted
electronically to CONA, the Downtown Partnership, and the Chamber of Commerce for
distribution to their membership as they deem appropriate and to any other person who
requests, in writing, that they receive an electronic copy. Council Members are available to
receive input and shall forward that input to the POD for inclusion in discussions concerning
the adoption of the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan.
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All Council Workshops shall be open to the public and the Council may or may not, in their
discretion, take public input at any Workshop. The POD shall conduct not less than three (3)
public meetings at which the final draft of the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan will be
presented and at which members of the public can provide substantive comments or
recommendations. The public will also have the opportunity to speak during the public
hearings in the adoption process.

Section 16.08.060. City Council shall approve the Downtown Waterfront
Master Plan before July 1, 2015. The Downtown Waterfront Master Plan shall be reviewed
and updated not less than every seven (7) years after the adoption date. Amendments to the
Downtown Waterfront Plan may be made at any time and the City Council shall determine
whether an amendment is sufficient to be considered an update of the Downtown Waterfront
Master Plan which would begin the seven (7) year time frame for the next update.

SECTION 2. The provisions of this Ordinance shall be deemed severable. The
unconstitutionality or invalidity of any word, sentence or portion of this ordinance shall not
affect the validity of the remaining portions.

SECTION 3. In the event that this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective after the fifth business day after
adoption unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written notice filed with the City
Clerk that the Mayor will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shall take effect
immediately upon filing such written notice with the City Clerk. 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 immediately upon a successful vote to override the veto.

First reading conducted on the 7th day of June, 2012.

Adopted by St. Petersburg City Council on second and final reading on the 21st
day of June, 2012

Leslie Curran Chair-Councilmember
Presiding Officer of the City Councif

artest. (' JW d Nm

Cathy E. Daé s Deputy ty Clerk

Title Published: Times 1-t 6/10/2012

Not vetoed. Effective date Thursday, June 28, 2012 at 5:00 p.m.
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VISION

The downtown waterfront is a unique asset and economic driver that sets the tone for a
vibrant and livable St. Petersburg. All residents, regardless of their home neighborhood
within the city, take ownership of the downtown waterfront and advocate for its protec-
fion, functionality, accessibility and economic vitality.

This Downtown Waterfront Master Plan is infended to bind the three major elements of the
waterfront — parks, public entertainment facilities, and economic assets — through a se-
ries of common guiding principles which dictate access, character, linkages and future
development.

The parks have historically been a source of enjoyment and pride, and considered a treas-
ured gift to future generations. The Pier, Al Lang Field, and the Progress Energy Center for
the Arts represent the history and diversity of arts, sports, outdoor and cultural activities that
have drawn generations of residents and visitors, and continues to stimulate St. Peters-
burg'’s growth as a cultural and tourist mecca.

The Marina, Port and Airport provide unique and untapped economic potential, adding
opportunity for future advancement that complements the city’s existing character and
assets. Over time, this master plan should lead to developing the full potential of each
component on the waterfront, while maintaining a sense of continuity and harmony
throughout.

A, 2R
/SN  Deccember 2011 DRA F ’ Page 5
| N\
W el

st.petershurg
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DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT GOAL AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Goal: To protect, enhance, and promote St. Petersburg’s downtown waterfront as one of
the premier waterfront destinations and atftractions in the United States.

Guiding Principles:

e General
e Coordinate city waterfront facility plans with the Downtown Waterfront Master
Plan

Improve and preserve the character and quality of the downtown waterfront

e Protect park and waterfront property, including the sale, donation or lease, in
accordance with provisions of the City Charter

e Promote waterfront events and activities to expand the public’'s access to the
downtown waterfront

e Promote diverse art, cultural and entertainment experiences on the downtown
waterfront

e FEnliven the downtown waterfront edge with mixed-use development that in-
creases activity at the street level

e Ensure the creation of a human scale development pattern with high quality
streetscape and architecture through urban design standards

e Public access to the downtown waterfront will be prioritized in the following hier-
archy when feasible: pedestrians, bicyclist, public transit and motorized vehicles

o Apply industry accepted best practices and emerging technologies when de-
signing, building and maintaining parks and other facilities

e |dentify opportunities to create new vistas and additional open spaces, includ-
ing permeable and hardscape spaces such as the Mahaffey’'s Center for the
Arts Plaza

e Land Use

e Ensure integration of downtown facility plans and the waterfront park system
both physically and visually, with a commitment to environmental responsibility

e Encourage a balance of active and passive land uses to provide a variety of at-
tractions and activities in the downtown waterfront area

e Recognize the diverse land uses contfiguous to the downtown waterfront area,
including a diverse mix of retail, office and residential uses

e Enhance public use and activities at the Al Lang site, in a manner that gives pri-
ority to its historic use as a baseball stadium that was initially established in 1922

e Recognize other historic assets on the waterfront

), 2R
/<. December 2011 D RA FT Page 6
b

st petersburg

www.stpete.org
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Guiding Principles (continued):

e Waterfront Parks
e Preserve, enhance and beautify the downtown waterfront park system and view
corridors
Expand the waterfront park system when appropriate
Increase permeable open space when feasible
Maintain waterfront parks to the highest feasible standards
Practice responsible environmental stewardship that will protect human health,
ecosystems and sustainable use of natural resources
e Link parks together through design elements, landscaping, lighting, and other
park amenities
e Promote visual arts throughout the downtown waterfront park system

e _*‘.’

FS

B e ,.‘mmmumﬂ

e Transportation/Linkages

e Promote pedestrian, bicycle, public transit, and marine access to the downtown
waterfront

e Design and locate parking facilities that serve the downtown waterfront in a
manner that minimizes impacts on pedestrian and bicycle access, permeable
open space, and vistas

e Link parks and downtown facilities together emphasizing pedestrian and bicycle
connections

e Maintain and improve the scenic drive

e Confinue construction of a continuous pedestrian/bicycle pathway system
within and adjacent to downtown waterfront parks

e Confinue to improve the pedestrian environment when possible by widening
sidewalks, using textured pavers, instaling shade trees, landscaping, lighting,
and street furniture

), 2R
/<. December 2011 D RA FT Page 7
b

st.petershurg
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Guiding Principles (continued):

o Water Access/Port Development
e Promote multiple modes of watercraft access to the downtown waterfront
e Promote activities and events in and around the three downtown waterfront ba-
sins
e Maintain pedestrian access to the water’'s edge and where feasible, enhance
access by constructing new pathways and pedestrian bridges
e Develop and maintain the Port of St. Petersburg as a deep water port
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CITY CHARTER

Per the City Charter, the City of St. Petersburg shall have all governmental, corporate, and
proprietary powers to enable it to conduct municipal government, perform municipal
functions and render municipal services, and may exercise any power for municipal pur-
poses except when expressly prohibited by law.

The parks of the City are for the benefit and pleasure of the public and every person may
enjoy the privileges of City parks subject to compliance with the provisions of the City
Charter and all other applicable laws. The concept for having added protections for cer-
tain City owned Park and Waterfront Property resulted from a Charter amendment in 1984.
A park and waterfront property map added to the Charter in 1984 had as its purpose to
afford additional protections to certain properties used as park & certain waterfront prop-
erty. Those properties were determined to warrant these protections by a citizen commit-
tee, City Council and the citizens of the City at referendum. At that time there were also
other properties used for park uses which were determined not to warrant these additional
protections but which were, and are, operated as parks or for park purposes.

Based on referendum language approved by voters on November 8, 2011 a new Water-
front Master Plan must be adopted via the following steps:

a. City Council is required to adopt an ordinance identifying the process and criteria
for the development of the Waterfront Master Plan by July 1, 2012; and

b. Approve an inclusive Waterfront Master Plan in accordance with that ordinance
by July 1, 2015.

Parks & Waterfront Property Protection
(Charter Sec.1.02 Park & Waterfront property; use, disposition)

Purpose

The purpose of this Charter Section is to protect City-owned park and waterfront property.
Except as provided herein, no waterfront or park property owned by the City may be sold,
donated or leased without specific authorization by a majority vote in a City-wide referen-
dum.

Park and Waterfront Property

The City Park and Waterfront Map conclusively determines which property within the City
limits, and owned by the City on September 20, 1984, is waterfront property and which is
park property.

Property acquired by the City after September 20, 1984 shall be considered park property
if it is so designated by City Council and shall be considered waterfront property if it is con-
tiguous to, or under the waters of Lake Maggiore, Crescent Lake, Mirror Lake, Tampa Bay,
Boca Ciega Bay or the Gulf of Mexico or any other bays, arms or harbors. The property
owned by the City of St. Petersburg in the City of Treasure Island, adjacent to the Gulf of
Mexico, shall be considered waterfront property.

,
] December 2011 DRA Page 10
| L

st.petershurg
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Waterfront Park Element

Downtown Charter Waterfront Parks

Poynter Park (Charter Park #45, including Poynter park Extension*)

Albert Whitted Park*

Al Lang Field (Charter Park #39)

Pioneer Park (Charter Park #37)

Demens Landing Park (Charter Park #38)

Soreno/Straub Park (Charter Park #35, including Soreno/Straub Park Extension*)
Downtown Waterfront Park (Charter Park #99)

Spa Beach (Charter Park #30)

Baywood Park Indian Midden (Charter Park #27)

Vinoy Park and Mole (Charter Park #28)

North Shore Park (Charter Park #25 includes Elva Rouse Park and Gizella Kopsick
Palm Arboretum)

Flora Wylie Park (Charter Park #24)

Coffee Pot Blvd Granada Terrace and Traffic Circles (Charter Park #21)
Northeast Exchange Club/Coffee Pot Park (Charter Park #19)

* Property added to Charter Park list in 2009

), 2R
/<.
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Evolution of the Current Waterfront Park Master Plan

The development of the City’'s Park system began in 1894 when the Park Improvement As-
sociation was organized to construct a band shell and wooden sidewalk in City park which
was later named Williams Park. Arbor Day was organized in 1901 and town residents do-
nated trees, shrubbery and rosebushes. In 1910, the Downtown Waterfront Park System be-
gan and by 1916, St. Petersburg had one of the largest public downtown waterfronts in the
Nation.

The downtown waterfront is St. Petersburg’s most beautiful and important asset. In order to
maintain its aesthetic quality and yet provide greater recreational and cultural opportuni-
ties for the citizens of St. Petersburg, City Council authorized the development of a com-
prehensive waterfront plan as a supplement to the Inftown Design and Development Pro-
gram, which was adopted by City Council Resolution in 1979.

e Mid 1979—City Council authorized the development of a comprehensive Waterfront
Master Plan as a supplement to the Intown Design and Development Program

o The Waterfront Park Master Plan would provide a comprehensive framework for
planning improvements to parks and other public facility sites on St. Petersburg’s
waterfront

e The study focused on the area bounded by the Center for the Arts Plaza
(formerly Bayfront Center) on the South and Northeast Exchange Club/Coffee
Pot Park on the north

e March, 1980—the City's Leisure Services and Community Development Departments
worked jointly on developing the preliminary scope for the Waterfront Master Plan

e October, 1984—the consulting firm Gee and Jensen Land/Design Research, Inc. and
Phil Graham and Company were hired to develop the Waterfront Park Master Plan
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Study Purpose

e January 23, 1986—City Council adopted Resolution No. 86-98 endorsing in concept the
preliminary final plan of the Waterfront Park Master Plan

e November 10, 1988—City Council’s Waterfront Subcommittee met to review the Water-
front Park Master Plan and approve recommending to City Council that the Waterfront
Park Master Plan, as adopted in concept by city Council on January 23, 1986, be reaf-
firmed and used as the planning guide for future use of the city's waterfront park sys-
tem and that the plan be implemented in phases when funding became available.

e September 10, 2009—During a Council workshop, staff provided a comprehensive up-
date on the status of the various downtown waterfront master plans with Council indi-
cating its acceptance of the update with the following action items:

1. Request the charter Review Commission review the current Charter protections for

the city’'s parks and waterfront property to determine if the protections against de-

velopment are adequate or need to be strengthened;

Continue downtown waterfront park enhanced maintenance & design standards;

Provide Pier Task Force recommendations to Mayor and City Council by February

2010;

4. Schedule a Council workshop to review the status of the Port Master Plan Update by
March 2010;

5. Complete the Marina Strategic Rehabilitation Plan by December 2012;

6. Complete construction of the Progress Energy Center for the Arts Plaza by Decem-
ber 2010;

7. Complete bike/multi-purpose trail enhancements for a contiguous linkage of the
downtown waterfront by 2013, subject to funding availability

W™
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Planning Goals

Five major planning goals were established at the beginning of the 1988 Master Plan.

Evaluate Resources

Heighten Community Awareness
Understand Community Objectives

Create a Framework for Implementation
Build Community Consensus and Enthusiasm

MO~

Summary of the 1988 Plan Objectives

The system-wide program and plan objectives arficulated by the community corre-
sponded closely to the issues and opportunities identified in the resources inventory and
analysis. The objectives were combined and summarized under four (4) major headings:

1. Improve Maintenance: Increased maintenance funding is essential to safeguard
the public’s existing investment in the waterfront

2. Make the Parks More Usable: Add amenities such as shade structures, shade
trees, security lighting, upgrade and expand basic facilities such as restrooms,
bath houses, drinking fountains

3. Link the Parks Together: Install clearly defined and contfiguous movement corri-
dors in the form of scenic parkways, bike routes, pedestrian walkways

4. Make the Waterfront More Beautiful: While improved maintenance will contfinue
the beautification of the waterfront parks, a commitment must also be made to
quality in design, materials, and detailing of all park elements

Waterfront Park System
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Plan Recommendations (14)

1. Major Maintenance: Repair and replacement of seawalls at the following locations:
South Yacht Basin from Al Lang to Demens Landing; north side of Demens Landing;
Cenftral Yacht Basin, south of the “Doc Webb Center” (portion of the existing Pelican

parking lot), Vinoy Basin and Flora Wylie Park

2. Restrooms and Bathhouses: Restrooms at Demens Landing, “Little St. Mary’s” restroom,
locker rooms at North Shore Pool and the restroom/bathhouse at Bay Beach require

renovation. The existing restroom/bathhouse at Spa Beach requires replacement

3. Maintenance Structures: To improve the efficiency of regular maintenance activities
and enhance the quality of the waterfront parks’ visual environment, well designed
maintenance facilities will be required. New maintenance structures are required in
the Center for the Arts Plaza, Demens Landing and on the Pier approach. Replace-

ment of the maintenance facility at North Shore Pool is also desirable

4. Irrigation Systems: To meet improved maintenance standards and ensure the long
term health of the parks’ landscaping, existing irrigation systems must be upgraded

and expanded

5.  Plant Material Replacement: A replacement program for freeze damaged plants is
required. Replacement of the Washington Palms which border the downtown portion
of Bay Shore Drive is required. A solid “carpet” of grass will also add significantly to the
visual quality and usability of the parks. As a result, turf replacement is recommended
at Spa Beach, Flora Wiley Park and along the eastern edge of the Bay Shore Drive in

the downtown area

6. Regular Maintenance: Increase the maintenance budget to provide for upgraded
maintenance throughout the waterfront parks and to meet the increased park main-

tenance requirements which new facilities and a higher level of use will create

7.  Planting Design: Careful landscape design will help simplify maintenance and pro-

mote efficiency

8. Quality Design and Materials: Over the longer term, maintenance and regular re-
placement costs can be minimized by using only the highest quality materials for
plantings, paving, light fixtures, structures and furnishings. In addition, all architectural
elements must be carefully designed and detailed to discourage vandalism and slow

the inevitable deterioration caused by exposure to the elements
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9. Comfort:

a. Shade - Planting of trees and use of shade structures on major waterfront
walkways, especially at water's edge

b. Lighting - The use of pedestrian scale light fixtures is recommended along path-
ways in the interior of the waterfront parks to provide a consistent level of illumi-
nation for nighttime security. Soffit and interior lighting of restrooms and conces-
sion buildings is also recommended for security and to discourage vandalism

c. Concession and Restroom Facilities - Concessions which provide refreshments
and recreational equipment rentals will enhance park users’ enjoyment and
can become focal points for activity. New restrooms should be provided in con-
junction with concession facilities

10. Fishing Access: The waterfront parks need to provide for fishing activity in a manner
which minimizes the potential for conflicts with other uses of the water's edge. To
meet this need, the master plan recommends construction of lower level boardwalks
paralleling the seawall in the Center for the Arts Plaza area and the development of
street-end dock/overlooks along Coffee Pot Boulevard

11. Functional Links: The plan places particular emphasis on the development of a well-
defined scenic waterfront drive and continuous waterfront bicycle routes and pedes-
trian pathways

12. Scenic Drive: An upgraded urban design freatment - including street tree plantings,
light fixtures and areas of special paving and planting is recommended for the scenic
drive to more clearly define its alignment and improve its visual character. From the
Center for the Arts Plaza to the end of North Shore Drive, Washingtonion palms will be
used consistently as street trees to create a unifying landscape theme. Along Coffee
Pot Boulevard, however, the existing combination of oaks, carrot woods and Sabal
palms will be augmented with additional plantings of the same species to mark the
transition to the more intimately scaled neighborhood environment. A single light fix-
ture will be used repeatedly as a street light along the entire length of the scenic drive
to help reinforce its design continuity.

13. Waterfront Bicycle/Pedestrian Pathway: The plan recommends the development of a
continuous waterfront pathway extending from Coffee Pot Park to the southern edge
of the Center for the Arts Plaza. Although much of this pathway system is already in
place, plan implementation will eliminate crucial "gaps" which now exist south of De-
mens Landing to the Center for the Arts Plaza and Poynter Park which will greatly up-
grade the design character and continuity of existing pathway segments

14. Design Continuity: In addition to the consistent design treatment of the scenic drive
and waterfront pathway, the plan recommends a selection of lights and furniture,
signs, paving and landscape materials to be used throughout the park system. By
adopting this consistent vocabulary of design elements and by using these elements
in a consistent manner in similar situations, the visual continuity and design quality of
the waterfront parks can be greatly improved. Similarly, a consistent vocabulary of
architectural forms and materials — based on St. Petersburg's Mediterranean Revival
architectural heritage — has also been recommended for park structures

,
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1988 Plan Implementation in the Waterfront Park Master Plan

e Improved Park Maintenance Standards
e Functional Links & Design Continuity
e Scenic Drive
e Existing:
1. Bicycle/Multipurpose Waterfront Trail = $1.5M in FY10 & FY11
2. Pinellas Trail connection to Waterfront = $9.0M FY08 & FY10
3. North Bay Trail connection south to Waterfront = $2.0M FY11
e Poynter Park
e Poynter Park Extension (£1.344 acres) designated Charter Park property in 2010
o Albert Whitted Park (+4.786 acres) designated passive park property 2010
e Pioneer Park

e Capital Improvement Projects: $50K in FY10 & FY11
— Re-grading
— Benches
— Lighting
— Landscaping
e Demens Landing Park
e Capital Improvement Projects:
$700K in FY12-FY15
— Signage
— Lighting
— Shelters & Benches
— Landscaping
—  Walkways & Bike Trails
e SpaBeach Park
e Soreno/Straub Park
e Extension (£1.23 acres designated Charter Park property 2010

e Events
- Holiday Tree Lighting
- Snowfest
- Festival of States/Honda Grand Prix Party in the Park
- Chillounge
e Vinoy Park

e Baywood Park Indian Midden
e FEvents
- Ribfest
- Mainsail Arts Festival
- Taste of Pinellas
- Funkfest
- Bluesfest
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e North Shore Park
e North Shore Dog Park
e North Shore Softball Field
e Improvements
- Replaced bleachers
- Added shade structure over bleachers
- Improvements to dugouts
e North Shore Pool
e Improvements
- Warm-up Pool
- Water Feature Pool
- Flume Slide
- New Restroom
- Enfryways
- Bleachers
o Swim Meets
o St. Petersburg Aquatics
°  Masters
e Gizella Kopsick Palm Arboretum
e Improvements:
- Expansion
- Walkways
- Pavers
- Educational Signage
e Elva Rouse Park
e Restroom Improvements at Bay Beach Flora Wylie
Park
e Improvements:
e Sundial added in FY11 prior to Waterfront
Centennial Celebration
e Other Capital Projects: $420K in FY12

e Coffee Pot Boulevard, Granada Terrace Park & Traffic Circles
e Improvements:
- Replaced seawalls and sidewalk
- Installed Medjool Palms
¢ Northeast Exchange Club/Coffee Pot Park
e Improvements:
- Kayak & Canoe Wash Racks

- Playground
—-  Boat Romp
/<
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Art & Monuments

Ordinance No. 2001-468—Approving the Revised Plaques and Monuments Policy
July 19, 2001

4. Monuments and Commemorative Artwork Program

Applications to commemorate or memorialize with a three dimensional monument
or artwork will be reviewed by the City’s Urban Design and Historic Preservation Divi-
sion through the Non-Standard Marker process. If an application meets the require-
ments for text and justification, it will be referred to the Office of Cultural Affairs for
review and recommendation.

* Three dimensional monuments or plaque presentations without sculpture

Applications will be reviewed for compatibility with site, relationship to existing or
planned public art installation, safety, security, and maintenance. If the artwork is to
be located on an historic building or site, the application will be reviewed by CPC
for location and installation methods.

¢ Monuments and memorials with artwork:

Applications will be referred to Gifts Panel for review and recommendation accord-
ing to Ordinance 375-G.

* Artwork which is contributed to the City as a memorial or commemoration, but which
is not, itself, a monument:

Applications will be referred to Gifts Panel for review and recommendation accord-
ing to Ordinance 375-G. Accepted artwork will be identified with a permanent la-
bel consistent in size and style with the identifying labels used in the City’s Art in Pub-
lic Places program.

P - T ——.
Soreno/Straub Park Soreno/Straub Park Vinoy Park
Ordinance No. 375-G

An ordinance creating an Article IV, Chapter 5, Section 5-81 through 5-86; providing for a
process for the acceptance of gifts of art to the City; providing for a purpose and intent;
providing for a gifts panel; requiring documentation and review by a gifts panel; providing
for recommendations; providing for decision review; providing for copyright, reproduction
and possession of art; and providing an effective date

July 19, 2001
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Article IV Section 5-81. Purpose and Intent

A. The donation of works of art to the City of St. Petersburg is encouraged. The ac-
ceptance of donations of art by the City and the placement of art on City prop-
erty carries certain responsibilities. Some of the issues to be considered include
appropriateness of the work as public art, historical relevance or relationship to
City, feasibility of installation, safety, durability, maintenance, and an appropri-
ate public site.

B. The City of St. Petersburg’s Art Advisory Committee advises the Mayor and City
Council concerning public art proposed for acquisition by the City for installation
on City property excluding public art reviewed by the City of St. Petersburg’s
Public Art Commission. The Committee also advises the Mayor and City Council
on proposals that are deemed constructive toward the preservation and im-
provement of the physical beauty of the City.

C. The purpose of the Article is to provide guidelines for the acceptance of dona-
tions and to provide a process for such review to insure that art which the City
accepts is appropriate for the City and is initially located at an appropriate City
location.

Summary of Master Plan Implementation in the Downtown Waterfront Park System
(1988-2011)

Create scenic drive

Regular planting of colorful flowers

Flowering & shade trees planted

Installed LED tree lighting in North Straub and South Straub Parks
Added Waterfront Bicycle/multipurpose pathway

Developed North Shore Dog Park

New Park maintenance buildings at North Shore Park & Demens Landing
Enhanced maintenance standards & maintenance cycles
Upgraded and expanded irrigation systems

Replaced bleachers and added shade structures at the North Shore softball field
Improvements to dugouts at North Shore softball field

New restroom in North Shore Park

Added functional links and design continuity

Added warm-up pool and Play Feature Pool at North Shore Pool
Seawall and walkway improvements

Gizella Kopsick Palm Arboretum Expansion

New decorative brick pavers in walkways in the Palm Arboretum
Replaced and repaired seawalls

Medjool Palms planted along Coffee Pot Boulevard

Decorative brick pavers and bollards installed at crosswalks
Washington Palms planted along Bay Shore Drive

New artistic park identification signs

Decorative park benches and trash receptacles

Developed Albert Whitted Park and Playground

Energy Efficiency Improvements

",
| December 2011 DRA F Page 22
—

st.petershurg
www.stpete.org



SectionV

Downtitown

Waterfront -
Enterprise Facilities

EEEEES

AL T o T o T
E
l

i m EEES M..m.sm.-m m4w;.,J
] WFWWE. Jjregeey

ol !
ERET2 22T TN b A
T

Element

R T
| 150 -Illl!lll'. LN g
-n-I-.-wm-:-Lxmxu-
| R Epwag g LR
p Kb g ), T
-“ -m-m-b-rv-b
- LN

N el s



36

DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT ENTERPRISE FACILITIES ELEMENT

Municipal Port

Albert Whitted Airport

Progress Energy Center for the Arts
- Mahaffey Theater
- Dali Museum
- Center for the Arts Plaza

Al Lang Field

Municipal Marina

The Pier

Municipal Port

The Port Master Plan allows the City to implement needed capital improvements
for existing uses that are incorporated with the City's Downtown Waterfront Mas-
ter Plan, while pursuing diverse opportunities for the future.

An approved Master Plan is required for eligibility to secure state grant funding
and projects must be included in plan to receive funding.

The Municipal Port currently provides docking facilities for mega-yachts, re-
search vessels, as well as other visiting ships and boats. The new SRI research
and development facility is also located there; and, under the terms of their
lease, SRI has the right to build another facility on the site they currently lease.
During 2010, City Council workshops were conducted and an RFP process was
launched to solicit development proposails.

The 2010 RFP responses were inadequate, primarily due to potential lease term
restrictions. A referendum allowing 25 year lease terms to allow a more favor-
able environment for Port development was rejected by voters on November 8,
2011. However, it is the City's intent to work with the private sector to develop a
specific development plan for the Port in order to enhance its economic impact
on the community.
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Albert Whitted Airport

e All airports are required by the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (“FAA”) to develop a Master Plan that
provides a twenty-year development program.

e Albert Whitted Airport Blue Ribbon Advisory Task
Force Committee’s final recommendations (Sept
2004) were the basis of the 2005 Master Plan. Final
version was approved by FAA in April 2007 and Flor-
ida DOT in June 2007.

e The Galbraith Terminal houses the airport's Fixed
Base Operator (FBO), a rental car operator and
other various aviation and retail tenants. The Hangar
Restaurant and Flight Lounge opened in April
2010 on the 2nd floor of the terminal.

¢ The new Albert Whitted Control Tower was funded
by the FAA , built by the City at a cost of $3.1M and opened for full operation in Sep-
tember, 2011.

e An engineering analysis recommending decommissioning of the Albert Whitted
Wastewater Treatment Plant has been approved and the ultimate use of this prop-
erty is a future policy decision to be determined.

Progress Energy Center for the Arts

e The City of St. Petersburg has successfully redeveloped the former Bayfront Center
site into a cultural complex which includes the Mahaffey Theater, Center for the Arts
Plaza and the new Dali Museum. The master planning of the Center is consistent with
the goals of the City's Downtown Waterfront Master Plan.

e A $20M renovation and expansion of the Mahaffey Theater was completed and re-
opened in April, 2006. Through an RFP process, the City has selected Big 3 Entertain-
ment to become the new Management company to operate the Center beginning
September 1, 2011.

e The $3M Center for the Arts Plaza, lo-
cated between the Mahaffey Theater
and the new Dali Museum, opened in De-
cember 2010.

e The new $36M Dali Museum opened in
January 2011.

e The Center is well-positioned and con-
nected to adjacent neighboring assets,
including pedestrian access to Albert
Whitted Park and AWA Terminal and res-
taurant.
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Progress Energy Center for the Arts (continued)

Mahaffey Theater
o Over 250 events were held at the Mahaffey Theater in 2010, with 165,000 patrons
attending

Dali Museum

o Over 100,000 people visited the new Dali Museum in the first three months it was
openin 2011.

Center for the Arts Plaza

o The Center for the Arts Plaza, located on a 2.2 acre site between the Mahaffey
Theater and Dali Museum, includes a public event plaza and new colonnade con-
necting the Theater, garage, and Museum. The Plaza will be home to a variety of
annual festivities, including weddings, the St. Petersburg Boat Show and the Honda
Grand Prix.

Al Lang Field

o Al Lang Field has been designated as a charter waterfront property since 1977. The
10.77 acre site includes Al Lang Stadium and the adjacent parking lot immediately
abutting to the north.

. On March 6, 2008, the City conducted a public forum to gather input from the
community regarding the long term use of the Al Lang property. Of the 167 partici-
pants attending the forum, 48% indicated that they would prefer adaptive re-use of
the existing stadium and parking lot and 23% preferred to see the property con-
verted to park land.
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Al Lang Field (continued)

e« On June 18, 2009, Al Lang Field was re- ¥ F
zoned from DC-3(Downtown Center-3)
to DC-P (Downtown Center Park).

e The stadium is currently being utilized for
a variety of athletic activities including
college and high school baseball tour-
naments, professional International Base-
ball, FC Tampa Bay professional soccer,
and other special events.

Municipal Marina

e The Marina facilities are currently going through a rehabilitation analysis to provide
for boat slip/mooring and building design/configuration; ensuring docks and shore
structures are up to current and future building code and design standards.

e Consideration is also being given to continue maximum public accessibility to the
waterfront and connectivity to adjoining areas and downtown facilities.

e The recent installation of transient boating docks along Bay Shore Drive NE has in-
creased casual daily use and access to park areas.

e Recent reconfiguration to diagonal parking fronting the marina on Bay Shore Drive
NE has been coordinated with landscape design, as well as bike trails and the Traffic
Circulation Plan.

e In an effort to better manage vessels in
the North Basin, a mooring field has
been approved and is currently being
permitted for development in 2012.
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Municipal Pier

o In April 2005, the City of St Petersburg approved an amendment to the Infown Re-
development Plan that provides $50M for redevelopment of the Pier.

. Following City Council action in 2010, multiple workshops, consultant and public in-
put and Pier Advisory Task Forces recommendations, a design competition for the
replacement of the pier approach, head and inverted pyramid was launched in
2011.

The goals established for the Pier Design Competition are consistent with the goals of the
Downtown Waterfront Master Plan.

Pier should be integrated into the waterfront as its anchor and centerpiece

Preserve views to and from the city, as well as outward into the bay

Pier vista should be unobstructed to allow for maximum views

Transient docks should be provided for access by boaters

Incorporate pedestrian/bike trails into the design of the upland and link to down-
town

It is anficipated that a design concept for the Pier will be approved by City Council in
February, 2012. Thereafter, specific design details and cost estimates will be refined and
approved prior to initiating construction.
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WATERFRONT TRANSPORTATION PLAN ELEMENT

Transportation impacts all aspects of our daily lives and a balanced Transportation Plan will
contribute significantly to the success of the Waterfront Park System. How the City ad-
dresses tfransportation improves our quality of life and will help define residents perception
of the community.

e In 1988 a Waterfront Park Master Plan (1988 Plan) was developed that included
many important transportation features.
- Link the parks together
- Build continuous pathway system
- Improve walking environment
- Improve scenic drive

e The City has continued to implement these features and have expanded upon them
in several important areas.

Transportation Connections

e Along the waterfront, transportation is defined by a series of connections

- Traffic access and circulation

- Waterfront pedestrian connections
- Pedestrian enhancements

- Bicycle pedestrian pathway

- Public parking

- Waterfront scenic drive

- Trolleys and public fransit

- Downtown waterfront events

e According to the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), approximately 90% of
persons enjoying the waterfront arrived by car.

e  With pedestrian and pathway improvements now being made and with transit and
trolley improvements recently made, it is anficipated that number of visitors that ar-
rive by bike, transit or walking will increase to 25%.

F
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Traffic Access and Circulation

e The waterfront is exemplified by superior vehicle
access, including:

- 1-275into downtown

- 11175 & 375 into downtown
- 4th Avenue North & South
- 5th Avenue North & South
- 4th Street North

- Cenftral Avenue

- 1st Avenue North & South

e The City’s Transportation Program implements the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the
MPQ'’s Long Range Transportation Plan.

e |-275 carries over 124,000 vehicles per day (vpd) into downtown.

e [|-175 and I-375 carry over 31,000 vpd info and out of the waterfront area daily while
4th and 5th Avenues North and South accommodate over 20,000 vpd and 4th Street
29,000 vpd.

e Finally, the Central Avenue Corridor accommodates another 25,000 vpd.

e Together, over 100,000 vpd come into the downtown waterfront area daily.

3 3 F i 9; Waterfront Pedestrian Connections

e A primary element of the 1988 Water-
front Park Master Plan  was
“Connections” and particularly
“Pedestrian Connections”. These con-
nections were:

- Designed to connect parks and
downtown facilities

- Designed to connect retail areas
with parking

- Incorporates streetscape improve-
ments

o To date several miles of sidewalks in the
waterfront areas have been con-
stfructed and maintained. These side-
walks connect the waterfront parks to-
gether with activity centers, retail shop-
ping areas and parking facilities; pe-
destrian improvements continue to be
a high priority in the transportation pro-
gram.
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Waterfront Pedestrian Connections (continued)

e As the pedestrian system is expanded along the Waterfront, these connections are re
-evaluated on a recurring basis and several new and upgraded facilities tying Beach
Drive to 1st Street and the BayWalk Project have been implemented.

Pedestrian Enhancements

e In order to encourage pedestrian usage of the waterfront, the City is doing more
than just constructing sidewalks. Pedestrian needs and safety have been a major fo-
cus area. Special efforts have been made to implement the following pedestrian en-
hancements:

- Mast arm signals

- Textured crosswalks

- Countdown pedestrian signals

- Widened sidewalks constructed

- Landscaping and street furniture implemented

e As aresult, an overall program of pedestrian safety has been underway along the wa-
terfront for the last several years. The program has resulted in the following:

- 18 Mast Arm signals being installed

- 21 Textured or Enhanced Crosswalks implemented

- Widened Sidewalks

- Extensive Landscaping along major pedestrian corridors

- 12 Intersections with improved neckouts to help accommodate pedestrian flow
and safety

e Residents and visitors alike regularly compliment the City on the quality of the walking
environment in the downtown and waterfront areas.
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Bicycle Pedestrian Pathway

e Since the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan was developed and many of its objec-
tives reinforced during the Vision 20/20 Plan development, alternative transportation
has become an ever increasingly important element to the system.

e A pedestrian/bicycle Pathway System is now almost complete and not only con-
nects downtown waterfront parks but connects the waterfront with the rest of St. Pe-
tersburg and Pinellas County.

¢ The downtown frail connects to:
- Waterfront parks
-  Waterfront facilities
- Pinellas Trail
- North Bay Trail

e Extensive bicycle rack installation has been implemented with over 150 new bike
racks added to the Downtown Area.

/<. D 2011 P 33
- ecember DRA FT age
b

st.petershurg
www.stpete.org



46

Downtown Trail System

e To date the City has completed or has under construction 25 miles of trails including
the majority of those in the waterfront. The goal of the Bike/Ped Master Plan is to con-
struct 35 miles of trails connecting all corners of the City.

e Along with this Trail System, the City is incorporating safe bicycling and walking de-
signs and bike parking facilities throughout the downtown area.

e The pathway/Trail System has confrib-
uted to St. Petersburg being recog-
nized nationally as one of America’s
Most Walkable Cities and a Bicycle
Friendly Community.

e Yet to be constructed is the extension
of the Waterfront Trail System to Albert
Whitted Park and Poynter Park. This
extension will connect the Trail System
to the Historic Booker Creek Trail, a 3 mile plus connection between the Waterfront
Parks, The Dali, USF-St. Petersburg, the Hospital District, Roser Park, Tropicana Field, and
the Pinellas Trail.

e This trail connection or LOOP is in the planning stages now and is anticipated to go to
design in 2012 and construction in 2013.

Public Parking Inventory

e Most visitations to the waterfront begins with the private car and ends at our down-
town on-street parking, or parking garages and parking lots.

e The City has over 30,000 parking spaces downtown with 6,500 spaces provided on
street.

e Our primary Waterfront parking facilities are composed of the Pier lots, South Core
Garage, BayWalk Garage, Al Lang Lot, and Mahaffey Theater garage and Lot which
together provide over 4,500 spaces of the total parking downtown inventory.

e Although today the parking is relatively well accommodated with these facilities, this
is expected to change with:
1. The end of our current economic recession and energizing use of existing facili-
ties
2. Loss of parking due to loss of private parking lots and
3. Future growth

e Itis anficipated that the City’s existing downtown parking facilities will become inade-
quate over the next several years.

A, 2R
/SN  Deccember 2011 DRA F ’ Page 34
| N\
W el

st.petershurg
www.stpete.org



47

Daily Parking Demand

Parking congestion already exists along the waterfront with a recent survey showing
80% parking saturation along the waterfront at peak times with 100% parking satura-
tion during special events. Whereas substantial growth opportunities still exist along
the waterfront, additional areas for waterfront public parking are severely limited, as
reflected by the following conditions:

80% peak period parking saturation

100% saturation during high demand special events

Current 24% office vacancy downtown for multi-tenant office buildings

Expect further demand as economic recovery occurs and BayWalk is revitalized.

As aresult, it is recommended that the City:

1. Protect its parking resources

2. Look for opportunities to expand current facilities or consider a future additional
parking garage.

3. Encourage alternative transportation options that do not require extensive park-
ing resources such as public transit, frolleys and bike usage.

| A | December 2011
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Waterfront Scenic Drive

o The City's designated downtown waterfront Scenic Drive continues to be a popular
waterfront feature.

e Implemented at the time the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan was adopted, the
scenic drive has been the catalyst for other complimentary improvements as defined
in the 1988 Plan including:

- Street lighting
- Bike routes

e Special Treatments

- Crosswalks
- Intersections

e On street component of
waterfront cycling system i

e The Scenic Drive extends
from Coffee Pot Park to
5th  Avenue South and
connects several of the
City's most important sce-
nic attributes.

Current Trolley Connections

e Throughout the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan and Vision 20/20 planning activi-
ties, the community has aggressively presented its vision to expand alternate trans-
portation options and to encourage public fransportation usage.

e The City has responded by working closely with PSTA and the MPO to encourage ex-
pansion of public fransit, frolley and bicycle usage.

o The City has provided technical and financial assistance to PSTA and The Downtown
Partnership to implement the Downtown Looper and Central Avenue Trolley.

e Each serves the major destinations in the down-
town and waterfront areas at an affordable price
and at frequent headways.

e Alternate Trolley services implemented since the
1988 Plan was adopted include:

Downtown Looper

Central Avenue Trolley

BayWalk-Pier Connection

System carries 30,000 patrons per month

[ 77 ]
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Downtown Waterfront Events

e A major component of the City's downtown waterfront is the number of special
events held each year including festivals, sporting events, parades, marathons, con-
certs, boat shows and other events,

e Special events are served by shuttles to connect public parking assets with event
venues.

e These events present a transportation challenge because they disrupt traffic flow,
reduce available on-street parking for business, and are costly in terms of managing
parking and developing parking and fraffic circulation plans.

o Significant effort goes info making these events a success and to develop traffic
plans that maximize access to the waterfront and use of the City's existing garages
and parking lots through trolley shuttle operations.

Transportation Program Implementation Summary

e Much activity has occurred since the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan was
adopted, all intended to support the objectives and recommendations from the
Plan including the following:

e Linked the parks together with sidewalks, trolleys, bike paths, and trails.

¢ Implemented the Scenic Drive Recommendation.

e Built and continue to expand the Continuous Recreational Pathway System.
¢ Improved the safety and ambiance of our walking environment.

e The recommendations of the 1988 Waterfront Master Plan continue to be imple-
mented through initiatives such as the following:
e Trail and Pedestrian connections

Scenic drive enhancements

Building a continuous pathway system

Improving the pedestrian environment

Protecting water vistas
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DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

The Downtown Waterfront Master Plan (DWMP) is intended to provide an overall vision of
the City’'s downtown waterfront and to establish a policy framework of overarching Guid-
ing Principles for future decision making. The Downtown Waterfront Master Plan will be
used as an umbrella policy document and is not infended to provide specific details for
projects that are developed within individual park, facility and transportation plan ele-
ments. Capital improvement projects are implemented through the City’'s Capital Im-
provement Program. Future public and private development proposals and proposed sig-
nificant physical changes to the character of the downtown waterfront will be reviewed
for consistency with the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan that will be adopted as re-
quired by the City Charter. In addition, as the City's individual park and facility master
plans are updated in the future, they will be reviewed for consistency with the Charter
based Downtown Waterfront Master Plan.

It is anficipated that the City’'s current master plans and waterfront facilities will be re-
viewed for consistency with the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan (“DWMP") as it is being
prepared, in accordance with the following schedule:

e Council Approves Ordinance with Plan Criteria-on or before July 1, 2012
e Municipal Pier 2012—2014
e Port 2012—2014
e Airport 2012—2014
e Transportation 2012—2015
e  Municipal Marina 2014—2015
e Parks 2014—2015
e Downtown Waterfront Master Plan Adoption-on or before July 1, 2015

Individual specific plans will be periodically updated prior to each 7 year update of the
DWMP, as required by the City Charter.

The above schedule and referendum approved criteria/plan adoption activities will re-
quire appropriate resources as allocated by City Council. Revisions to the above schedule
may be required due to resource limitations, financial constraints, or the need to readjust
priorities due to circumstances that may occur in the future. However, updates to the
DWMP will be completed every seven years to ensure compliance with the City Charter.

Citizen Participation/Input Process

Note: This process will be documented in the ordinance that sets forth criteria for the de-
velopment of the Charter mandated DWMP; and, will be described more fully as the
Downtown Waterfront Master Planning process evolves.
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Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

The Panel

Chair

* Mike Higbee
Panelists

« Stephen Antupit
« Tom Gardner

« David Gazek

* Michael Lander
* Richard Reinhard
« Kathleen Rose

* Rob Wolcheski
Staff

« Tom Eitler

« Carrie Dietrich

« Natasha Hilton

Advisory Services Program




ULI Panel Tasks

Urban Land Institute

« ldentify St. Pete’s competitive advantage Cityof St.Petersburg
° Integ ration of Municipa| Pier Advisory Service Panel Briefing Book

e  Revi f wat in functions.
eview of water basin functions ST. PETERSBURG

« Improved multi-modal connectivity to DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT
downtown interior.

* Future use of Al Lang field.
» General urban design considerations.
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Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Competitive Advantage

 Location drives value
« New urban lifestyle — fastest growing market

« Compact mixed use, connected, walkable
pattern

 Public waterfront — value can penetrate
« Employers attract talent

Advisory Services Program




Study Area

* Divided into Three Section
— North
— Central
— South

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Urban Land
L4 Institute

Advisory Services Program




Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Study Area

North Section

Preserve and Maintain — Bike
Paths/Brick Streets

Reclaim parking lots with
pervious treatments

Add Food Trucks and pop-up
offers to serve existing patrons

Rehab or replace Bathrooms

Create additional event venues
in the central section to relieve
pressure on north section

Urban Land

1 instituie

Advisory Services Program




Study Area

Central Section

« 5% Avenue on the North to 4th
Avenue on the South

* Heart of the Waterfront
 Major Themes
— Maintain and enhance
public use

— Recognize synergy and
improve integrations with
downtown

— Improve multi-modal
connectivity

— Plan for a more diverse
population and a diverse
environment

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

I Urban Land
U4} Institute

Advisory Services Program

Proposed
Transit Lines

sove




Redesign Bayshore Drive

* Redesign Bayshore Drive to
convertible street (limited
auto use)

* Improve bike and walk

 Additional events and
markets

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013
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New paradigm

New activity zone
Variety of system options and 1] I
equipment '
$7-20 Million a mile

Alignment on 2" Avenue and
4t Street South

Link Downtown and Waterfront

Link University, Hospital and
Southeast neighborhoods

Drives real estate values

Advisory Services Program




Additional Connections

Central Section

» Pedestrian Swing Bridge
— Art Bridge
* Increase and improve

bike lanes, bike parking
and bike share

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Urban Land
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Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Urban Design Recommendations

+ Create beautiful frontage on all block

face to enhance pedestrian

experiences

« Convert all streets to “complete

streets”

@) street Trees

) Lighting

o Furnishings

@ Materials and Finishes

Advisory Services Program

o Landscape Planters
) Broad sidewalks
@ On-Street Parking

o Bicycle Lane

0 Narrow Travel Lanes
o Textured Turn Lanes
o Street Presence from Buildings




Rename 15t Street to University Way

* Increase awareness of University

* Improve link from campus to
downtown and waterfront

Advisory Services Program

USE

UNIVERSITY OF
SOUTH FLORIDA

ST. PETERSBURG



Add Transient Boat Space

* Improve visitor access by water

« Add transient space in all three
basins

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Urban Land
4] Institute

Advisory Services Program



* Rebuild Pier in modest/multi-use
fashion (for now).

* 6+ acres new multi-purpose space
on Bayshore Drive.

* 10+ (confirm) acres - redevelopment
Al Lang stadium/parking.

* Improve/integrate Williams Park.

* Incorporate ‘best practices’ in
stormwater management.

* Expand public art of all types -
sculpture, street artists, events

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Ui Urban Land
4] Institute

Advisory Services Program

Park Improvements - New Public Purpose Spaces

Proposed
Trolley Lines




20+ acres for new multi-purpose

ew Medium Size Venue
area at end of pier land.
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Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Redevelop Al Lang Stadium — New Connections

Redevelop Al Lang Field
as multi-purpose venue

Extend Beach Drive 1
block south as
convertible street.

Extend 29 St 1 block
east as convertible
street

Extend 4t Ave. east to
Bayshore as typical
street

Realign Dali at 18t Street
Additional Museum sites

B Urban Land

Y Institute

Advisory Services Program




Increase Downtown Population and Economic Vitality

« Add all types of housing
* Add hotel rooms

« Concentrate restaurants and specialty retail
on Beach Drive, Central and 2nd

« Add jobs/office
« Expand offering for Kids and Families

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Advisory Services Program



Innovation District

Two Strategies

Two Strategies for the
Innovation District

» University Gateway
— gateway Block
— infill housing

« Health, Education, and
Research (HER) Strategy

— expanded footprint
— 18-hour neighborhood
— connections

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Urban Land
L4 Institute
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Innovation District: a new University gateway

University Gateway Block

« Srong visual presence with
real city address + urban
frontage on 18t South at Dali
Blvd.

« Supports and builds on
rational development pattern
of USF campus form

* Creates dynamic and
forward-focused options for
adaptive re-use and/or infill
around existing
restaurant/retail at terminal

6th

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013
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Innovation District: a new University gateway

University Infill Housing

* Currently 600 on-campus
resident students

« Supports USF’s goal of
campus housing with 25%
resident student population

 Create an 18-hour
neighborhood

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Advisory Services Program




Parcels, partnerships +
connections

Three part strategy

. expanded footprint

. Ingredients for a livable
neighborhood

Connections

Prioritize research and marine science
uses on this portion of working
waterfront
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Innovation District: Health, Education + Research

Health
Educatio
Researc
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Innovation District; Health, Education + Research

Expanded Footprint

Phase 1

«  Decommission and demolish the southeast water
reclamation plant In the short term, use this site to
provide short-term relocation sites for some airport
hangars in order to free up an equivalent site area on the
north side of 8" Ave S.

« Convey or lease vacated an equivalent site area on the
north side of 8" Ave S to one or more of the HER District
partners for expansion and/or new HER uses.

Phase 2
« Prepare to Relocate and Consolidate Coast Guard
Facilities: relocate USCG from the north side of Bayboro

Harbor and consolidate with USCG's site on south side of
Bayboro.

Phase 3

« Long-term Future on former water reclamation site for
expanded HER uses. This creates a contiguous parcel for
expansion of the waterfront portion of HER district.

I Urban Land
U4} Institute

Advisory Services Program
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Innovation District: Health, Education + Research

Livability: an 18 hour Neigborhood

« Infill housing for globally
mobile knowledge workers

« Live work lab

Parks and waterfront
amenities

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013

Urban Land
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Innovation District: Health, Education + Research

Connections

« Walkable proximity to proposed
regional Light Rail, supported by
streetscape and pedestrian safety
improvements

“Last mile connections” for non-SOV
access via bike share, a new fixed-route
N/S streetcar loop + intermodal center (to
the north)

 Establish a comprehensive wayfinding
program of signage and on-line resources
that improve access to Poynter Park and
Lassing Park

 Establish a strong program to develop,
attract and retain local talent from the
nearby/greater South St Pete community.

Advisory Panel - St. Petersburg Waterfront Oct. 2013
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Organizational Tools

Old Model

 City carries load

 Informal arrangements

«  Opportunistic work plans

Project-by-project funding

» 20™-century organizational
structures
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Advisory Services Program

New Model

City shares load

Formal partnerships

Formal partnerships

Strategic work plans

Reliable funding

215-century organizational structures



Organizational Tools

Five key project/program delivery organizations

« Plans: Division of Urban Planning and Historic
Preservation

 Developments: Downtown Development
Corporation (from Community Redevelopment
Area)

« Jobs: Chamber of Commerce

« Management/marketing: Downtown Business
Improvement District (from Downtown Partnership)

« Parks: Waterfront Parks Conservancy (from
Waterfront Parks Foundation)

Others
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Master Plan

« Current processes for city-sponsored
development are problematic, if not broken.

« Community planning efforts are messy and
difficult—especially on “sacred space.”

« Conflict is inevitable and to be encouraged—
between:

— Residents’ needs and tourists’ needs
— Seniors’ needs and millenials’ needs
— Pedestrian access and automobile access

— Special event noise and residential peace
and quiet

— Remembering the past and positioning for
the future
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Master Plan

Needs

» All-star team of consultants:
— Economics
— Parks
— Transportation
— Airports and ports
— Universities and hospitals
— Marine sciences
— Community involvement
« Task forces/community meetings for same
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Master Plan

Needs

 Comprehensive communication:
— Community meetings
— News media
— Social media

— One-on-one meetings with likely
opponents
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Master Plan

Needs

« Understanding that the plan is the beginning, not
the end

» Key partners need to shepherd efforts
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About the Urban Land Institute

THE MISSION OF THE URBAN LAND INSTITUTE is
to provide leadership in the responsible use of land and in
creating and sustaining thriving communities worldwide.
ULl is committed to

m Bringing together leaders from across the fields of real
estate and land use policy to exchange best practices
and serve community needs;

m Fostering collaboration within and beyond ULI's
membership through mentoring, dialogue, and problem
solving;

m Exploring issues of urbanization, conservation, regen-
eration, land use, capital formation, and sustainable
development;

m Advancing land use policies and design practices
that respect the uniqueness of both built and natural
environments;

m Sharing knowledge through education, applied research,
publishing, and electronic media; and

m Sustaining a diverse global network of local practice
and advisory efforts that address current and future
challenges.

Established in 1936, the Institute today has more than
30,000 members worldwide, representing the entire
spectrum of the land use and development disciplines.

ULI relies heavily on the experience of its members. It is
through member involvement and information resources
that ULI has been able to set standards of excellence in
development practice. The Institute has long been rec-
ognized as one of the world’s most respected and widely
quoted sources of objective information on urban planning,
growth, and development.

© 2014 by the Urban Land Institute
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Suite 500 West

Washington, DC 20007-5201

All rights reserved. Reproduction or use of the whole or any
part of the contents without written permission of the copy-
right holder is prohibited.
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About ULI Advisory Services

THE GOAL OF ULP’S ADVISORY SERVICES program
is to bring the finest expertise in the real estate field to
bear on complex land use planning and development proj-
ects, programs, and policies. Since 1947, this program
has assembled well over 400 ULI-member teams to help
sponsors find creative, practical solutions for issues such
as downtown redevelopment, land management strate-
gies, evaluation of development potential, growth manage-
ment, community revitalization, brownfield redevelopment,
military base reuse, provision of low-cost and affordable
housing, and asset management strategies, among other
matters. A wide variety of public, private, and nonprofit or-
ganizations have contracted for ULI’s advisory services.

Each panel team is composed of highly qualified profes-
sionals who volunteer their time to ULI. They are chosen
for their knowledge of the panel topic and screened

to ensure their objectivity. ULI’s interdisciplinary panel
teams provide a holistic look at development problems. A
respected ULI member who has previous panel experience
chairs each panel.

The agenda for a five-day panel assignment is intensive.

It includes an in-depth briefing day composed of a tour of
the site and meetings with sponsor representatives; a day
of hour-long interviews of typically 50 to 75 key commu-
nity representatives; and two days of formulating recom-
mendations. Long nights of discussion precede the panel’s
conclusions. On the final day on site, the panel makes an
oral presentation of its findings and conclusions to the
sponsor. A written report is prepared and published.

Because the sponsoring entities are responsible for
significant preparation before the panel’s visit, including
sending extensive briefing materials to each member and
arranging for the panel to meet with key local community
members and stakeholders in the project under consider-
ation, participants in ULI's five-day panel assignments are

St. Petershurg, Florida, September 29-0ctober 4, 2013

able to make accurate assessments of a sponsor’s issues
and to provide recommendations in a compressed amount
of time.

A major strength of the program is ULI's unique ability

to draw on the knowledge and expertise of its members,
including land developers and owners, public officials,
academics, representatives of financial institutions, and
others. In fulfillment of the mission of the Urban Land
Institute, this Advisory Services panel report is intended to
provide objective advice that will promote the responsible
use of land to enhance the environment.
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Senior Vice President, Education and Advisory Group
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Vice President, Advisory Services

Natasha Hilton
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Background and the Panel’s Assignment

LOCATED ON A PENINSULA in Pinellas County, with
the Gulf of Mexico to the west and Tampa Bay to the
east, the city of St. Petersburg—known to locals as “St.
Pete”—is Florida’s fourth-largest city and the Tampa Bay
region’s second largest. The population of the Tampa Bay
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is 2.8 million, with St.
Petersburg comprising 247,000. Cofounded by Gener-

al John C. Williams and Russian-born Peter Demens, the
city developed in the absence of an industrial base, unlike
other cities of the time. Rather, the city has benefited from
its ports and abundance of natural and recreational ame-
nities, which have historically attracted residents and land
booms.

St. Petersburg’s high quality of life has allowed it to evolve
from a retirement and tourist town to a diverse, economi-
cally vibrant community. The road network is a grid system
of local and arterial roadways, with transit service in the
form of local buses provided by the Pinellas Suncoast
Transit Authority. The Howard Frankland Gandy Bridges
connects the city to nearby Tampa, while both Interstate
375 and Interstate 175 feed into Interstate 275 as the
primary regional connection into downtown.

Downtown Waterfront

Home to 7,829 residents, St. Petersburg’s downtown wa-
terfront is located between Interstate 275 and Tampa Bay.
The downtown waterfront has remained mostly untouched
by private development since its establishment in the early
1900s. Further protection of the downtown waterfront was
established in the 1980s through sale and lease limitations
that were added to the City Charter. The panel’s study area
is the generally continuous seven-mile public waterfront
beginning in the north with the Northeast Exchange Club,
continuing with Coffee Pot Park at 30th Avenue North, and
ending in the south at Lassing Park at 22nd Avenue South.
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Today, the downtown waterfront is a cherished asset of
locals and visitors alike, a cornerstone of the city’s qual-
ity of life, serving as both a community amenity and an
economic driver. The downtown waterfront is a unique
multiuse open-space, arts-and-culture waterfront amenity
creating an impressive eastern edge to St. Petersburg’s
downtown.

The Panel’s Assignment

The city of St. Petersburg asked the panel to evaluate the
downtown waterfront and identify its competitive advan-
tage in the context of the adjacent downtown area and the
Tampa—St. Petersburg region. More specifically, the panel
spent time with the complete array of downtown waterfront
assets, ranging from open space to facilities such as Al
Lang Field and Albert Whitted Airport, to determine how
they contribute to the long-term benefit of the waterfront,
St. Petersburg’s residents, and visitors. The panel’s effort
involved evaluating the following issues, among oth-

ers: how the waterfront affects downtown development,
what urban design concepts can benefit the waterfront’s
development, what transportation links are needed, and
what potential economic opportunities emanate from the
waterfront. All helped provide additional context as the
panel studied the waterfront.
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Observations and Vision

THE ULI TEAM HAD THE OPPORTUNITY to survey a
number of planning and marketing-related documents. The
panel also interviewed more than 120 people represent-
ing a cross section of the downtown waterfront and St. Pe-
tersburg communities. In addition, panel members bused,
walked, and biked around downtown and the waterfront
during their stay in St. Petersburg.

What Have We Learned?

The downtown waterfront’s history and evolution over
time culminated in a one-of-a-kind urban fabric that
enriches the downtown experience. However, its proximity
to downtown creates both opportunities and challenges,
and for this reason the protective nature of the community
has gradually become an instinctive reflex. A great deal of
information was gathered dealing both with the physical
nature of the downtown waterfront and the community’s
value system influencing its governance. Much was
learned, and ten of the more important insights are

listed here:

1. The downtown waterfront is a true treasure and core
asset that the community has done an excellent job
in elevating, thus reflecting the value system and
uniqueness that is St. Petersburg. The vision exhibited
in remarkable fashion in the early 1900s is alive and
well today, a tribute to the strong protective value the
community shares today.

2. The waterfront’s strength is its diversity of use: from
preserving quiet open spaces and hosting large com-
munity celebrations to serving as a learning center with
research and development and university facilities.

3. The waterfront not only is an important part of St. Pe-
tersburg’s past with a rich history but also will continue
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to be a cultural and economic driver contributing to a
prosperous future.

. The downtown waterfront’s economic impact goes

well beyond its boundaries—into St. Petersburg and
the Tampa Bay region. The waterfront can leverage
economic activity because of its inherent contribution
to overall quality of life, thus generating commercial,
residential, dining, and entertainment investment.

. Any change on the waterfront must be consistent with the

community’s evolving values and priorities, meaning it
must reflect increasingly diverse voices and points of view.

. Change will occur for the waterfront. Given strong

community ownership of this valuable community
enterprise, change must be deliberate, involving a full
engagement of the community if it is to be accepted.
This is not easily accomplished; the turmoil and con-
sternation caused by recent discussion of rebuilding
the city pier speaks to this point. The community must
organize itself in a manner that manages and reinvests
in this asset, simultaneously informing and seeking
input from its stakeholders.

. The open space on the waterfront should range in use

from tranquil and passive to inspiring and active. Open
space needs to be carefully programmed to ensure this
spectrum of uses is accommodated in a manner that
benefits the long-term health of the waterfront and its
patrons.

. A notable, healthy contrast exists between the north

end and the south end of the waterfront. The com-
munity benefits immensely from this contrast. Careful
attention should be given to how to best ensure that
both ends of the waterfront continue to support the
dynamic set of uses and interests.
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Albert Whitted Park and Albert
Whitted Airport on the downtown
waterfront.

9. The pier is an issue needing a solution. The pier and its
adjacent land should be viewed as a high-value public
asset that complements and benefits from the vitality
of Beach Drive and downtown.

10. Finally, a clear, problematic disconnect exists between
the uses north of Al Lang Field and those in the south.
Over time, this contrast must be addressed with a
reconfiguration of land, roads, and trails. Property
owners, including the University of Southern Florida
(USF) St. Petersburg, Albert Whitted Airport, and port
users, will be affected as existing land use footprints
are modified. This area, in contrast with all other
parts of the downtown waterfront, should be viewed
as a “reconfiguration zone” in which land, links, and
community assets are reconfigured in a manner that
ensures this part of the waterfront serves the com-
munity as well over the next 50 years as it did in the
previous 50 years.

The panel’s overriding premise is that all improvements in
this well-protected community space need to be consistent
with the community’s desire to emphasize public use and
activity. For this reason, the panel does not recommend
private investment resulting in exclusive activity along the
downtown waterfront. A fully accessible waterfront has
been the litmus test for past development and should be
for future investment, and the community understands
such investment can include everything from a well-
manicured public park to a growing public university that
serves as a future economic driver for St. Petersburg.
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The range of opportunities to continue to activate the
downtown waterfront for future use is limited only by
imagination.

Key Observations

Key observations of the strengths, challenges, and op-
portunities for preserving and enhancing the downtown
waterfront emerged from the panel’s synthesis of the
review materials and interaction with the waterfront and its
stakeholders, helping establish a framework for the panel’s
recommendations. They are summarized in the following
five categories:

m Big picture;

= Infrastructure;

m Quality of life;

m Signature features; and
m Getting it done.

Big Picture

The downtown waterfront is the crown jewel of St.
Petersburg and Tampa Bay, in large part because of its
pioneering park system. However, 40 percent of the water-
front has limited or no public access: major parts of the
waterfront are taken up by the airport, a soon-to-be-
commissioned water reclamation facility, and the U.S.
Coast Guard and Army Reserve facilities. Furthermore, de-
spite being a cherished asset for over 100 years, 25 years
have passed since the area was master planned, during
which time the demographics and needs of the community
have dramatically shifted.

Looking ahead, the future health of the waterfront is tied
to St. Petersburg’s ability to capture a greater percentage
of this growth in the region. Yet branding and marketing
efforts to expand and recruit economic drivers and train
local workers needed to help grow the city’s economy are
limited and not strategically deployed. This absence is ap-
parent in the city’s lack of a coordinated marketing effort
directed to economic drivers such as the creative arts and
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high-tech community, despite having immense potential to
attract them.

Infrastructure

The city has historically funded a majority of waterfront
maintenance and operation costs. Better yet, the revenues
from potential improvements could offset the level of sup-
port needed from the General Fund. Indeed, the bay itself
is becoming healthier and is increasingly used for swim-
ming and boating, but beaches need replenishment and
basins need maintenance and protection. Despite 25,000
spaces in downtown parking garages and adequate space
on surface streets near the waterfront, the area lacks
enough transit, trolley, and pedestrian connections to en-
able and encourage critical movement from downtown to
the waterfront.

Although St. Petersburg hosts an abundance of facilities
for recreation, entertainment and culture, tourism, and
health and education, these amenities are like pearls with-
out a necklace. Little in the way of signage and wayfinding
helps visitors understand their location and the diversity
of local amenities. Similarly, because of the short-term
nature of the Charter-restricted lease terms, the invest-
ment capital required to create exciting new facilities along
the waterfront cannot be attracted, despite ample location
opportunities.

Quality of Life

The downtown and its waterfront parks are the community
living room of the city, but the opportunity to maximize

the use of the open-space resources is diminished by
single-purpose roadways and surface parking. The
waterfront parks are home to a large number and wide
variety of events that draw substantial crowds locally and
regionally, often numbering in the thousands. Because

so many of these programmed events take place close to
residential neighborhoods rather than in the more acces-
sible downtown, neighborhood residents are negatively
impacted while other waterfront parking goes unused. Still,
the waterfront’s prized activities and events do appeal to

a wide cross section of the community, but the upscale
food and beverage offerings along Beach Drive are not

St. Petersburg, Florida, September 29-0ctober 4, 2013

96

View of the downtown waterfront
from the North study area.

complemented by more family-oriented options at a lower
price point.

The experience of the waterfront is what makes St.
Petersburg unique, but this experience does not extend
into downtown, because connections between downtown
and the waterfront are minimal and fragmented. Similarly,
the city offers many affordable housing options and a great
lifestyle, yet they remain untapped.

Signature Features

The downtown waterfront is generally seven miles of
greenbelt with multiple basins delivering diversity, drawing
residents and visitors alike for its vistas, trails, and wide
range of activities. The scale and separation of the basins
from one another, however, makes visiting more than one
difficult, and the condition of the grounds and restroom
facilities is of concern to many.

Although art can be found at indoor venues, it is not a
visibly defining element of the waterfront because the mu-
seum collections are hidden in facility interiors. Outdoors,
the public art collection is relatively small compared with
those of other cities.

Despite having one of the largest marinas in the state, the
waterfront is not meeting its potential to expand visitor-
serving boat slips.

1
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Al Lang Field, however, is a notable example of city,
county, and private sector collaboration. The success of
soccer and international baseball are testament to this, but
the current configuration limits flexibility, creating a barrier
between downtown and the waterfront.

Furthermore, extension of the airport runway may ac-
commodate larger planes, but the airport’s location and
configuration limit connectivity between the hospital, the
university, and the central waterfront that is crucial for the
city’s future growth.

Getting It Done

As evidenced by the abundance of passion and ideas for
improving the waterfront, its protection enjoys unanimous
support. However, as witnessed through issues over the
pier, efforts to collaborate within and across public and
private entities are strained and contentious, often result-
ing in a drawn-out planning process and referendums
during which little gets done through compromise for the
community’s overall good. The broad-based coalition of
organizations funding the ULI panel represents the pos-
sibility of partnership, but the community is clear about

its willingness to challenge public leadership without that
partnership. Enhancing such partnership, therefore, must
be crucial in the implementation process. Both the city and
the stakeholders need to take ownership of the implemen-
tation process and concentrate on getting things done
effectively—together.

7

A regional mass transit network with well-located routes
and transit stops will foster much needed economic
growth for the downtown waterfront, the downtown core,
and St. Petersburg, but whether the multilevel city and
county agencies are equipped to provide the necessary
levels of cooperation remains unclear. The recent history of
the pier has created the opportunity for a new beginning,
but a more formal organizational structure is needed that
is more inclusive, that is transparent, and that has an ef-
fective process for planning, community involvement, and
governance to face the complexity of issues affecting the
entire waterfront.

An Advisory Services Panel Report



Economic and Market Scan

UNDERSTANDING THE SOCIOECONOMIC TRENDS
that affect the study area can help decision makers, the
community, and planners identify the potential and pres-
sure for future land uses. ULI believes that successful ur-
ban planning and land use policy can best be described as
public action generating desirable, widespread, and sus-
tained private market reaction. Therefore, Advisory Servic-
es panel reports typically have their foundation in market
realities and economic development possibilities. It all be-
gins with @ macro to micro view.

America in 2013

ULI conducted a survey collecting views on housing,
transportation, and community that provides an impor-
tant benchmark on American attitudes and expectations
around community choices. The survey, “America in
2013,” indicates that Americans value safety, walkability,
and transportation options. Key findings include

m Desire for shorter commutes;
m Need to wider housing choices; and

m Preference by more than half for neighborhoods close to
shops, retail, and employment.

Although daily transit use remains low, income and educa-
tion factor into the greater desire for more transit options:
60 percent of high-income earners (over $75,000) and
those with postgraduate education are in this group.
People’s choice of where they move now includes greater
proximity to jobs, housing, shopping and entertainment,
transit, and greater diversity of housing choices and com-
munity demographics.
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Regional Dynamics

After Miami and Orlando, the Tampa Bay MSA is the
third-largest metro area in Florida. St. Petersburg is one
of many economic centers within the Tampa Bay MSA, a
region that currently employs more than 1.1 million people
in a broad range of industries.

Regional Economy

The region experienced significant expansion during the
nationwide housing boom, with total employment reach-
ing 1.22 million jobs in 2006. In part because of a large
concentration of jobs related to the housing industry—for
example, financial services, back-office administrative
support, and construction—the Tampa Bay MSA was
significantly affected by the market crash and subsequent
recession. Since reaching peak unemployment of 11.8
percent in 2010, the regional economy is slowly gaining
momentum and is on track to return to employment levels
last observed in the early 2000s.

Total Employment and Unemployment
Rate, Tampa Bay MSA, 2002-2012
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Employment Projections

Employment projections specific to Pinellas County indi-
cate a diversification of the local job base that will enhance
economic resilience and benefit established employment
areas. The county is projected to add approximately 5,400
jobs between 2012 and 2020; 3,950 of those jobs (77
percent) are in key sectors already clustered in downtown
St. Petersburg, including professional and business servic-
es, health care and education, and leisure and hospitality
(see figure below). Downtown is well positioned to capture

99

this growth given its proximity to a talented labor force and
a strong base of walkable amenities, compared to more
autocentric employment centers elsewhere in the region.

To understand St. Petershurg’s position in the context of the
region, the panel compared demographic data that define
three broad trade areas: the Tampa—St. Petersburg—Clear-
water MSA, Pinellas County, and the city of St. Petersburg
(see figure on facing page).

Projected Job Growth by Industry Sector, Pinellas County, 2012—2020

Professional and business services
Education and health services
Leisure and hospitality
Construction

Retail trade

Financial activities

Government

Other services

Transportation and warehousing
Manufacturing

Information

—250 250

Source: Florida Department of Economic Opportunity.

750 1,250 1,750 2,250
Number of employees
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Demographic Data of Three Trade Areas

Tampa-St. Petersburg-
Demographic characteristic Clearwater MSA Pinellas County St. Petersburg City

2010 2,783,243 916,542 244,769

2017 $28,314 $30,468 $27,961

2017 average household $67,311 $65,445 $60,556
income

Educational attainment

Source: ESRI.
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The future growth trends suggest the city does not have
the advantage compared with the rest of the region. As the
estimates suggest, the loss of population seen from 2000
to 2010 in the city will continue in the future as young
residents move out and older residents age out. However,
despite population loss, the data also indicate continued
household growth through migration of retirees or empty
nesters to the area.

How can St. Petersburg attract more residents to the area?
Jobs and housing options become critical components

of lifestyle choices when choosing where we will live.

The current population in St. Petersburg is middle-class,
moderate-income singles and families whose housing
choices are limited by the existing product in the mar-

ket, much of which does not meet the needs of today's
discerning buyers and renters.

More important, a dramatic shift is taking place in each

of the various age cohorts in the region (see figure).
Households of seniors will continue to grow whereas
younger generations (i.e., college age and mid-to-late-
career professionals with and without children) continue to
migrate out of the region.

Household Composition in St. Petersburg and Tampa Bay MSA
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The only exception to this regional migration trend, how-
ever, is young professionals, 25—34 years of age, who are
indeed moving to the region—but not to St. Petersburg.
Why? St. Petersburg’s greatest opportunity is to capture
this age group by marketing its downtown lifestyle, but it
must provide the housing choice and the other elements
previously described.

Business Attraction and Innovation

Employment drives local economies and land uses. The
key to business attraction is the talent dividend. This
includes education from kindergarten through grade 12,
as well as postsecondary education undergraduate and
graduate studies. The areas of science, technology, engi-
neering, and math are key drivers to the future workforce.
This is often defined by educational attainment—uwith the
target demographic for business attraction being young
adults, 25 years of age and older, with a bachelor’s degree
or higher. Based on the demographic information, St.
Petersburg has the highest concentration of this workforce
in the region—most notably, the highest percentage (6.7
percent) with master’s degrees. In St. Petersburg, this
concentration is likely driven by the medical cluster and
the university. USF St. Petersburg offers 23 majors, 26
minors, and 17 master’s degrees in the areas of medical
and life sciences, environmental and marine sciences,
education, arts and culture, and tourism. Therefore an
opportunity to attract students and businesses to the
downtown and waterfront areas will provide talented work-
ers and opportunities for employment.

With an enhanced and sustained balance between jobs
and housing in the downtown and waterfront areas, the
daytime population of employees will add additional cus-
tomers to shops and restaurants, thus strengthening retail
in both downtown (Central and Second avenues) and the
waterfront (Beach Drive). This expansion of daytime and
resident population will provide added lifestyle options and
fiscal benefits to the city.
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Economic Impact of Visitors

Historically, St. Petersburg has attracted new residents
through tourism. Visitors became homebuyers, business
owners, and local consumers. This pattern continues
today. Whether for the purpose of employment or lifestyle,
these new residents come from within and outside the
region. Most recently, the 2012 data from the St. Peters-
burg/Clearwater Area Convention and Visitors Bureau on
the Tampa Bay Region suggest it is the top U.S. feeder
market in 2012, followed by the Northeast. These data
also note an influx of foreign visitors from Latin America
(+39.5 percent), Europe (+10.7 percent), and Canada
(+6.8 percent).

Tourism has shown steady improvement with the 2012
winter season increasing visitors by 4.3 percent and ex-
penditures by 7.4 percent, which brought more than $1.5
billion in to the regional economy. Overall, hotel occupancy
for this period was 78.2 percent. The question is how
much of that impact should be captured locally in St. Pe-
tersburg? The waterfront drives it all. Currently 445 hotel

rooms are planned or under construction in St. Petersburg.

Discussions with local hotel operators during the panel’s
interviews suggest that demand exists for additional hotel
room and meeting room space.

Additional information regarding employment, migration
and tourism, and its impact on real estate land uses is
discussed for each segment of the study area. The goal of
scanning the economic and market realities of the study
area is to identify areas that are underperforming and

to frame opportunities to expand the city’s competitive
advantages to create balanced and sustainable growth.

St. Petershurg, Florida, September 29-0ctober 4, 2013
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Planning and Development Concepts

THE PANEL WAS ASKED TO IDENTIFY St. Peters-
burg’s competitive advantage in attracting new investment
and the contribution of the downtown waterfront toward
that advantage. The waterfront’s location and public space
drive value. The waterfront contains three distinct regions,
which the panel designated as North, Central, and South,
respectively, with a vibrant hub made up of the University
and Marine Science Cluster, aptly nicknamed the “Inno-
vation District,” overlapping the lower Central and South
study areas.

Panel recommendations are shaped and influenced by the
market, which is undergoing a dramatic shift. After two
generations of “drivable suburban” development of single-
family housing subdivisions, strip malls, and office parks,
a new market is emerging for human-scale, walkable,
mixed-use environments. St. Petersburg has already seen
this “new urban” lifestyle emerge as employers, espe-
cially in creative businesses, find their talented workers
want to live, work, and recreate in a walkable place—the
downtown core. Millennials, empty nesters, and retiring
boomers are the fastest-growing segment of the housing
market. More is to come. In urban development, more—if
done right—makes “place” better and better.

The competitive advantage of the panel study area is the
basic pattern and historic infrastructure for mixed-use,
mixed-scale development that is already in place. This
pattern includes intentional public spaces—a network of
sidewalks, Williams Park, and the greatest asset of all, the
green public parks and waterfront. As a “green neck-
lace,” the public waterfront creates relief and a place for
gathering, art and sports events, music, exercise, public
art, people watching, biking, and walking for everyone.
St. Petersburg has a long history and many successes
to build on. It should build on that history of success for
future development by harnessing the potential of local

demographic shifts and economic activity, particularly in
the Innovation District and downtown core.

North

The North study area extends from the northernmost point
at Coffee Pot Bayou to Vinoy Park to the south. The North
study area includes the Historic Old Northeast, Snell Isle,
and many important active and passive recreational areas:
Flora Wylie Park, the North Shore Aquatic Complex, Gizella
Kopsick Palm Arboretum, and Vinoy Park, all traditionally
host to numerous public events. This area also includes
the beach on Tampa Bay, tennis courts, and three surface
parking lots.

The panel concluded that this well-established neigh-
borhood requires no major changes to streets, trails,

or transportation. Rather, the primary objective for this
neighborhood is preservation and enhancement, with the
application of appropriate coastal resiliency strategies like
those applied to the rest of the waterfront, because much
of this area is affected by sea-level rise.

The panel’s recommendations here include the following:
m Preserve and enhance the beach.

m Refocus major events from Vinoy Park to the Central
waterfront study area.

m Rehabilitate and replace public bathrooms.
m Redevelop surface parking with pervious pavement.
m Allow food truck, kiosk, and pop-up food facilities.

m Link parks and downtown facilities to each other, em-
phasizing pedestrian and bicycle connections.

m Maintain and improve the scenic drive.
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Climate Adaptation and Coastal Resiliency

As a coastal community, St. Petersburg is faced with the challenge of rising

sea levels brought about by climate change. Rising sea levels exacerbate
the frequency, intensity, and scope of devastation caused by natural
hazards—oparticularly flooding, wave forces, and storm surges. With the
highest point in St. Petershurg only 61 feet above sea level, even modest
sea-rise projections illustrate a formidable future for the city, absent an
appropriate long-term climate adaptation and coastal resiliency strategy.

Seasonal flooding already impacts low-lying coastal neighborhoods in St.
Petersburg, such as the Historic Old Northeast. As the city grows, larger

residential and commercial areas beyond the waterfront and upland are left

vulnerable to these natural hazards. Thorough implementation of proper
adaptation and resiliency strategies will help not only preserve, but also
protect the community’s economy, habitat, people, and infrastructure.

Population growth and continued development expose the city to more risk and

will cause the cost of natural hazards to grow worse. An appropriate climate
adaptation and coastal resiliency plan to protect the city minimizes flooding

costs, lowers insurance premiums, and drives down the cost of doing business
in the city—all while enhancing economic development and improving quality
of life. Preservation and protection of the waterfront means future generations

can enjoy the city locals take pride in and visitors have come to love.

Central

The Central waterfront, an area stretching from the Vinoy
Hotel on Fifth Avenue North to Fourth Avenue South near
Al Lang Field, is the center of activity on the downtown
waterfront and includes the city pier. The main themes

of this area are to maintain and enhance public use,
recognize synergy and improve integration with downtown,
improve multimodal connectivity, and plan for a more

diverse population and environment. Mirror

Lake
Connections

Transportation attitudes and requirements are changing,
and an increasing number of cities are responding to the
demand and planning multimodal environments. This
investment will create a 21st-century vibe by providing
transit options that support walking and biking and im-
prove the connection of major community assets, such as
Williams Park, the downtown core, the waterfront and pier,
USF St. Petersburg, All Children’s Hospital/Johns Hopkins
Medicine, the Marine Science Cluster North, and southeast
neighborhoods. The pier upland will allow for use of ap-
proximately six acres of park by removing public parking,
reinforcing downtown by pulling the economic impact and
activity of the waterfront. “Lost” parking will primarily be
replaced by the existing inventory of downtown parking.
Visitors will arrive in the downtown core, park, and move

St. Petersburg, Florida, September 29-0ctober 4, 2013
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To minimize the impact of sea-level rise, the city must look to strategies
focused on flooding, wave forces, and storm surges. Among the strategies
used, here are some to consider:

m Research and understand new insurance requirements.

m Reestablish, maintain, and promote native vegetation along the coastline.

= Implement planning management tools such as setbacks and buffers,
and zoning plus development regulations and incentives.

m Improve access to education and information, particularly through
coastal monitoring systems, advisory notices, and evacuation plans.

m Coordinate neighborhood plans with city and regional strategies.

m Link outcomes of site analysis, vulnerability assessment, and resilience
enhancement to the waterfront planning process.

For more information, see After Sandy, ULI's recent report on lessons
learned from Hurricane Sandy, www.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-
Documents/AfterSandy.pdf.

Proposed Transit Lines

North
Basin

Central
Basin Tampa

Bay

South
Basin

Bayboro
Harbor

Two possible fixed-rail transit lines could include an east—west connection
on Second Avenue North from Mirror Lake to the pier, and a north-south
connection on Fourth Street from Williams Park to 22nd Avenue South.
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A movable bridge like the one pictured here can help better connect this
area to the waterfront for active use by pedestrians and bicyclists.

to the waterfront on high-quality pedestrian streets or a
fixed-rail transit system. Additional parking inventory will
be added in the core, over time, as needed.

Fixed-Rail Transit. The panel recommends installing
two new streetcar lines to connect major assets in the
community and create a new armature for redevelopment.
One potential line would run east—west on Second Avenue
North from Mirror Lake on the west to the end of the city
pier on the east. The other line would run north—south on
Fourth Street from 22nd Avenue South to Williams Park on
the north. These new lines should be integrated with the
larger transit and light-rail plans in the region.

Add Transient Boat Space. The panel agreed the
waterfront has too few places for visiting boaters to dock.
It proposes increasing transient dockage in all three harbor
and marina areas. A limited number of new spaces should
be created at the north (Vinoy) and south (Pier) edges of
the Vinoy basin, along the north edge of the central basin,
and at the northwest corner of the south basin.

Build a Pedestrian Swing Bridge. A movable bridge will
help connect the disjointed gap in public waterfront space
by linking the south end of Vinoy Park and the north end
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of Spa Beach Park. The movable bridge can also serve
as an aesthetically pleasing artwork that enhances the
waterfront.

Support Bike-Share Programs, and Improve Bike
Parking and Bike Lanes. Biking will become a larger
part of mobility in the downtown and waterfront areas.
Plans for a local bike-share program will increase the
visibility and availability of this option. Protected bike lanes
and additional bike parking should be provided throughout
the downtown core and waterfront.

Urban Design Considerations

Redesign Bay Shore Drive. The panel advises redesign-
ing Bay Shore Drive, from the Vinoy Hotel on the north to
the Dali Museum on the south, into a “convertible” street.
A multipurpose paved section set at the elevation of the
park will allow automobiles when appropriate but enhance
walking and biking daily. When closed to traffic, the street
becomes an extension of the adjacent parkland, bringing
people and activity right to the water. This new multipur-
pose space, adding six-plus acres, could serve as a new or
extended location for the Saturday Morning Market.

Restore Human Scale to Streets. St. Petersburg,

like almost all U.S. cities, has seen streets and roads
dominated by the automobile take the right-of-way and
provide little to support pedestrians and bikes. Street and
right-of-way improvements that cater to pedestrians and
bicyclists dramatically change the character of a place.
This difference is evident in downtown as one moves
from the intimate streets of the Historic Old Northeast,
the downtown core, and Beach Drive to the larger streets
of the south end near the museums. All future street
improvements should seek to rebalance the modes of
movement and restore a human scale to the streets.
Broad, tree-lined sidewalks enhanced with plantings, offer-
ing ample bike parking, and abutting on street parking on
smaller streets, should become the standard. All streets
should be “complete streets.”

Create Better Street Frontages. Pedestrians will walk
long distances if the walk is comfortable and interesting.
Consistent, properly scaled, landscaped streets and inter-

An Advisory Services Panel Report



esting, transparent, active frontages are needed to create
an attractive pedestrian environment. St. Petersburg

has many examples of good frontages, but others need
improvement. The city should be vigilant when approving
new projects to ensure that street frontages are attractive
and active. When building programs have limited capacity
to create great frontages (for example, parking garages,
large users with one or few entries), shallow liner building
should be used to create better frontages.

Rename First Street as University Way. To improve
the identity, visibility, and connection of the university to
the larger community, the city should consider renaming
First Street as University Way. The panel feels this change
would bring the institution into the consciousness of the
residents and visitors who come to the downtown core and
central waterfront, connecting the two.

Create Better Signage and Wayfinding. The panel
recommends creating a new logo or graphic identity for
the downtown waterfront to support a new brand identity
for downtown St. Petersburg and support a new wayfind-
ing system throughout the downtown and waterfront. Not
only will this help change the old image of St. Petersburg,
but it will also help visitors navigate the many offerings in
the area.

Park Improvements and New Public Space
Expand Public Art. The city has a good start on a
public art program that should be encouraged to expand
throughout the downtown and the waterfront. One public
art opportunity for a major art installation, subject to com-

St. Petersburg, Florida, September 29-0ctober 4, 2013

munity approval, is the previously mentioned pedestrian
swing bridge. This would further connect biking and walk-
ing along the waterfront edge.

Rethink the Pier. The panel advises a modest approach to
the pier, but recommends demolishing the pyramid, rehab-
bing or rebuilding it as needed, while adding fixed-rail con-
nections, shade, and green. This will create a public space
with much to offer: from simple pleasures like walking,
biking, fishing, sitting, and people watching, to high-intensity
programmed events such as day markets, spillover for large
events, and small-scale community activities.

Create a New Medium-Sized Venue. The panel recom-
mends reconfiguring the parking lots on the pier peninsula
to make room for more open parkland. This “new land”
and existing land can be used to create a medium-sized
venue for multipurpose use at the west end of the pier. A
new area in the center can host middle-sized programmed
activities, served by fixed-rail transit. A limited amount

of vehicular access and parking will be maintained for
emergency access or special conditions.

Redevelop Al Lang Field. Al Lang Field presents a great
opportunity to make additional connections near and to the
waterfront and to create a new multipurpose venue to host
current and future community uses and events. The panel
recommends turning Al Lang Field into a multipurpose
venue that extends beyond Beach Drive one block to the
south as a convertible street and to Second Street one
block east as a convertible street. The panel also recom-
mends that Second Avenue South be designed as a con-
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Two different street frontages in
the study area, with an example
of a preferable design on the
right. Care should be taken to
ensure that street frontages are
both aesthetically pleasing and
functional for the pedestrian.
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Above: Highlighted in green are
the two underused parking lots
on the pier peninsula. They offer
the potential for programming
community events and activities,
as well as possible space for
relocating some events from
Vinoy Park. In combination

with the redesign of Bay Shore
Drive, this area can provide

the community with the type

of event capacity that better
orients citizens and visitors to
the central waterfront. Mudwars
(right) is a perfect example of
how to create such activity.

vertible street to provide maximum flexibility in the use of
the Al Lang Field area. Extend Second and Fourth avenues
east to Bay Shore Drive to restore those connections to the
waterfront. Fourth Avenue should be detailed as it is west
of First Street with on-street parking. The parking lot, ten-
plus acres, will be reclaimed to create more park space
and a more multifunctional area for sports, art, music,
culture, and markets. A large portion of the area could be
used as parking when needed for large functions but not
exist as a parking lot the many times it will be employed
for other uses.

Add Museums. The museums are an important asset
that draws people to the downtown waterfront, and as
such, this use should be supported, encouraged, and
expanded as needed. The panel identified two possible
locations for additional museums, depending on the type,
size, and timing of potential new developments. The Beach
Drive extension creates a site at the northwest corner of
First Avenue and First Street. The Fourth Avenue extension
could support a site at the southeast corner of Fourth
Avenue and First Street for this purpose.

Reimagine Williams Park. The panel supports the cur-
rent concept to relocate the bus transfer from the perim-
eter of Williams Park to a new multimodal facility for better
pedestrian access, comfort, and multiuse public space. A
modest cleanup of the park will prepare it to host a new
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music series or other events. For example, a portion of the
Saturday Morning Market could be programmed for the
park, similar to the farmers market in Madison, Wisconsin.

In addition, the city should consider incentives for redevel-
opment, including office and residential space to encour-
age 24-hour occupancy of the area, adding more tax
revenue for maintenance, and hard (patrol) and soft (activ-
ity) security. Duke Energy’s investment in Williams Park is
significant in many ways. Duke Energy has much to gain
by a strong and vibrant Williams Park and therefore should
be encouraged to adopt the park by contributing employee
time to lead and company money to fund improvements.

Program Events. Programming and events held on the
waterfront draw people, create activity, and generate eco-
nomic benefits. Given the current conflicts at Vinoy Park
and the number and size of the events, both expected to
grow, the panel is recommending moving larger (or louder)
events (hosting more than 2,500 people) from Vinoy Park
to the central district. The panel proposes the suggested
medium-sized venue on the pier and a large venue on the
reconfigured Al Lang Field site for this purpose. Similarly,
the panel feels music and event programming should

be extended into reimagined Williams Park—a beauti-

ful space, with an amphitheater, newly connected by the
fixed-rail transit.
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The geometry of Al Lang Field will allow its redevelopment as a
multipurpose athletic field facility able to accommodate a variety

of sports, including baseball, soccer, football, and lacrosse. The
photograph shows a multiuse sports field organized for baseball with
movable lights and fencing.

Focus on Family. The downtown and waterfront should
provide more affordable activities and offerings for all resi-
dents and visitors, including young families. Food trucks,
pop-up venues, and other recreation and retail services
that cater to this part of the market should be encouraged
to locate in the downtown and waterfront areas to increase
the attraction and choices for all users.

Manage Stormwater. A best practices approach

should be taken by all public and private activities on the
waterfront and developed areas adjacent to the waterfront.
These should include capturing and filtering runoff, reusing
rainwater for irrigation, and increasing pervious surfaces in
the park or parking areas whenever possible.

The farmers market in Madison, Wisconsin, shows how flexible
programming can help enable Williams Park to become an active,
usable space for the city to enjoy.
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Increase Downtown Population and Economic
Vitality

Retail/Service. Current downtown offerings reflect the
market. Food, beverage, services, and specialty shops find
a market downtown and in the waterfront, but the major,
primary retail offerings will continue to develop elsewhere
in the community. The downtown core is supported by a
Publix supermarket, a strong indication of current condi-
tions and future expectations for the housing market. This
is a great amenity to attract more residents to the core.

Care should be taken to aggregate strong retail and res-
taurant offerings to create a lively street scene and synergy
among uses. The collection on Beach Drive, and aggrega-
tion on Second Avenue and Central Avenue, together with
the repositioned BayWalk will provide focused offerings
that are more interesting and effectively clustered, rather
than spread all across downtown.

Office. A limited amount of existing and new office users
will add jobs, daytime activity, and vitality to the downtown.
Efforts should be made to recruit employers, particularly
those in the creative industries, to locate downtown. The
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millenials and creative talent pool have shown they want to
be downtown.

Housing. The city has seen the first and now second
wave of the new demand for downtown housing. Al-
though population growth in St. Petersburg has been flat,
downtown population and household formation have been
growing, reflecting a changing marketplace. New, growing
demand exists for housing options to serve new smaller,
one- and two-person households in a variety of new multi-
family housing products and price ranges, from affordable
flats for students and working people, to townhouses and
larger flats for young professionals and empty nesters, to
large, luxury lofts and condominiums for affluent residents
and second-home visitors.

Mixed-use development with tall towers should provide an appropriate
human-scale interface with the street.

The city should continue to encourage development of
four- to six-story buildings with active ground floors to
spread this residential market throughout the downtown.
Doing so will have more impact than single large towers,
while helping create more attractive, active, interesting
frontages. The city should still permit single towers, but
where possible, these buildings should have a more ap-
propriate human-scale interface with the street.
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A view of the Innovation District, including the University of South
Florida St. Petersburg campus and the adjacent downtown.

South/Innovation District

The panel identified the South study area as having the
greatest unrealized potential for diversification, additional
jobs, housing, and economic vitality because of its current
physical arrangements and poor connections between the
downtown core and the waterfront. The panel recognizes
that the hospitals, university, and research activities in this
area are key drivers of the economy and the job base that
will support the continued vitality of the downtown water-
front. In effect, recommendations refer to this area as the
“Innovation District” with focus on supporting these major
institutions with education-specific land uses. Appropriate
changes that cater to the Innovation District by fusing the
downtown core with the waterfront not only will benefit the
surrounding waterfront neighborhoods, but also will serve
the larger regional community with connections, access,
lifelong learning, and support for an innovation-powered
economy.

The panel proposes two strategies for integrating the
Innovation District into the St. Petershurg downtown
waterfront;

m University Gateway strategy; and
m Health, education, and research (HER) strategy.

University Gateway Strategy
USF is a big part of St. Petershurg’s future. The panel
recommends the following land use accommodations to
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physically connect and support future growth of the univer-

sity as part of the Innovation District:

m Gateway Block: To create an essential gateway to the
university that will help foster the university’s growth, the
panel proposes establishing a university frontage with
presence on the east side of First Street South and south
of Dali Boulevard. This involves realigning Dali Boulevard
to create a rectangular parcel and identifying strategies
to use the site that currently includes the terminal build-
ing. The panel recommendation allows options to infill or
adaptively use the terminal and its surrounding site. In
all scenarios, development on the gateway block will es-
tablish a view terminus where Sixth Ave South intersects
First Street South.

m Infill University Housing: This will help support USF’'s
goal of expanding campus housing so that 25 percent
of the student population can live on campus. Not only
will such action meet current and projected university
housing demand for students, faculty, and staff, but it
will bring additional residents to live in downtown St.
Petersburg. Infill development as part of the University
Gateway strategy allows locations at the northern edge
of the campus to take best advantage of proximity to
services, retail, and other downtown assets.

Health, Education, and Research (HER) Strategy
St. Petersburg can further benefit by adopting a HER strat-
egy of “partnerships, parcels, and connections” whereby
the city helps promote integration and partnership growth
among many research, science, and technology entities
and takes an active role in developing the HER cluster.
The current group of potential HER partners includes the
following:

m All Children’s Hospital/Johns Hopkins Hospital;
m Bayfront Health St. Petersburg;

m University of South Florida St. Petersburg;

m Stanford Research Institute (SRI);

m Fish and Wildlife Research Institute (FWRI);
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m Center for Ocean Technology (COT);

m Florida Institute of Oceanography (FIO);
m International Ocean Institute (I0I);

m USF College of Marine Science (CMS);

m United States Geological Survey (USGS);
m Tampa Bay Estuary Program (TBEP); and

m National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA).

Expanded Footprint. Second, the HER strategy requires
providing opportunities for integrated land development

or colocation that take advantage of the synergies among
these uses and their missions as part of the Innovation
District. Key to the development strategy in the South study
area is a three-phase HER cluster footprint expansion.

m Phase 1: The panel supports efforts to decommission
and demolish the southeast water reclamation plant. In
the short term, use this site to provide temporary reloca-
tion sites for some airport hangars to free an equivalent
site area on the north side of Eighth Avenue South.
Second, accommodations for the HER cluster’s growth
can be facilitated by conveying or leasing land on an
equivalent site area on the north side of Eighth Avenue
South to one or more of the HER cluster partners for
expansion or new HER uses.

m Phase 2: Phase 2 involves preparing to relocate and
consolidate existing Coast Guard facilities. This can be
achieved by relocating the U.S. Coast Guard from the
north side of Bayboro Harbor and consolidating it with the
Coast Guard’s site on the south side of Bayboro.

m Phase 3: Last, the panel believes the long-term future
of the former water reclamation site should be expanded
HER uses, which creates a contiguous parcel for expan-
sion of the waterfront portion of the HER cluster.

Connectivity and Livability Strategies. Last, the panel
concluded that connectivity and livability strategies for the
HER cluster are essential and should focus on comprehen-
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sive access and mobility choices for HER employees and
visitors to and from the region and local destinations and
services. A variety of means should be introduced, includ-
ing the following:

m Walkable proximity to proposed regional light rail, sup-
ported by streetscape and pedestrian safety improve-
ments;

m “Last-mile connections” for access by non-single-
occupancy vehicles via bike share, a new fixed-route
north—south streetcar loop plus multimodal facility (to
the north);

m A comprehensive wayfinding program of signage and
online resources that improve access to Poynter Park
and Lassing Park;

m An employment program aimed at attracting and retain-

ing local talent from the nearby and greater South St.
Petersburg community; and

m An 18-hour neighborhood, created by narrowly focused
infill development consisting of ample housing and
amenities suited to highly concentrated, yet mobile
knowledge workers such as researchers and staff.
Additional housing is needed throughout the cluster to
meet both current and future housing demand, and a
critical mass of neighborhood activity—the 18-hour
neighborhood. The panel feels this goal can be best

supported by including Bayboro Harbor itself, developing

a living laboratory, including resilient live/work design
among new housing options, attracting research talent,
and showcasing the future focus of the HER cluster and
the Innovation District.

To take greatest advantage of these combined opportuni-
ties, new partnerships and collaborative relationships
among the city, the HER entities, and other community
stakeholders will be necessary to realize this vision.
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The Innovation District’s University Gateway and HER
strategies. The three phases of HER are labeled 1-3.
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Implementation and Organizational Tools

THE URBAN LAND INSTITUTE HAS IDENTIFIED a
number of projects and programs that should be undertak-
en if the potential of St. Petersburg’s downtown waterfront
is to be fully realized. Some are development projects, oth-
ers are management programs; some are building related,
others are public-space related; some are to be planned,
others are to be implemented. The panel brings a multidis-
ciplinary view to the study, with planning work anchored

in market reality, and includes strategies to design, imple-
ment, finance, and govern.

Old Model versus New Model

In the past, traditional city departments have worked in
informal partnerships with the private sector. Although one
can look around the St. Petersburg downtown waterfront
to see the impressive results of these informal partner-
ships, the future calls for more, and the public and private
sectors in St. Petersburg must organize themselves to be
able to conceive, manage, and complete these projects
and programs. It will require focus, both financial and hu-
man resources, partnerships, and communication.

0ld model

City carries load

Informal arrangements
Opportunistic work plans
Project-by-project funding

20th-century organiza-
tional structure

New model

City shares load
Formal partnerships
Strategic work plans
Reliable funding

21st-century organizational
structures

Five Key Delivery Organizations

The panel strongly recommends a structure that calls for
five different organizations working in a coordinated man-
ner on projects and programs for waterfront improvement:

St. Petershurg, Florida, September 29-0ctober 4, 2013

m The current city Division of Urban Planning and Historic
Preservation within the Department of Planning and
Economic Development, to work on planning initiatives;

= A new Downtown Development Corporation, which
would be a city agency, to work on building physical
projects and developments;

m The current St. Petersburg Area Chamber of Commerce,
a private, not-for-profit corporation, to partner with the
city on projects and programs primarily related to job
retention and growth;

m A Downtown Business Improvement District (BID), a
private, not-for-profit corporation, to partner with the
city on programs to create a clean, safe, friendly, well-
designed, and well-promoted downtown; and

m A Waterfront Parks Conservancy, a private, not-for-profit
corporation, to partner with the city on all initiatives
within the downtown waterfront parks.

Of course, current city departments, such as parks,
transportation, and police, would continue to offer services
downtown as well as throughout the city.

Division of Urban Planning and Historic
Preservation

The Division of Urban Planning and Historic Preserva-
tion’s role should be producing plans. The division should
coordinate the Waterfront Master Plan in concert with
other major partners and community stakeholders. Several
major projects and programs, many recommended in this
report, will grow out of the Waterfront Master Plan. Rather
than take on all initiatives itself, the city should request
partners to share the load in leading implementation ef-
forts. The Division of Urban Planning should prepare itself
to immediately undertake some initiatives arising from the
Waterfront Master Plan, most appropriately two subarea
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planning efforts: planning connections between the water-
front and the downtown core (along Central Avenue and
parallel corridors) and planning the Innovation District.

Downtown Development Corporation

The city should consider creating a Downtown Develop-
ment Corporation to focus on successfully delivering
major physical development projects, modifying com-
munity redevelopment areas. The Downtown Development
Corporation is a public/private partnership with a board

of directors consisting of both public and private officials
and a professional staff experienced at developing major
projects. In addition to developing plans, it is charged with
high and consistent levels of communication with various
stakeholder groups.

The Downtown Development Corporation should be pat-
terned after such entities in Fort Lauderdale, Jacksonville,
Miami, and Orlando. Within the downtown waterfront study
area, immediate projects could include development of and
around the pier, redevelopment of the Al Lang Field site,
reconstruction of Bay Shore Drive into a convertible fixed-
rail transit connection, and the University Gateway project.

St. Petersbhurg Area Chamber of Commerce

The city should request the current chamber of commerce
to lead economically based planning and implementation
efforts that arise from needs identified in the Waterfront
Master Plan, with a focus on jobs. Such anticipated efforts
would include an economic study of the Innovation District
and collaborative studies with hospitals and universities on
the airport and port. Last, the chamber should continue

to restart and invigorate its economic development role in
attracting and retaining major employers to the downtown
area.

Downtown Business Improvement District

The current St. Petersburg Downtown Partnership should
create a BID to provide stable, substantial funding for its
work program. The BID’s focus should shift from special
projects to the comprehensive management and marketing
of the downtown area. The Downtown Partnership already
has a history of success in pursuing special projects and
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is proud of being “lean and mean.” However, the lack of
downtown management (programs to ensure that down-
town is “clean, safe and friendly”) has left a significant gap
in the provision of services to help make downtown St.
Petersburg a world-class place.

The Downtown BID should be patterned after BIDs in
coastal communities, such as Downtown Pasadena and
Santa Monica, the Waikiki area of Honolulu, and other
downtown BIDs in such cities as Birmingham, Charlotte,
Chattanooga, Nashville, Norfolk, New Orleans, Raleigh,
and Richmond. The city should request that the reimagined
partnership, funded through a BID, tackle such programs
as developing a brand for downtown, updating the way-
finding signage program, and improving Williams Park.

Waterfront Parks Conservancy

The current Waterfront Parks Foundation represents an ex-
citing, collaborative means of assisting the Department of
Parks and Recreation in developing and managing world-
class parks along the waterfront. The foundation should
congider evolving into a Waterfront Parks Conservancy,
moving from an organization that raises money for the
parks to one that provides comprehensive management
services. The Waterfront Master Plan undoubtedly will
identify a number of projects and programs that need to be
undertaken to improve the waterfront parks: increasing an-
nual plantings, restoring beaches, improving access to the
water, restoring watercraft rentals, and expanding public
art come readily to mind. A Waterfront Parks Conservancy,
a public/private partnership, would allow these initiatives to
occur in innovative ways, leaving the Department of Parks
and Recreation to focus on providing maintenance of parks
acreage. The conservancy could be patterned after parks
conservancies in Charleston, Cleveland, Jersey City, and
Louisville.

Master Plan

The panel feels current processes for developing projects
on city-owned property have proved to be problematic and
broken. A little more than a month ago, several months—
if not years—of planning efforts for the St. Petersburg Pier
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ended with a 63 percent to 37 percent vote of residents,
ordering the city to terminate its design contract to rede-
velop the pier. The referendum represented the latest in

a series of planning efforts where voters have expressed
displeasure, the panel would assert, over not only a pro-
posed project but also the process through which it was
developed.

Community planning efforts by their very nature are messy
and difficult—even more messy and difficult when they
involve the sort of “sacred space” represented by the

St. Petershurg downtown waterfront. Conflict between
stakeholder groups during the planning process for the St.
Petersburg waterfront not only is inevitable, but also is to
be encouraged. Many trade-offs occur and many balances
are struck—between residents and tourists, pedestrian
access and automobile access, special event noise and
residential peace and quiet, needs of seniors and needs of
millenials—all while remembering the past and positioning
St. Petersburg for the future.

The upcoming downtown Waterfront Master Plan, com-
missioned by the voters of St. Petersburg, represents an
exciting opportunity for the community to engage in a new
planning paradigm. The scope of the Waterfront Master
Plan is ambitious but appropriate. The panel suggests a
process with the following features:

m All-star teams of consultants broken down into task
forces based on expertise not only at master planning
but also its individual components, including economics,
parks, transportation, airports and ports, universities and
hospitals, marine sciences, and especially, community
involvement. Task forces and community meetings

St. Petersburg, Florida, September 29-0ctober 4, 2013

114

are also encouraged to keep residents informed and
facilitate dialogue with the community throughout the
planning process.

m Wide use of community meetings and task forces, news
media and social media, and one-on-one meetings with
likely opponents for comprehensive communication.

m Acknowledgment that those who have blocked initiatives
in the past are likely to block them in the future and that
they require special attention.

m Understanding that the referendum process requires
large amounts of intelligent public communication and
the identification of advocacy groups.

m Understanding that the downtown Waterfront Master
Plan process is the beginning, not the end, of the plan-
ning process and that the groups identified here should
be called upon to partner with the city on shepherding
these efforts.

Linking Downtown to the Waterfront

The relationship between downtown and the waterfront
should not be underestimated. The panel strongly agrees
that a link from the downtown economic engine to the
downtown waterfront is essential for both to prosper.
Because doing so is critical, the panel feels this link should
be an integral part of any new master plan:

m Downtown can take pressure off open spaces by dis-
couraging parking and vehicular uses on the waterfront.

m The waterfront can serve as a gathering place for small
to large events supporting downtown businesses.

m Improved connectivity east to west and north to south
will create opportunities for new investment and growth
for both downtown and the waterfront.

To strike this balance, special attention should be given
to coordinating transit, event planning, management, and

An icon from St. Petersburg’s past, the green benches serve as a
metaphor for the importance of the waterfront—a treasured asset
that encourages community interaction and civic engagement.
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Jobs by Sector in the Core Downtown and Innovation District

Gore Downtown

52%

M Tourism sectors

[ | Professional, scientific, and tech services

[ Public administration
Other

As complementary economic
engines in the study area, any
future plans must better address
the necessary link between

the Innovation District, core
downtown, and the downtown
waterfront.

Innovation District

28%

M Health care

Educational services
Other

maintenance between private investment and support ser-

vices downtown. To foster these new market-driven links,
the appeal of the waterfront should be complemented by
private investment focused on urban-density housing,
intensive office use, and new retail offerings. Support
services should include parking, transit, and pedestrian
links; auxiliary event spaces; and creating new markets
downtown: enhanced waterfront, active marina uses,
weekday and weekend events, entertainment, arts and
culture, and a mix of recreation uses.

Supporting Downtown Waterfront: Management,
Maintenance, and Improvements

To ensure the downtown waterfront is not only accessible
but also a desirable attraction for locals and visitors alike,
a Downtown Waterfront Enterprise Fund must be estab-
lished. Enforcement should come from the newly minted
conservancy. The fund should cover the following:

= In-town tax increment financing (TIF) with 2013-2025
development activity;

m BID for downtown and waterfront;

m Project and plan governmental partnerships (county,
state, and federal);

[ | Professional, scientific, and tech services
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Core
Downtown

m Event revenues; and
m Parking revenues.

Tax Increment Strategy

The downtown waterfront has a strong and growing tax
base. New development coming to the downtown core
should provide new resources to help the city implement
its ambitious goals for the waterfront and wider commu-
nity. The city should extend the downtown as appropriate
to capture new revenues to support implementation of the
goals and priorities established by the community. Many
of the panel’s recommendations could and should be fi-
nanced with TIF proceeds, but not all TIF proceeds should
be directed to large projects. Small improvements are also
important, often benefiting from leveraged financing. To
the extent possible, the city should revisit the $50 million
public financing for rebuilding of the pier to ensure public
dollars are used for top-priority projects such as those
proposed by the panel and future projects that reflect the
wants and needs of the community.
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Conclusion

THE DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT has a qualitative and
quantitative impact that is regional in nature. In effect, this
unique space along the waterfront, if positioned carefully,

will drive investment decisions and population growth and
help contribute to St. Petersburg’s overall quality of life for
future generations. It is an integral part of the community

growth engine.

Clearly, the downtown waterfront’s primary function is as
a one-of-a-kind, active multipurpose recreation, event,
education, arts and culture place. St. Petersburg has done
an excellent job establishing the waterfront with diverse
assets that capture the market’s attention regardless

of household type, income, or age. This broad appeal
provides St. Petersburg with a competitive advantage that
enables it to invest and grow in a world-class region and
state.

To take full advantage of this opportunity, the St. Peters-
burg community must focus on the following:

m Continue to protect the waterfront from exclusive private
development initiatives such as housing, larger retail
projects, and the like.

m Provide ongoing assessment and programming for the
waterfront’s public spaces in a manner that serves the
community, to better accommodate its ever-changing
recreational and social needs.

m Encourage appropriate change by treating the water-
front as a living, evolving organism that responds to
growth and change in the larger environment: it is not
an asset just requiring another roadway, utility, or piece
of playground equipment. The public and its leadership,
knowing that private development and noninclusive
land uses are nonstarters, should allow changes in
land configuration and uses in the best interest of the
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long-term well-being of the waterfront. Uses that clearly
made sense 50—100 years ago should be revisited and
new uses considered that will serve future residents and
visitors for another five to ten decades. Change should
be carefully deliberated and implemented. The question
that should always be put forth is whether the change
serves the broader community and improves the quality
of life for St. Petersburg residents.

m Create a robust set of funding mechanisms that ensure
the waterfront is maintained as a first-class asset.
Currently, funding sources are limited. New funding
sources should be developed, thus taking pressure off of
the city’s General Fund while simultaneously improving
delivery in both the asset maintenance and management
areas.

= Understand the downtown waterfront must be some-
one’s or some entity’s number-one priority—whether
the task is guaranteeing pristine open space or providing
unique and relevant cultural, arts, and education of-
ferings to the community. The waterfront is a complex
public enterprise with its museums, public facilities, var-
ied open spaces, and water features. As such, it needs
leadership and an organizational structure designed by
the community to ensure that the waterfront is protected
and valued, managed, and fully activated for public
enjoyment. St. Petersburg must organize itself to ensure
focus and accountability for a first-class, well-run multi-
purpose public asset.

The St. Petersburg community is to be commended for its
foresight in establishing a unique downtown waterfront and
gathering place that is one the country’s most unusual.
The public’s interest, not private interests, has been duti-
fully served by protecting this important asset. This public
stewardship will allow this special place to have a future
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that one can only begin to imagine. The waterfront has the
ability to expand its arts and cultural offerings, attracting
visitors from around the globe, while continuing to appeal
to sailors, master swimmers, and the casual walker, jog-
ger, and bicycle enthusiast. Better still, the waterfront has
the rare opportunity to be a hub for cutting-edge research
and lifelong learning—from preserving oceans to creating
the latest medical technologies. The downtown waterfront
is seven miles of truly amazing space.
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About the Panel

Mike Higbee

Panel Chair
Indianapolis, Indiana

Higbee is the managing director of Indianapolis-based DC
Development Group, the development wing of Develop-
ment Concepts Inc., a planning and development consulting
services organization founded in 1991. Higbee has worn
many hats, including that of project leader, consultant, and
instructor. However, he has always remained true to the
cornerstone of his expertise, which is conceptualizing devel-
opment and seeing it through to construction completion.

He has designed and developed numerous successful
projects focused on urban environments, such as Avondale
Meadows and Martindale on the Monon. A current devel-
opment project he is now involved with in Indianapolis is
the 150-acre site of the former Central State Mental Hos-
pital. The Central State project will incorporate mixed-use
development with strong cultural and ethnic themes.

In his work as a consultant, Higbee has used his experience
to help create plans and developments that have benefited
cities across the country, including the Waukegan Lakefront/
Downtown Master Plan, Rockville Town Center Master Plan,
Downtown Durham Master Plan, and the West Lafayette,
Indiana Wabash Landing Development Project. He has also
done consulting work in the United Arab Emirates assist-

ing development companies in structuring development
programs for large undeveloped land parcels.

Before forming Development Concepts, Higbee served as
the director of Metropolitan Development, one of six depart-
ments within the Indianapolis—Marion County consolidated
government. During his time with the city of Indianapolis,
his department was responsible for the city’s economic
development and affordable housing initiatives. Some of the
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premier projects he facilitated for the city were the Circle
Centre Mall development, the Lower Canal Improvement
Project, and the negotiations for the United Airlines Mainte-
nance Facility at Indianapolis International Airport.

Stephen M. Antupit

Seattle, Washington

Fish to Water partner Antupit serves as a strategic brand
adviser, tactical urbanist, and community connector on
projects for people (and places) natural to the urban
environment.

Antupit’s extensive experience in complex urban design,
master planning, and public/private partnerships (including
the creation of mixed-income transit communities) is highly
respected. His consulting expertise in green infrastructure
and smart growth policy helps fuel the Seattle-based
firm’s strategic visioning and brand development practice.

Known for his passionate ability to make friends in service
of an idea, Antupit is a creative force when it comes to
crafting “fun with a purpose” campaigns. In all cases,

his unwavering goal is the creation of socially equitable,
sustainable, and economically thriving communities.

Previously, Antupit led green urbanism and strategic
brand efforts at Mithun. Antupit was a founding member
of CityLab7, an innovative do-tank committed to connect-
ing people and ideas through tactical urbanism. At the
Seattle Housing Authority he served as housing develop-
ment manager. As a strategic adviser at the city of Seattle,
Antupit created and led its transit community planning and
mixed-income redevelopment teams.

Antupit holds a master’s degree in urban design from the
University of Washington and is a graduate of Colorado
College.

33



34

Tom Gardner

Denver, Colorado

Gardner is a registered landscape architect and urban
designer with 15 years of experience. He has worked as
lead designer or project manager, directing multidisci-
plinary teams through the design and construction process
on a variety of project types, including urban parks,
transit-oriented developments, retail destinations, urban
streetscapes, and resort hotels.

He has a comprehensive understanding for regional
context, environment, and cultural surroundings and their
influences on design. Gardner is currently working on his
master’s degree in urban design at the University of Colo-
rado at Denver where he is focusing on transit and mixed-
use designs as well as urban infill-type developments.

Gardner is a senior associate with RNL Design, a design
firm that believes innovation is the minimum metric by
which its work should be judged. RNL Design is committed
to work toward environmental solutions that uplift spirit
and improve the planet.

David Gazek

La Selva Beach, California

Gazek has over 20 years of experience in commercial, res-
idential, and mixed-use real estate for land development,
redevelopment, corporate facilities, and the turnaround of
distressed assets, involving mid- and high-rise, podium,
and garden construction. He is an accomplished team
leader, negotiator, creative problem solver, and consensus
builder, especially in the areas of strategic planning,
public/private partnerships, and development manage-
ment, and has a strong client/customer focus.

Currently a real estate and organizational development
consultant, Gazek serves as a real estate adviser and
management consultant. Most recently, he was a principal
with AECOM, where he led the Real Estate Advisory Group
in the western United States. Before that he was senior
vice president with Federal Development, where he man-
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aged the master planning, design, market and financial
feasibility, and entitlements for a 340-acre, mixed-use
resort on the Monterey Peninsula in California as part of
the conversion of the former Fort Ord Army Base. Gazek
was also senior vice president with AIMCO, where he led
the development and redevelopment of apartments in
the western United States (conventional and affordable),
consisting of more than 10,000 units and a construction
value of nearly $700 million.

Earlier, he was a corporate real estate and workplace con-
sultant with Sun Microsystems, engaged in portfolio planning
and change management for over 6 million square feet of
office space. He was also a housing development consultant
with the University of California, Santa Cruz, where he helped
facilitate the successful implementation of a public/private
partnership to develop on-campus faculty housing.

From 1996 to 2000, Gazek was director of downtown de-
velopment for the Redevelopment Agency of the city of San
Jose, where he managed the division responsible for negoti-
ating development agreements, government approvals, con-
struction oversight, asset management, and the stewardship
of several downtown programs for parking, seismic retrofits,
storefront renovation, and grants for housing and com-
mercial improvements. His team delivered over $400 million
of office, residential, retail, and hotel projects through the
successful negotiation and implementation of public/private
partnerships with developers and corporations.

He was also a partner with the Ratkovich Company and

a development manager with Transpacific Development
Company, managing the redevelopment of Cerritos Town
Center in Cerritos, California; the redevelopment of the
historic Chapman Market in Los Angeles; and the develop-
ment of the headquarters for the Fashion Institute of Tech-
nology, also in Los Angeles. Before becoming a developer,
Gazek was an urban planner and urban designer with
Archisystems, William Pereira, and Gruen Associates.

He has presented at Urban Land Institute and International
Council of Shopping Centers meetings and conferences
and has been an instructor of urban design and planning
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at the University of Southern California and the Southern
California Institute of Architecture.

Michael Lander

Minneapolis, Minnesota

Lander is founder and president of Lander Group. He
incorporated the company in 1984 in California and has
since been active in the planning, design, and develop-
ment of commercial, residential, and mixed-use real estate
projects in California, North Dakota, Minnesota, and lowa.
His experience includes land acquisition, market research,
land planning and architectural design, structuring and
securing public and private financing, marketing (leasing
and sales), partnership formation, property management,
and overall development and coordination.

Since relocating to Minneapolis in 1990, the Lander Group,
alone and in partnerships with other firms, has developed
and sold many successful infill residential projects and
completed substantial renovations of mixed-use com-
mercial buildings. As a partner in the urban design firm
Town Planning Collaborative, Lander helped create the
award-winning plan for St. Louis Park’s new town center
and an acclaimed design charrette for Minneapolis's
Uptown district.

Lander is a member of the Urban Land Institute, the Con-
gress of the New Urbanism, the Minnesota Multi-Housing
Association, and the Minnesota chapter of the American
Institute of Architects and serves on the public policy com-
mittee of the Builders’ Association of the Twin Cities. He
is a licensed real estate broker and general contractor in
Minnesota and holds the Certified Commercial Investment
Member (CCIM) designation from the National Association
of Realtors. He is a past president of the Minnesota/South
Dakota CCIM chapter. Lander currently serves on the
national steering committee of LOCUS.

A native of Grand Forks, North Dakota, Lander studied
liberal arts at Arizona State University and the University of
the Pacific in Stockton, California.
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Richard Reinhard

Washington, D.C.

Reinhard is deputy executive director for the Downtown DC
Business Improvement District, a nonprofit organization that
works to create a remarkable urban experience in the heart
of our nation’s capital. The Downtown BID is funded through
a special district, within which property owners tax them-
selves and govern how the money is spent to improve the
one-square-mile BID area, which has grown from a federal
office precinct to a 24/7 activity hub over the decade and a
half that the Downtown BID has been in existence.

Reinhard has spent more than two decades on the improve-
ment of cities. He directed the Infrastructure Initiative at the
Urban Land Institute. He has managed urban revitalization
organizations in Richmond, Buffalo, Atlanta, and Londonder-
ry, Northern Ireland. He served as chief of staff to the mayor
of Buffalo and chief operating officer of a Toronto-based real
estate development corporation. He began his career as a
newspaper reporter in his hometown of Syracuse, New York.

As an adjunct faculty member, Reinhard has taught plan-
ning and policy at the University at Buffalo, Emory Univer-
sity, Georgia State University, the University of Ulster, and
Virginia Tech’s National Capital Campus.

He has a bachelor’s degree from the College of William
and Mary and a master’s degree from Rice University. He
was a Loeb Fellow in Advanced Environmental Studies at
the Harvard University Graduate School of Design.

Kathleen Rose

Davidson, North Carolina

Rose is president and chief executive officer of Rose and
Associates Southeast Inc. She combined decades of ex-
perience as a development expert and real estate analyst
to build a unique consulting practice that assists public
and private sector clients. She has managed the analysis,
planning, development, and marketing of a variety of retail,
industrial, hotel, office, and mixed-use projects throughout
the eastern United States.
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She holds the CCIM designation of the Commercial
Investment Real Estate Institute of the National Associa-
tion of Realtors. After receiving the designation in 1989,
she went on to serve on the institute’s faculty and as chair
on a number of regional and national executive commit-
tees. Rose also holds the designation of Counselor of Real
Estate (CRE) of the National Association of Realtors. The
CRE credential is awarded only to those individuals who
are invited by their peers as established consultants into
the membership of the Counselors of Real Estate. She is
also a member of the International Economic Development
Council, which confers the Certified Economic Developer
Designation and is pending certification. She is also a
member of the International City/Council Management As-
sociation and its affiliate the Alliance for Innovation.

Rose has authored a number of articles for a wide variety of
industry trade publications covering topics including retail,
development, urban planning, economic development, and
related subjects. She is also often asked to speak to a wide
variety of audiences on these topics. Her work in real estate
and community and economic development has resulted in
her recognition by Business Today as a top businesswoman
in the Lake Norman region in 2010 and by the Charfotte Busi-
ness Joumal as among the top 25 businesswomen in 2011.

To provide living models and case studies for the firm’s
work, Rose is also managing partner of Urban Organic | LLC,
a property company that developed South Main Square
in downtown Davidson, North Carolina, a mixed-use
revitalization project that was the catalyst for forming the
arts district in the South Main Street corridor. Her most
recent endeavor is the creation of PiES—the Project for
Innovation, Energy and Sustainability, a green industries
incubator to serve as a public/private partnership model
for community entrepreneurial development. PIiES was
nominated in 2011 for the Sustainability Award.

Rob Wolcheski

Washington, D.C.

Wolcheski brings more than ten years of real estate and
economic development experience to HR&A Advisors Inc.,
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specializing in mixed-use market analysis, transactional
financial modeling, and public finance strategy.

In Washington, D.C., Wolcheski has advised public and
private clients on the economics of major public/private
development initiatives. He advised the District of Columbia
in the review and selection of developer proposals for
complex mixed-use projects, including McMillan Reservoir
and the Fifth and Eye site in the Mount Vernon Triangle
neighborhood. He also served as an economic adviser to
a development team responding to the District’s request
for proposals for the redevelopment of Hine Junior High
School on Capitol Hill. Outside the District of Columbia, he
has led feasibility analyses and public finance strategies
in support of transit-oriented development and urban
redevelopment projects in cities such as Raleigh, North
Carolina; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; West Palm Beach,
Florida; and Blacksburg, Virginia.

Wolcheski has also supported retail revitalization plans in
cities across the United States, including Austin, Texas;
Burlington, Vermont; and Lower Manhattan, New York City.
In addition to market research and consumer analysis, his
work on these plans included long-term development strat-
egies with respect to infill development opportunities and
tenant recruitment recommendations.

Before joining HR&A, Wolcheski was a director at the
Eisen Group, a boutique real estate development consult-
ing firm based in Washington, D.C. He managed all
aspects of market analysis, financial modeling, and deal
structuring for mixed-use and residential development
projects throughout the District of Columbia region. Previ-
ously he worked as the finance manager in the Office of
Real Estate at the George Washington University and as a
project manager at Economics Research Associates.

Wolcheski holds a BS in economics from the George
Washington University and is actively involved in the Dis-
trict of Columbia chapter of the Urban Land Institute.
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MEMORANDUM
City of St. Petersburg, City Council Meeting
March 20, 2014
TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair, and St. Petersburg City Council
FROM: Dave Goodwin, Planning and Economic Development Director Q(//\

SUBJECT: Ranking of Downtown Waterfront Master Plan RFQ Respondents

The Planning and Economic Development Department (“Department”) issued a Request for
Qualifications (“RFQ”) for a Downtown Waterfront Master Plan on December 6, 2013. The
Department received eighteen (18) statements of qualifications in response to the RFQ by the January
17, 2014 deadline.

The Selection Committee met on February 12, 2014 to discuss the statements of qualifications and
shortlisted to seven (7) firms. The Selection Committee is comprised of seven persons, five City Staff;
Michael Connors, Public Works Administrator, Chair, Joe Kubicki, Transportation and Parking
Management Director, Mike Jefferis, Parks and Recreation Director, Derek Kilborn, Urban Planning and
Historic Preservation Manager, and Sharon Heal-Eichler, Senior Capital Improvements Coordinator and
two non-staff members; Susan Jezek, Executive Director ULI Tampa Bay and Ross Preville, Chamber
Downtown Waterfront Master Plan Task Force Chair. The seven (7) shortlisted firms were (1)
AECOM, (2) Houseal Lavigne Associates, (3) Ecology and Environment, Inc., (4) Dover, Kohl &
Partners, (5) EDSA, (6) Wallace, Roberts & Todd, LLC and (7) Renaissance Planning Group.

On February 28, 2014, the seven (7) shortlisted firms made presentations to the Selection Committee.
Based on the presentations, deliberations and the RFQ materials submitted by the seven (7) shortlisted
firms, the Selection Committee ranked AECOM the highest followed by Houseal Lavigne Associates,
and Ecology and Environment, Inc.

The Selection Committee has completed its duties as set forth in the RFQ and recommends that City
Council acknowledge receipt of its ranking and authorize the Mayor, or his designee, to negotiate an
agreement with AECOM, the first ranked firm, to prepare the downtown waterfront master plan. Please
note that, a mutually agreed upon agreement between the City of St. Petersburg (“City””) and AECOM is
subject to approval by City Council. Administration intends to present the proposed final agreement to
City Council at its April 17 or May 1, 2014 meeting. In addition, based on feedback from Council at the
March 13, 2014, Council Workshop, Administration will review the draft final agreement, with scope
and cost options, with Council prior to requesting approval of the agreement.

Finally, administration requests that if the City and AECOM cannot agree on all the material terms of
the agreement that it may terminate negotiations with AECOM and report back to City Council to obtain
direction on whether to commence negotiations with Houseal Lavigne Associates, the second ranked
firm.

Attachment: Resolution



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING RECEIPT OF THE SELECTION
COMMITTEE’S RANKING FOR A CONSULTANT FOR THE DOWNTOWN
WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR HIS
DESIGNEE TO NEGOTIATE AN AGREEMENT WITH THE FIRST
RANKED FIRM, WHICH AGREEMENT IS SUBJECT TO CITY COUNCIL
APPROVAL; PROVIDING THAT ADMINISTRATION MAY TERMINATE
NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE FIRST RANKED FIRM AND REPORT TO
CITY COUNCIL IF THE PARTIES CANNOT REACH AN AGREEMENT ON
THE MATERIAL TERMS OF THE AGREMENT; FINDING THAT THE
SELECTION COMMITTEE HAS COMPLETED ITS DUTIES AND IS
THEREFORE DISSOLVED; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Planning and Economic Development Department issued a
Request For Qualifications (“RFQ”) for a Downtown Waterfront Master Plan on December 6,
2013; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Economic Development Department received
eighteen (18) statements of qualifications in response to the RFQ; and

WHEREAS, the Selection Committee met on February 12, 2014 to discuss the
statements of qualifications and shortlisted to seven (7) firms; and

WHEREAS, the seven (7) shortlisted firms were (1) AECOM, (2) Houseal
Lavigne Associates, (3) Ecology and Environment, Inc., (4) Dover, Kohl & Partners, (5) EDSA,
(6) Wallace, Roberts & Todd, LLC and (7) Renaissance Planning Group; and

WHEREAS, on February 28, 2014, the seven (7) shortlisted firms made
presentations to the Selection Committee; and

WHEREAS, based on the presentations, deliberations and the RFQ materials
submitted by the seven (7) shortlisted firms, the Selection Committee ranked AECOM the
highest followed by Houseal Lavigne Associates, and Ecology and Environment, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, the Selection Committee has completed its duties as set forth in the
RFQ and recommends City Council acknowledge receipt of its ranking and authorize the
negotiation of an agreement with AECOM, the first ranked firm.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that receipt of Selection Committee’s ranking for a consultant to prepare the
downtown waterfront master plan, which is attached to this Resolution, is hereby acknowledged.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor or his designee is authorized to
negotiate an agreement (“Agreement”) with AECOM, the first ranked firm.



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the mutually agreed upon Agreement
between the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”) and AECOM is subject to approval by City
Council.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the City and AECOM cannot reach an
agreement on all the material terms of the Agreement, Administration may terminate
negotiations with AECOM and report back to this City Council to obtain direction on whether to
commence negotiations with Houseal Lavigne Associates, the second ranked firm.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that City Council finds that the Selection
Committee has completed its duties as set forth in the RFQ and is therefore dissolved.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved by:

Macall gyer/

Assistant City Attorney
V1-190017




RANKING OF SELECTION COMMITTEE

1. AECOM
2. HOUSEAL LAVIGNE ASSOCIATES

3. ECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENT, INC.



ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Meeting of March 20, 2014
TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair and Members of City Council

FROM: Rick Kriseman, Mayor W

SUBJECT:  Conveyance of Pasadena Women's Club property to the City

PRESENT SITUATION

Real Estate and Property Management received a letter from The Pasadena Women'’s Club, Inc.,
a Florida non profit corporation (“PWC”), offering to convey its club house property located at
1 Sunset Drive South, St. Petersburg, to the City of St. Petersburg (“City”). PWC has
experienced increasing operational costs on its property while at the same time seeing a
continuing decrease in its membership and membership participation over the last several
years. This economic stress has manifested itself to where PWC is implementing a plan to
disband its organization which has been in existence for over 92 years. As part of this process,
the members of PWC voted unanimously to convey its property to the City to be used for
civic/park purpose. The PWC property is located on the waterfront of Boca Ciega Bay and
abuts the City’s waterfront portion of Sunset Park.

The subject property is shown in the attached Map and identified as follows:

Address: 1 Sunset Drive South, St. Petersburg 33707

Tax ID: 19/31/16/00000/230/0100

Legal: BEGINNING WHERE THE SOUTH LINE OF CENTRAL
AVENUE, IF EXTENDED WOULD INTERSECT WITH THE SEAWALL
FOR A POINT OF BEGINNING, RUNNING SOUTHERLY ALONG THE
SEAWALL FOR 75 FEET; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG THE WEST
LINE OF BEACH DRIVE TO THE INTERSECTION WITH SOUTH LINE
OF CENTRAL AVENUE, IF EXTENDED; THENCE WEST ALONG THE
SOUTH LINE OF CENTRAL AVENUE TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.

The lot dimensions are +60 feet x 75 feet for a lot area of +4,500 square
feet. The property is zoned NSE (Neighborhood Suburban Estate).

The acquisition of the PWC property will extend the City’s existing waterfront parkland. In
consideration of the conveyance of the property for the nominal payment of $500, the
agreement provides for the deed to contain a restriction that “the Property shall be used for park
purposes only.” Further, the City will install a plaque or monument on the property
acknowledging the conveyance of the property by PWC after its +90 year presence and service
to the community on the site.
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BACKGROUND & HISTORY

The PWC was originally organized by thirteen (13) women of the Davista community who met
at the home of Mr. Charles Taylor on Friday, January 13, 1922, as the “Davista Women'’s Club.”
According to newspaper archives from the Evening Independent, the club, whose objective was
to foster social activity and to promote civic improvement in the community, grew to forty-one
(41) members by the end of 1922. On September 14, 1922, public records indicate that Geo C.
Allen and Mary M. Allen conveyed property on Boca Ciega Bay opposite Sunset Park to Charles
F. Taylor, Edward E. Hanna, Otto Zimmerman, Trustees for the Women's Club of Davista, upon
which the clubhouse was built and opened for use in 1923 enabling the PWC to be the first
women’s club in St. Petersburg to own its own clubhouse. Concurrently, the Pasadena
community was also growing and the generosity of the members of the community was of great
assistance to the young club as influential community leaders and members such as Mrs. Robert
Fulton donated the use of the Sunset Inn for card parties and Mrs. Al Lang secured the use of
the Jungle Club for the women's club building fund raising efforts. Additionally the club
received financial support from area businesses including the Walter P. Fuller Corporation. For
this community support, the ladies thought the name of the club should be changed from
Davista Women’s Club to Pasadena Women's Club which was accomplished with the
incorporation of The Pasadena Women's Club, Inc. in 1924 and the conveyance of the property
from the trustees to the corporate entity.

As early as 1926, the PWC was quite active and making donations to the Salvation Army,
Jacksonville Orphanage, Mercy Hospital and Mound Park Hospital, in addition to, assisting the
American Legion Hospital for Crippled Children. In the 1930's, PWC was also furnishing books
for the Pasadena School library and providing scholarships to Pasadena children. Other
organizations that benefited from the dedicated members of the PWC included the Crippled
Children’s Hospital, Needlework Guild, Empty Stocking Fund, Katherine Payne Beach Home
for Convalescent Children, County Welfare Association, Red Cross, Tuberculosis Association
and Faith Mission. According to a December 17, 1950 Evening Independent article, the PWC
membership had grown to 120 members including many names notable in the city of St.
Petersburg and was a strong influence in the Pasadena community of St. Petersburg as its
mission continued to attract many residents to the area as the club proudly served its motto of
“To think only for the best; to work only for the best and to expect only the best.” In addition to PWC’s
civic involvement and charitable work over the years, the ladies have enjoyed many picnics,
dances, luncheons, potluck dinners, bridge games, teas and music programs at the clubhouse.

PWC continued to serve the community through scholarships and fundraising events benefiting
abused children and family charitable organizations, even through its years of declining
membership. One of its main causes has been to support The Sallie House, which provides a
safe haven for children who have been removed from their homes because of abuse, neglect or
abandonment. The members of the PWC have served its community with a proud heritage,
and irreplaceable personal investment, and have left an indelible print on the success of many
in the City of St. Petersburg leaving a legacy that will be difficult to match by any other civic
organization.
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ANALYSIS

While the property is small in size, it is immeasurable in value as it complements the City-
owned Sunset Park which effectively surrounds this property. The generosity of the PWC in
conveying this waterfront asset to the City will ensure public use for future generations as the
property will, upon conveyance, be protected by the Park and Waterfront Property provisions
of the City charter as waterfront property. Leisure Services Administration has viewed the
property and concurs with the acquisition of the property under the terms of the agreement.

RECOMMENDATION: Administration recommends that City Council adopt the attached
resolution to purchase an improved property located at 1 Sunset Drive South, St. Petersburg,
from The Pasadena Women'’s Club, Inc., for the sum of $500; and to pay closing related costs not
to exceed $1,700; and to execute all documents necessary to effectuate same; and providing an
effective date.

COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION: Funds are available in Parks and
Recreation Department Administration Fund: 0001, Agency/Organization: 190/1573.

ATTACHMENTS: Offer Letter, Aerial, Photo and Resolution

Legal: 00189861.doc V. 1
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PASADENA WOMEN'S CLUB
1 Sunset Drive South
St. Petersburg, Florida 33707

January 23, 2014

Mr. Bruce E. Grimes, Director

Real Estate & Property Management
City of St. Petersburg

P.O. Box 2842

St. Petersburg, FL 33731-2842

Dear Mr. Grimes.:

Our club has come upon hard times lately due to decreasing membership. We do
not have the funds necessary to fully keep up with the utilities, insurance, repairs
and unforeseen expenses that we incur on a yearly basis.

Our members have discussed and voted unanimously that they would like to donate
the clubhouse and property to the city. We are a nonprofit, charitable
organization that has been in operation since 1922 and would like to see the
property used in a civic manner.

I will be out of town until Sunday evening, 1/26/14. If you have any questions, my

cell phone number is 301-473-2781. Our last meeting of 2014 will be in April.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

2

Tina Martell
President
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Pasadena Women's Club Building (circa 1924)

NOTE: Original structure was significantly altered, has aluminum Miami windows, the fireplace and rear
deck removed, building moved forward off the pilings and the facade modernized over the years.
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Resolution No. 2014 -

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR,
OR HIS DESIGNEE, TO PURCHASE AN
IMPROVED PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1 SUNSET
DRIVE SOUTH, ST. PETERSBURG, FROM THE
PASADENA WOMEN'’'S CLUB, INC.,, FOR THE
SUM OF $500; AND TO PAY CLOSING RELATED
COSTS NOT TO EXCEED $1,700; AND TO
EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
EFFECTUATE SAME; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Real Estate and Property Management received a letter from The
Pasadena Women’s Club, Inc., a Florida non profit corporation (“PWC”), offering to convey its
club house property located at 1 Sunset Drive South, St. Petersburg, to the City of St. Petersburg
(”City”),' and

WHEREAS, PWC has experienced increasing operational costs on its property
while at the same time seeing a continuing decrease in its membership and membership
participation over the last several years; and

WHEREAS, this economic stress has manifested itself to where PWC is
implementing a plan to disband its organization which has been in existence for over 92 years;
and

WHEREAS, as part of this process, the members of PWC voted unanimously to
convey its property to the City to be used for civic/park purpose; and

WHEREAS, the PWC property is located on the waterfront of Boca Ciega Bay,
abuts the City’s waterfront portion of Sunset Park and is legally described as follows:

Address: 1 Sunset Drive South, St. Petersburg 33707

Tax ID: 19/31/16/00000/230/0100

Legal: BEGINNING WHERE THE SOUTH LINE OF
CENTRAL AVENUE, IF EXTENDED WOULD INTERSECT WITH
THE SEAWALL FOR A POINT OF BEGINNING, RUNNING
SOUTHERLY ALONG THE SEAWALL FOR 75 FEET, THENCE
NORTHERLY ALONG THE WEST LINE OF BEACH DRIVE TO THE
INTERSECTION WITH SOUTH LINE OF CENTRAL AVENUE, IF
EXTENDED; THENCE WEST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF
CENTRAL AVENUE TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

The lot dimensions are +60 feet x 75 feet for a lot area of +4,500 square
feet. The property is zoned NSE (Neighborhood Suburban Estate);
and
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WHEREAS, the acquisition of the PWC property will extend the City’s existing
waterfront parkland; and

WHEREAS, in consideration of the conveyance of the property for the nominal
payment of $500, the agreement provides for the deed to contain a restriction that “the Property
shall be used for park purposes only”; and

WHEREAS, the agreement provides that the City will install a plaque or
monument on the property acknowledging the conveyance of the property by PWC after its +90
year presence and service to the community on the site; and

WHEREAS, Leisure Services Administration has viewed the property and
concurs with the acquisition of the property under the terms of the agreement.

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 purchase an improved
property located at 1 Sunset Drive South, St. Petersburg, as legally described above, from The
Pasadena Women'’s Club, Inc., for the sum of $500; and to pay closing related costs not to exceed
$1,700; and to execute all documents necessary to effectuate same.

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

LEGAL: APPROVED BY:
iég /g/b m .
¥ 7
City Attorney (designee) Bfuce Gfmes, Director
Legal: 00189861.doc V. 1 Real Estate & Property Management
APPROVED BY:

M N304

Sherry cBee, Administrator
Leisure Services
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of March 20, 2014
TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair and Members of City Council
FROM: Rick Kriseman, Mayor .

SUBJECT:  Maximo Park Sublease Agreement from FDOT

EXPLANATION: Real Estate & Property Management ("Real Estate”) received a request from the
City’s Transportation & Parking Department ("Transportation") to enter into a Sublease Agreement
with the Florida Department of Transportation ("FDOT") for a portion of the property that FDOT
leases from the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund of the State of Florida
("Trustees") adjacent to City-owned Maximo Park. Currently, the FDOT uses its +7.88 acre property
as a maintenance yard / materials storage area but seldom utilizes the entirety of its property.

For several years, there has been an interest on behalf of the Parks & Recreation Department
("Parks") to expand Maximo Park if a portion or all of the FDOT use could be relocated and the site
be made available for City use. Transportation and Real Estate worked on identifying City-owned
property that could be potentially exchanged with FDOT, but no mutually-agreeable, suitable site
was found. Subsequently, discussions evolved through Transportation's regular meetings with
FDOT to provide for the City to sublease a portion of the property that FDOT does not currently
utilize all of the time.

The portion of the FDOT's property that is to be subleased to the City ("Subleased Area") contains
+3.9 acres and is legally described as follows:

The following described property, LESS the South 320 feet:

From a point of beginning on the East Line of Section 10, Township 32 South, Range
16 East, 190 feet South of the Southeast corner of the Northeast Y4 of said Section 10,
run N00°21'39”W, along said East line of Section 10, a distance of 643 feet; thence
$82°0521”W, 331.09 feet; thence N67°41'39”W, 296 feet; thence N88°11'39”W, 108.97
feet; thence S00°21'39”E, 717.10 feet; thence N89°3621”E, 710 feet to the Point of
Beginning.

LESS that portion of said lands conveyed to the State of Florida for Right-of-way for
State Road 55 and also LESS a 0.673 acre parcel described as follows:
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Commence at the Southeast corner of the Northeast ¥4 of said Section 10; thence
S00°09'58”W, 190 feet; thence N89°52'02”W, 132.00 feet to the Point of Beginning;
thence N89°5202”W, 50.00 feet; thence NO02°22'13”"W, 614.99 feet; thence
N82°36'58"E, 54.69 feet; thence S00°09'58”W, 439.49 feet; thence S89°50'02”E, 23.00
feet; thence 500°09'58”W, 182.05 feet to the Point of Beginning.

Pinellas County Parcel 1.D. No.: Part of 10/32/16/00000/140/0100

The term of the Sublease Agreement ("Sublease”) will be for twenty-five (25) years ending on May 5,
2039. The Sublease requires the City to pay the Trustees an annual administrative fee in the amount
of $300.00. The initial administrative fee shall be payable within thirty (30) days of execution of the
Sublease and will be prorated based on the number of months remaining in the fiscal year. Each
annual payment thereafter will be due on July 1, which is the beginning of the fiscal year for the
Sublease.

The Sublease also requires the City to fence off the Subleased Area from the rest of Maximo Park
with gates that can be opened to allow use of the Subleased Area by the City and closed to enable
the FDOT to secure and use the Subleased Area in case of an emergency. The City is required to
submit a Management Plan for the Subleased Area in accordance with Section 253.034, Florida
Statutes, within twelve (12) months of the effective date of the Sublease.

RECOMMENDATION: Administration recommends that City Council adopt the attached
resolution authorizing the Mayor, or his Designee, to execute a Sublease Agreement with the
Florida Department of Transportation for the use of +3.9 acres of property for the Maximo Park
expansion for a period of twenty-five (25) years for an annual administrative fee of $300.00; and to
execute all documents necessary to effectuate same; and providing an effective date.

COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION: Funds are available in the South District
Maintenance Fund: 0001, Agency/Organization: 190/2369.

ATTACHMENTS: IHlustration, Aerial and Resolution
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Resolution No. 2014 -

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR, OR
HIS DESIGNEE, TO EXECUTE A SUBLEASE
AGREEMENT WITH THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION FOR THE USE OF +3.9
ACRES OF PROPERTY FOR THE MAXIMO PARK
EXPANSION FOR A PERIOD OF TWENTY-FIVE
(25) YEARSFOR AN ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE
FEE OF $300.000 AND TO EXECUTE ALL
DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE
SAME; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE

WHEREAS, Real Estate & Property Management ("Real Estate") received a request
from the City’s Transportation & Parking Department ("Transportation”) to enter into a Sublease
Agreement with the Florida Department of Transportation ("FDOT") for a portion of the property
that FDOT leases from the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund of the State of
Florida ("Trustees") adjacent to City-owned Maximo Park; and

WHEREAS, currently, the FDOT uses its +7.88 acre property as a maintenance yard /
materials storage area but seldom utilizes the entirety of its property; and

WHEREAS, for several years, there has been an interest on behalf of the Parks &
Recreation Department ("Parks") to expand Maximo Park if a portion or all of the FDOT use could
be relocated and the site be made available for City; and

WHEREAS, Transportation and Real Estate worked on identifying City-owned
property that could be potentially exchanged with FDOT, but no mutually-agreeable, suitable site
was found; and

WHEREAS, subsequently, discussions evolved through Transportation's regular
meetings with FDOT to provide for the City to sublease a portion of the property that FDOT does
not currently utilize all of the time and

WHEREAS, the portion of the FDOT’s property that is to be subleased to the City
("Subleased Area") contains +3.9 acres and is legally described as follows:

The following described property, LESS the South 320 feet:

From a point of beginning on the East Line of Section 10, Township 32 South,
Range 16 East, 190 feet South of the Southeast corner of the Northeast % of
said Section 10, run N00°21'39”W, along said East line of Section 10, a
distance of 643 feet; Thence S82°05’21”W, 331.09 feet; Thence N67°41'39”W,
296 feet; Thence N88°11'39”W, 108.97 feet; Thence S00°21’39”E, 717.10 feet;
Thence N89°36'21"E, 710 feet to the Point of Beginning,.
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LESS that portion of said lands conveyed to the State of Florida for Right-of-
way for State Road 55 and also LESS a 0.673 acre parcel described as follows:

Commence at the southeast corner of the Northeast % of said Section10;
Thence S00°09'58"”W, 190 feet; Thence N89°52’02”W, 132.00 feet to the Point
of Beginning; Thence N89°52'02”W, 50.00 feet; Thence N02°22'13”W, 614.99
feet; Thence N82°36'58”E, 54.69 feet; Thence S00°09'58”W, 439.49 feet;
Thence 589°50'02”E, 23.00 feet; Thence S00°09'58” W, 182.05 feet to the Point
of Beginning.

Pinellas County Parcel 1.D. No.: Part of 10/32/16/00000/140/0100; and

WHEREAS, the term of the Sublease Agreement ("Sublease") will be for twenty-five
(25) years ending on May 5, 2039; and

WHEREAS, the Sublease requires the City to pay the Trustees an annual
administrative fee in the amount of $300.0¢ and

WHEREAS, the initial administrative fee shall be payable within thirty (30) days of
execution of the Sublease and will be prorated based on the number of months remaining in the
fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, each annual payment thereafter will be due on July 1, which is the
beginning of the fiscal year for the Sublease; and

WHEREAS, the Sublease also requires the City to fence off the Subleased Area from
the rest of Maximo Park with gates for the FDOT to be able to secure and use the Subleased Area in
case of an emergency; and

WHEREAS, the Sublease also requires the City to fence off the Subleased Area from
the rest of Maximo Park with gates that can be opened to allow use of the Subleased Area by the
City and closed to enable the FDOT to secure and use the Subleased Area in case of an emergency;
and

WHEREAS, the City is required to submit a Management Plan for the Subleased
Area in accordance with Section 253.034, Florida Statutes, within twelve (12) months of the effective
date of the Sublease.

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 Sublease Agreement
with the Florida Department of Transportation for the use of +3.9 acres of property for the Maximo
Park expansion, as legally described above, for a period of twenty-five (25) years for an annual
administrative fee of $300.00; and to execute all documents necessary to effectuate same
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This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

LEGAL:

V424

City Attorne; (designee)
Legal: 00189562.doc V. 2

APPROVED BY” |

Loy

Jc}e\!<u\"lﬁcrl;i;3lre'%tor ”
Transpotrtatien & Parking

APPROVED BY:

S N5 4

..\
Sherry l@ee, Administrator
Leisure Services

APPROVED BY:

e 2

ce Gru{ es, Director
Real Estate & Property Management
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Meeting of March 20, 2014

Report

TO:  The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: Review of downtown garage and streetscape improvements in association with
the grand opening of Sundial (formerly known as BayWalk); approving a transfer in the amount
of $250,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Parking Operating Fund (1021) to the
Downtown Parking Capital Project Fund (3073); and providing an effective date.

EXPLANATION: BayWalk was once a jewel in the City's downtown redevelopment efforts,
drawing approximately 3 million visitors per year in its early years. At its 2005 peak, the
BayWalk center (not including Muvico) generated over $415K in real estate tax revenue
annually. In 2013, that figure declined to $119K. Following the BayWalk property entering into
foreclosure in 2009, the City developed and implemented a BayWalk Revitalization Plan to help
bring BayWalk back to its former prominence. With new ownership by Loan Ranger
Acquisitions (“LRA"), a Bill Edwards Group company, the City is in the process of upgrading
publicly owned assets surrounding the (newly named) Sundial project.

Capital investment by the Bill Edwards Group (“Edwards Group”) into Sundial began following
its purchase in September 2011. The Edwards Group has and continues to make a substantial
capital investment in Sundial, with a scheduled completion in 2014. These Edwards Group
improvements are not limited to the fee simple area within the Sundial perimeter, but include
improvements to the MidCore Garage security systems, streetscape and signage. Following
BayWalk's foreclosure five years ago, the City embarked on an aggressive Revitalization Plan
(2009) encompassing many targeted public areas to help restore this core asset to its original
prominence, including a.) Enhanced Security/Atmosphere, b.) Baywalk's Reinvestment
Strategy/Muvico's Vision, c.) Downtown Activity Centers Connector Plan, and d.) A Six-Month
Free Parking Program. Subsequent to these 2009 initiatives, in 2012 City Council approved
four contracts between the Edwards Group and the City to help rebuild and rebrand the asset,
including an employee parking agreement, customer parking validation agreement, pedestrian
corridor management agreement, and MidCore Garage security services agreement in an effort
to assure adequate parking and seamless security/management between the garage and retail
complex.

The garage and streetscape projects underway today carry forward those goals with new paint,
awnings, garage access equipment, additional security equipment, waterproofing, new signage
and additional lighting improvements. The MidCore garage, opened in late 2000, has served
the City well providing core area parking for business, retail and guests. This asset is essential
to the success of the Sundial complex, including the approximately 47 foot wide pedestrian
connector between the garage and Sundial. In Council action taken in 2012 (effective in 2013),
the security and maintenance of the pedestrian corridor as well as the security of the MidCore
garage was tumned over to the Edwards Group. This long term plan was via a 20 year
agreement, to provide visitors with a consistent and unified connection/experience from the
garage to the retail center and back with one entity overseeing security and maintenance
throughout. The visitor experience does not begin in Sundial but upon arrival to St. Petersburg
and the MidCore garage — the improvements to date and ongoing recommendations continue
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that theme affording visitors and locals alike a welcoming experience and sense of arrival to
downtown.

FY14 MidCore Garage Improvements. The majority of MidCore garage improvements are on-
going maintenance items, previously appropriated and in progress. These include exterior
painting, breezeway painting, and new awnings. Enhanced garage access equipment including
credit card lanes and at least one remote pay station are planned. Garage restriping and
interior paint, along with waterproofing are planned as well. Finally, energy efficient lighting
improvements, along with call box “awareness lights” will contribute towards a safe customer
experience. Interstate signage adjustments on 1-275 leading into downtown St. Petersburg are
also in progress and paid for by the Edwards Group. Existing Downtown Parking Capital
Project Fund (3073) appropriations of $766,000 are being utilized towards the garage
improvements, and approval of a transfer in the amount of $250,000 from the unappropriated
balance of the Parking Operating Fund (1021) to the Downtown Parking Capital Project Fund
(3073) is requested of Council and recommended by Administration at this time. Sufficient fund
balance exists for this appropriation.

FY14 Streetscape Improvements, Following the purchase of BayWalk by LRA an aggressive
restoration process was undertaken culminating in a City Community Redevelopment Authority
action finding the Sundial project consistent with the City's Intown Redevelopment plan on
February 21, 2013. A part of the Edwards Group investment includes approximately $277,000
for streetscape improvements in the City's rights-of-way. Consistent with those improvements,
the City is providing additional right-of-way streetscape and pedestrian connector
improvements, maintenance and way finding signage totaling $413,000. The City funded
improvements include the following components:

a. 2™ Avenue North. Replacement of existing colored concrete pavement along 2™
Avenue North between 1% Street and 2™ Street. This is a regular maintenance item to
upgrade this concrete which is over 10 years old and clearly tired in appearance.

b. 2™ Street North. Install mid-block pedestrian high emphasis crosswalk between 2™
Avenue North and 3™ Avenue North. New flashing traffic beacons will be provided, as
well as routine maintenance of the west side sidewalk from mid-block North to 3"
Avenue North.

c. 1* Street North. Replace colored asphalt at mid-block pedestrian crosswalk (between
2" Avenue North and 3 Avenue North) and replacement of existing flashing pedestrian
traffic beacons with upgraded technology.

d. 1% Street North to Beach Drive Alley, between 2™ Avenue North and 3™ Avenue
North. Replace wayfinding signage at each end of alley to clearly provide direction, as
well as improve a portion of the pedestrian corridor (alley) providing an 8 foot wide
clearly delineated concrete pedestrian strip.

Due to its critical Iocatlon between the heart of Beach Drive and BayWalk/Muvico, the subject
alley between 2™ and 3™ Avenue North (item “d” above) was identified as a critical East/West
pedestrian connector in the 2009 Downtown Activity Centers Connector Plan that was
presented by Administration to City Council as part of the BayWalk Revitalization Plan. Of the
connectors, this is the only one that is not along a roadway/sidewalk and as such required
special treatments to make it safe and attractive for pedestrians. These improvements are



consistent with the City’s Intown Redevelopment Plan, which sets forth an objective to create a
“unified commercial core” in this area of downtown.

These 2009 improvements included converting the alley to one-way traffic and posting it for no
parking after 11 a.m. to reduce vehicular conflicts, planting of new vegetation along the sides,
lighting improvements, decorative fencing along adjacent parking lots and substantial
entryway/way finding signs, as well as an enhanced mid-block crosswalk from the alley across
1% Street to BayWalk. Additionally, the existing bricks were re-layed to make them more even,
along with an approximate one foot concrete band to provide a visual delineator between the
vehicular travel lane and pedestrian travel path.

The connector plan, and this link in particular, have proven to be successful. However, an
additional improvement to the alley has been identified in advance of the full opening of Sundial
to further enhance this critical connection. In order to better separate vehicles from pedestrians
and to make the surface safer to walk on, a poured concrete section will be placed between the
existing concrete band and south edge of the alley, approximately 6.5 feet in width to provide an
approximate 8 foot wide concrete path. This partial conversion from brick to concrete will
provide a safer pedestrian connection between Beach Drive and the Sundial site. Pedestrians
with high heels, family stroller access, as well as those with physical impairments who may be
using wheelchairs or other assistive devices, will benefit from this adjustment.

This alley improvement will require review by the Community Planning and Preservation
Commission. Following CPPC review, this alley component will come back to City Council for
approval.

COST/FUNDING INFORMATION: Funding for the MidCore garage maintenance and
improvements in the amount of $766,000 is available in the Downtown Parking Capital Project
Fund (3073). To complete the work in progress, a transfer in the amount of $250,000 from the
unappropriated balance of the Parking Operating Fund (1021) to the Downtown Parking Capital
Project Fund (3073) is needed.

RECOMMENDATION: Administration recommends approval of the attached resolution
approving a transfer in the amount of $250,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Parking
Operating Fund (1021) to the Downtown Parking Capital Project Fund (3073). The new Sundial
project and the Edwards Group have invested substantial effort and financial resources to bring
life back to this asset in the heart of the City, and along with related City improvements to public
facilities noted in this report, will reinvigorate the retail core component of the City’s Intown
Redevelopment Plan. The project will also increase annual City ad valorem and sales tax
revenues resulting from the new Sundial project.

ATTACHMENTS:  Resolution
Site Plan
Historic BayWalk Property Values/Taxes



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-___

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A TRANSFER IN THE
AMOUNT OF $250,000 FROM THE UNAPPROPRIATED
BALANCE OF THE PARKING OPERATING FUND (1021)
TO THE DOWNTOWN PARKING CAPITAL PROJECT
FUND (3073) FOR MIDCORE GARAGE IMPROVEMENTS
IN CONJUNCTION WITH ONGOING MAINTENANCE AND
SECURITY UPGRADES; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS; the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City") owns and funds
capital improvements to the MidCore garage; and

WHEREAS, ongoing maintenance and security enhancements are
currently planned for the MidCore garage utilizing funding in the Downtown
Parking Capital Project Fund (3073); and

WHEREAS, a transfer in the amount of $250,000 from the unappropriated
balance of the Parking Operating Fund (1021) to the Downtown Parking Capital
Project Fund (3073) is needed to complete these improvements.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida that there is hereby approved the following transfer for
FY14.

Parking Operating Fund (1021)

Transfer to: Downtown Parking Capital Project Fund (3073) $250,000

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVALS:
—y [/

City Attorng¥y (designee) Budget

ClMes T 311-4

Administration
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
PRESENTATION

March 13, 2014

TO: The Honorable Members of City Council
SUBJECT: Waterfront Usage

PRESENTER: Johannes “Jopie” Helsen, Committee Chairman, Tampa Bay
Marine Industries Association

SCHEDULE FOR COUNCIL ON:
Agenda of March 20, 2014

Amy Foster
Council Member




ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of March 20, 2014
TO: Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair of Council, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to enter into a Cooperative Funding Agreement with
the Southwest Florida Water Management District for the City of St. Petersburg Toilet
Replacement Program Phase 14 in the amount of $100,000.

EXPLANATION: The St. Petersburg Water Resources Department and the Southwest Florida Water
Management District (SWFWMD) are proposing to enter into a FY2014 Cooperative Funding Agreement
for Phase 14 of a Toilet Replacement Program (“Program™). The first thirteen phases of the Program were
highly successful in terms of citizen participation and conservation of potable water, with over 32,000 toilets
replaced at almost 27,000 locations.

During the FY2014 program, the City and SWFWMD anticipate providing rebates to single family, multi-
family, and non-residential water customers to replace 700 high flush toilets with ultra-low flush (ULF) or
high efficiency (HET) fixtures. SWFWMD now requires that single-family and multi-family residential
locations install only EPA WaterSense labeled high efficiency toilets (HETs). These fixtures use 1.28 gallons
per flush or less, which is twenty percent (20%) less water than the current ULF federal standard of 1.6
gallons per flush. As of January 2014, more than 2,100 WaterSense labeled toilets are available in a wide
range of prices and styles. The City’s water conservation office has developed or updated applicable
information to convey this new requirement for this phase of the Program. Efforts will be made to target
customers who have not previously participated in this Program, including low-income residential
households. To ensure that monies spent on this long-term conservation program meet the intended goal, the

City will include educational materials on leak detection and proper replacement flapper selection and
installation to program participants.

The agreement with the SWFWMD has a total project cost of $100,000. The City of St Petersburg agrees to
fund 50% of the total cost or $50,000 and the SWFWMD agrees to fund 50% of the total cost or $50,000.
The District's form Agreement includes a provision for attorney's fees and costs incurred by the District if the
City fails to complete the Project in accordance with the terms of the Agreement, or the City fails to
appropriate sufficient funds to complete the Project and the City fails to repay those funds. Historically the
City will not enter into a contract which includes attorney fees provisions. The decision to accept funding
from the District should be made taking the potential risk of having to pay such fees and costs into account.
Staff is not aware of any breach of contract claims or litigation occurring with respect to any of previous co-
funding arrangements with the District. The form Agreement also contains a non-appropriation clause which
does not specifically limit funding by the City to an annual appropriation. The City’s request to amend that
provision for this fiscal year was declined; however legal counsel for the District has indicated that the
requested change will be included in amendments to the form Agreement for FY2015. Since the entire
amount of the City’s funding is appropriated in advance of the Project, and given the fact that this co-funding
Agreement continues a long-term program that has been implemented without problem, the legal risk that the

Agreement would be found void appears small, but should be considered in the acceptance of the District
funding.

Administration recommends that the Mayor or his designee be authorized to execute the FY2014
Cooperative Funding Agreement with the Southwest Florida Water Management District for funding the
City of St. Petersburg Toilet Replacement Program Phase 14.



COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION: Funds are available in the Water Resources
Operating Fund (4001), Water Conservation Administration (4202133), Toilet Replacement Program
(Project #TBD).

ATTACHMENTS: SWFWMD Agreement, Resolution.

APPROVALW %«M) Q yQQA/\A\‘Q\‘D\)H
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR
OR HIS DESIGNEE TO ENTER INTO A
FOURTEENTH PHASE COOPERATIVE
FUNDING  AGREEMENT WITH THE
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT FOR A TOILET
REPLACEMENT AND EDUCATION PROJECT
AT A TOTAL COST OF $100,000.00; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Southwest Florida Water Management District ("District") and the City
of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City™) wish to implement the fourteenth phase of a residential and
commercial toilet replacement and education project; and

WHEREAS, the District and the City have agreed upon the type and extent of the
program to be completed and the amount and method of compensation to be paid by the District
to the City for materials, development and distribution.

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 enter into a cooperative
funding agreement with the District for the fourteenth phase of a toilet replacement and
education project at a total project cost of $100,000.00 with the District's share not to exceed
$50,000.00.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

City Attorney (Designee)




AGREEMENT NO. 14C00000012

COOPERATIVE FUNDING AGREEMENT (1)
BETWEEN THE
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
AND
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
FOR
ST. PETERSBURG TOILET REPLACEMENT PROGRAM — PHASE 14 (N517)

THIS COOPERATIVE FUNDING AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between
the SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, a public corporation of the
State of Florida, whose address is 2379 Broad Street, Brooksville, Florida 34604-6899,
hereinafter referred to as the "DISTRICT," and CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, a municipal
corporation of the State of Florida, whose address is 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg,
Florida 33701, hereinafter referred to as the "CITY."

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the CITY proposed a project to the DISTRICT for funding consideration under
the DISTRICT'S cooperative funding program; and

WHEREAS, the project consists of a water conservation incentive program that will provide

CITY retail water customers with a toilet rebate, hereinafter referred to as the "PROJECT";
and

WHEREAS, the DISTRICT considers the resource benefits to be achieved by the PROJECT
worthwhile and desires to assist the CITY in funding the PROJECT.

NOW THEREFORE, the DISTRICT and the CITY, in consideration of the mutual terms,
covenants and conditions set forth herein, agree as follows:

1. PROJECT CONTACTS AND NOTICES. Each party hereby designates the individual
set forth below as its prime contact for matters relating to this Agreement. Notices and
reports shall be sent to the attention of each party's prime contact as set forth herein by
U.S. mail, postage paid, by nationally recognized overnight courier, or personally to the
parties' addresses as set forth below. Notice is effective upon receipt.

Contract Manager for the DISTRICT: Jay Hoecker
Southwest Florida Water Management District
2379 Broad Street
Brooksville, FL 34604-6899

Project Manager for the CITY: Christine Claus
City of St. Petersburg
1650 Third Avenue North
St. Petersburg, FL. 33713
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Any changes to the above representatives or addresses must be provided to the other
party in writing.

1.1 The DISTRICT'S Contract Manager is authorized to approve requests to extend a
PROJECT task deadline set forth in this Agreement. Such approval must be in
writing, explain the reason for the extension and be signed by the Contract
Manager and his or her Bureau Chief, or Director if the Bureau Chief is the
Contract Manager, unless the DISTRICT'S Signature Authority provides
otherwise. The DISTRICT'S Signature Authority supersedes the approval
requirements provided in this provision. The DISTRICT'S Contract Manager is
not authorized to approve any time extension which will result in an increased
cost to the DISTRICT or which will exceed the expiration date set forth in this
Agreement.

1.2 The DISTRICT'S Contract Manager is authorized to adjust a line item amount of
the PROJECT budget contained in the Project Plan set forth in Exhibit "A" or, if
applicable, the refined budget as set forth in Subparagraph 3.4 below. The
authorization must be in writing, explain the reason for the adjustment, and be
signed by all appropriate DISTRICT staff in accordance with the DISTRICT'S
Signature Authority. The DISTRICT'S Contract Manager is not authorized to
make changes to the Scope of Work and is not authorized to approve any
increase in the amounts set forth in the funding section of this Agreement.

SCOPE OF WORK. Upon receipt of written notice to proceed from the DISTRICT, the
CITY shall perform the services necessary to complete the PROJECT in accordance
with the CITY'S Project Plan set forth in Exhibit "A." Any changes to this Agreement,
except as provided herein, must be mutually agreed to in a formal written amendment
approved by the DISTRICT and the CITY prior to being performed by the CITY. The
CITY shall be solely responsible for managing and controlling the PROJECT, including
the hiring and supervising of any consultants or contractors it engages.

The parties agree that time is of the essence in the performance of each obligation
under this Agreement.

FUNDING. The parties anticipate that the total cost of the PROJECT will be One
Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000). The DISTRICT agrees to fund PROJECT costs
up to Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) and shall have no obligation to pay any costs
beyond this maximum amount. The CITY agrees to provide all remaining funds
necessary for the satisfactory completion of the PROJECT.

3.1 The DISTRICT'S performance and payment pursuant to this Agreement are

: contingent upon the DISTRICT'S Governing Board appropriating funds in its
approved budget for the PROJECT in each fiscal year of this Agreement. The
CITY'S payment of any financial obligation under this Agreement is subject to
appropriation by the CITY’S Council of legally available funds.
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

The CITY shall pay PROJECT costs prior to requesting reimbursement from the
DISTRICT. The DISTRICT shall reimburse the CITY for the DISTRICT'S share of
allowable PROJECT costs in accordance with the PROJECT budget contained in
the Project Plan set forth in Exhibit “A”. The DISTRICT shall reimburse the CITY
for fifty percent (50%) of all allowable costs in each DISTRICT approved invoice
received from the CITY, but at no point in time will the DISTRICT'S expenditure
amounts under this Agreement exceed expenditures made by the CITY.

Unless otherwise stated in this Agreement, any federal, state, local or grant
monies received by the CITY for this PROJECT shall be applied to equally reduce
each party's share of PROJECT costs. The CITY shall provide the DISTRICT
with written documentation detailing its allocation of any such funds appropriated
for this PROJECT.

The CITY may contract with consultant(s), contractor(s) or both to accomplish the
PROJECT. The CITY must obtain the DISTRICT'S written approval prior to
posting solicitations for consultants or contractors and prior to entering into
agreements with consultants or contractors to ensure that costs to be reimbursed
by the DISTRICT under those agreements are reasonable and allowable under
this Agreement. The DISTRICT shall provide a written response to the CITY
within fifteen (15) business days of receipt of the solicitation or agreement. Upon
written DISTRICT approval, the budget amounts for the work set forth in such
contract(s) shall refine the amounts set forth in the PROJECT budget and be
incorporated herein by reference. The DISTRICT shall not reimburse the CITY for
costs incurred under consultant and contractor agreements until the DISTRICT
approvals required under this provision have been obtained.

Payment shall be made to the CITY within forty-five (45) days of receipt of an
invoice with adequate supporting documentation to satisfy auditing purposes.
Invoices shall be submitted to the DISTRICT every two (2) months electronically
at invoices@WaterMatters.org, or at the following address:

Accounts Payable Section
Southwest Florida Water Management District
Post Office Box 1166
Brooksville, Florida 34605-1166

In addition to sending an original invoice to the DISTRICT'S Accounts Payable
Section as required above, copies of invoices may also be submitted to the
DISTRICT'S Contract Manager in order to expedite the review process. Failure of
the CITY to submit invoices to the DISTRICT in the manner provided herein shall
relieve the DISTRICT of its obligation to pay within the aforementioned timeframe.

The parties acknowledge that the PROJECT was approved for funding by the
DISTRICT based upon the resource benefits expected to be achieved by the
PROJECT (the “Measurable Benefit”). The parties also acknowledge that the
CITY is solely responsible for implementing the PROJECT in such a manner that
the expected resource benefits are achieved. If at any point during the
progression of the PROJECT, the DISTRICT determines that it is likely that the
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3.7

3.8

3.9

Measurable Benefit as set forth in the Project Plan will not be achieved, the
DISTRICT shall withhold payments to the CITY until such time as the CITY
demonstrates that the PROJECT shall achieve the required resource benefits.

Any travel expenses which may be authorized under this Agreement shall be paid
in accordance with Section 112.061, F.S., as may be amended from time to time.
The DISTRICT shall not reimburse the CITY for any purpose not specifically
identified in Paragraph 2, Scope of Work. Surcharges added to third party
invoices are not considered an allowable cost under this Agreement. Costs
associated with in-kind services provided by the CITY are not reimbursable by the
DISTRICT and may not be included in the CITY’S share of funding contributions
under this Agreement.

Each CITY invoice must include the following certification, and the CITY hereby
delegates authority by virtue of this Agreement to its Project Manager to affirm
said certification:

"| hereby certify that the costs requested for reimbursement and the CITY'S
matching funds, as represented in this invoice, are directly related to the
performance under the St. Petersburg Toilet Replacement Program — Phase 14
(N517) agreement between the Southwest Florida Water Management District
and City of St. Petersburg (Agreement No. 14C00000012), are allowable,
allocable, properly documented, and are in accordance with the approved
project budget. The CITY has been allocated a total of $__ in federal, state,
local or grant monies for this PROJECT. $__ has been allocated to this invoice,
reducing the DISTRICT'S and CITY'S share to $__."

In the event any dispute or disagreement arises during the course of the
PROJECT, including whether expenses are reimbursable under this Agreement,
the CITY will continue to perform the PROJECT work in accordance with the
Project Plan. The CITY is under a duty to seek clarification and resolution of any
issue, discrepancy, or dispute by providing the details and basis of the dispute to
the DISTRICT'S Contract Manager no later than ten (10) days after the
precipitating event. If not resolved by the Contract Manager, in consultation with
his or her Bureau Chief, within ten (10) days of receipt of notice, the dispute will
be forwarded to the DISTRICT'S Executive Director. The DISTRICT'S Executive
Director in consultation with the DISTRICT'S Office of General Counsel will issue
the DISTRICT'S final determination. The CITY’S continuation of the PROJECT
work as required under this provision shall not constitute a waiver of any legal
remedy available to the CITY concerning the dispute.

COMPLETION DATES. The CITY shall commence the PROJECT by April 1, 2014, shall

complete the PROJECT by May 1, 2015, and shall otherwise meet the task deadlines
established in this Agreement, as may be extended by the DISTRICT in accordance with
Paragraph 1 of this Agreement. In the event of hurricanes, tornados, floods, acts of
God, acts of war, or other such catastrophes, or other man-made emergencies such as
labor strikes or riots, which are beyond the control of the CITY, the CITY'S obligations to
meet the time frames provided in this Agreement shall be suspended for the period of
time the condition continues to exist. During such suspension, this Agreement shall
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remain in effect. When the CITY is able to resume performance of its obligations under
this Agreement, in whole or in part, it shall immediately give the DISTRICT written notice
to that effect and shall resume performance no later than two (2) working days after the
notice is delivered. The suspension of the CITY'S obligations provided for in this
provision shall be the CITY'S sole remedy for the delays set forth herein.

REPAYMENT.

5.1 The CITY shall repay the DISTRICT all funds the DISTRICT paid to the CITY
under this Agreement, if: a) the CITY fails to complete the PROJECT in
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, including failing to
meet the Measurable Benefit; b) the DISTRICT determines, in its sole discretion
and judgment, that the CITY has failed to maintain scheduled progress of the
PROJECT thereby endangering the timely performance of this Agreement; c) the
CITY fails to appropriate sufficient funds to meet the task deadlines unless
extended in accordance with Paragraph 1.1; or d) a provision or provisions of this
Agreement setting forth the requirements or expectations of a Measurable Benefit
resulting from the PROJECT is held to be invalid, illegal or unenforceable during
the term of this Agreement. Should any of the above conditions exist that require
the CITY to repay the DISTRICT, this Agreement shall terminate in accordance
with the procedure set forth in Paragraph 10, Default.

5.2  Notwithstanding the above, the parties acknowledge that if the completed
PROJECT fails to meet the Measurable Benefit specified in this Agreement, the
CITY may request the DISTRICT Governing Board to waive the repayment
obligation, in whole or in part.

5.3 In the event the CITY is obligated to repay the DISTRICT under any provision of
this Agreement, the CITY shall repay the DISTRICT within a reasonable time, as
determined by the DISTRICT in its sole discretion.

5.4  The CITY shall pay attorneys’ fees and costs incurred by the DISTRICT, including

appeals, as a result of CITY'S failure to repay the DISTRICT as required by this
Agreement.

CONTRACT PERIOD. This Agreement shall be effective January 31, 2014 and shall
remain in effect through June 1, 2015, or upon satisfactory completion of the PROJECT
and subsequent reimbursement to the CITY, whichever occurs first, unless amended in
writing by the parties. The CITY shall not be eligible for reimbursement for any work that
is commenced, or costs that are incurred, prior to the effective date of this Agreement.

PROJECT RECORDS AND DOCUMENTS. Upon request by the DISTRICT, the CITY
shall permit the DISTRICT to examine or audit all PROJECT related records and
documents during or following completion of the PROJECT at no cost to the DISTRICT.
Payments made to the CITY under this Agreement shall be reduced for amounts found
to be not allowable under this Agreement by an audit. If an audit is undertaken by either
party, all required records shall be maintained until the audit has been completed and all
questions arising from it are resolved. Each party shall maintain all such records and
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documents for at least three (3) years following completion of the PROJECT. Each party
shall allow public access to PROJECT documents and materials made or received by
either party in accordance with the Public Records Act, Chapter 119, F.S. Should either
party assert any exemption to the requirements of Chapter 119, F.S., the burden of
establishing such exemption, by way of injunctive or other relief as provided by law, shall
be upon the asserting party.

REPORTS.

8.1

8.2

8.3

The CITY shall provide the DISTRICT with a quarterly report describing the
progress of the PROJECT tasks, adherence to the performance schedule and any
developments affecting the PROJECT. The CITY shall promptly advise the
DISTRICT of issues that arise that may impact the successful and timely
completion of the PROJECT.

Upon request by the DISTRICT, the CITY shall provide the DISTRICT with copies
of reports, models, studies, maps or other documents resulting from the
PROJECT. Additionally, two (2) sets, electronic and hardcopy, of any final reports
must be submitted to the DISTRICT as Record and Library copies

The CITY shall provide the reports and documents referenced in this provision at
no cost to the DISTRICT.

RISK, LIABILITY, AND INDEMNITY.

9.1

9.2

9.3

To the extent permitted by Florida law, the CITY assumes all risks relating to the
PROJECT and agrees to be solely liable for, and to indemnify and hold the
DISTRICT harmless from all claims, loss, damage and other expenses, including
attorneys' fees and costs and attorneys’ fees and costs on appeal, arising from
the implementation of the PROJECT; provided, however, that the CITY shall not
indemnify for that portion of any loss or damages proximately caused by the
negligent act or omission of the DISTRICT'S officers, employees, contractors and
agents. The acceptance of the DISTRICT'S funding by the CITY does not in any
way constitute an agency relationship between the DISTRICT and the CITY.

The CITY agrees to indemnify and hold the DISTRICT harmless, to the extent
allowed under Section 768.28, F.S., from all claims, loss, damage and other
expenses, including attorneys’ fees and costs and attorneys’ fees and costs on
appeal, arising from the negligent acts or omissions of the CITY'S officers,
employees, contractors and agents related to its performance under this
Agreement.

This Paragraph 9 shall not be construed as a waiver of the CITY’S sovereign
immunity or an extension of CITY'S liability beyond the limits established in
Section 768.28, F.S. Additionally, this Paragraph 9 will not be construed to
impose contractual liability on the CITY for underlying tort claims as described
above beyond the limits specified in Section 768.28, F.S., nor be construed as
consent by the CITY to be sued by third parties in any manner arising out of this
Agreement.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

9.4 Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted as a waiver of the DISTRICT'S
sovereign immunity or an extension of its liability beyond the limits established in
Section 768.28, F.S., nor be construed as consent by the DISTRICT to be sued
by third parties in any manner arising out of this Agreement.

DEFAULT. Either party may terminate this Agreement upon the other party's failure to
comply with any term or condition of this Agreement, including the failure to meet task
deadlines established in this Agreement, as long as the terminating party is not in default
of any term or condition of this Agreement at the time of termination. To effect
termination, the terminating party shall provide the defaulting party with a written "Notice
of Termination" stating its intent to terminate and describing all terms and conditions with
which the defaulting party has failed to comply. If the defaulting party has not remedied
its default within thirty (30) days after receiving the Notice of Termination, this Agreement
shall automatically terminate. If a default cannot reasonably be cured in thirty (30) days,
then the thirty (30) days may be extended at the non-defaulting party’'s discretion, if the
defaulting party is pursuing a cure of the default with reasonable diligence. The rights
and remedies in this provision are in addition to any other rights and remedies provided
by law or this Agreement.

RELEASE OF INFORMATION. The parties agree not to initiate any oral or written
media interviews or issue press releases on or about the PROJECT without providing
notices or copies to the other party no later than three (3) business days prior to the
interview or press release. This provision shall not be construed as preventing the
parties from complying with the public records disclosure laws set forth in Chapter 119,
F.S.

DISTRICT RECOGNITION. The CITY shall recognize DISTRICT funding in any reports,
models, studies, maps or other documents resulting from this Agreement, and the form
of said recognition shall be subject to DISTRICT approval.

LAW COMPLIANCE. The CITY shall comply with all applicable federal, state and local
laws, rules, regulations and guidelines, including those of the DISTRICT, related to
performance under this Agreement

DIVERSITY IN_ CONTRACTING AND SUBCONTRACTING. The DISTRICT is

committed to supplier diversity in the performance of all contracts associated with
DISTRICT cooperative funding projects. The DISTRICT requires the CITY to make good
faith efforts to encourage the participation of minority owned and woman owned and
small business enterprises, both as prime contractors and subcontractors, in the
performance of this Agreement, in accordance with applicable laws.

14.1 If requested, the DISTRICT shall assist the CITY by sharing information to help
the CITY in ensuring that minority owned and woman owned and small
businesses are afforded an opportunity to participate in the performance of this
Agreement.

ASSIGNMENT. Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, no party may assign

any of its rights or delegate any of its obligations under this Agreement, including any
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

operation or maintenance duties related to the PROJECT, without the prior written
consent of the other party. Any attempted assignment in violation of this provision is
void.

CONTRACTORS. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to create, or be implied
to create, any relationship between the DISTRICT and any consultant or contractor of
the CITY.

THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARIES. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to
benefit any person or entity not a party to this Agreement.

LOBBYING PROHIBITION. Pursuant to Section 216.347, F.S., the CITY is prohibited

from using funds provided by this Agreement for the purpose of lobbying the Legislature,
the judicial branch or a state agency.

PUBLIC ENTITY CRIMES. Pursuant to Subsections 287.133(2) and (3), F.S., a person
or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a conviction for a
public entity crime may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract to provide any
goods or services to a public entity; may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a
contract with a public entity for the construction or repair of a public building or public
work; may not submit bids, proposals, or replies on leases of real property to a public
entity; may not be awarded or perform work as a contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or
consultant under a contract with any public entity; and may not transact business with
any public entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in Section 287.017, F.S., for
Category Two, for a period of 36 months following the date of being placed on the
convicted vendor list. The CITY agrees to include this provision in all contracts issued
as a result of this Agreement.

GOVERNING LAW. This Agreement is governed by Florida law and venue for resolving
disputes under this Agreement shall be in Hernando County, Florida.

SEVERABILITY. If any provision or provisions of this Agreement shall be held to be
invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, the validity, legality and enforceability of the remaining
provisions shall not in any way be affected or impaired thereby. Notwithstanding the
above, if a provision or provisions of this Agreement setting forth the requirements or
expectations of a Measurable Benefit resulting from the PROJECT is held to be invalid,
illegal or unenforceable during the term of this Agreement, this Agreement shall
terminate in accordance with Subparagraph 5.1.

SURVIVAL. The provisions of this Agreement that require performance after the
expiration or termination of this Agreement shall remain in force notwithstanding the
expiration or termination of this Agreement including Subparagraphs 3.3 and 8.2, and

Paragraphs 5, 7, 9, and 21 and any provisions requiring an offset or other continuing
resource benefit.

ENTIRE _AGREEMENT. This Agreement and the attached exhibits listed below
constitute the entire agreement between the parties and, unless otherwise provided
herein, may be amended only in writing, signed by all parties to this Agreement.
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24. DOCUMENTS. The following documents are attached and made a part of this
Agreement. In the event of a conflict of contract terminology, priority shall first be given
to the language in the body of this Agreement and then to Exhibit "A."

-
Exhibit "A"  CITY'S Project Plan
The remainder of this page intentionally left blank.
| -
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto, or their lawful representatives, have executed
this Agreement on the day and year set forth next to their signatures below.

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

By:

Robert R. Beltran, P.E. Date
Executive Director

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

By:

Trish Elston, City Administrator Date
ATTEST
By:

Eva A. Andujar, City Clerk Date

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

By:

Date

COOPERATIVE FUNDING AGREEMENT (1)
BETWEEN THE
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
AND
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
FOR
ST. PETERSBURG TOILET REPLACEMENT PROGRAM ~ PHASE 14 (N517)

DISTRICT APPROVAL INITIALS DATE

LEGAL gt ez
RISK MGMT oL s

CONTRACTS g )
BUREAU CHIEF / 3
DIRECTOR /0

GOVERNING BOARD __~//4
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The PROJECT is a water conservation incentive program that will provide CITY retail water
customers with up to a $100 rebate per toilet for the purchase and installation of a high efficiency

toilet (HET) (1.28 gallons per flush) for residential accounts and
gallons per flush) for commercial accounts that replaces a high

MEASURABLE BENEFITS:

The PROJECT will replace approximately 700 high
approximately 16,632 gallons per day. The PROJE
thousand gallons (20 years at 8% interest).

DELIVERABLES:

EXHIBIT "A"

CITY’S PROJECT PLAN

AGREEMENT NO. 14C00000012

an ultra low flow toilet (ULFT) (1.6
-volume toilet installed prior to 1995.

-volume toilets, producing a water savings of
CT'S estimated cost/benefit ratio is $1.65 per

The CITY shall provide quarterly status reports and a final report. The final report shall be
submitted with the final invoice and shall contain the following information: Number of toilets

installed and rebates issued, reported b

and in relation to the PROJECT; descri

determine the satisfaction with the toilet
disposal methods; calculation of water savings.

y rebate type; full accounting of all funds expended during
ption of all public awareness efforts: customer surveys to
s and the PROJECT; description of old toilet removal and

PROJECT BUDGET:
L ITEM CITY DISTRICT | TOTAL
700 Toilet-Rebates, to include:
Single, Multi-family, and Commercial toilets @ $35,000 $35,000 $70,000
$100.00 each
Program Administration:
700 @ $30.00 $10,500 $10,500 $21,000
Educational Materials, Program Promotion, Surveys.
Includes: printing, assembly, & postage. $4,500 $4,500 $9,000
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $50,000 $50,000| $100,000

NOTE: In no instance will the rebate exceed the actual cost of the re

and installation(s).

COMPLETION SCHEDULE:

bated toilet(s)

TASK START DATE END DATE
Toilet Rebate April 1, 2014 March 1, 2015
Final Report March 1, 2015 May 1, 2015
IMPLEMENTATION:

The CITY is responsible for, but not limited to:
; e Working with customers to guide them through the program.
“- « Tracking all program activity.
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e Procuring and collecting customer survey data and performing subsequent data analysis.

e Promotion of the PROJECT through interaction with the plumbing industry.

¢ Establishing PROJECT policy.

¢ Providing program marketing. <
¢ Overseeing program operations.

e Providing for collection and disposal of replaced toilets.

INSPECTIONS:
The CITY shall be responsible for ensuring that all installed toilets are inspected prior to issuance
of rebates. All inspections shall include the following, at a minimum:
e Toilet(s) is secured and properly installed.
« Insure that the toilet(s) being replaced was installed prior to 1995.
¢ Installed HET(s) must be certified to meet WaterSense criteria through the Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA's) WaterSense labeling program. To be eligible for a rebate, the
CITY shall verify that each HET installed is on the EPA's approved list.
e ULFT(s) flushes with no more than 1.6 gallons, and HET(s) flushes with no more than 1.28
gallons.
Toilet(s) does not exhibit any evidence of leakage.
Observation of the flush out and refill of the toilet(s) to ensure proper operation and to
confirm the water level in the tank and bowl is consistent with the manufacturing standards.
o Mark the toilet(s) with the application number using permanent ink.

EDUCATION:

The CITY shall provide participants with educational materials on indoor water conservation,

leak detection and proper maintenance practices specific to the make and model of the new

toilet to ensure the low volume toilets remain water conservative fixtures. <

Page 2 of 2



ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of March 20, 2014
TO: Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair of Council, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to enter into a Cooperative Funding Agreement with
the Southwest Florida Water Management District for the City of St. Petersburg Sensible
Sprinkling Program in the amount of $100,000.

EXPLANATION: The St. Petersburg Water Resources Department and the Southwest Florida Water
Management District (SWFWMD) are proposing to enter into the next phase of a water conservation
program which performs irrigation system evaluations for users of potable, reclaimed, and private well
water. Under this program, a consultant will be hired to provide approximately 300 sprinkler system
evaluations and rain sensor installations at no cost to residential, multi-family, and non-residential water
customers. An educational packet promoting outdoor and indoor water conservation practices will
compliment this Program. Through the previous Program phases (2001 to 2013), almost 1,900 evaluations

and 1,500 rain sensor installations were conducted, and over 5,000 residents received water conservation
information.

The agreement for the upcoming Phase of this Program with the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) has a total project cost of $100,000. The City of St Petersburg agrees to fund 50% of
the total cost or $50,000 and the SWFWMD agrees to fund 50% of the total cost or $50,000. The District's
form Agreement includes a provision for attorney's fees and costs incurred by the District if the City fails to
complete the Project in accordance with the terms of the Agreement, or the City fails to appropriate
sufficient funds to complete the Project and the City fails to repay those funds. Historically the City will not
enter into a contract which includes attorney fees provisions. The decision to accept funding from the District
should be made taking the potential risk of having to pay such fees and costs into account. Staff is not aware
of any breach of contract claims or litigation occurring with respect to any of previous co-funding
arrangements with the District. The form Agreement also contains a non-appr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>