
 
November 6, 2014  

8:30 AM 

 

 

 

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
st
 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 call our TDD 

number, 892-5259, or the Florida Relay Service at 711 as soon as possible. The City requests 

at least 72 hours advance notice, prior to the scheduled meeting, and every effort will be 

made to provide that service for you. If you are a person with a disability who needs an 

accommodation in order to participate in this/these proceedings or have any questions, please 

contact the City Clerk‟s Office at 893-7448. 

 

http://www.stpete.org/
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November 6, 2014  

8:30 AM 

Council Meeting 

 

A. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call. 

Invocation and Pledge to the Flag of the United States of America. 

“A moment of silence will be observed to remember fallen officers of the St. Petersburg 

Police Department. The officers(s) depicted today were killed in the line of duty during 

this month.” 

Officer Gene A. Bessette – November 10, 1961 

B. 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. 

C. Consent Agenda (see attached) 

D. Correspondence - NOTE:  Only the person who has written the letter, or an authorized 

representative, will be permitted to speak in connection with an item of correspondence.  

The person speaking will be given three minutes ONLY to state the request.  In some 

instances and at the discretion of City Council, more than three minutes speaking time 

will be granted. 

1. Mr. Sevell C. Brown, III, Director of National Christian League of Councils, is requesting 

to appear before City Council to seek support of a new policy that would require City of 

St. Petersburg Police Officers to be equipped with "Body Cameras." 

E. Public Hearings and Quasi-Judicial Proceedings - 9:00 A.M. 

Public Hearings 

 

NOTE:  The following Public Hearing items have been submitted for consideration by the City 

Council.  If you wish to speak on any of the Public Hearing items, please obtain one of the 

YELLOW cards from the containers on the wall outside of Council Chamber, fill it out as 

directed, and present it to the Clerk.  You will be given 3 minutes ONLY to state your position 

on any item but may address more than one item. 
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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. 

1. Two appeals of the Development Review Commission (DRC) approval of a site plan with 

a variance and bonuses to construct an 18-story, 80,080 square foot, 30-unit, multi-family 

residential development located at 176 - 4th Avenue Northeast (City File 14-31000015 

Appeal). 

F. Reports 

1. Police Quarterly Update. (Oral) 

2. Resolution recommending that Project B4060636763 (“Project”), a confidential project, 

pursuant to 288.075 F.S., be approved as a Qualified Target Industry (“QTI”) Business, 

committing $36,000 as the City‟s share of the local financial support for the Project.  

3. Resolution authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a Temporary Parking 

Validation Agreement and all other necessary documents between the City of St. 

Petersburg and Carmike Cinemas, Inc., a Delaware corporation registered in Florida. 

4. Southwest Water Reclamation Facility Reclaimed Water Storage Project: 

(a) Awarding a contract to Precon Corporation in the amount of $3,058,000 for Southwest 

Water Reclamation Facility 15 MG Reject Water Storage Tank. (Engineering Project 

No. 14013-111; Oracle No. 14231)  

(b) Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Amendment No. 1 to Task Order 

No. 12-05-URS/W, to the Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg, Florida and 

URS Corporation Southern, in the amount not to exceed $56,526, for construction 

phase professional engineering services for the Southwest Water Reclamation Facility 

(WRF) 15 MG Reject Storage Tank Project. (Engineering Project No. 14013-111; 

Oracle No. 14231) 

5. Public Art Commission. (Councilmember Rice) (Oral) 

6. Accepting a bid from Willie A. Roundtree, Sr. and Willie A. Roundtree, Jr. d/b/a Credible 

Security Services for security guard services at The Pier at an estimated annual cost of 

$192,545. 

7. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a License Agreement and all other 

necessary documents with Progressive Waste Solutions of FL, Inc., a Delaware 

corporation, for use of a portion of land lying in the Northwest corner of the City-owned 

Woodlawn Lake property located on the North side of 9th Avenue North on the East side 
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of I-275, St. Petersburg, to install two (2) ground water monitoring wells for a period of 

three (3) years at an aggregate use fee of $150.00. 

8. Approving a two percent (2%) Ad Hoc increase to the monthly pension benefits of the 

retirees and beneficiaries receiving benefits from the Supplemental Firefighter‟s 

Retirement System due to normal retirement, early retirement, service connected disability 

or death, non-service connected disability or death, or termination of employment, 

occurring prior to October 1, 2008. 

G. New Ordinances - (First Reading of Title and Setting of Public Hearing) 

Setting November 24, 2014 as the public hearing date for the following proposed Ordinance(s): 

1. Approving the vacation of a 5-foot wide street radius easement lying at the southwest 

corner of 37th Street South and 34th Avenue South. (City File 14-33000007) 

2. Approving the vacation of a 10-foot wide street radius easement lying at the northwest 

corner of 37th Street South and 38th Avenue South. (City File 14-33000006)  

3. Ordinances amending Article 4, Chapter 22 of the St. Petersburg City Code relating to the 

Employees Retirement System Plan: 

(a) Ordinance amending Chapter 22 of the St. Petersburg City Code relating to Retirement 

Systems by (1) amending Section 22-126 to define the terms designated beneficiary 

and survivor annuitant, and (2) amending Section 22-132 to provide  the method and 

timing for the return of contributions, clarify how benefits are paid upon the death of a 

member, clarify the process for reexamination of members retired on account of 

disability and restoration of members to service,   clarify the forms of retirement 

payment, provide for changes to survivor annuitants and designated beneficiaries and 

provide that the sum of accumulated contributions will be refunded.  

(b) Ordinance amending Chapter 22 of the St. Petersburg City Code relating to Retirement 

Systems by (1) amending Section 22-162 to define the terms accrued pension benefit 

and designated beneficiary, and (2) amending section 22-165 to clarify the benefits 

payable upon retirement for ordinary disability or accidental disability and in the event 

of death of a member receiving service retirement income or disability retirement 

income for ordinary disability or accidental disability.  

4. Ordinance amending Article 4, Chapter 22 of the St. Petersburg City Code relating to the 

Supplemental Firefighter‟s Retirement System („Plan‟) to provide a definition of the terms 

„spouse‟, as such term pertains to the Normal Form of the benefit payment, and „survivor 

annuitant‟; to provide that the Fire Chief may choose to participate in the City‟s Defined 

Contribution Plan and to provide that retirees may change their beneficiary, if a 

beneficiary was designated at the time of retirement, up to two times after their retirement 

date. 

5. Amending the land use and zoning of an estimated 2.1 acre subject property, is the Harris 

School site, generally located at 4600 Haines Road. (City File FLUM-21-A)  

(a) Amending the Future Land Use Map designation from Institutional to Residential 

Medium.  
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(b) Amending the Official Zoning Map designation of the above described property from 

NT-1 (Neighborhood Traditional) to NSM-1 (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily), 

or other less intensive use. 

6. Amending the land use and zoning of an estimated 0.80 acre or 35,000 sq. ft. subject 

property, generally located on the southwest corner of 11th Avenue South and 4th Street 

South. (City File FLUM-22-A)  

(a) Amending the Future Land Use Map designation from Residential Medium to Planned 

Redevelopment-Mixed Use.  

(b) Amending the Official Zoning Map designation of the above described property from 

NSM (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily) to CCT-1 (Corridor Commercial 

Traditional), or other less intensive use. 

7. Amending St. Petersburg City Code, Section 1-2, Section 8-5 and Chapter 16, Land 

Development Regulations (“LDRs”) pertaining to community gardens and fertilizer 

regulations. (City File LDR 2014-01) 

8. Ordinance amending Chapter 27 of the St. Petersburg City Code; creating definitions for 

single-family residence and terms related to recycling; adding references to curbside 

recycling and recyclable materials; establishing regulations for the use of City-issued bulk 

recycling containers and frequency of collection by City; providing rates for universal 

curbside recycling for single-family residences and providing for clarifying language.  

H. New Business 

1. Referring to the Public Services and Infrastructure Committee an amendment to our 

development ordinances relating to the allowable hours for pile driving projects within 

1,000 feet of residential units. (Councilmember Nurse) 

2. Referring to City Council to discuss and consider the co-naming of 2nd Street, between 

6th Avenue South and 5th Avenue North to University Way. ( Councilmember Nurse) 

3. Referring to the Public Services & Infrastructure Committee, an update on the Historic 

Roser Park Plan. (Chair Dudley) 

4. Referring to the Budget, Finance and Taxation Committee for a staff presentation on the 

existing Fire Service Pension Plans and the differences between the terms of those plans. 

(Councilmember Gerdes) 

I. Council Committee Reports 

1. Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee. (10/23/2014) 

2. Public Services & Infrastructure Committee. (10/23/2014) 

3. Committee of the Whole. (10/23/2014) 

4. Co-Sponsored Events Committee. (10/30/2014) 

(a) 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 Blossom Montessori School for the Deaf, Paragon 
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Fine Arts Festivals, Inc., No Clubs Entertainment Inc., Ledge Entertainment, LLC, 

AOS Group, LP, Beast Athletics, Inc., Cox Radio, Inc., Active Endeavors, Inc., and 

Grand Citrus Group, LLC.; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all 

documents necessary to effectuate this resolution.  

(b) Ordinance providing for the sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages in Elva 

Rouse Park on March 7, 2015, and Seminole Park on April 18, 2015.  

(c) Resolution in accordance with City Code Section 21-38(d) exempting AVP St Pete 

Open (Spa Beach Park), 97X BBQ (Vinoy Park), and Extreme Mudwars (Spa Beach 

Park) from the beer and wine only restrictions in City Code Section 21-38 (d) upon the 

issuance of a permit for alcoholic beverages (for on premises consumption only) to be 

sold, served, dispensed, possessed, used and/or consumed at their respective venues, 

during their events as set forth herein.  

J. Legal 

1. An Attorney-Client Session, to be heard at 11:00 a.m., or soon thereafter, pursuant to 

Florida Statute 286.011(8), in conjunction with the case of Quade Everett v. City of St. 

Petersburg, Florida, Case No. 8:14-cv-2508-T-36AEP. 

2. Announcing an Attorney/Client Session of City Council for November 17, 2014 in the 

case of Karen Krause-Honsinger and Paul Honsinger  v. City of St. Petersburg, Case No. 

14-000145CI-8. 

K. Open Forum 

L. Adjournment 

1. On Thursday, November 6, 2014, in City Council Chambers at 11:00 a.m. or as soon 

thereafter as the same may be heard, an attorney-client session, pursuant to Florida 

Statute 286.011(8), will be held in conjunction with the lawsuit styled Quade Everett, an 

individual, and Laquanda Everett, as natural mother of Quade Everett, a minor child v. 

The City of St. Petersburg, a municipal corporation, Brian Fernandez, a former police 

officer, in his individual capacity, and Brian Prest, a police officer in his individual 

capacity, Case No. 8:14-cv-2508-T-36AEP. Any or all of the following persons will be 

attending:  Mayor Rick Kriseman, Charles Gerdes, James Kennedy, Bill Dudley, Chair, 

Darden Rice, Steve Kornell, Vice Chair, Karl Nurse, Wengay “Newt” Newton, Amy 

Foster, John C. Wolfe, City Attorney, Mark A. Winn, Chief Assistant City Attorney, 

Joseph P. Patner, Assistant City Attorney, and Jane Wallace, Assistant City Attorney.  

The session will commence in City Council Chambers, 175 Fifth Street North, St. 

Petersburg, Florida.  After the commencement of the session at the public meeting, the 

session will be closed and only those persons described above together with a certified 

court reporter will be allowed to be present.  The subject matter of the meeting shall be 

confined to settlement negotiations and/or strategy related to litigation expenditures.  At 

the conclusion of the session the meeting will be re-opened and the session will be 

terminated. 

A 
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Consent Agenda A 

November 6, 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. 

(Public Works) 

1. Awarding a contract to M.T.M. Construction, Inc. in the amount of $1,857,039.92 for the 

construction of the SR 682 Pinellas Bayway Trail North project. (Engineering Project No. 

13018-112; FPN 424532 5 - Oracle No. 13639) 
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Consent Agenda B 

November 6, 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. Awarding a one year blanket agreement for office supplies to Staples Contract and 

Commercial, Inc., at an estimated annual cost of $480,000. 

2. Awarding a contract to Island Marine Group, LLC, in the amount of $339,079 for 

improvements to the Demen‟s Landing boat ramps under the Boat Ramp Facility 

Improvements Project and Demen's Landing Improvements Project. (Engineering Project 

No. 11236-217 and 13210-017; Oracle Project No. 13181 and 13739) 

3. Accepting a bid from Willie A. Roundtree, Sr. and Willie A. Roundtree, Jr. d/b/a Credible 

Security Services for security guard services at The Pier at an estimated annual cost of 

$192,545.  [Moved to Reports as F-6] 

4. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Hach Company for laboratory supplies and 

equipment repairs for the Water Resources Department at an estimated annual cost of 

$125,000. 

(City Development) 

5. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a License Agreement and all other 

necessary documents with Bright House Networks, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 

company authorized to conduct business in the State of Florida, for the use of the pipe 

railing on the perimeter of Air Traffic Control Tower roof within Albert Whitted Airport 

to install, maintain, and operate camera equipment for a period of five (5) years at a rental 

rate of $100.00 annually, with the right to request extensions for five (5) additional terms 

of one (1) year each, subject to approval by City Council. (Requires affirmative vote of at 

least six (6) members of City Council) 

6. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a License Agreement and all other 

necessary documents with Progressive Waste Solutions of FL, Inc., a Delaware 

corporation, for use of a portion of land lying in the Northwest corner of the City-owned 

Woodlawn Lake property located on the North side of 9th Avenue North on the East side 

of I-275, St. Petersburg, to install two (2) ground water monitoring wells for a period of 

three (3) years at an aggregate use fee of $150.00.  [Moved to Reports as F-7] 

7. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a Lease and Development Agreement 

and all other necessary documents with Tampa Bay Innovation Center, operated by 

STAR-TEC Enterprises, Inc., a Florida non-profit corporation, to lease and develop City-
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owned property located at the southwest corner of 4th Street South and 11th Avenue 

South within the Bayboro Harbor Community Redevelopment Area. 

8. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a License Agreement and all other 

necessary documents with Advantage Village Academy, Inc., a Florida non-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 

a charitable community event for a nominal use fee of $10.00.  

(Leisure & Community Services) 

9. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to accept an Assistance Funding Purchase Order 

(“Order”) from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (“FFWCC”) 

Gopher Tortoise Habitat Management Program for a Gopher Tortoise Habitat 

Management Plan Phase III Project at Boyd Hill Nature Preserve at a maximum 

reimbursement amount of $15,000; and to execute all other documents necessary to 

effectuate the Order; and approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount of 

$15,000 from the increase in the unappropriated balance of the General Fund (0001), 

resulting from these additional revenues, to the Parks & Recreation Boyd Hill Nature Trail 

(1902389) Gopher Tortoise Habitat Management Plan Phase III Project (TBD). 

(Public Works) 

10. Approving a Traffic Signal Maintenance and Compensation Agreement between the City 

of St. Petersburg ("City") and the Florida Department of Transportation ("FDOT") to 

provide for the FDOT annual reimbursement of expenses associated with the City's 

operation and maintenance of traffic signals and the traffic signal systems serving state 

routes within the City limits. 

(Appointments) 

11. Confirming the reappointment of John L. Green, Jr., as a regular member to the Health 

Facilities Authority to serve a four-year term ending December 31, 2018. 

12. Confirming the reappointment of Sadie W. Camon as a regular member to the Nuisance 

Abatement Board to serve a three-year term ending December 31, 2017. 

13. Confirming the reappointment of M. Lee Gunter as a regular member to the City Beautiful 

Commission to serve a three-year term ending December 31, 2017. 

14. Confirming the reappointment of Doris Heitzmann as a regular member to the City 

Beautiful Commission to serve a three-year term ending December 31, 2017. 

15. Confirming the appointment of Carol Moore as a regular member to the City Beautiful 

Commission to serve a three-year term ending December 31, 2017. 

16. Confirming the appointment of Peter J. Ford as an alternate member to the Nuisance 

Abatement Board to serve a two-year term ending August 31, 2016. 

(Miscellaneous) 

17. Approving the minutes of the City Council Meetings held on June 5, June 12 and June 19, 

2014. 
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18. Approving the minutes of the City Council Meetings held on July 10, July 17 and July 24, 

2014. 

19. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to accept a grant from  the Florida Department of 

Transportation (“FDOT”) in the amount of $110,434.32 to fund Police Department 

overtime costs incurred by the high visibility enforcement for the Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Safety Campaign; and to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction; 

and approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $110,434.32 from the 

increase in the unappropriated balance of the Operating Grants Fund (1720) resulting from 

these additional revenues to the Police Department, Traffic & Marine (140-1477), and 

High Visibility Enforcement Grant (TBD). 

20. Approving a two percent (2%) Ad Hoc increase to the monthly pension benefits of the 

retirees and beneficiaries receiving benefits from the Supplemental Firefighter‟s 

Retirement System due to normal retirement, early retirement, service connected disability 

or death, non-service connected disability or death, or termination of employment, 

occurring prior to October 1, 2008.  [Moved to Reports as F-8] 

21. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to enter into a maintenance agreement between the 

City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”) and Transfield Services Infrastructure, Inc. 

(“Transfield”) for the purpose of the City performing roadway sweeping, various roadway 

repairs, and other services on selected State roadways in Pinellas County, Florida for an 

estimated annual cost not to exceed $326,784.25, which will be reimbursed by Transfield. 

22. Approving the donation of outdated fire extrication equipment that has exceeded its 

useable life to the St. Petersburg College Firefighting Academy. 
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Note:  An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings. Meeting Agenda 
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Board and Commission Vacancies 

Arts Advisory Committee 

1 Regular Member 

(Terms expire 9/30/15) 

Civil Service Board 

3 Alternate Members 

(Terms expire 6/30/16 & 6/30/17) 

City Beautiful Commission 

2 Regular Members 

(Terms expire 12/31/14 & 12/31/16) 

Code Enforcement Board 

2 Alternate Members 

(Terms expire 12/31/16) 

Commission on Aging 

4 Regular Members 

(Terms expire 12/31/14 & 12/31/16) 

Public Arts Commission 

1 Regular Member 

(Term expires 4/30/18) 

Nuisance Abatement Board 

1 Alternate Member 

(Term expires 11/30/14) 

Affordable Housing Advisory Committee 

6 Regular Members 

(One Term) 
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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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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of November 6, 2014

TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, City Council Chair, and Members of
City Council

SUBJECT: Appeals of the Development Review Commission (DRC)
approval of a site plan with a variance and bonuses to
construct an 18-story, 80,080 square foot, 30-unit, multi
family residential development located at 176 - 4th Avenue
Northeast (Case No.: 14-31000015).

RECOMMENDATION: The Administration recommends that the appeals be DENIED,
thereby UPHOLDING the Development Review Commission’s
approval of the application.

INTRODUCTION: The subject property is located on the south side of 41h Avenue Northeast in

between Beach Drive Northeast and 1st Street North. The applicant proposes to construct an

18-story, 80,080 (plus exemptions) square foot, 30-unit, multi-family residential development.

The applicant is seeking bonuses to floor area ratio (F.A.R.) and a variance to the Albert

Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards. The Development Review Commission (DRC) heard

the application at the October 1, 2014 hearing. After hearing testimony from staff, the applicant,

the registered opponent and the public, the DRC approved the application 7 to 0. Two appeals

to City Council were received, the first from the registered opponent and the second from an

attorney representing the contract purchasers of the future condominium building currently

under construction on the parcel abutting to the west, which are the subject of this report.

CURRENT PROPOSAL: The existing property is developed with a 2,380 square foot

commercial building and a 30 space surface parking lot. The applicant proposes to demolish

the existing commercial building and surface parking lot and construct an 18-story 80,080

square foot (plus exemptions), 30-unit, multi-family residential development with a 4-story

parking garage. The applicant requested F.A.R. bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted

Airport Overlay. The plan is described in detail within the attached DRC staff report. Staff found

that the application complies with the applicable provisions of the Land Development

Regulations (LDR5) and the Comprehensive Plan, and recommended approval to the DRC.

DRC REVIEW AND DECISION: The DRC considered the application during the public hearing

on October 1, 2014. The DRC heard testimony from City staff, the applicant, the registered

opponent and the general public. The details of the testimony are provided in the attached

meeting minutes. After considering all of the information provided, the DRC voted to approve

the application, subject to the special condition of approval of the site plan as offered by the



applicant at the hearing and additional special conditions set forth in the staff report, by a vote of

7 toO.

THE APPEAL: The City Clerk’s office received two appeals. The first appeal was submitted by

David Bacon and Christopher Furlong of Bacon, Bacon and Furlong, P.A. [First Appeal] who are

representing the Park Shore Plaza Condominium Association, Inc. The second appeal was

submitted by Jackson H. Bohman, Esq. of Moore, Bowman and Rix, P.A. [Second Appeal]

Staff’s analyses of both appeals are addressed in this report.

STAFF’S ANALYSIS: Staff has reviewed the arguments set forth in the attached appeal

letters. The Administration recommends that the City Council deny both appeals and uphold the

DRC based on the following analysis. Appellants’ issues are outlined below followed by Staff

analysis and response.

Issue No#1: Parking Garage does not comply with code.

First Appeal (Item 1.) and Second Appeal (Item II.B.)

Both appellants contend that the garage does not comply with Section 16.40.90.3.5., Parking

Garages, sub-section 1.g., Minimum vehicle stacking requirements at entry points.

Staff Response:
City staff finds the garage in compliance and offers the following in support of this finding:

The garage location, design and access meet all stipulations of Section 16.40.090.3.5. In

particular, pursuant to subsection f., to ‘minimizes disruption to pedestrian corridors and the
streetscpe”, vehicular ingress and egress is required to be from the alley.

Subsection 1g., as follows, lists specific stacking requirements at the entry point to a parking

garage:

16.40.90.3.5. 1.g. Minimum vehicle stacking requirements at entry points:

(1) Free flow entries means an entry into a parking garage without controls, such as
attendants or automatic ticket dispensing controls: one vehicle space per entry lane.

(2) Automatic ticket dispensing entries means an entry into a parking garage controlled by a

machine dispensing tickets for garage use: two vehicle spaces per entry lane.

(3) Manual ticket dispensing entries means an entry into a parking garage controlled by a

person manually dispensing tickets for garage use: four vehicle spaces per entry lane.

(4 Manual key card entries means an entry into a parking garage controlled by a key card

[or garage use: two vehicle spaces per entry lane.

The purpose of this section is to minimize vehicular conflict at the entrance to a garage. These

standards were developed for a traditional parking garage, designed with separate entry and

exit lanes. and ramps. The applicant has proposed a new technology for accessing the garage,

not contemplated when this code section was written.

The applicant proposes to use two garage elevators to access levels two through four of the

parking garage. Vehicles will both enter and exit either garage at a single point, and thus the

traditional method of stacking in front of the elevator is not possible or practical. If vehicle

stacking were provided in a traditional stacking lane in front of the elevator, a driver would need

to back-up to allow a vehicle exiting the elevator prior to proceeding, which does not meet the



intent of this section of the code. As an alternative method of compliance, the applicant has

proposed several methods to limit the potential for cars to block the alley.

The site plan submitted to the DRC provides for two parallel waiting spaces on the parcel

adjacent to the garage elevator entry/exit point. An exterior light will be mounted to the building

so that as a vehicle approaches, the driver will know if either elevator is available. If the light

indicates that the elevator is vacant, the driver will activate the door with a key fob, and proceed

directly into the elevator. If the light indicates that both are occupied, the driver can then pull

into one of these waiting spaces until one of the elevators is available.

To reduce waiting time, the elevators will be programmed to remain on the first level when not in

use. The maximum total trip time for an elevator going from the ground floor to the floor and

back is 78 seconds. (See additional information, Elevator Exhibit).

A letter provided by the applicant from the elevator company documents these operational

methods. In addition, testimony by the applicant during the DRC hearing indicated that there will

be an emergency generator which will operate one of the elevators if there is a power failure.

Staff determined that two waiting spaces were reasonable and appropriate given the projected

trips. The applicant’s traffic engineering report provides data on the projected number of trips

for the 30 residential units and the first floor retail. At the projected peak hour, in the evening,

the report indicates that there may be up to 22 trips. In response to concerns expressed by the

adjacent neighbors prior to the hearing, the applicant amended the site plan prior to the DRC

hearing to add a third space, and then at the hearing the applicant volunteered to amend the

site plan to add three additional spaces. for a total of six waiting spaces. A special condition

was then added by DRC to require these spaces (see additional information, Site Plan

Approved with Amended Special Condition Exhibit).

Regarding the location of the waiting spaces and the potential need for maneuvering in the alley

to enter the elevator, staff finds the design in compliance with the intent and purpose of code

and consistent with policy and practice for allowing such maneuvering in alleys for garage

access throughout Downtown.

An alley is treated differently than a street right-of-way. Streets are designed to provide

continuous vehicular movement, including pedestrian and bicycle travel with minimal

interruptions. Alleys provide access to parking and garages, solid waste pick-up, and loading.

Staff allows parking to back into alleys throughout the City. There is no setback requirement for

garage entrances from alleys. As specified in the definition. 16.90.020.3., “Alleys are not

designed or maintained for pedestrian and bicycle use”.

Based on this data and the documentation provided by the applicant regarding the method and

operation of the vehicle elevators, staff found the proposed design and method of stacking in

compliance with the purpose and intent of this subsection.

Issue No#2: Revision to site plan during DRC hearing.
First Appeal (Item B) and Second Appeal (Item B)

In response to public comments, the applicant at the hearing offered to provide three additional

parallel waiting spaces along the east side of the building for a total of six waiting spaces. The

Commissioners agreed that the additional waiting spaces will help mitigate any potential access

issues. The Commissioners at the hearing amended the staff report to include Special



Condition of’ Approval number 16 that requires the three additional waiting spaces along the
east side of the building. The applicant provided an exhibit, referred to as Exhibit A that
illustrates the additional waiting spaces.

First Appeal
Appellant argues the site plan that was revised by the DRC was approved without having been
reviewed, evaluated and commented upon by the City’s development review staff and
engineering staff. The revised site plan ignores staff and engineers regarding the width of the
east alley, but also eliminates eight feet and seven inches from the storm water retention area in
order to locate another vehicle on private property.

Staff Response:
Per City Code Section 16.70.040.1.4.C.2.b., the DRC may impose conditions upon its approval
of a site plan application, including a modification to the site plan as proposed by the applicant.
The applicant will need to demonstrate compliance with all applicable City codes during the site
permitting process. The modifications made at the hearing in response to public comments did
not cause any material conflicts with code, and technical details will be addressed on the
construction drawings.

The modification to the proposed widening of a portion of thel 5-foot alley north-south does not
conflict with Special Condition of Approval number 15. This condition refers to the Engineering
Departments Memorandum dated July 9, 2014, which specifies under Condition 7 that the
proposed widening of the alley “be incompliance with City Engineering Standards and
Specifications’. It does not require that the alley be widened.

Issue No#3: Building Setback Requirement
First Appeal (Item C) and Second Appeal (Item ll.A.)

Appellants argue that the site plan does not comply with Section 16.20.120.7.2., Minimum
Building Setbacks, with respect to the building separation on the east side.

Staff Response:
Under Section 16.20.120.7.2. (B)(2), the distance between buildings is determined based on the
following: ‘buildings should be designed and situated to allow for air and light circulation
between adjacent buildings on site and off site. In some cases, this separation requirement will
be accommodated through existing rights-of-way, including alleys. In other cases, buildings with
internal lot lines and development proposals with multiple buildings on a single site should be
designed and situated accordingly.

The width of rights-of-way shall be included within the distance between buildings
measurement. The minimum distance between buildings shall be split equally along a shared
property line to determine the minimum building setback required. For example, when an
existing building on a neighboring property is located within its half of the split distance, the
proposed building is only required to provide a minimum distance between buildings equal to
one-half of the required distance between buildings regardless of whether the resulting distance
between buildings is less than the requirement stated in the following table”

Staff has determined that the proposed building does comply with the required distance
between buildings. Specifically, along the east side, staff has determined that the applicant is
required to provide 30-feet from the centerline of the adjacent alley. This is calculated as
lollows. Code specifies that the “width of the rights-of-way shall be included within the distance’



and the minimum distance between buildings shall be split equally along a shared property
line”. In this instance, “the shared property line” is the centerline of the 1 5-foot wide alley. The
equal split of the required 60-foot separation is 30-feet. Therefore, as measured from the
“shared property” line, there is 7.5-feet of alley plus 23-feet provided on the subject property
which equals 30.5-feet, which is greater than the required 30-feet. (See additional information,
Schematic A 9.2 Exhibit)

Issue No#4: Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan
Second Appeal (Item I)

The appellant argues that the DRC approval is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan
Objective LU 17B and Policies LU 17B.1, LU 17 B.3, LU 17B.4 LU 17B.5 and the Intown
Redevelopment Plan, which is incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan by Objective LU 13
and Policy LU 13.1.
In particular, the appellant argues that the Bliss Condominium is inconsistent with the above
referenced Comprehensive Plan provisions related to preservation of view corridors,
requirement to terrace buildings away from Beach Drive, the maximum F.A.R. in this district and
with the Intown Redevelopment Plan with respect to open space the scale of the development.
The following is an excerpt from the Second Appeal with sections in bold per their appeal

“All buildings within the development project should integrate architecturally, aesthetically
and functionally through building design, materials, open spaces, scale, circulation
systems, pedestrian level activities, and uniform signage and lighting.

Staff Response:
Staff finds the proposed development in compliance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
The three primary topics of the Second Appeal are addressed below.

View Corridors and terracing:
The Comprehensive Plan discourages the blocking of views from the existing east-west streets
and views from the waterfront. Staff finds that views might be blocked if a project included a
request to reduce or vacate an east-west street, or build a structure in the right-of-way such as a
pedestrian bridge. The Bliss project does not include a request to vacate nor any such
structures which would impede such a view from 4th Avenue Northeast, the abutting east-west
roadway.

The Land Development Regulations further this policy by establishing additional setbacks,
distance between buildings, maximum floor plate and maximum building width for portions of a
building above fifty feet in height.

Regarding the terracing requirement from Beach Drive, the project is not located on Beach
Drive, and therefore staff finds that terracing requirement is not directly applicable. The parcel
itself is setback, and therefore any building upon the parcel is naturally terraced away from
Beach Drive.

4.0 F.A.R. Limit:
The appellant argues that the Comprehensive Plan does not provide for exemptions or bonuses
that would enable the F.A.R. to exceed 4.0.

Staff has historically interpreted that exemptions are not included in the calculation of maximum
F.A.R. An exemption, by definition, is an exclusion, and therefore is not included in such a



calculation. Under the previous CBD-3 zoning designation for this area, multiple exemptions
were granted and not included in maximum FAR. calculations, including one in 2003 for 400
Beach Drive, which received a 5,400 SF MOL exemption for retail on the First level. Since the
implementation of the DC-3 district standards in 2007, exemptions have similarly not been
included in calculations of F.A.R.

Furthermore, F.A.R. bonuses and exemptions are precisely the types of innovative tools in the
LDRs that the City shall use, per the Comprehensive Plan, to effectuate its goals in the Intown
Activity Center. Applicable provisions are as follows, with bold to emphasize particularly
relevant language.

Future Land Use Element

1.2.2.3 Goals, Objectives, and Policies
The Goals, Objectives, and Policies have been developed in response to and in accordance
with the needs and directions of growth and determined levels of service requirements as
identified within the Inventory and Analysis which can be found in the accompanying 1989
Technical Support Documents and the 1996 and 2007 Evaluation and Appraisal Reports.

All objectives are designed to identify the measurable achievements necessary to support the
related goal. In those cases, where the Objective is not specific or measurable, but rather, the
actual specificity and measurability is found in the supporting policy(ies), the policy(ies) shall be
used for the purposes of monitoring and evaluation.

The Policies are intended to act as implementation mechanisms identifying programs and
procedures to be used to accomplish the related objective.

This Comprehensive Plan is intended to be utilized as a document in its entirety. It shall hereby
be established that no single goal, objective or policy or minor group of goals, objectives, or
policies, be interpreted in isolation of the entire Plan.

1.3. 1.2 Competing Policies
Where two or more policies are competing when applied to a particular set of factual
circumstances, such conflict shall be resolved first by administrative interpretation of the
Comprehensive Plan policies. The objective of any such interpretation shall be to obtain a result
which maximizes the degree of consistency between the proposed development or public sector
activity and this Comprehensive Plan, considered as a whole.

Policy: LUI7B.3 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) for buildings within the downtown waterfront area
(DC-3 zoning district) shall not exceed 4.0. Land development regulations have been adopted to
implement this policy.

OBJECTIVE LU21:
The City shall, on an ongoing basis, review and consider for adoption, amendments to existing
or new innovative land development regulations that can provide additional incentives
for the achievement of Comprehensive Plan Objectives.

Policy: LU2I. 1 The City shall continue to utilize its innovative development regulations
and staff shall continue to examine new innovative techniques by working with the
private sector, neighborhood groups, special interest groups and by monitoring regulatory



innovations to identify potential solutions to development issues that provide incentives
for the achievement of the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
Policy: LU2. 2 The City shall concentrate growth in the designated Activity Centers and
prioritize infrastructure improvements to service demand in those areas. (Note: Site is located
within Intown Activity Center, established in LU2. 1.)

Policy: LU2.3 To attract large scale quality development and assure the proper coordination,
programming and timing of City services in the activity centers the City shall continue to
develop, evaluate and implement appropriate activity center development incentives.

Policy: LU3. 1. B.3. Central Business District (CBD) - Allowing a mixture of higher intensity retail,
office, industrial, service and residential uses up to a floor area ratio of 4.0 and a net residential
density not to exceed the maximum allowable in the land development regulations.
Increased floor area ratios may be permitted as a bonus for developments that provide
additional amenities or other improvements that achieve CBD design and development
objectives. Application of this category is limited to the Intown Sector. This category shall not be
applied without development of, and CPA approval of, a special area plan.

LU3.2 Development shall not exceed the densities and intensities established within this Future
Land Use Element except where allowed by the land development regulations.

LU3.6 Land use planning decisions shall weigh heavily the established character of
predominately developed areas where changes of use or intensity of development are
contemplated.

OBJECTIVE LUI7B:
The City shall continue to implement a downtown waterfront zoning district (DC-3) that
enhances the waterfront park system, preserves view corridors and ensures pedestrian
oriented, human scale development and redevelopment.

Policies:
LUI 7B. I Development within the downtown waterfront area, generally extending westward to
1st Street between the 5th Avenues, should be sensitive to the aesthetic quality of the
waterfront by addressing design issues related to building heights terraced away from the
water, building orientation, scale and mass; creating open spaces and view corridors;
and creating a pedestrian oriented, human scale environment at the street level.

LU17B.3 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) for buildings within the downtown waterfront area (DC-3
zoning district) shall not exceed 4.0. Land development regulations have been adopted to
implement this policy.

LU17B.4 Recognizing that all development has an impact on an existing view from one vantage
point or another, waterfront development projects shall be designed in a manner that minimizes
adverse impacts on all identified view corridors. Land development regulations have been
adopted to implement this policy. Important view corridors include, in descending order of
importance.

1. direct views of parks and the waterfront;
2. views resulting from east-west roadways terminating at the waterfront;
3. views of the city from the waterfront, with an emphasis to promote a terracing (low

buildings to tall buildings) skyline away from the waterfront;
4. views of the central business district resulting from north-south roadways.



LU1 lB. 5 Human scale waterfront development shall be promoted through DC-3 Zoning District

regulations that require building facades to terrace away from Beach Drive (building envelope

standards). Land Development Regulations have been adopted to implement this

provision.

LU23.3 The City’s LDRs shall continue to support greater development intensity within the

Corridor and Center zoning districts, particularly where located along fixed transit lines and

around transit stops and stations.

Vision Element
2.3
The basic physical framework of Neighborhoods, Corridors and Centers provides three

fundamental areas where second generation growth may occur. The City is already
experiencing this trend as Traditional Neighborhoods undergo reinvestment and revitalization,

and various Corridors and Downtown experience significant redevelopment. This pattern is

natural to the organic changing nature of cities. There is new opportunity to use Citizen Based

Themes as a Value system to protect special places, improve areas to better meet desired

themes, and remake areas that are not consistent with the desired Vision. In short, the strategy

is..

Centers: St. Petersburg has three City Centers (Downtown, Tyrone, Gateway) where people

come together for shopping, entertainment, work and play.

Traditional City Center-Downtown:
The Downtown was the City’s original city center. Since the beginning, the downtown was a

dynamic 24-hour activity center. The downtown offered all aspects of living. Housing was a
large component of the downtown with numerous tourist oriented hotels and apartment

buildings.

The downtown consists of a gridded roadway network with wide streets, on-street parking, wide

sidewalks and substantial commercial style buildings which created a pleasant pedestrian
environment. Alleys allow utilitarian functions to take place separately from the public

realm. Street cars assisted with public transportation and connected outward to the City’s

surrounding neighborhoods. Throughout the downtown there was a generous sprinkling of parks

and civic buildings.

Shortly after the financial boom of the late 1960’s the downtown began to decline. Retail,

restaurants and entertainment uses favored suburban locations. National solutions to
redevelopment such as the creation of business centers, major sporting venues and

upscale retail and entertainment complexes were utilized. By the 1990’s, the downtown

was starting to re-awake. Today the downtown offers many amenities, a unique

traditional setting with large scale, mixed use commercial buildings, renovated historic
buildings, and an active street life.

Centers:
The City’s Downtown is beginning an exciting period of rediscovery and renewal that

provides a Vision for 2020. With the functional completion of greenfield residential

development on the peninsula, there is new activity in downtown housing. This is a
result of several factors including available land, frustration with extensive auto



commutes, desire for proximity to employment, and renewed interest in the vitality of
urban living.

This practice of decreasing the physical distance between home, work, shopping and
schooling is a highly sustainable practice that leads to innumerable benefits to the City.
Resulting reinvestment into downtown’s historic structures and neighborhoods is being
coupled with new infill development in traditional urban formats such as townhomes and
mixed use apartment buildings that have not been offered for decades. Refurbishment of
the Vinoy Hotel, the recently constructed Baywalk shopping center, and an anticipated grocery
bring new activity to downtown as evidence of the rebirth. As in the decades before, commercial
activities are following housing growth and the result is the renewal of the public realm:

Downtown.
Consistent with Citizen Themes and Values, Downtown is envisioned as an urban village,
led by an active mix of uses based on the denominator of healthy residential in many
forms. Streets should be livable and active with pedestrian life, suitable for both retailing
and residential. This requires improved streetscapes, calm traffic, on-street parking,
proximate transit access and two-way road relationships. The streets should link to
enhanced civic parks, celebrated public buildings and a waterfront with increased public access.

Center Recommendations:
Downtown Recommendations:
• Protect and enhance the unique character of the downtown including the waterfront parks
system, and wide pedestrian oriented streets.
• Encourage mixed use projects which provide appropriate densities, buildings with
continuous street edges and share amenities such as parking.
• Streets should be lively, active, pedestrian oriented, safe and clean.
• There should be a variety of transit opportunities including pedestrians, trolleys, taxies,
bikes and vehicles.
• Surface parking lots should be encouraged to be redeveloped with urban style buildings.
Encourage shared parking in well designed structures featuring retail and other pedestrian
activities on the first floor.
• Civic uses should be reinforced, protected and expanded and should be available to all
members of the community.
• Preserve noteworthy buildings through renovation and adaptive reuse.
• Where existing buildings are replaced, quality redevelopment shall occur which is
consistent with the context of St. Petersburg. Architecture which is generic or utilitarian should
be discouraged.
• Evaluate existing redevelopment plans to reflect desired community form and development
potential.

OBJECTIVE VI:
When considering the probable use of land in a development application, the principles and
recommendations noted in the Vision Element should be considered where applicable.

Policy:
VI. I Development decisions and strategies shall integrate the guiding principles found in
the Vision Element with sound planning principles followed in the formal planning
process.



Intown Redevelopment Plan:
LU 13. 1 Development proposals in community redevelopment areas shall be reviewed for
compliance with the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and the goals.
objectives and policies of the applicable adopted redevelopment plan including:
1. Intown Redevelopment Plan,

Staff finds that the proposed building complies with the Intown Redevelopment Plan. The
proposed building is compatible in scale, mass and height to the buildings that surround it. The
building has been sited and designed to enhance the pedestrian environment, and has provided
more open space than required by Code. The proposed architecture of the building will
enhance the neighbourhood and will also respect the architectural styles of the other buildings.

Other buildings of comparable mass and scale which surround the project include Parkshore
Plaza, located directly to the south, 400 Beach Drive, located to the northeast and the approved
Silhouette, located to the northwest of the subject property; all were approved with a maximum
(see additional information, Elevator Exhibit).F.A.R. of 4.0. Parkshore Plaza is 29-stories and
was approved with a building height of 351 feet, 400 Beach Drive is 30-stories and was
approved with a building height of 320 feet, Silhouette was approved with 14-stories and a
building height of 1 68 feet, Presbyterian Towers located directly north of the subject property is
15-stories. The subject building was approved at 18-stories and a building height of 204 feet.
The proposed building is therefore of similar scale and mass of the surrounding buildings and
neighborhood (see additional information, 3-D images).

SUMMARY: Staff found that the application for a site plan to construct an 18-story 80,080
square foot, 30-unit multi-family residential development, with F.A.A. bonuses and variance to
the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards complies with the Comprehensive Plan as
well as the applicable provisions of the Land Development Regulations (LDR’s) and
recommended approval to the Development Review Commission (DRC). The DRC considered
all of the information presented during the public hearing and approved the project by a vote of
7 to 0. Given the findings set forth in this report, Staff recommends that both appeals of the
DAC decision should be denied and that the decision of the DAC should be upheld.

RECOMMENDATION:
The Administration recommends that the City Council APPROVE Resolution “A” and
Resolution “B” to deny the appeals, thereby upholding the decision of the DRC to approve the
application.



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION DENYING THE APPEAL
RECEIVED ON OCTOBER 8, 2014, (PARK
SHORE PLAZA CONDOMINIUM
ASSOCIATION INC. APPEAL) AND
UPHOLDING THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF A SITE
PLAN WITH A REQUEST FOR A VARIANCE
TO THE ALBERT WHITTED AIRPORT
OVERLAY HEIGHT STANDARDS AND
FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES FOR 176 —

4TH AVENUE NORTHEAST (CASE NO. 14-
31000015); MAKING FINDINGS BASED ON
THE EVIDENCE; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on October 1, 2014, the Development Review Commission (DRC) held a
public hearing for a proposed site plan with a request for a floor area ratio bonuses and a
variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards for 176 — 4th Avenue Northeast;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to deny the appeal by upholding
the DRC’s approval of the site plan, variance and bonuses.

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

1. The site plan, variance and bonuses comply with the City’s applicable
Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive Plan; and

2. The City Council finds that it is appropriate to DENY the appeal and UPHOLD the DRC’s
approval of the site plan, variance and bonuses, subject to the conditions of the Staff
Report, as adopted by the DRC at the public hearing.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that under its de novo and appellate authority, based
upon the foregoing findings of fact based on evidence, this Council approves the site plan,
variance and bonuses, subject to the conditions in the Staff Report, and denies the appeal
herein; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effectively immediately
upon adoption.
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RESOLUTION NO._________

A RESOLUTION DENYING THE APPEAL
RECEIVED ON OCTOBER 13, 2014,
(ROWLAND PLACE APPEAL) AND
UPHOLDING THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF A SITE
PLAN WITH A REQUEST FOR A VARIANCE
TO THE ALBERT WHITTED AIRPORT
OVERLAY HEIGHT STANDARDS AND
FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES FOR 176 -

4TH AVENUE NORTHEAST (CASE NO. 14-
31000015); MAKING FINDINGS BASED ON
THE EVIDENCE; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on October 1, 2014, the Development Review Commission (DRC) held a
public hearing for a proposed site plan with a request for a floor area ratio bonuses and a
variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards for 176 — 4t Avenue Northeast;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to deny the appeal by upholding
the DRC’s approval of the site plan, variance and bonuses.

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

3. The site plan, variance and bonuses comply with the City’s applicable
Land Development Regulations and Comprehensive Plan; and

4. The City Council finds that it is appropriate to DENY the appeal and UPHOLD the DRC’s
approval of the site plan, variance and bonuses, subject to the conditions of the Staff
Report, as adopted by the DRC at the public hearing.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that under its de novo and appellate authority, based
upon the foregoing findings of fact based on evidence, this Council approves the site plan,
variance and bonuses, subject to the conditions in the Staff Report, and denies the appeal
herein; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effectively immediately
upon adoption.
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE APPEAL
RECEIVED ON OCTOBER 8, 2014, (PARK
SHORE PLAZA CONDOMINIUM
ASSOCIATIN INC. APPEAL) AND
OVERTURNING THE DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF A
SITE PLAN WITH A REQUEST FOR A
VARIANCE TO THE ALBERT WHITTED
AIRPORT OVERLAY HEIGHT STANDARDS
AND FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES FOR
176 — 4TH AVENUE NORTHEAST (CASE NO.
14-31000015); MAKING FINDINGS BASED
ON EVIDENCE; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on October 1, 2014, the Development Review Commission (DRC) held a
public hearing for a proposed site plan with a request for floor area ratio bonuses and a variance
to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards for 176 — 4th Avenue Northeast; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to approve the appeal by

denying the DRC’s approval of the site plan, variance and bonuses.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg,

Florida that the City Council makes the following findings based on the evidence:

1. The requested site plan does not comply with the applicable City Land Development

Regulations or Comprehensive Plan.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that under its de novo and appellate authority, based

upon the foregoing findings based on the evidence, this Council denies the site plan, variance

and bonuses and approves the appeal herein; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effectively immediately

upon adoption.
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RESOLUTION NO._________

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE APPEAL
RECEIVED ON OCTOBER 13, 2014,
(ROWLAND PLACE APPEAL) AND
OVERTURNING THE DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF A
SITE PLAN WITH A REQUEST FOR A
VARIANCE TO THE ALBERT WHITTED
AIRPORT OVERLAY HEIGHT STANDARDS
AND FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES FOR
176— 4TH AVENUE NORTHEAST (CASE NO.
14-31000015); MAKING FINDINGS BASED
ON EVIDENCE; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on October 1, 2014, the Development Review Commission (DRC) held a
public hearing for a proposed site plan with a request for floor area ratio bonuses and a variance
to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards for 176 — 4th Avenue Northeast; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to approve the appeal by
denying the DRC’s approval of the site plan, variance and bonuses.

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

2. The requested site plan does not comply with the applicable City Land Development
Regulations or Comprehensive Plan.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that under its de novo and appellate authority, based
upon the foregoing findings based on the evidence, this Council denies the site plan, variance
and bonuses and approves the appeal herein; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effectively immediately
upon adoption.
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October 8, 2014
VIA HAND DELIVERY
City Council
City oC St. Petersburg
Attn: City Clerk
175 5th Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Re: Notice of Appeal of Development Review Commission Decision
Appellant: Park Shore Plaza Condominium Association Inc.
Case No.: 14-310000015
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust
Project: The Bliss

Dear City Council Members:

This law firm represents Park Shore Plaza Condominium Association, Inc. (“Park Shore”),
whose address is 9887 Fourth Street North, #301, St. Petersburg, Florida 33702. Please accept this
letter as confirmation that Park Shore hereby files its Notice of Appeal of the October 1, 2014
decision of the Development Review Commission (DRC”) in Case No. 14-3 10000015.

SUMMARY OF DECISION TO BE REVIEWED

At the public hearing on October 1, 2014, the DRC considered the application ofPatricia B.
Moss Revocable Trust (the “Applicant”) for approval of a site plan with grant of FAR bonuses (the
“Site Plan”) to allow the construction of an 18 story building that will incorporate 29 residential
units, one commercial unit and a four story parking garage on a parcel of land having dimensions of
approximately 100’ x 200’ located at 176 4th Avenue Northeast (the “Property”). Park Shore
appeared before the DRC as the registered opponent to that application, presenting facts and legal
arguments that included opposition to the location ofthe two (2) vehicle elevators (the “Elevators”)
that would provide the sole means of ingress and egress between the multi-level parking garage and
the east-west alley (the “Alley”) on the grounds that the Site Plan fails to comply with specific
requirements of the City’s Code of Ordinances and Land Development Regulations (“City Code”)
applicable to parking garages. The Site Plan does not provide sufficient distance between the
elevator door and the Alley to allow on-site stacking of vehicles waiting to use the Elevators in
order to reduce occurrences of traffic flow obstruction caused by vehicles waiting to use the
Elevators.



At the conclusion of the public hearing on the Application, the Applicant proposed a revision
to the Site Plan to add three parking spaces along the edge of the north-south alley located
immediately east of the Property. City Staff had not earlier viewed that revision and did not provide
to DRC any comments as to whether the revision complies with requirements of the City Code.
Neither the Registered Opponent nor any witness or person opposing the application bad the
opportunity to question or make comment on the Site Plan revision. The Site Plan with that
revision was approved by the DRC (the “Revised Site Plan”). Approval by DRC of the Revised Site
Plan and the granting of FAR bonuses related thereto arc the subjects of this appeal.

SUMMARY OF THE BASIS FOR TIlE APPEAL

Park Shore respectfully contends that approval of the Revised Site Plan by DRC was in
error because the Revised Site Plan failed to satisfy certain requirements and violates specific
provisions of City Code, as summarized below:

I. Parking Garage Requirements: In order for the Revised Site Plan and the granting of
FAR bonus allowances to be approved, the proposed parking garage must satisfy the requirements of
Section 16.40.90.3.5 of City Code, entitled “Parking Garages”. That section of City Code states
specific design standards, consisting of requirements that shall apply to parking garages. Subsection
1(g) clearly states the “minimum vehicle stacking requirements at entry points” and requires “two
vehicle spaces per entry lane” to provide for vehicle stacking for a parking garage controlled by a key
card for garage use. It is apparent that the purpose and intent of such requirement is to mitigate
obstruction of traffic upon the right-of-way that would be caused by vehicles stopped ill that right-of-
way while waiting lbr garage entry. The proposed development is required to have at least two
spaces for each of the entry lanes to the Elevators, for a total of four spaces. The Revised Site Plan
does not provide any space per entry lane to allow vehicle stacking.

The requirements of Section 16.40.90.3.5 were not addressed in the written report prepared
by the City’s Zoning Official. Neither the Zoning Official nor the City’s legal counsel advised DRC
members as to the requirements of that Section of City Code as to the subject application, However,
a single member of DRC questioned the parking garage requirement of City Code following the
closing of the public hearing and after closing arguments, causing the Applicant to amend the Site
Plan to add three vehicle parking spaces along the side of the north-south alley at a location which is
separated by a considerable distance from the Elevator. There was no discussion regarding that
revision, and no party in opposition had the opportunity to address it. The Revised Site Plan,
incorporating that change, was approved by DRC.

The addition of three vehicle parking spaces along the north-south alley, or at any other
location of the Property, does not satisfy the purpose and intent of Section 16.40.90.3.5. Parking
spaces which are not at the point of entry into the Elevators do not provide any allowance for
stacking of vehicles waiting in line for use of the Elevator in order avoid the intrusion of waiting
vehicles into the Alley and the resulting obstruction of traffic flow.

The undisputed evidence presented to DRC clearly shows that the current conditions and
circumstances do not allow safe and reasonable flow of traffic in the Alley. Traffic is already
obstructed by regular parking of commercial delivery trucks, garbage dumpsters, and very substantial
vehicular and pedestrian traffic. The evidence presented to DRC shows recognition and concern
regarding traffic flow, including the following:



a. The City Staff report dated September 25. 2014. page 6. Special Conditions ol’
Approval, #15, requires the Site Plan to be modified as necessary to comply with
comments in the Engineering Department’s Memorandum dated July 9, 2014, which
states “Widening of Eastern Alley shall be in conformance with current city
engineering standards and specifications”;

b. The traffic engineering report prepared by Kimley Horn, dated August 7, 2014 and
submitted by the Applicant states, in part, that the “Alley on the east side of the
proposed development will expand to 22 feet. This 22’ cross-section will be
accomplished as the developer is providing 7’ to the existing 15’ Alley the additional
7’ of Alley to be provided by the developer and is anticipated to improve future
safety and circulation conditions.” That report did not include any evaluation of the
actual current conditions of the Alley affecting flow and safety of traffic; and

c. The Applicant’s Project Narrative dated June 21, 2014 states: “Finally, to help
alleviate congestion on the 15’ wide Alley to the East we are proposing to widen the
Alley to 20’ and dedicate this property to the City’s right of way”.

Clearly, the placement ofparking spaces along that same north-south alley will not contribute
to the Alleviation of congestion, as suggested by the Applicant, on either the north-south alley or
the Alley.

B. Compliance Review: The Revised Site Plan, first proposed after the closing of the
public hearing and closing arguments segments of the public hearing before DRC, was approved
without having been reviewed, evaluated and commented upon by the City’s development review
services and engineering staff. The Revised Site Plan not only ignores the recommendations of City
Staff and engineers regarding the width of the East Alley, but also eliminates eight feet and seven
inches (8’7”) from the storm water retention area in order to locate another vehicle on the Property.

C. Building Set-Back Requirement: Applicant has failed to satisfy the requirements
of City Code 16.20.120.7.2, Minimum Building Setbacks. The location of the proposed building is
zoned DC-3 and, pursuant thereto, the minimum distance between buildings permitted, for all
conditions fifty feet to three hundred feet high, is sixty (60) feet. The Revised Site Plan, as
approved, fails to satisfy the 60’ requirement for minimum “Distances Between Buildings”. The
Revised Site Plan shows that the proposed building, above fifty feet, will be approximately forty
(40) feet from the Birchwood Inn which is located east of the proposed building.

Enclosed herewith is a copy of the Staff Report of the DRC, together with a check in the
amount of $300.00 made payable to the City of St. Petersburg, Florida for this appeal. It is our
understanding that the final Decision of the DRC has not been issued. Thanking you for your
attention to the foregoing.

Bacon, Bacon & Furlong, P.A.

U..
David A. Baton
Christopher S. Furlong



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
!- PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

sLpetershurq DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
www.slpete.org STAFF REPORT

SITE PLAN REVIEW
PUBLIC HEARING

According to Planning & 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 shou d be declared upon the announcement of the Item,

REPORT TO THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FROM DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
SERVICES DIVISION, PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, for Public
Hearing and Executive Action on October 1, 2014 at 2:00 P.M. In Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 14-31000015 PLAT SHEET: E-4

REQUEST: Approval of a site plan to construct an 1 8-story, 30 unIt multi
family development. The applicant is requesting floor area ratio
bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay
Height Standards.

APPLICANT: Patricia B Moss Revocable Trust
105 Dogwood Lane
Radford, Virginia 24141-3917

ARCHITECT: Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
2900 44th Avenue North
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33714

ADDRESS: 176 4th Avenue Northeast
PARCEL ID NO.: 19/31/17/77238/00010040

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File
ZONING: DC-3

SITE AREA TOTAL: 20,020 square feet or 0.46 acres

GROSS FLOOR AREA:
Existing: 2,380 square feet 0.12 F.A.R.
Proposed: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.A.R.
Permitted: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.A.R.
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BUILDING COVERAGE:
ExIsting: 2.380 square feet 12% of Site MOL
Proposed: 10,012 square feet 50% of Site MOL
Permitted: 19,019 square feet 95% of Site MOL

IMPERVIOUS SURFACE:
ExIsting: 15,420 square feet 77% of Site MOL
Proposed: 14,266 square feet 71% of Site MOL
Permitted: N/A

OPEN GREEN SPACE:
Existing: 4,600 square feet 23% of Site MOL
Proposed: 5,754 square feet 29% of Site MOL

PAVING COVERAGE:
Existing: 13,040 square feet 65% of Site MOL
Proposed: 4,254 square feet 21% of Site MOL

PARKING:
Existing: 30; Including 2 handicapped spaces
Proposed: 65; Including 3 handicapped spaces
Required 33; including 2 handicapped spaces

BUILDING HEIGHT:
ExistIng: 20 feet from grade; N/A
Proposed: 204 feet from grade; 224 above mean sea level (Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL)
Permitted: 300 feet from grade; 158 above mean sea level (Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL)

APPLICATION REVIEW:

PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS: The applicant has met and complied with the
procedural requirements of Section 16.10.020.1 of the Municipal Code for a mixed-use
development which is a permitted use within the DC-3 Zoning District.

II. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

Request:
The applicant seeks approval of a s te plan to construct an 1 8-story, 30-unit multi-family
development. The applicant is requesting a floor area ratio bonus and a variance to the Albert
Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards. The subject property Is located on the south side of
4th Avenue Northeast in between Beach Drive Northeast and 1 Street North.

Proposal:
The existing property s developed with a 2,380 square foot commercial building and a 30 space
surface parking lot. Ingress to the parking lot is from 4’ Avenue Northeast and egress is to the
existing north-south alley located on the east side of the subject property. The applIcant
proposes to demolish the existing commercial building and surface parking lot and construct an
18-story residential tower and a 4-story parking garage.

The residential tower will be ocated along the front of the subject property and the parking
garage will be located along the rear of the subject property. The building will be set back off of
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the front property line to allow landscaping and green space between the building and the public
sidewalk along Avenue Northeast. A private outdoor court yard will be located on the west

side of the building.

The ground floor of the residential tower will consist of a lobby and retail space. Floors two
through four will have one (1) residential unit per floor. Floors five through 17 will have two (2)
residential units per floor. The 1 81h floor will have a common area with a roof-top terrace and
one residential unit. Vehicular access to the first level of the parking garage will be from an
existIng 1 5-foot wide north-south alley that Is located along the east side of the subject property.
The existing north-south alley connects to 4th Avenue Northeast and an existing east-west alley.
The first level of the parking garage will have nine (9) parking spaces, owner storage, dumpster
room and bicycle parking. Vehicular access to the second through fourth levels of the parking
garage will be from an existing 20-foot wide east-west alley (Fareham Avenue NE) at the rear of

the subject property. The second through fourth levels of parking will have 18 parking spaces
per floor for a total of 54 parking spaces. Access to the upper levels of parking will be from two
automobile elevators, instead of a traditional ramp. The applicant will be widening the existing
north-south alley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access within the alley system. Pedestrian
access to the building will be from the public sidewalk along 41h Avenue Northeast.

The City is fortunate to have created and maintained a strong pedestrian-oriented streetscape
that is a key asset in the downtown. Development should reinforce the pedestrian scale by
protecting the right-of-way through selection and location of pedestrian-oriented businesses at
the street level and restricting vehicular access. The City Code encourages arid in some cases
requires access to parking from an atley. Since the proposed parking garage provides parking
for more than 25 parkIng spaces, City Code requires vehicular ingress and egress from the alley
or a secondary street. 4th Avenue Northeast is a primary Street. Further, not having ingress and
egress from 4th Avenue Northeast is good urban design because it 1) promotes a walkable,
pedestrian friendly sidewalk system, and 2) allows for a pedestrian oriented commercial tenant
space on 41h Avenue Northeast. The commercial tenant space will have an active use that will
engage the pedestrian along the street and reinforce the purpose and intent of the City Code.

The applicant hired Kimley-Horn and Associates to prepare a trip generation study. According
to the study dated August 7, 2014, the proposed condominium development is projected to
generate 22 two-way, trip-ends (15 enteringl7 exiting) in the PM peak hour during the 4:00 to
6:00 PM time period and 20 two-way trip ends (3 enterlng/17 exiting) in the AM peak hour
during the 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM time period. The City’s Transportation and Parking Management
Department concurs with the transportation consultant’s findings. The projected number of trips
will have a minimal Impact on Fareham Avenue NE, since the development will generate
approximately one trip every three minutes In the PM and AM peak hours. Two waiting spaces
are proposed for vehicles waiting to use the car elevators. Both the car elevators and two
waiting spaces are on the proposed development’s property. Consequently, the waiting spaces
will further reduce the Impact of the development on the alley since vehicles will not need to
stop and wait in the alley for the elevators to become available.

The existing north-south alley Is 15-feet wide. As discussed above, the applicant will widen the
alley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access. Fareham Avenue NE is 20-feet wide. The north

side of Fareham Avenue NE is signed no parking and the south side permits temporary parking
for loading and unloading of vehicles. Access to the parking garage of Parkshore Tower is from
Farehani Avenue NE.
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The proposed architectural style of the building will be contemporary. The base of the tower will

have ample amount of glazing and will be oriented towards 41h Avenue Northeast. The upper

portion of the tower will be oriented towards the east to take advantage of the water views. The

majority of the eastern façade above the fourth floor will be glass. The applicant will integrate

projecting balconies along the 4” Avenue Northeast and the eastern façade. The balconies

help break down the mass of the building. The applicant proposes an architectural feature on

the north facade that helps define the top of the building. The architectural feature is a window

surround and encroaches into the setback by two (2) feet. The architectural feature most

closely resembles a bay window, which is allowed to encroach into the setback by three (3) feet.

FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES:
The base Floor Area Ratio (FAR) within the DC-3 district is 2.0. The applicant is requesting a

bonus of 2.0 FAR for a total FAR of 4.0, which can only be granted by the Development Review

Commission (DRC) upon demonstration that the project qualifies for the bonuses.

The applicant is requesting approval of the following bonus:

1. 0.5 FAR - Provide financial support to the City’s Housing Capital Improvements

Projects (KCIP) Trust Fund or its successor fund equal to one-quarter of one

percent or more of the total construction cost per each 0.5 of FAR bonus.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 0.5. The total

construction cost of the project Is approximately 30 million dollars. Since the applicant is

seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve a bonus of 0.5, the applicant will be required to provide

one quarter of one percent of the total construction cost to the HCIP Trust Fund. Based on the

estimated construction cost, a minimum of $75,000 shall be paid to the HCIP Trust Fund. The

applicant shall provide the funds to the City prior to the release of building permits. A condition

has been added to this report to address this.

2. 0.5 FAR — Use transfer of development rights from a locally designated landmark
or landmark site.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 0.5. To qualify for the

bonus, the applicant will be required to purchase 10,010 square feet of transfer of development

rights (TDRs) from a locally designated landmark or landmark site who have TDRs available.

Currently, there are five landmarks that the applicant can purchase TDRs from. The holder of

the TDRs will be required to obtain approval from the City’s Urban Planning and Historic

Preservation Division to transfer any rights to the applicant.

3. 1.0 FAR - Make structured parking not visible to the streets with a liner that

provides a use for a minimum of the first two stories, and provide an

architecturally compatible design above the two story base to create an attractive
and architectural screen to structured parking.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 1.0. To qualify for the

bonus, the applicant will be required to screen the first two stodes of the parking garage along
4th Avenue Northeast with a liner building and an architecturally compatible design above the

second floor. The entire four story garage is screened from Avenue Northeast by the

proposed 18 story tower. The criterion has been satisfied.
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Variance:
Airport Zoning Overlay Height Standards

Required: 158 AMSL
Proposed: 224 AMSL
VarIance: 40 AMSL

The DC-3 zoning district has a maximum building height of 300 feet, measured from grade. The
Albert Whitted Airport Zoning Ordinance permits a maximum building height of 158 feet AMSL
by right. The proposed building will be 204 feet from grade and 224 AMSL. The applicant is
requesting a variance to allow for a height of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has submitted an
application to the Federal Aviation Administration requesting approval of the height
encroachment. The FAA issued a Notice of No Hazard to Air Navigation on September 19,
2014, for a building of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has secured FAA approval and provided
sufficient responses to each of the review criteria required by the Code. The DRC has granted
a number of variances for similar projects elsewhere in the downtown area. To promote an
urban downtown and urban form, variances to the airport zoning restrictions are appropriate
where no safety concerns are identifiable related to airport operations. Given these
considerations, Staff recommends approval of the variance.

Public Comments:
Staff has heard from residents of Parkshore Plaza, which is located directly south of the
proposed project. Some residents have expressed concerns and some have expressed
support. Concerns that were expressed by the residents have to do with the parking garage
being accessed off of the alley, increased traffic congestion in the alley, and potential for
vehicular accidents.

Ill. RECOMMENDATION:
A. Staff recommends the following:

1. APPROVAL of the floor area ratio bonuses.
2. APPROVAL of the variance to the Airport Zoning Overlay Height

Standards.
3. APPROVAL of the site plan, subject to the conditions In the staff report.

B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
1. The project shall be subject to final review and approval by the

Community Redevelopment Agency.
2. The structured parking shall be screened from 4th Avenue Northeast

with a liner that provides a use for a minimum of the first two stories,
and provide an architecturally compatible design above the two story
base as required to receive the F.A.R. bonus. The final design shall be
subject to approval by staff.

3. The applicant shall provide one-quarter of one percent or more of the
total construction cost to the HICP Trust Fund. The funds shall be
provided to the City prior to the release of building permits.

4. City Staff shall approval the transfer of Historic Transfer of
Development Rights prior to the release of building permits.

5. The public sidewalk abutting the subject property shall be widened to a
minimum of 8-feet.
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6. The surface parking spaces along the east side of the subject property

shall be revised to provide the required back-out space of 24 feet.

7. The proposed wall along the north side of the outdoor courtyard shall
be finished to match the building.

8. LandscapIng shall be installed In the public right-of-way as required by
Section 16.40.060.

9. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shall

be approved by Staff.
10. Building materials at the street level shall include materials such as

metal, stone, brick, precast masonry, glass, stucco or other similar hard

surface material. The use of dryvit, EIFS, or other artificial material
shall not be permitted.

11. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by SectIon 16.40.090.

12. Exterior lighting shall comply with Section 16.40.070.
13. Mechanical equipment shall be screened from the abutting tights-of-

way.
14. Construction of piers and/or caissons shall be by auger method unless

geotechnical data supports a finding that such a method is impractical

or impossible.
15. The site plan shall be modified as necessary to comply with the

comments in the Engineering Department’s Memorandum dated July 9,
2014.

C. STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(All or Part of the following standard conditions of approval may apply to the subject

application. Application of the conditions is subject to the scope of the subject project

and at the discretion of the Zoning Official. Applicants who have questions regarding the

application of these conditions are advised to contact the Zoning Official.)

ALL SITE PLAN MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED BY THE DRC SHALL BE REFLECTED

ON A FINAL SITE PLAN TO BE SUBMITIED TO THE PLANNING & ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY ThE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO

THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements:

1. The applicant shall contact the City’s Construction Services and Permitting
Division and Fire Department to Identity afl applicable Building Code and
Health/Safety Code issues associated with this proposed project.

2. All requirements associated with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) shall
be satisfied.

Zoning/Planning Requirements:

1. The use/proposal shall be consistent with Concurrency Certificate No. 6458.

2. The applicant shall submit a notice of construction to Albert Whitted Field if the
crane height exceeds 190 feet. The applicant shall also provide a Notice of
Construction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), if required by Federal
and City codes.
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3. AU site visibility triangle requirements shall be met (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,

Section 16.40.160).

4. No building or other obstruction (including eaves) shall be erected and no trees

or shrubbery shall be planted on any easement other than fences, trees,
shrubbery, and hedges of a type approved by the City.

5. The location and size of the trash container(s) shall be designated, screened,

and approved by the Manager of Commercial Collections, City Sanitation. A

solid wood fence or masonry wall shall be installed around the perimeter of the

dumpster pad.

Engineering Requirements:

1. The site shall be in compliance with all applicable drainage regulations (including

regional and state permits) and the conditions as may be noted herein. The

applicant shall submit drainage calculations and grading plans (including street
crown elevations), which conform with the quantity and the water quality

requirements of the Municipal Code (Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section

16.40.030), to the Citys Engineering Department for approval. Please note that

the entire site upon which redevelopment occurs shall meet the water quality

controls and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runoff

release and retention shall be calculated using the rational formula and a 10-

year, one-hour design storm.

2. As per Engineering Department requirements and prior to their approval of any
permits, the applicant shall submit a copy of a Southwest Florida Water
Management District (or Pinellas County Ordinance 90-17) Management of

Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption to the Engineering Department and

a copy of all permits from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to

FOOT and Pinellas County required for this project.

3. A work permit issued by the Engineering Department shall be obtained prior to
commencement of construction within dedicated rights-of-way or easements.

4. The applicant shall submit a completed Storm Water Management Utility Data

Form to the City’s Engineering Department for review and approval prior to the
approval of any permits.

5. Curb-cut ramps for the physically handicapped shall be provided in sidewalks at
all corners where sidewalks meet a street or driveway.

Landscaping Requirements:

I. The applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan, which complies with the

plan approved by the DRC and includes any modifications as required by the
DRC. The DRC grants the Planning & Economic Development Department

discretion to modify the approved landscape plan where necessary due to
unforeseen circumstances (e.g. stormwater requirements, utility conflicts,

conflicts with existing trees, etc.), provided the intent of the applicable

ordinance(s) is/are maintained. Landscaping plans shall be in accordance with

Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060 of the City Code entitled
“Landscaping and irrigation.”

2. Any plans for tree removal and permitting shalt be submitted to the Development

Services Division for approval.
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3. All existing and newly planted trees and shrubs shall be mulched with three (3)
inches of organic matter within a two (2) foot radius around the trunk of the tree.

4. The applicant shall install an automatic underground irrigation system in all
landscaped areas. Drip irrigation may be permitted as specified within Chapter
16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060.2.2.

5. Concrete curbing, wheelstops, or other types of physical barriers shall be
provided around/within all vehicular use areas to protect landscaped areas.

6. Any healthy existing oak trees over two (2) inches In diameter shall be preserved
or relocated if feasible.

7. Any trees to be preserved shall be protected during construction in accordance
with Chapter 16, ArtIcle 16.40.150, Section 16.40.060.2.1.1 of City Code.
Development Services Division Staff shall inspect and approve all tree protection
barricades prior to the issuance of development permits.

IV. CONSIDERATiONS BY ThE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FOR REVIEW
(Pursuant to Chapter 16, Section 16.70.040.1.4 (D):

A. The use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

B. The properly for which a Site Plan Review is requested shall have valid land use
and zoning for the proposed use prior to site plan approval;

C. Ingress and egress to the property and proposed structures with particular
emphasis on automotive and pedestrian safety, separation of automotive and
bicycle traffic and control, provision of services and servicing of utilities and
refuse collection, and access In case of fire, catastrophe and emergency. Access
management standards on State and County roads shall be based on the latest
access management standards of FOOT or Pinellas County, respectively;

D. Location and relationship of off-street parking, bicycle parking, and off-street
loading facilities to driveways and internal traffic patterns within the proposed
development with particular reference to automotive, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety, traffic flow and control, access In case of fire or catastrophe, and
screening and landscaping;

E. Traffic Impact report describing how this project will impact the adjacent streets
and intersections. A detailed traffic report may be required to determine the
project impact on the level of service of adjacent streets and intersections.
Transportation system management techniques may be required where
necessary to offset the traffic impacts;

F. Drainage of the property with particular reference to the effect of provisions for
drainage on adjacent and nearby properties and the use of on-site retention
systems. The Commission may grant approval, of a drainage plan as required by
city ordinance, County ordinance, or SWFWMO;

G. Signs, if any, and proposed exterior lighting with reference to glare, traffic safety
and compatibility and harmony with adjacent properties;

H. Orientation and location of buildings, recreational facilities and open space in
relation to the physical characteristics of the site, the character of the
neighborhood and the appearance and harmony of the building with adjacent
development and surrounding landscape;
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Compatibility of the use with the existing natural environment of the site, historic

and archaeological sites1 and with properties in the neighborhood as outlined in

the City’s Comprehensive Plan;

J. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, Including evaluating the impacts of a

concentration of similar or the same uses and structures, on property values in

the neighborhood;

K. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, Including evaluating the impacts of a

concentration of similar or the same uses and structures, on living or working

conditions in the neighborhood;

L. Sufficiency of setbacks, screens, buffers and general amenities to preserve

internal and external harmony and compatibility with uses inside and outside the

proposed development and to control adverse effects of noise, lights, dust, fumes

and other nuisances;

M. Land area Is sufficient, appropriate and adequate for the use and reasonably

anticipated operations and expansion thereof;

N. Landscaping and preservation of natural manmade features of the site including

trees, wetlands, and other vegetation;

0. Sensitivity of the development to on-site and adjacent (within two-hundred (200)

feet) historic or archaeological resources related to scale, mass, building

materials, and other impacts;

1. The site is not within an Archaeological Sensitivity Area (Chapter 16
Article 16.30, Section 16.30.070).

2. The property is not within a flood hazard area (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,

Section 16,40.050).

P. Availability of hurricane evacuation facilities for developments located in the

hurricane vulnerability zones;

Q. Meets adopted levels of service and the requirements for a Certificate of

Concurrency by complying with the adopted levels of service for:

a. Water.
b. Sewer.
c. Sanitation.
d. Parks and recreation.
e. Drainage.
f. Mass transit.
g. School Concurrency.

The land use of the subject property Is: Central Business District

The land uses of the surrounding properties are:

North: Central Business District

South: Central Business District

East Central Business District

West: Central Business District
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REPORT PREPARED BY:

Corey MaIszka, lrit1rw2oning Official DA
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October II, 2014

Via Hand Delivery Only

City Council Members
City of St. Petersburg
In care of the City Clerk
175 5tIi Street North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Re: Notice of Appeal of The Development Review Commission’s Site Plan and
Bonus Approval for the Bliss Condominium
Case No.: 14-31000015
Address: 176 4 Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

Dear City Council Members,

This Notice of Appeal concerns a decision made on October 1,2014, by the Development
Review Commission (hereinafter “DRC”) that approved a proposed Site Plan and associated
Floor Area Ratio (‘FAR”) Bonuses for a project known as the Bliss Condominium. Our Firm
has the privilege of representing as Appellants several owners from Rowland Place, a six-story
condominium of seventeen homes currently under construction that is located immediately west
of the proposed Bliss Condominium.’ Our Clients are City residents, and as future Rowland
Place homeowners, they are aggrieved and adversely affected parties because the DRC’s above-
referenced approval was and is inconsistent and incompatible with both the City’s
Comprehensive Plan and the City’s Land Development Regulations (“LDR’s”). This Appeal
seeks to have the DRC approval reversed for the reasons set forth below.

SUMMARY OF DECISION TO BE REVIEWED

On October 1, 2014, the DRC approved a Site Plan and associated FAR Bonuses that, if
approved by the City Council, will result in an excessive 18-story, 30 unit, mixed-use

‘Our Clients include Charles Locke and Sandy Lohndorf; Tim Walsh; Karen Clark; Gerry and
Lynne Krueger; and John and Kimberly Santamaria.

Sarasota Office Tampa OFfice
3277 FruitviIle Rd., 1Jni 1 300W. Platt St. Ste. 100
Sarasota, Honda 34237 Tampa Florida 33606

941.365.3800 813.318.9000
800.380.3337 877.908.2800

Fax: 941.952.1414 www.mbrfirrn.com Fax: 877.203.5748
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dcvcloprncnt being constructed on a relatively small 20,020 Square Foot site located one lot west
of Beach Drive, along the south side 014111 Avenue Northeast in the downtown waterfront zoning
district known as DC-3 (Downtown Centcr-3). The City’s Staff Report, prepared by the
Development Review Services Division, Planning and Economic Development Department,
recommends approval of the request with conditions (The Staff Report is attached and
incorporated into this Appeal as Exhibit “A”). The DRC’s approval also included a supplemental
condition to the original Site Plan submitted. This supplemental condition requires three parking
spaces to be placed along the I 5-foot alley located on the east side of the property. A revised
Site Plan (attached to this Appeal as Exhibit “B”) with a rudimentary sketch incorporating this
condition was submitted by the Applicant and approved by the DRC at the conclusion of its
Hearing.

THE BASIS FOR THE APPEAL

I. Comprehensive Plan Inconsistencies and Incompatibilities

The DRC is tasked with ensuring that “[t]he use is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan.” LDR Code, Section 16.70.040.1.4(D)(1). This is more than a recommendation, it is a
legal requirement. See § 163.3 194(l)(a) Fla. Stat. (2014); LDR Code, Section 16.02.050. The

• DRC’s approval is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan Objective LU17B and Policies
LUI7B.1, LUI7B.3, LU17B.4, LUI7B.5, and the Intown Redevelopment Plan, which is
incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan by Objective LU13 and Policy LU13.1. The
objectives and policies state:

OBJECTIVE LU17B:

The City shall continue to implement a downtown waterfront zoning district (DC-
3) that enhances the waterfront park system, preserves view corridors and
ensures pedestrian oriented, human scale development and redevelopment.

Policies:

LU17B.1 Development within the downtown waterfront area, generally extending
westward to 1st Street between the 5th Avenues, should be sensitive to the
aesthetic quality of the waterfront by addressing design issues related to building
heights terraced away from the water, building orientation, scale and mass;
creating open spaces and view corridors; and creating a pedestrian oriented,
human scale environment at the street level.

Moo BOWMAN & Rix. PA
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LU17B.3 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) for buildings within the downtown waterfront
area (DC-3 zoning district) shall not exceed 4.0. Land development regulations
have been adopted to implement this policy.

LUI7B.4 Recognizing that all development has an impact on an existing view
from one vantage point or another, waterfront development projects shall be
designed in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts on all identified view
corridors. Land development regulations have been adopted to implement this
policy. Important view corridors include, in descending order of importance:

I. direct views of parks and the waterfront;
2. views resulting from east-west roadways terminating at the

waterfront;
3. views of the city from the waterfront, with an emphasis to

promote a terracing (low buildings to tall buildings)
skyline away from the waterfront;

4. views of the central business district resulting from north-
south roadways.

LU 178.5 Human scale waterfront development shall be promoted through DC-3
Zoning District regulations that require building facades to terrace away from
Beach Drive (building envelope standards). Land Development Regulations
have been adopted to implement this provision.

OBJECTIVE LU13:

All development proposals in community redevelopment areas shall be consistent
with the Comprehensive Plans adopted goals, objectives, and policies and the
goals, objectives and policies of the adopted redevelopment plan.

Policies:

LU13.1 Development proposals in community redevelopment areas shall be
reviewed for compliance with the goals, objectives and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan and the goals, objectives and policies of the applicable
adopted redevelopment plan including:

1. Intown Redevelopment Plan....

The Intown Redevelopment Plan provides on Pages 36 and 38 the City’s vision and
guidance for new residential development:

OC[U BowMAN & Ri x, PA
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All buildings within the development Project should integrate architecturally,
aesthetically and Functionally through building design, materials, open spaces,
scale, circulation systems, pedestrian level activities, and uniform signage and
lighting.

Residential

All infill development should create a sense of place and neighborhood identity
by relating to old and new architecture and by developing interrelated open and
pedestrian spaces. All new development within and adjacent to residential areas
should relate in building scale and mass with the surrounding neighborhood.

The clearest and easiest way to demonstrate that the proposed Bliss Condominium is
inconsistent with the above-referenced Comprehensive Plan provisions is to analyze the
available information related to the Bliss FAR.

The Gross Floor Area proposed for the Bliss is indicated in the City’s Staff Report to be
80,080 Square Feet. This is also indicated to be the permitted or maximum Gross Floor Area.
The Lot Area is indicated to be 20,020 Square Feet. These measurements reflect a Floor Area
Ratio (“FAR”) of 4.0 (80,080 SF ± 20,020 SF).2

The Comprehensive Plan defines Gross Floor Area in Chapter 1, Section 1.7 as:

Gross floor area of a structure shall be the total area of all floors, including
stairwells, elevator shafts, etc., measured from the outside face of enclosing walls
or supports. The Land Development Regulations may exclude parking areas.

Please note that other than parking areas, the Comprehensive Plan does not provide for
“exemptions” or “bonuses” that would enable the FAR to exceed 4.0.

While no FAR calculations were provided at the DRC Public Hearing, and none were
requested by the DRC, it is evident from data provided by the Applicant that the required FAR
limit of 4.0 is being exceeded. ‘

2 This is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan definition of Floor Area Ratio found in Chapter
I, Section 1.7, as: “A measure of the intensity of a development. The ratio of gross floor area to
the area of the lot.”

In response to a Public Records Request that asked for FAR calculations prepared by the City,
the author of the Staff Report indicated that no such calculations had been performed. Please see
the City response attached and incorporated to this Notice of Appeal as Exhibit “C.” How is the

Mooi BOWMAN & Rix. PA
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Attached to the Staff Report are Schematic Design drawings showing the building

elevations prepared by Mesh Architecture. The bottom of the Sixth Floor appears to be at

elevation 55.5 feet. While the indication is difficult to read, it is clearly in excess of 50 feet.

Thus, Floors 5 through 17, which are shown to have the same gross floor area dimensions

account for 13 floors, which arc above 50 feet. The “Project Narrative” attached to the Staff

Report states on unnumbered Page two: “At more than 50 feet high the building is 114 feet long

in the north-south direction and 52 feet wide in the east-west direction.” Thus, the 13 floors

account for 77,064 Square Feet of Gross Floor Area as defined in the Comprehensive Plan (13

Floors x (114 Feet x 52 Feet)).

Floors 1 through 4 and 18 still need to be added to the 77,064 Square Feet. Recall the

maximum Gross Floor Area is 80,080 Square Feet. The “Project Narrative” indicates that “the

ground level has 2,890 square feet. . . . Floors 2, 3, and 4 each have 2,900 square feet.” This

totals 11,590 Square Feet (2,890 SF + (3 x 2,900 SF)). Thus, the Gross Floor Area, without the
18th Floor is 88,654 Square Feet. With the I 8th Floor, the Gross Floor Area approximates 93,500

Square Feet. At 93,500 Square Feet, the FAR is 4.67 (93,500 SF ÷ 20,020 SF). Please see the

FAR Calculations, which include the exemptions, scaled on the building elevation drawing

attached hereto as Exhibit “D.”4

If one accurately accounts for the square footage as required by the Comprehensive Plan,

the 4.0 FAR threshold is exceeded. This inconsistency with the Comprehensive Plan violates the

law.

The Bliss Condominium as proposed violates the above cited provisions as to scale and
mass, in relation to the scale and mass of the adjacent buildings on its block, Rowland Place and

The Birchwood Inn. Rowland Place, located immediately to the west of the Bliss property, is 65

feet high, consists of 17 residences, and is being built on a larger parcel of land (120 feet x 200

feet) and reflects an FAR of 2. The Birchwood kin, located immediately east of the Bliss

project, is 74 feet high. Immediately to the north of the Birchwood Inn, directly east and across

from the Bliss Project, is a small, private, two-story residence. Immediately to the south of the

Birchwood Inn is the Moon Under Water Restaurant, and Smith & Associates Realtors, both of

which are small, one-story buildings. When compared to these nearby buildings, the Bliss

City to ensure that development occurs consistently with the Comprehensive Plan if no

independent, objective analysis of Applicant submissions is undertaken? This of course is not

the acceptable process since the DRC is tasked with ensuring site plan compliance with the

Comprehensive Plan and LDR’s. See LDR Code, Section 16.70.040.1.4(D).

“Including the exemptions, which are not provided for in the Comprehensive Plan in order to

exceed the maximum FAR, the scaled square footage equals 89,922 Square Feet (11,590 SF

3,620 SF Exemption) + 81,952 SF)). The resulting 4.49 FAR is still far in excess of the

maximum 4.0 FAR.

MOORE BOWMAN &. Rix. PA
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project, at over 200 feet high, will stand out in contrast by both its scale and mass, in

contradiction of Policy LUI7B.1 of the Coniprehensive Plan.

The Bliss Condominium also must be examined in light of the explicit mandate of the

City’s Comprehensive Plan that all developmcnt should be designed in a manner to minimize

adverse impacts on all identified view corridors. As proposed, the Bliss tower will be

constructed in a North-South building orientation, thereby blocking the nearby East to West view

corridors which cannot suffer an “adverse impact” according to Policy LU17 B.4 of the

Comprehensive Plan. This is a crucial element of the Comprehensive Plan, which was ignored

by the DRC in reaching its approval of the Bliss Condominium Site Plan.

Closely related to the FAR exceedance is the failure of the Bliss design to comply with

the City’s LDR’s. These additional shortcomings are discussed below in Section II.

II. LDR Inconsistencies and Incompatibilities

The proposed Bliss Condominium is inconsistent and incompatible with the LDR

Sections 16.20.120.7.2, and 16.40.90.3.5.

A. Section 16.20.120.7.2 — Minimum Building Setbacks

With regard to Minimum Setbacks, Section 16.20.120.7.2 states:

The downtown center allows the most intensive development within the City.
Conversely, the downtown retains the charm and scale of a small city. To
maintain the small scale character, all buildings should create a strong presence at
the sidewalk edge, consistent with development within the traditional downtown.
Buildings should be constructed within a building envelope, stepping back from
the street, or provide for a smaller floor plate. Either method creates space
between buildings to allow light and air at the sidewalk level. Buildings which
create blank walls along all edges of the development, without breaks, arc
discouraged.

The massing of buildings must be regulated by setbacks, distances between
buildings, maximum floor plates, and in some districts, building width.
Buildings should be designed and situated to allow for air and light circulation
between adjacent buildings on site and off-site.

The Building Massing and Form table from the Section 16.20.120.7.2 of the LDR’s
provides in pertinent part:

MOoRE BOWMAN & RIXPA
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DC-3

Distances between buildings

All conditions 50 ft. to 300 ft. high 60 ft.

Exemptions: 25% of lotFor all conditions above 50 ft. on lots of record with an average lot width width or 15equal to or less than 120 ft., the property shall qualify for this reduced ft.,minimum building setback, as measured from the interior, shared property whicheverline. This reduction is not a substitute for the “distance between is greaterbuildings” requirement when measured across public alleys or between
multiple buildings on a single property.

The Applicant fails to meet the 60-foot requirement for Distances Between Buildingsover the East Alley. Per measurements submitted by the Applicant, the Bliss building above 50feet will be approximately 40 feet from the Birchwood Inn. This measurement is calculated byusing the Applicant’s 23-foot setback from its east property line, plus an additional 15 feet forthe East Alley, plus approximately 2 feet to the Birchwood building. As a result, the Bliss SitePlan is in violation of the Distances Between Buildings requirement which flowed from theCity’s Comprehensive Plan to allow light and air circulation between adjacent buildings on-siteand off-site.

The Applicant states in its “Project Narrative:” “The project complies with all setbackand height requirements of the land development regulations.” However, no mention is made ofthe Distances Between Buildings requirement. The DRC did not address this requirementeither.

B. Section 16.40.90.3.5 — Parking Garages

The proposed Bliss Condominium has two elevators on the south side to provide ingressand egress to the parking garage. Neither the Site Plan nor the Revised Site Plan conforms withthe requirements of LDR Section 16.40.090.3.5, which requires every entry into a parking garagethat has access controls (in other words, not unimpeded) to provide vehicle stacking at entrypoints of “two vehicles per entry lane.”

This requirement cannot be met given the 20-foot width of the adjacent alley (FarehamPlace Northeast), and the lack of adequate building setback, which is a reflection of the largebuilding and small site size.

0
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A Eurther complication has been created because the Applicant submitted a different,Revised Site Plan at the end of the DRC Hearing. See previously referenced Exhibit “B,” theRevised Site Plan.

The DRC included conditions in its approval in an attempt to correct the Applicant’sviolation of Section 16.40.90.3.5. The supplemental conditions the DRC included, however, didnot cure the need for “two vehicle spaces per entry lane” at the entry point of the garage, as theLDR’s require. Rather, the DRC accepted the proposal of three parking spaces to be designed onthe East side of the building around the corner from the parking elevators, and removed theCity’s condition that the East Alley is to be extended to twenty feet in that section of the Alley.City Staff and engineering reports had made a condition to approval of the Site Plan thededication of an additional 5 feet to the 15 foot East Alley. This condition was deemed importantby all reports submitted, as documented by the following:

1. See City Staff Report dated September 25, 2014, Page 6, Special Conditions ofApproval, Number 15;

2. See Applicant’s “Project Narrative” dated June 21, 2014, Page 3, stating:“Finally, to help alleviate congestion on the 15-foot wide Alley to the East we are• proposing to widen the Alley to 20 feet and dedicate this property to the City’sright of way”;

3. See Engineering Department Memorandum dated July 9, 2014 page 2, ParagraphNumber 7, stating: “Widening of Eastern Alley shall be in conformance withcurrent city engineering standards and specifications”,

4. See Applicants Traffic Engineer Report from Kimley Horn, dated August 7, 2014,Page 4, stating the: “Alley on the east side of the proposed development willexpand to 22 feet. This 22-foot cross-section will be accomplished as thedeveloper is providing 7 feet to the existing 15-foot Alley the additional 7 feet ofAlley to be provided by the developer and is anticipated to improve future safetyand circulation conditions.”

The last minute exchange of site plans is an affront to due process. The Revised Site Planwas not vetted or reported on by City Staff. Specifically, the Site Plan revised at the Hearing(attached hereto as Exhibit “B”) removes 8 feet, 7 inches from the storm water retention area inorder to locate another vehicle on the Applicant’s property. The DRC did not notice this impactand did not acknowledge the domino effect that the last-minute changes had on the original SitePlan. Neither the Registered Opponent nor the Public was allowed to question or make commenton this Revised Site Plan.

Regardless of the due process issues, maneuvering vehicles to align with the parkingelevators is impractical at best, and potentially poses a serious safety concern. From an

MOORE BOWMAN& RIX.’A
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engineering perspective, multiple turning movements will be needed to align a vehicle with theentry lane to the elevators. These engineering issues were conveyed to the DRC at the PublicL-learing, but they were disregarded. Importantly, the 20-foot, ease-west alley (Fareham PlaceNortheast) is too narrow to permit a 180 degree turn from the East, 15-Foot alley. Please seeExhibit “E” attached hereto which is an excerpt from the American Association of StateHighway and Transportation Officials, “Green Book,” that shows the necessary distance formaking a 1 80 degree turn in a standard passenger vehicle. The Turning Path diagram shows thatover 50 feet will be needed to make the 180 degree turn moving from east to west, and over 25feet will be needed from the property line moving south. The referenced distances reflect a best-case scenario as well, since most drivers do not operate their vehicles to achieve the optimumturning paths.

In addition to the maneuvers discussed above, the Revised Site Plan, which now reflects adesign for vehicles to park along the east side of the building while waiting for an availableelevator, inherently includes a parallel parking need. In order to stack and wait for the parkingelevator (not in a lane at the point of entry as the LDR’s require), one will potentially need toparallel park.

The inherent multiple-maneuver design of the parking garage ingress and egress isinconsistent with the LDR’s.

CONCLUSION:

As the Intown Redevelopment Plan indicates,

“[A] II new development within and adjacent to residential areas should
relate in building scale and mass with the surrounding neighborhood.”

The Bliss Condominium does not comply with the stated vision of the City which isreflected in its Comprehensive Plan.

One final comparison demonstrates the out-of-scale proportions of the proposed BlissCondominium: When comparing the number of units per acre of the Bliss to its neighboringresidential condominium, Rowland Place, it is clear that the density of the Bliss is more thandouble:

#UNITS ACRES UNITS/ACRE
ROWLAND PLACE 17 0.55 30.9
BLISS 30 0.46 65.2

S There has been discussion that two units might actually be combined. With 29 units, thedensity is 63.0 units per acre—still more than double Rowland Place.
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Similarly, the Bliss project is by far more intense and dense than other condominiumprojects that have been constructed relatively recently in the Downtown Center area: In thisdensity and intensity context, the table below demonstrates the stark contrast between the listedprojects and the proposed Bliss.

Project #UNITS ACRES UNITS/ACRE_H
CLOISTERS 32 0.74 43.2
FLORENCIA 50 1.10 — 45
PARKSI lORE PLAZA 117 2.39 49.0
400 BEACH 91 2.16 42.1
OVATION 45 1.2 37.5
ROWLAND PLACE 17 0.55 30.9

LISS 30 0.46 —— 65.2

Based on the reasons set forth above, the undersigned, on behalf of the namedAppellants, respectfully requests that you reverse the DRC decision on the grounds that it is inviolation of the City’s Comprehensive Plan and LDR’s. To allow the creation of thisdevelopment as proposed, with its excessive density and intensity, would be to forever violatethe character and quality of life as envisioned by and for the City of St. Petersburg.

Sincerely,

Jackson H. Bowman, Esq.
COUNSEL FOR THE APPELLANTS

SCHEDULE OF ATTACHED EXHIBITS:
Exhibit A, City Staff Report dated September 25, 2014
Exhibit B, Revised Site Plan of the Bliss Project
Exhibit C, City Response to Public Records Request
Exhibit D, Building Elevation Drawing with FAR Calculations
Exhibit E, AASHTO, Green Book excerpt, Passenger Vehicle Turning Path
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Appeal of The Development Review Commission’s
Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Condominium
Case No.: 14-31000015
Address: 176 — ‘4”’ Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

EXHIBIT A
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURGI PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

stpeIersbnrj DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSIONwww.stpetc.org STAFF REPORT

SITE PLAN REVIEW
PUBLIC HEARING

According to Planning & Economic Development Department records, no Commissionmember resides or has a place of business within 2,000 feet of the subject property. All otherpossible conflicts shou d be declared upon the announcement of the item.

REPORT TO THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FROM DEVELOPMENT REVIEWSERVICES DIVISION, PLANNING & ECONOMtC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, for PublicHearing and Executive Action on October 1, 2014 al 2:00 P.M. in CcunciI Chambers, City Hall,175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 14-31000015 PLAT SHEET: E-4
REQUEST: Approval of a site plan to construct an 18-story, 30 unit multifamily development. The app9cant is requesting floor area ratiobonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted Airport OverlayHeight Standards.

APPLICANT: Patricia B Moss Revocable Trust
105 Dogwood Lane
Radford, Virginia 24141-3917

ARCHITECT: Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
2900 44th Avenue North
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33714

ADDRESS: 176 4th Avenue NortheastPARCEL ID NO.: 19/31/17/77238/000/0040

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File
ZONING: DC-3

SITE AREA TOTAL: 20,020 square feet or 0.46 acres

GROSS FLOOR AREA:
Existing: 2,380 square feet 0.12 F.A.R.Proposed: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.A.A.Permitted: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.A.R.

Exhibit “A”
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BUILDING COVERAGE:
Existing: 2380 square feet !2% of Site MOLProposed: 10,012 square feet 50% of Site MOLPermitted: 19,019 square feet 95% of Site MOL

IMPERVIOUS SURFACE:
Existing: 15,420 square feet 77% of Site MOLProposed: 14,266 square feet 71% of Site MOLPermitted: N/A

OPEN GREEN SPACE:
Existing: 4,600 square feet 23% of Site MOLProposed: 5,754 square feet 29% of Site MOL

FAVING COVERAGE:
Existing: 13,040 square feet 65% of Site MOLProposed: 4,254 square feet 21% of Site MOL

PARKING:
Existing: 30; including 2 handicapped spacesProposed: 65; including 3 handicapped spacesRequired 33; including 2 handicapped spaces

BUILDING HEIGHT:
Existing: 20 feet from grade; N/A
Proposed: 204 feet from grade; 224 above mean sea level (Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL)Permitted: 300 feet from grade; 158 above mean sea level (Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL)APPLICATION REVIEW:

PROCEDURAL REQUiREMENTS: The applicant has met and complied with theprocedural requirements of Section 16.10.020.1 of the Municipal Code for a mixed-usedevelopment which is a permitted use within the DC-3 Zoning District.
II. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

The applicant seeks approval of a s te plan to construct an 1 8-story, 30-unit multi-familydevelopment. The applicant is requesting a floor area ratio bonus and a variance to the AlbertWhitted Airport OverJay Height Standards. The subject property is located on the south side ofAvenue Northeast in between Beach Drive Northeast and 1 Street North.
Proposal:
The existing property s developed with a 2,380 square foot commercial building and a 30 spacesurface parking lot. Ingress to the parking lot is from 4 Avenue Northeast and egress is to theexisting north-south alley located on the east side of the subject property. The applicantproposes to demolish the existing commercial building and surface parking lot and construct an18-story residential tower and a 4.-story parking garage.

The residential tower will be acated along the front of the subject property and the parkinggarage will be located along the rear of the subject property. The building will be set back oil of
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the front property line to allow landscaping and green space between the building and the publicsidewalk along 4’ Avenue Northeast. A private outdoor court yard will be located on the westside of the building.

The ground floor of the residential tower will consist of a lobby and retail space. Floors twothrough four will have one (1) residential unit per floor. Floors five through 17 will have two (2)residential units per floor. The 18” floor will have a common area with a roof-top terrace andone residential unit. Vehicular access to the first level of the parking garage will be from anexisting 15-foot wide north-south alley that is located along the east side of the subject property.The existing north-south alley connects to 4h Avenue Northeast and an existing east-west alley.The first level of the parking garage will have nine (9) parking spaces, owner storage, dumpsterroom and bicycle parking. Vehicular access to the second through fourth levels of the parkinggarage will be from an existing 20-foot wide east-west alley (Fareham Avenue NE) at the rear ofthe subject property. The second through fourth levels of parking will have 18 parking spacesper floor for a total of 54 parking spaces. Access to the upper levels of parking will be from twoautomobile elevators, instead of a traditional ramp. The applicant will be widening the existingnorth-south alley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access within the alley system. Pedestrianaccess to the building will be from the public sidewalk along 4’ Avenue Northeast.

The City is lortunate to have created and maintained a strong pedestrian-oriented streetscapethat is a key asset in the downtown. Development should reinforce the pedestrian scale byprotecting the right-of-way through selection and location of pedestrian-oriented businesses atthe street level and restricting vehicular access. The City Code encourages and in some casesrequires access to parking from an alley. Since the proposed parking garage provides parkingfor more than 25 parking spaces, City Code requires vehicular ingress and egress from the alleyor a secondary street. 4h Avenue Northeast is a primary street. Further, not having ingress andegress from 41 Avenue Northeast is good urban design because it 1) promotes a walkable,pedestrian friendly sidewalk system, and 2) allows for a pedestrian oriented commercial tenantspace on 4h Avenue Northeast. The commercial tenant space will have an active use that willengage the pedestrian along the street and reinforce the purpose and intent of the City Code.
The applicant hired Kimley-Horn and Associates to prepare a trip generation study. Accordingto the study dated August 7, 2014, the proposed condominium development is projected togenerate 22 two-way, trip-ends (15 enteringf7 exiting) in the PM peak hour during the 4:00 to6:00 PM time period and 20 two-way trip ends (3 entering/17 exiting) in the AM peak hourduring the 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM time period. The Cfty’s Transportation and Parking ManagementDepartment concurs with the transportation consultant’s findings. The projected number of tripswill have a minimal impact on Fareham Avenue NE, since the development will generateapproximately one trip every three minutes in the PM and AM peak hours. Two waiting spacesare proposed for vehic!es waiting to use the car elevators. Both the car elevators and twowaiting spaces are on the proposed development’s property. Consequently, the waiting spaceswill further reduce the impact of the development on the alley since vehicles will not need tostop and wait in the alley for the elevators to become available.

The existing north-south alley is 15-feet wide. As discussed above, the applicant will widen thealley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access. Fareham Avenue NE is 20-feet wide. The northside of Fareham Avenue NE is signed no parking and the south side permits temporary parkingfor loading and unloading of vehicles. Access to the parking garage of Parkshore Tower is fromFareham Avenue NE.
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The proposed architectural style of the building will be contemporary. The base of the tower willhave ample amount of glazing arid will be oriented towards 4th Avenue Northeast. The upperportion of the tower will be oriented towards the east to take advantage of the water views. Themajority of the eastern façade above the fourth floor will be glass. The applicant will integrateprojecting balconies along the 4 Avenue Northeast arid the eastern façade. The balconieshelp break down the mass of the building. The applicant proposes an architectural feature onthe north facade that helps define the top of the building. The architectural feature is a windowsunound and encroaches into the setback by two (2) feet. The architectural feature mostclosely resembles a bay window, which is allowed to encroach into the setback by three (3) feet.

FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES:
The base Floor Area Ratio (FAR) within the DC-3 district is 2.0. The applicant is requesting abonus ot 2.0 FAR for a total FAR of 4.0, which can only be granted by the Development ReviewCommission (DRC) upon demonstration that the project qualifies for the bonuses.

The applicant is requesting approval of the following bonus:

1. 0.5 FAR - Provide financial support to the City’s Housing Capital ImprovementsProjects (I-ICIP) Trust Fund or its successor fund equal to one-quarter of onepercent or more of the total construction cost per each 0.5 of FAR bonus.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 0.5. The totalconstruction cost of the project is approximately 30 million dollars. Since the applicant isseeking to utilize this bonus to achieve a bonus of 0.5, the applicant will be required to provideone quarter of one percent of the total construction cost to the HCIP Trust Fund. Based on theestimated construction cost, a minimum of $75,000 shall be paid to the HCIP Trust Fund. Theapplicant shall provide the funds to the City prior to the release of building permits. A conditionhas been added to this report to address this.

2. 0.5 FAR — Use transfer of development rights from a locally designated landmarkor landmark site.

The appTicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 0.5. To qualify for thebonus, the applicant will be required to purchase 10,010 square feet of transfer of developmentrights (TDR5) from a locally designated landmark or landmark site who have TDRs available.Currently, there are five landmarks that the applicant can purchase TDRs from. The holder ofthe TDRs will be required to obtain approval from the City’s Urban Planning and HistoricPreservation Division to transfer any rights to the applicant.

3. 1.0 FAR - Make structured parking not visible to the streets with a liner thatprovides a use for a minimum of the first two stories, and provide anarchitecturally compatible design above the two story base to create an attractiveand architectural screen to structured parking.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 1.0. To qualify for thebonus, the applicant wiil be required to screen the first two stories of the parking garage along4’ Avenue Northeast with a liner building and an architecturally compatible design above thesecond floor. The entire four story garage is screened from 41h Avenue Northeast by theproposed 18 story tower. The criterion has been satisfied.
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V an an ce:
Airport Zoning Overlay Height Standards

Required: 158 AMSL
Proposed: 224 AMSL
Variance: 40 AMSL

The DC-3 zoning district has a maximum building height of 300 feet, measured from grade. TheAlbert Whitted Airport Zoning Ordinance permits a maximum building height of 158 feet AMSLby right. The proposed building will be 204 feet from grade and 224 AMSL. The applicant isrequesting a variance to allow for a height of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has submitted anapplication to the Federal Aviation Administration requesting approval of the heightencroachment. The FAA issued a Notice of No Hazard to Air Navigation on September 19,2014, for a building of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has secured FAA approval and providedsufficient responses to each of the review criteria required by the Code. The DAC has granteda number of variances for similar projects elsewhere in the downtown area. To promote anurban downtown and urban form, variances to the airport zoning restrictions are appropriatewhere no safety concerns are identifiable related to airport operations. Given theseconsiderations, Staff recommends approval of the variance.

Public Comments:
Staff has heard from residents of Parkshore Plaza, which is located directly south of theproposed project. Some residents have expressed concerns and some have expressedsupport. Concerns that were expressed by the residents have to do with the parking garagebeing accessed off of the alley, increased traffic congestion in the alley, and potential forvehicular accidents.

Ill. RECOMMENDATION:
A. Staff recommends the following:

1. APPROVAL of the floor area ratio bonuses.
2. APPROVAL of the variance to the Airport Zoning Overlay HeightStandards.
3. APPROVAL of the site plan, subject to the conditions in the staff report.

B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
1. The project shall be subject to final review and approval by theCommunity Redevelopment Agency.
2. The structured parking shall be screened from 41h Avenue Northeastwith a liner that provides a use for a minimum of the first two stories,and provide an architecturally compatible design above the two storybase as required to receive the F.A.R. bonus. The final design shal I besubject to approval by staff.
3. The applicant shall provide one-quarter of one percent or more of thetotal construction cost to the HICP Trust Fund. The funds shall beprovided to the City prior to the release of building permits.4. City Staff shall approval the transfer of Historic Transfer ofDevelopment Rights prior to the release of building permits.5. The public sidewalk abutting the subject property shall be widened to aminimum of 8-feet.
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6. The surface parking spaces along the east side of the subject property
shall be revised to provide the required back-out space of 24 feet.

7. The proposed wall along the north side of the outdoor courtyard shall
be finished to match the building.

8. Landscaping shall be installed in the public right-of-way as required by
Section 16.40.060.

9. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shall
be approved by Stall.

10. Building materials at the street level shall include materials such as
metal, stone, brick, precast masonry, glass, stucco or other similar hard
surface material. The use of dryvit, EIFS, or other artificial material
shall not be permitted.

11. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by Section 16.40.090.
12. Exterior lighting shall comply with Section 16.40.070.
13. Mechanical equipment shall be screened from the abutting rights-of-

way.
14. Construction of piers and/or caissons shall be by auger method unless

geotechnical data supports a finding that such a method is impractical
or impossible.

15. The site plan shall be modified as necessary to comply with the
comments in the Engineering Department’s Memorandum dated July 9,
2014.

C. STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(All or Part of the following standard conditions of approval may apply to the subject
application. Applicafion of the conditions is subject to the scope of the subject project
and at the discretion of the Zoning Official. Applicants who have questions regarding the
application of these conditions are advised to contact the Zoning Official.)

ALL SITE PLAN MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED BY THE DRC SHALL BE REFLECTED
ON A FINAL SITE PLAN TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY THE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements;

1. The applicant shall contact the City’s Construction Services and Permitting
Division and Fire Department to identify all applicable Building Code and
Health/Safety Code issues associated with this proposed project.

2. All requirements associated with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) shall
be satisfied.

Zoning/Planning Requirements:

1. The use/proposal shall be consistent with Concurrency Certificate No. 6458.
2. The applicant shall submit a notice of construction to Albert Whitted Field if the

crane height exceeds 190 feet. The applicant shah also provide a Notice of
Construction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), if required by Federal
and City codes.
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3. All site visibility triangle requirements shaH he met (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,Section 16.40.160).

4. No building or other obstruction (including eaves) shall be erected and no treesor shrubbery shall be planted on any easement other than fences, trees,shrubbery, and hedges of a type approved by the City.
5. The location and size of the trash container(s) shall be designated, screened,and approved by the Manager of Commercial Collections, City Sanitation. Asolid wood fence or masonry wall shall be installed around the perimeter of thedumpster pad.

Engineering Requirements:

1. The site shall be in compliance with all applicable drainage regulations (includingregional and state permits) and the conditions as may be noted herein. Theappbcant shall submit drainage calculations and grading plans (including streetcrown elevations), which conform with the quantity and the water qualityrequirements of the Municipal Code (Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section16.40.030), to the City’s Engineering Department for approval. Please note thatthe entire site upon which redevelopment occurs shalt meet the water qualitycontrols and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runofirelease and retention shall be calculated using the rational formula and a 10-year, one-hour design storm.

2. As per Engineering Department requirements and prior to their approval of anypermits, the applicant shall submit a copy of a Southwest Florida WaterManagement District (or Pinellas County Ordinance 90-17) Management ofSurface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption to the Engineering Department anda copy of all permits from other regulatory agencies including but not limited toFDOT and Pineltas County required for this project.
3. A work permit issued by the Engineering Department shall be obtained prior tocommencement of construction within dedicated rights-of-way or easements.
4. The applicant shall submit a completed Storm Water Management Utility DataForm to the City’s Engineering Department for review and approval prior to theapproval of any permits.

5. Curb-cut ramps for the physically handicapped shall be provided in sidewalks atall corners where sidewalks meet a street or driveway.
Landscaping Requirements:

1. The applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan, which complies with theplan approved by the DRC and includes any modifications as required by theDRC. The DRC grants the Planning & Economic Development Departmentdiscretion to modify the approved landscape plan where necessary due tounforeseen circumstances (e.g. stormwater requirements, utility conflicts,conflicts with existing trees, etc.), provided the intent of the applicableordinance(s) is/are maintained. Landscaping plans shalt be in accordance withChapter 16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060 of the City Code entitled‘Landscaping and Irrigation.”

2. Any plans for tree removal and permitting shall be submitted to the DevelopmentServices Division (or approval.
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3. All existing and newly ilanLed trees and shrubs shall be mulched with three (3)inches of organic ritatler within a two (2) loot radius around the trunk of the tree.
4. The applicant shall install an automatic underground irrigation system in alllandscaped areas. Drip irrigation may be permitted as specified within Chapter16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060.2.2.
5. Concrete curbing, wheelstops, or other types of physical barriers shall beprovided around/within all vehicular use areas to protect landscaped areas.
6. Any healthy existing oak trees over two (2) inches in diameter shall be preservedor relocated if feasible.

7. Any trees to be preserved shall be protected during construction in accordancewith Chapter 16, Article 16.40.150, Section 16.40.060.2.1.1 of City Code.Development Services Division Staff shall inspect and approve all tree protectionbarricades prior to the issuance of development permits.
IV. CONSIDERATIONS BY THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FOR REVIEW(Pursuant to Chapter 16, Section 16.70.040.1.4 (D)):

A. The use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
B. The property for which a Site Plan Review is requested shall have valid land useand zoning for the proposed use prior to site plan approval;
C. Ingress and egress to the property and proposed structures with particularemphasis on automotive and pedestrian safety, separation of automotive andbicycle traffic and control, provision of services and servicing of utilities andrefuse collection, and access in case of fire, catastrophe and emergency. Accessmanagement standards on State and County roads shall be based on the latestaccess management standards of FDOT or Pinellas County, respectively;
D. Location and relationship of off-street parking, bicycle parking, and off-streetloading facilities to driveways and internal traffic patterns within the proposeddevelopment with particular reference to automotive, bicycle, and pedestriansafety, traffic flow and control, access in case of fire or catastrophe, andscreening and landscaping;

E. Traffic impact report describing how this project will impact the adjacent streetsand intersections. A detailed traffic report may be required to determine theproject impact on the level of service of adjacent streets and intersections.Transportation system management techniques may be required wherenecessary to offset the traffic impacts;
F. Drainage of the property with particular reference to the effect of provisions fordrainage on adjacent and nearby properties and the use of on-site retentionsystems. The Commission may grant approval, of a drainage plan as required bycity ordinance, County ordinance, or SWF’4iVMD;
G. Signs, II any, and proposed exterior lighting with reference to glare, traffic safetyand compatibility and harmony with adjacent properties;
H. Orientation and location of buildings, recreational facilities and open space inrelation to the physical characteristics of the site, the character of theneighborhood and the appearance and harmony of the building with adjacentdevelopment and surrounding landscape;
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Compatibility of the use with the existing natural environment of the site, historic
and archaeological sites, and with properties in (he neighborhood as outlined in
the City’s Comprehensive Plan;

J. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, including evaluating the impacts of a
concentration of similar or the same uses and structUres, on property values in
the neighborhood;

K. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, including evaluating the impacts of a
concentration of similar or the same uses and structures, on living or working
conditions in the neighborhood;

L. Sufficiency of setbacks, screens, butlers and general amenities to preserve
internal and external harmony and compatibility with uses inside and outside the
proposed development and to control adverse effects of noise, lights, dust, fumes
and other nuisances;

M. Land area is sufficient, appropriate and adequate for the use and reasonably
anticipated operations and expansion thereof;

N. Landscaping and preservation of natural manmade features of the site including
trees, wetlands, and other vegetation;

0. Sensitivity of the development to on-site and adjacent (within two-hundred (200)
feet) historic or archaeological resources related to scale, mass, building
materials, and other impacts;

1. The site is not within an Archaeological Sensitivity Area (Chapter 16,
Article 16.30, Section 16.30.070).

2, The property is not within a flood hazard area (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,
Section 16.40.050).

P. Availability of hurricane evacuation facilities for developments located in the
hurricane vulnerability zones;

Q. Meets adopted levels of service and the requirements for a Certificate of
Concurrency by complying with the adopted levels of service for:

a. Water.
b. Sewer.
c. Sanitation.
ci. Parks and recreaton.
e. Drainage.
f. Mass transit.
g. School Concurrency.

The land use of the subject property is: Central Business District
The land uses of the surrounding properties are:

North: Central Business District

South: Central Business District

East Central Business District

West: Central Business District
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REPORT PREPARED BY:

/ (24, 1’.

___________

Corey Masz’a Int9rw2oning Official DA E
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Project Narrative
Bliss Condominiums
176 4th Avenue NE
June 21, 2014

The proposed project corisisls 01 the redevelopment at ci 20,020 squareloot lot located at 76 4th Avenue Noiiheast. The site has frontage to 4th
Avenue NE to the norlh, a 15’ wide alley to the east and ci 20’ wide alleyto the south. The project is located within the DC-3 zoning district and isdesigned to be consistent with the goals of the Land DevelopmentRegulations and the Intown Redevelopment Plan. Currently the sitecontains a one-story commercial building (Icist used as an art gallery andframe shop) located near the northeast corner of the property with thebalance of the site utilized as surface automobile parking. The existingbuilding and parking lot will be demolished.

The new project is an 1 8-story building located towards the north end ofthe site with a four-story parking garage to the south. The building willhave a retail space and lobby on the ground floor and 29 residental unitsabove. There will be one unit per floor on the 2nd, 3rd and 4th floors andtwo units per floor on the 5th 17th floors, The 18th floor consists of acommon area space with roof terrace and the upper level of apenthouse unit. The building is designed in a contemporary architecturalstyle. Major exterior building materials consist of painted cement plasteron concrete block and aluminum framed windows. Balcony railings aremade of aluminum and glass.

The parking garage has 63 parkIng spaces on four levels. On the first levelof the parking garage are 9 parking spaces plus owner storage andbicycle parking. There are 18 parking spaces per level on floors 2, 3 and 4.Rather than using fixed ramps, Iwo automobile elevators will provideaccess to the upper levels of the garage. The elevators are 11 ‘-4” x 20’-]”clear inside and are rated for 7,000 pounds each.

The project qualifies for 3,620 square feet of F.A.R. exemptions as definedin the DC zoning district regulations. The ground level has 2,890 squarefeet. It contains a retail space and building lobby and is therefore 50%exempt. Floors 2, 3 and 4 each have 2,900 square feet. The residentialunits on these floors make the parking garage not visible from 4th AvenueNE and ore therefore 25% exempt.

The base FAR, in DC-3 is 2.0. The project qualifies for several bonusesthereby increasing the allowable F.A.R. to 4.0. or 80,080 square feet, Thebonuses consist of a contribution of 0.25% of the construction cost to City’s



housing ccIiDitcIl irnprcvements project (HCIP) trust fund for a bonus of 0.5FAR.; transfer of development rights from a locally designated landmark[or ci bonus of 0.5 F AR.: and by making structured parking not visible frompublic streets with ci liner for cit the first Iwo floors for ci bonus of 1 .0 FAR. Inaddition the project provides on additional five percent ground levelopen space, bul this bonus is not needed.

The project will comply with the bonuses as follows, The developer willcontribute 0.25% of the project’s construction cost to the city’s housingcapital improvements project (HCIP) trust fund in accordance with theprocedures established by the city. The developer has negoficited thepurchase of 10,000 square feet of development rights from the SneliArcade building located at 405 Central Avenue, which is a locallydesignated historic landmark. The building has been designed such thatthe four level parking garage has been located to the rear (south) end ofthe property. In front of the parking garage and making it not visible from41h Avenue NE are the lobby and retail space on the first floor andresidential units on floors Iwo through (our. The project has been designedto enhance the pedestrian experience as much as possible along 4Avenue NE.

The project complies with all setback and height requirements of the LandDevelopment Regulations. The proposed ground level setbacks are 25feet on the west side, 19 feet on the north side, 7 feet on the east side and5 feet on the south side. At more than 50 feet high, the proposed setbacksare 25 feet on the west side, 20 feet on the north side, 23 feet on the eastside and 66 feet on the south side. At more than 50 feet high the buildingis 114 feet long in the north-south direction and 52 feet wide in the east-west direction,

The allowable building height is 300 feet and the proposed building is 210feet high. The minimum required ground level open space is 1001 squarefeet (5.0% of the site area) and the proposed project has 5,754 squarefeet of ground level green space (28.7% of the site area).

At 210 feet in height above adjacent grade, the proposed buildingexceeds the height limitation of the Albert Whifted Airport “HorizontalZone” and therefore requires a variance. A “Notice of ProposedConstruction” has been submitted to the FAA and we are awaiting a“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation”. The proposed building islocated north of Porkshore Place and south of 400 Beach Drive and Isapproximately 100 feet shorter than both of these buildings which werepreviously approved by the FAA. Please see the attached Review Criteriaconcerning this variance,



As is common on jib Avenue Norh between Becich Drive and 21 Streetthe proposed building is selback trui-n the north property line, This allowsfor more generous landscaping along the public sidewalk. Two existingoak trees are maintained between the sidewalk and street curb. Newlandscaping between the sidewalk and buildings consist of ground coverbeds with ornamental trees, A private courtyard Is proposed to the west ofthe new building. The parking garage has been setback from the alleys tothe souTh and east to allow aciecjuale space for perimeter landscaping.

Fincilly, to help alleviate congestion on the 15 foot wide alley to the eastwe are proposing to widen the alley to 20 feel and dedicate this propeityto the city’s right-of-way.



Review Criteria (Section 16-1053 City Code)
bliss Condornnium
176 4th Ave NE
June 10, 20)4

I. The nature of the terrain and height of existing structures.
The site slopes from the northwest to the southeast with the highest elevation atI 6.78 feet above sea level and the lowest elevation at 12.46 feet above sea level.There is an existing one-story commercial building on site with the roof peak at 20feet, or 37 feet above sea level.

2. Public and private interests and investments.
The existing and proposed property and improvements are privately owned. Theproposed mixed-use project is consistent with the city’s redevelopment goals asstated in the Intown Redevelopment Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

3. The character of flying operations and planned development of
airports.

The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/2014. TheASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE.

4. Federal airways as designated by the FAA that lie within the radii
described in section 16-1049.

The proposed structure lies within the Horizontal Zone of the Albert WhittedAirport.

5. Whether the construction of the proposed structure would cause anincrease in the minimum descent altitude or the decision height at theaffected airport.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20)4. TheASN is 201 4-ASO-6434-OE.

6. Technological advances.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/2014. TheASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE.



Review Criteria (Section 16-1053 City Code), continued
bliss Condominium
176 4th Ave NE

June 10, 20)4

7. The safety of persons on the ground and in the air.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20)4. TheASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE,

8. Land use density.
The proposed project has an overall F.A.R. of 4.0. The property has a base F.A.R. of2.0 and the project as designed qualifies for bonus F.A.R. of 2.0. This is consistentwith the zoning regulations for properties located within the DC-3 zoning district.

9. The safe and efficient use of navigable airspace.
The prolect was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20 14. TheASN is 20)4-ASO-6434-OE.

I 0. The cumulative effects on navigable airspace of all existing structures,proposed structures identified in the applicable jurisdictionscomprehensive plans, and all other known proposed structures in thearea.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20)4. TheASN is 20) 4-ASO-6434-OE.



Bliss Condominiums
176 4th Avenue NE
Public Participation Process Report
July 23, 2014

Brian aub of 1 aub Ventures, Inc., II developi of Bliss Condominiums, has initialed
and held The following meetings wilh neighbors of the proposed projecl

1. Tuesclcty. June 10, 3 pm: Bob Glazer, owner of 330 Beach Drive NE.
2. Wednesday, June 1, 5 pm: Peter cincl Helen Wallace, owner of 1% /4th Avenue

NE.
3. Thursdciy, June 1 2, 12 pm: Chuck Praiher, owner of 340 Beach Drive NE and 1454tM Avenue NE.
4. Thursday, June 12, 2 pm: Janet Crane, president of the Pcirkshore Condominium

Associciflon, 300 Beach Drive NE.
5. Friday, June 13, 11 am: Mike Cheezem, developer of Rowland Place, 146 4’

Avenue NE.
6. Tuesday, June 17, 7 pm: Parkshore Condominium Association, 300 Beach Drive

NE.
7. Friday. June 27, 5 pm: Augie (last name?), owner of top floor of Rowland Place,

146 4th Avenue NE.
8. Thursday. July 10, 7 pm: St. Petersburg Downtown Neighborhood Association.9. Monday, July 14, 3:30 pm: John Hamilton, owner of retail properties at Parkshoreand 400 Beach Drive.
10. Thursday, July 17, 3 pm: Alan Lucas, owner of 332 Beach Drive NE.
11. Monday, July 21, 6pm: 400 Beach Drive Condominum Association.
12. Tuesday. July 22, 4 pm: Joan Peterson, manager of Presbyterian Towers, 430 Boy

Street NE.
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Good diteinoon Tom,

Please find the ipilatetl Bliss Ccinclominiiiin Trip G ‘neration lvlemorandurn attached. In rsponse to the
comments and que5Uons from your August 5 cm 1, please find the following responses:

1. In Table 2 on page 3, how was the peak-hour peak direction LOS standard service volumedetemn’iined? Please explain how the figures in FDOT’s generalized table were converted to2,858. [tow was the existing peak season volume of 353 determined?

lie peak hour, peak direction LOS standard service volume was determined using Table 7 of the“2012 FDOT Quality/Level of Service Handbook Tables” The Class 11(35 mph or slower posledspeed) Level of Service D service volume for a 3-lane divided roadway of 2,S20 was multiplied by afactor of 1.2 (one-way facility adjustment), 0.9 (non-stale signalized roadway), and 1.05 (exclusiveright lanes). The existing peak season volume of 353 was determined by summing the eastboundhourly volumes at the intersection of 4th Avenue NE & Bay Street Northeast/North-South Alley(3’1-t-317±2). A peak season factor of 1.0 was applied to the existing hourly volume.

2. For the stop sign that is recommended on page 3, is “The Alley” the north-south alleylocated east of the proposed condominiums and are you proposing that vehicles travelingsouthbound on the north-south alley be required to stop before they turn left or righton Fareham Place North? Please explain in more detail how the stop sign will improveconditions from a safety and site circulation perspective. It is noted that stop signs do notexist at either end of Fareham Place North between 1st Street and Beach Drive NE. Isthis an observation rather than a recommendation at this time?

Page 3 of the report was updated to reflect the revised language as suggested in Comment 2.

Please call or ema me should you have any additional comments or questions.

Thanks

Kimley Horn
Danni Hirsch Jorgenson, P.E.
Kimley-Horn 1655 ortb ra ‘tin Stree:. Suite 150, aaipa Flanda 33602Direct 813 635 5533 Main 813 620 1460
Cosnic:1 dviUl us Tv tt’r ii(r?ct!;1 Far. h:’ ii :1

Proud to be one ci FORTUNE magazines lcD Best Companies to Work For

From: Tom Whalen Tom.Whalenstpete.prQ)

tile:/f/D:/Users/cdmalysz/AppData/Local/Temn/XPurpwise 53 FF2EC8STPETE%20\4AIL.. 9/10/20 4



Kimley >Horn
Aiqust 1, 2014

Mr Tom Whalen
Transportation and Parking Management Department
One Fourth Street North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

RE: Bliss Condominiums
Southwest Quadrant of 4” Avenue North & Beach Drive Northeast
Trip Generation Memorandum
City of St. Petersburg, Florida

Dear Mr. Whalen:

The proposed Bliss Condominiums development site is located in the southwest quadrant of the
intersection of 4”' Avenue North & Beach Drive Northeast in the City of St. Petersburg, Florida
Access to the project site will be provided via a north-south alley to the east (which connects with 4”
Avenue Northeast and Fareham Place North) and Fareham Place North to the south (which connects
with 1’ Street North and Beach Dnve Northeast). Fareham Place North will remain unchanged for
the proposed project, while it is proposed to add 5’ to the north-south alley to provide additional space
for improved traffic circulation. There is an existing, vacant building on site which is to be
demolished It is proposed construct up to 30 residential condominium dwelling units. A detailed site
plan is attached hereto as Figure 1.

Based upon previous discussions with City of St. Petersburg transportation staff, the transportationstudy requirements consist of submitting a transportation memorandum describing the proposed land
use, including a trip generation estimate and a preliminary review of available transportation capacity
on the nearest concurrency maintained roadway links (4” Avenue Northeast), A description of the
land use and the results of the trip generation and available capacity analysis are provided below.

Narrative (Description of Land Use
The project site located at 176 4 Avenue Northeast currently contains a vacant building which is to
be demolished. It is proposed to construct up to 30 residential condominium dwelling units (Land UseCode (LUC) 230, Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9I1 Edition).

The new trip generation potential of the proposed development for the a.m. and p.m. peak-hours
were estimated using information contained in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 91 Edition, for land
use code (LUC), 230, Residential Condominium/Townhouse. The estimated total new trips expected
to be generated by the proposed development are 22 two-way, trip-ends (15 entering/7 exiting) in the
p.m. peak hour of adjacent roadways during the 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. time penod and 20 two-way
trip ends (3 enteringll7 exitng) in the am. peak-hour of adjacent roadways during the 7:00 am. to
9:00 am. time as listed below in Table 1. No internal capture or pass-by trips were considered for
this site. The 22 two-way p.m. peak-hour trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed

kimley horn corn J 655 North Franklin Street Suite 150 Tampa FL 33602 813 620 1460



Mr Tom t’iilcn
Aisqu.st 7, 2011Kimley >Horn

development represent less than 1% ci the peak-hour, peakdirecIion roadway capacity of 4” Avenue
Northeast

TABLE 1

AM [PM] Peak- Peal-:AM7PMj
Code

Land Use Type Size Hour Trips. Hour Trips Peak-Hour
In Out Total Trip

Residential 30
17 20230 . dwellingCondominium/Townhouse [15] (7] 22}units

The existing, vacant 2300 square foot retail building produced approximately 10 p.m. peak-hour trips
when the retail use was operating (according to ITE Trip Generation estimate for LUG 813, Specialty
Retail). As the retail use is vacant and to be demolished prior to the construction of the proposed
Bliss Condominium proiect, the appro>imately 10 p.m peak-hour trips from this use are no longer
impacting the adjacent roadway network.

Existing Data
The closest concurrency regulated roadway was determined to be 4” Avenue Northeast (from 4”
Street North to Beach Drive Northeast). In Tabe 2 below, the link information outlined for the existing
data on the first directionally accessed functionally classified (concurrency regulated) roadway
segment has been provided.

Vehicle turning movement volume counts were obtained by Kimley-Horn at the intersections of4(11 Avenue Northeast & The Alley/Bay Street Northeast and Fareham Place Northeast & The Alley
during the p.m. peak-period (4:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.) to quantify existing p.m. peak-hour conditions in
the study area. Counts were collected on July 16, 2014. The raw counts are provided as an
attachment to this memorandum.

The vehicle counts at the study intersections were adjusted to reflect seasonal conditions. This
modification was performed using the FDOT’s most recent (2013) seasonal factors (SF), which
correspond to the data collection date.

kimley horn corn 655 North Franklin Street Suite 150 Tampa FL 33602 813 620 1460
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AumImist 7 2014Kimley >Horn
TABLE 2

Peak- I-tour, Existing
. Volume!From Cross Peak Direction Peak

- AdequateRoad Name To Street . CapacityStreet Section LOS Standard Season
R .

Capacity?
Service Volume Volume

a 10

4” Avenue 4h1 Street Beach Drive 3LD
2858 353 0.124 YesNodheasi North Northeast

source FOOT 0JL05 2013 Haiidbock, FOOT Florid, Trail c Onine (2013)

As can be seen in Table 1, 41 Avenue Northeast currently has sufficient adequate capacity Inaddition, Rowland Place, an adjacent 17 dwelling unit condominium building which is currently underconstruction, is also anticipated to add 14 P M peak hour trips (9 inbouncl/5 outbound) to 4 AvenueNortheast roadway.

Even after the trips anticipated to be generated from the Rowland P13cc and Bliss Condorninurndevelopments are added to the adjacent roadway network, the 4’ Avenue Northeast roadwaysegment wi:l operate with adequate capacity.

Safety Evaluation and Site Circuhtion Ana4 sis
Site visits were performed during the A M, (7 00 A.M to 9 00 AM) arid P.M (4:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.)pealc hours During the site visits, the following observations were made with regard to existing traffcand circulation patterns and potential safely/circulation recommendations:

Existing Condiion Evaluation
• Very little traffic was observed on 4” Avenue Northeast, Bay Street Northeast, 1’ StreetNorth, and Beach Drive Northeast during the peak hours. There was relatively little trafficobserved in the alley ways as well
• It was observed that Fareham Place North currently is used by commercial delivery vehiclesfor loading and unloading. Photos documenting this activity and signage indicating the 30-minute loading zone are attached to this memorandum.
• No parking is currently permitted on the north side of Fareham Place North, adjacent to thisproject.

Safely &aluation and Site Circulation Recommendations
• Fareham Place North should remain as two-way operations.
• At the intersection of Fareham Place North & the North-South Alley (located immediately eastof the proposel condominium development), it is recommended that vehicles traveling in thesouthbound direction on the North-South Alley on the southbound approach be required tostop before making a southbound left or southbound right turn. Installation of a Stop Sign is

kimIeyhorrr.comI 655 North Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 613 620 460
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Auqiisl 7 2014Kimley >Horn

therefore recommended for the southbound approach on the North-South Alley. No “Stop
Signs” are recommended for either the westbound or eastbound approaches at the
intersection of Fareham Place North & the North-South Alley.

• No “Slop Signs” were observed at the westbound approach to the Fareham Place North & 1
Street North and eastbound approach to the Fareharn Place North & Beach Drive Northeast
intersections

• Per the attached site plan, car elevators with two waiting spaces for when elevators are in
use are proposed. Both the car elevators and two waiting spaces are on the proposed Bliss
Condominium’s property.

• It is recommended that the commercial vehicle 30-minute loading area on Fareham Place
North on the south side of the road he formalized via a striped area. Formalizing the
commercial loading area will allow for unobstructed ingress and egress to the alley on the
east side of the proposed development.
Parking restrictions are recommended to continue on the north side of Fareham Place North.

• The alley on the east side of the proposed development will be expanded to 22’. This 22’
cross-section will be accomplished as the developer is providing 7’ to the existing 15’ alley.
The additional 7’ of alley to be provided by the developer and is anticipated to improve future
safety and circulation conditions.

Summary

Based upon the above information, the proposed Bliss Condominium development is expected to
have a minimal impact on the operating conditions of the surrounding public roadway system. In
addition, the adjacent roadway (specifically 411 Avenue Northeast) is expected to have adequate
roadway capacity to handle the anticipated additional project traffic from the Bliss Condominium
project site.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the above matter, please contact us as soon as
possibte

Very truly yours,

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

a-
Christopher C. Hatton, P.E Danni H Jorgenson, RE.
Senior Vice-President Project Manager

CC, Brian Taub (Taub EnIties — St Pete, LLC)

L!tom.cdn’ j 655 Noi’th Fanklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 813 620 1460
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Auqust 7 2014
Piije 6

EYtsIrg Cornmerc,aI loFjd,nO Zone sgn on the south sde of F:,r; Nrtn

kirnty-homcom 855 North Franklin Street, Suite150, Tampa, FL 33602 813 620 1460



.
.

N
—

.

SC
H

EM
A

1C

I
(
*
S

%
R

L
3

A
I.1

—
--

A
t

-
—

a
t
.
-
-
-

—
-
.
—

-
—

f
l

—
-
W

t.-
—

,.Y
t-

—
-
a
,

-
-

a
s

a
.
.

J
r

.
.
.

—
a

_
.c

—

I
0

-

—
.
-

—

-

—
-
.

_
_
_

0

_
:

-

1
a
:

.
,

•

.
,

n
E

o

.0
-

4



L
1

[S
S

tr
e
e
t:

.
.

Q
,Q

u
a
u
tY

C
ou

nt
s

S
it

e
C

od
e

D
ite

:
:1-

-
-7

c2

W
ea

th
er

:

C
it

y:
S

t

C
ou

nt
y:

C
ou

ni
T

im
es

:
LI

. °
°—

o
o
rc

-

Sp
ee

d:

‘4

_1
J i

I
L

I



Type 0) peek hour benq reported lirltiwclioii Peak Method Inc (lderrT)pIrirl(I peak hour. Total rtlorim VolumeLOCATION: Bay St NE/Srdo Alley— NI 4th Ave OC JOB II: 12742201CITYISTATE: St Petersburct. FL

______

DAT[: Wed .)) 16 2014

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM.- 6:00 PM
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15-Mm Count, Bay St NEISmdo Alloy Bay St MEISIde Alley NE 4th Ave NE 4Cr Ave Total HourlyPeriod (NarthhoundL — (Southbound) Eastbound) (Weetbouqdjl Totaleql.iriliicln At Lola Thru Right U_ Lel Ttiru_Rjciht LJ..L.iFroiJ”I( U LeftTtrI.RirjhtlJ400PM 0’ 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 9 59 2 0 0 0 Ii 0 64415PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 9 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 59430PM 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0110 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 690___ 3300 7S20 0500 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 I 13 67 I 0 0 0 0 0 83 211E1EM_ _ Q___ J __L_ 09_ 1 S 00_S0 L14J530PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 85 0 0 0 0 0 0 93: 338545PM 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 9 76 0 0 (1 0 0 0 86 358

Peak IS-Mm Northbound Southbound j Eastbound WestboundLeft Thru Rght Loll Th,u Right — U Left ThruRkihi U Left Thru Right t TetiiAll Velrcotes 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 20 356 4 0 0 0 0 I 364HeavyTreckO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Pedeslrcans 32 8 8 0 40BeycIes 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ID 0 0 0Radroad
Stopped 00800] I
Comirrents

Report generated on 712812014 1 41 AM SOURCE Quahty Counts. LLC (http/Iwwwquahtycounts net) 1877580-2212
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(‘)Septeiuher 16, 201’i

Mr. Tim Clemiiiuns
Mesh Ai chi tectu Fr

Tel: (727) 823-3760 Email- Urn.c’’hoish.wc

RE: _llpjim1n1Lirnf1liprgJ3-,

This letter is to provide clarification to tire qrmstions/ concerns below:

What type of operating devIce Is used by the dilverto call tire lovatre? ThE Response- A private roy fob will beused tuswlpe am) register a call. The programming cnn pnrvhlu access to any of time parking luv,it, Of ii ncIlIclnmllng This Is prugraranmed by the security subcontractor.

f)ms the driverleave Iris vehicle dririrmgopematiori at the elevator? ThE [imspormse- There is rio need (or the dthv togot out of tire vehicle.

Is timere arm extenor light irmdicating that the elevator is In use? In other words, will n appruachirig driver know thecurrent location of the two elevators? liCE Response- We can absolutely locate a position Indicator by the pedestalwirere tire call station / card reader is located.

• Can the eluvaters be pmgranrmned to return to the first Dour (street level) when riot in use? ThE Response- Yes, carhorning is typical for all elevators.

• How tong does tire garage door Lake to open? ThE Response- On average, 7-8 seconds maximum. Thb can bradjusted In the field to III the needs at the residents, within a reasonable amount of lime. In addition, be advisedthe power operated doors wilt Include arm Infrared beam detection system that will not allow the doors to close Ifthere is an object interfering with the beam (I.e. car not completely insIde the etevator.

• What is the trovel tirjre born the 1” floor to tire 4th floor (the travel distance Is 35’)? ThE Respono- 33.6 seconds.Assuming the elevator Is on the jO floor, what Is the total estimated time (morn when tire elevator Is summoned byan approaching driver until the car leaves the elevator on the 4Ui floor? WE Responso- The average Internalwalling time loran elevatoris always the major variable. Based on the number of units, number of elevators, andspeed of time elevators, die average wait time Is 27.2 seconds. Once an elevator arrives, the power doors will take7-8 seconds to open and 7-8 seconds to close. Estimate a travel time to the 4th level of 33.6 seconds and 7-8 (orthe doors to re-open. This calculates to a total travel time of approxImately 78 seconds. For example, theoccurrence where the elevator(s) will be homed at the 1’ level, will be common for a buildingwith such a lowpopulation. In this instance, tire 27,2 Intervai wait time will not factor Into the toil trip time.

• Estimated total trip 1-4: 78 seconds
• Estimated total trIp 1-3: 67 seconds
• Estimated total trIp 1-2: 59 seconds

Upon review of the above, please contact me with any questions and / orconcems.

Respectfully,

New Equipment Branch Manager

ThyserrMrupp Elevator Company
5100 Wezt Grace Sheet
Tampa, FL 33607
Tciep!rae (813)287-1744ev (800) 683-8880
Fac (813) 288-1954
E-mail: Ieelssm&lyaekrupparm
Internet rww.lhyss.ecmelevalor.cxim
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‘_— ()ltructioii l—vdiiIiciii (IUULIp

2601 Meach:irn Boulevard
Fort \Voith. IX 76V)3

Issued I )a te : OQ/ I q/20 I —l

Ililan laub
Ia ub Ventures, I n

92 A nch ‘rae Road
tampa. FL 33602

1)FTERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION

I he ledciaI A v latum Adn nistration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U S.C.,
Section 447 1 8 and if applicable Title Ii of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building bliss condominium SE corner
Location: St. Peeisburc’, FL
Latitude: 27-46-33.24N NAD 83
longitude: 82-37-57.18W
I leights: 13 feet site elevation (SE)

2 II Feet above cround level (AGL)
224 hie above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no suhstuiital adverse efThct on the safe
and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities.
Therefore. pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that (lie structure would not be a
hazard to air navigat1on provided the Following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is marked lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular
707460-I K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red).&l2.

It is required (hat FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be c-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
X Within 5 days alter the construction reaches its greatest heieht (7460-2, Part 2)

See attachment for additional condition(s) or information.

This determination expires on 03 192016 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by (his office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC. within
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0 iiioiitlis of (lie date of this detennitiation. In such case. (he detern nation c\piris on the date
1ire,;cId by the FCC’ hr completion ot’ eonslcucticm. or the date the K ‘( denieS the application.

Ni)’lF REQUISF (OR LXI l.NSI(.)N ( )F II IL FFFFC1l\’E l>ERI(.)I) OF ‘(IllS 1W lERMINAFION MUST1W F—Fl! II) Al ILAS1’ 15 DAYS PRIOR 10 1IIE EXPIRATION DA1F. ALl ER RL—EVALUATI(_)NOF CUR R[EN F OPERATIONS IN T[IE A REA OF Ill E SFRUCIL.IRF TO L)VlER Ml NE TI IAT NO
SRNlI l( AN I Al R0N\U I (AL ( hANOI S IIAVI OC( URRI D ‘i OUR DI H RMINA HON MA’i 131
El 161 I3LE F(R ONE EXTENSION Oil I IL Fl:FEC’I’ I \‘E PERiOD.

This detenuination is ubect to review an interested party Ii lesa petit ion that is received by the FAA onor hcl’oi’e Octobei’ 19, 201.1. In the event a petition for review is filed, it must contain a full statement of. thebasis upon which it is made and be submitted to the Manager. Airspace Regulations & ATC Procedures Group.Federal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence Ave. SW. Room 423. Washington, DC: 20591

I’liis determination becomes final on October 29. 20 I 4 unless a petition is timely tiled. In which case, this
determination will not become final pending disposition of’ the petition. interested parties will be notihed of thegrant of any review. For any questions regarding your petition, please Coillact Airspace Regulations & ATCProcedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 or l’acsimilc 202-267-9328.

‘(‘his determination is based, iii part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,fl’equency( ies) and power, Any changes in coordinates. heights. and Frequencies or use of greater power willvoid this determination. Any l’uwre construction or alteration, including increase to heights. power. or theaddition of’ other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks. etc., which may be• used during actual construction of’thc struciLire. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights asindicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to theFAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of’ navigable airspaceby aircraf and does not relieve the sponsor of’ compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, oi’regulation oFaiiy Federal, State, or local government body.

Any fuilure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a lop light or flashing obstructionhighL regardless of ks position, should be reported immediately to (877)487-6867 so LI Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival, departure, anden route procedures (‘or aircraft operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; the impacton all existing and planned public-use airports. military airports and aeronautical facilities and the cumulativeimpact resulting from the studied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposed
srucwres. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on airnavigation.

An account of the study findings, aeronautical objections received by the FAA during the study (if any), and thebasis for the FAA’s decision in this matter can be found on the following page(s).
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,\.(lIiiIoIIl ii,foriiia(ioii br ASN 20 I •$—ASO—6)90—OK

Proposal: I construrt a l)uilclitrg (sutitirerst corner) to a liciihi oL II l2et above ground level (At iL), 221 feet
above mcmi sea level (A MSL 1.

I teatiun: Ihe structure will be located approximately 0.71 nautical miles (NM) northwest ul the Albert
Whifled Airport (SPU) relcienc pnt

he proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards 1 Title 14 ol the Code ut Federal Regulations (I ‘4
1 RI. Part 77 as lu Iluws:

Section 77. I 7(:r)(2 ) by I lee — a height that exceeds 200 feet above ground level within 0.7 NM as applied to
SPG.

Section 77.19(a) SRi: I lorizontal Surlace > Exceeds by 67 feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identi I’ those
which varian1 further aeronautical study in order to determine il they would have significant adverse effect
on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger l’ormal aeronautical study,
including circularization. they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identification of’ hazards to air
navigation. Accordingly, the fact that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not
provide a basis Cur a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronatitical study for Visual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not alii.ct VER
navigation.

Details of the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public bar comment, No letters of
objection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures proximity to the airport was considered and found to he acceptable.

The proposed structure was Found to have no substantial adverse effect on the VFR traflic patterns in the
vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival. departure. and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VF IFR conditions at
existing and planned public use and military airports, as vell as aeronautical facilities, was considered during
the analysis of the structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no
substantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFRJVFR) resulting for the structure. when combined with the impact of other existing
or proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial ad’erse effect upon the safe
and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft oron any navigation facility and would not be a
hazard to air navigation.
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rvlail I’rucessing (eiiler Aeriatitical Study l.1o
I(_ieial (\viation .‘\dininistiation 2fl l-1—t\S()—6)87()I:
Suthvcst Regional 0111cc
Obstructiun [vitiation Group

260 I Meac ham flou levard
Ion Worth. IX 76193

Issued I ):ite : 091 0/21)1 4

llrian Faub
Ian b ‘v’entu res. I ic

92 I Anclioriee Road
Tampa. FL 336(12

** DETERMINATION OF’ NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGA1’ION

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study iindei- the provisions of ‘19 U.S.C.,
Section 4471 8 and ii applIcable litle 14 of the Code of’ Federal Regulations, part 77, concerriintl:

Structure: Building bliss condominium
I ocation: St. Petersburg. FL
Latitude: 27-46-34.36N NAD 83
Lonitudc: 82-37-57.90W
Heights: 16 feet site elevation (SE)

211 feet above ground level (AGL)
227 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

ilils aeronautical study revcaed that the structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the safe
and eflicient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities
Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to mc. it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is marked’Lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular
707460-I K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red),& 12.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Acftial Construction or Alteration, be c-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part I)
X Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

See attachment for additional condition(s) or information,

This determination expires on 0319 2016 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2. Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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( I1IOIiIII, 01 IIi Iite (ii till deleriiiiiia(iopi. hi SL1UI1 CiI.C, (In’ deterlUilIltiOll es4)iIes oil tIl(.’ L_IatC
prcrihcd 1y the 1 ‘t• I’tt tI)11114C11t)Il olcojistrurliun, or the date the R( denies (lie phictioii.

N( I IlL: R1(,)L J1:SI (OR I\l [:IISIONJ ()1 II IlL IL 11(1 IVIL P[LRI(.)I) UI f IllS DEILLRMINJATION MUST
HE E—FILILI) AT Ll:AS1’ 15 I)A’i’S PRIOR ho II (IL F.\PIIZA’I ION DAlE. AIIiLR RE—EVALUA11t)N
oF (‘(IRRILNF ()PERATI(L)NS IN II II ARILA (IF 1 IlL STRLJCIURIL (‘0) DE1’ERMINIL ‘flIAT Nt)
SIGNIFICANF AILR)NAUFICL’AL (1 IAN(ES I l’\VE (iC(’URRE[). Y()UR I)E’FERtvlINA II()N IVIAY 13E
ELIGIBLE fiR ONE ILXF ILNSION OF ii Ii: lEFFECFl\’E P1LI<IOD.

I his (leterlllinatiun ;subec to review it an intere ed piirty files a petition that is received by the FAA on
or 1w fore October I 9. 201 4. In the event a petition toi review is tiled. it must contain a lull Statement of the
basis upon which it is made and he submitted to the Manager, Airspace ReiuIations & ATC Procedures Group,
Federal Aviation Administration, 801) Independence Aye, SW, Room 123. Washington, l)C’ 20591

This determination becomes linal on October 29, 2014 unless a etition is timely flied. In which case, this
determination will not become tinal pending disposition of the petition. Interested parties will he notified of’ the
grant of aiiv review. For any tltiestiolis regai’dinr your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & ATC
Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - oi facsimile 202-267-9328.

[his determination is based, in part. on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights.
fi’equency( ies) and power. Any changes in coordinacs, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Aiiy tutLire construction or alteration, including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires Separate notice to the FAA.

l’his determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes. derricks, etc., which may he
• used during acftial construction of’ the structure. llovvever, this equipment shah not exceed the overall heights as

indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than he studicd structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect ol’ this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor oI’compliancc responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
reguaUion of any Federal. State, or local government body.

Any Failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of’ its position. should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can he issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival. departure. and
en route procedures for aircral’t operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; the impact
on all existing and planned public-use airports, military airports and aeronautical facilities; and the cumulative
impact resulting From the studied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposed
structures. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on air
navigation.

An account of’ the study hindins, aeronautical objections received by the FAA during the study (if any), and the
basis for the FAA’s decision in this matter can be found on (lie following page(s).
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Ailditioiial iiitoriiiatioii for ,SN 2l4—,SO—W)87—()R

Proposal: 1 o construct a Building (iiortlivest corner) to a lieilit o12 II feet above ground level (/\Gl 1. 227
leet above ne:in sea level (AMSI..).

I oe:ttioii: I lie structure vill be located aj proximately 073 nautical miles (NM) northwest f the Albert
Wliitted Airport (SRI) reference point.

the pr p ,aI would exceed the ( )bstructic,n Staiid:nds ol title 14 o1 the Code of Federal Regulations (Ii
(FR). Part 77 as loPows:

Section 77. I 7(a)(2) b I I lce — a height that exceeds 200 feet above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied to
S PG

Section 77.1 9(a) SRI: I lorizontal Surface > Exceeds by 70 feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identify those
which warrant farther aeronautical study in order to determine F they would have signi licant adverse effect
on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger ftrmal aeronautical study.
including circularization, they do riot constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria For identification of hazards to air
navigation. Accordingly, the fact that a pmposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not
provide a basis For a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study For \‘isual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not affect VFR
navigation.

Details of the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public For comment. No letters of
objection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures’ proximity to the airport was considered and found to he acceptable.

The proposed structure was Found to have no substantial adverse elfect on the VFR traffic patterns in the
vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival. departure. and en route procedures for aircraft operating tinder VFR IFR conditions at
existing arid planned public use and military airports. as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during
the analysis of the structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no
substantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFR!VFR) resulting For the structure, when combined with (he impact olother existing
or proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safe
and efficient utilization of the navigabe airspace by aircraf or on an navigation facility and would not be a
hazard to air navigation.
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1larI PUOCeSS1I1LL Center j\erorrnitical Study Nb.. 1 ,. Icdt’ral A vratiun i\drninistriuoii itt I l—/\St )—6)8XC)E
Suuih est Regional (.)fiice

....—‘ ()bstruction Evali tion (iroup
2601 Meachan Boulevard
Fort \Vorlli, IX Io I o)3

I ssueI Date: ( )/2() I

an ‘l’auh
‘laub Vt ntures. Inc
Q2 1 Anchor’ae Road
‘lampa. FL 33(1)2

** DETFRMLNA1’ION OF NO IIAZAkD TO AIR NAVICATION **

I he Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of’ 49 (I S.C.,
Section 447 I B and ii’ uppl icable Title I—I ol the (‘ode of Federal Regulations, part 77, cc cncerning:

Structure: Building, bliss condominium NE Corner
Location: St. Petershiirr, FL
Latitude: 27-46-34.36N NAD 83
Longitude: 82-37-57.33W
I leiL:hts: I 5 l’cet site elevation (SE)

211 feet above ground level (AG!.)
226 I’eet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the safe
and efficient utilization ol’the navigable airspace by aircraft or on die operation of air navigation Facilities,
Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to me. it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a
hazard to air navigadon provided the following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is marked lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular
70 7460-I K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting. red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red),& 12.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice ot’Acwal Construction or Alteration, be e-liled any time [lie
project is abandoned or:

-. At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part I)
X Within 5 days alter the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

See auachrnent l’or acldi ional condition(s) or in formation.

This determination expires on 03(9 2016 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2. Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this oflice.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC. within

Page I of’ 6



( niir()is ii the date of tins deici irtilitinli. Iii iiuii case, tire di torinini Uon expires on Lire (late
prescril)L(l Iy the R( hr ciiiilitiuii ol contruction. (‘I lire (late (he 1t(.’ (lelireS (lie h)I)IicatIr

NUll:: RLQLJ[:Sl R)R LX FENSI(.)N 1)1 TIlE El1TE1 I\’I I’I.RiOl) ol ii ils l)LlLRMINA1ION MUSTBE IE—Fi LED AT LEAST 15 [),\ VS PRIOR lU till LX P1 RAlION DAlE AFTER RE—EV,\UAllUNUI (tIRI\l NI OH RAtIONS IN fill ARI AOl fill SIRIH IURI lUDI IERMINI IIIAI NOSINNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CI IANGES HAVE OCCURRED, Vt UR DETERMINATION MAY BEELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF11 ii EFfECtIVE PERIOD.

1 his deteriri rr:itiuii iS subject to review I an interested proy files a petition that is received by the FAA onor before October I 9. 20! ‘I In the everfi a petition for ICViCW is tiled, It must contain a lull statement of’ thebasis upon which it is made and be submitted Lu tIre Manauer, Airspace Regulations & AFC Procedures Group.FecleinI Aviation Administration. 80() Independence Ave. SW, Room 423. Washington. L)C 20591

This determination becomes final on October 2), 201.1 unless a petition is timely filed. In which case, this
determination viIl not become final pending disposition ni the pefiuion. Interested parties will he notified of thegiant of any rev ow. For any quest ions regarding your petition, please conrad Airspace Regulations & ATCProcedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or facsimile 202-267-9328.

Ibis deermination is based. iii part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates. licighs.l’rcqiiency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and liequencies or use ol’greatcr power willvoid this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to heights, power. or theaddition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary’ conslruction equipment such as cranes, derricks. etc., which may be• used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights asindicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to theFAA.

This determination concerns the effect ol’tlris structure on the safe and eflcient use of navigable airspaceby aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, orregulation of’any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or rnaIl’unction that lasts more than thirty’ (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstructionlight, regardless of’ its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival, departure. anden route procedures For aircraft operating under both visual llight rules and instrument flight rules; the impacton all existing and planned public-use airports. military airports and aeronautical facilities; and tIre cumulativeimpact resulting from the studied structure when combined with the impact olotl’rer existing or proposedstructures. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on airnavigation.

An account of tire study findings, aeronautical ob)ections received by the FAA during the study (ifany). and thebasis for the FAA’s decision in this matter can be found on the following page(s).

Page 2 of6
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IOI1T1 Iite
rVliiPlageu, ()bsttiictn I\’I1LIatit)I1
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)(l(Iitional III 101’! dhii)II for ,SN 2(11 4—AS( )4H8•( )l

Prolusal: ‘1 i construct a liuiIdinL (northeast coriier) to a height ol 21 tect above i_round level (A(H). 22( fet
above mean sea level (AMSI_.).

I tn’alioii: Ihe structIHe will tie Icated appru’.iinatclv ((.73 nautical miles (NM) northwest of the Albert
Whitied Airport (SPG) ref ‘riee puilit

The1ds would exceed the Obstruction Stniidiirds of litle 14 of the (‘ode of Federal Reguliuiinns (14
C’FR ), Part 77 as follows

Section 77. 7(a )(2) by II kei — a heht that exceeds 200 ftei above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied to
SPG.

Section 77. I 9(a) SF’(j: l-lorizontal SurFace > Exceeds by 69 Feet.

Pait 77 Obstruction St ndards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identify those
wh cli varrant Farther aeronaut cat study in order to determine if they would have significant adverse e fbct
on rroteetect aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger Formal aeronautical study.
including circularization, hey do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria bar identification of’ hazards to air
navigation. Accordingly, the Fact that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not
provide a basis For a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study for Visual Flight Rules (VER( disclosed that the proposed structure would not alict VFR
n a vi eat ion.

Details of’ the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public for comment. No letters of’
objection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures proximity to the airport was considered and Found to be acceptable.

The proposed structure was Found to have no substantial adverse effect on the VFR traffic patterns in the
vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating tinder VFR IFR conditions at
existing and planned public use and military airports, as vell as aeronautical facilities, was considered during
the analysis of’ the structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no
substantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFRIVFR) resulting for the strucue, when combined with the impact of other existing
or proposed structures was considered and Found to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safe
and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation Facility and would not be a
hazard to air navigation.
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— iail Procesiiiu (.‘cntci .\crLlan(ical Sitidv 1”io.
Federal Aviation Adniistiatioii () l.l-AS( )-()89-( )E

\ Suthw_st Rci’.ioiial (.)l lice
.._._ ()hstru tion F valii:itiun (roup

I [vleacliani I ulcvar.i
l:nl \\tl IX 7( I

Issued I )atc )/2() I

I:tiiaii LI1,l.)

I aLit) Ventures. Inc
I Anchorage Road

Tanj,i. I t 33602

L)ETFRMINA11ON OF NO IIAZARI) TO AIR NAVIGATION

The Federal A viation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 447 I 8 and if applicable Title I 4 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Bu i ldiim bliss condominium SW corner
Location: St. Petersbur. FL
Latitude: 27-46-33.23N NAD 83
Longitude: 82-37-57.80W
Ileir!hs: 14 feet site elevation (SE)

211 feet above ground level (AGL)
225 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse elict on the safe
and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircrat or on the operation ol’ air navigation laciFties.
Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to me. it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the Following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is markedlighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular
70 7460-I K Change 2. Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red),&12.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice olActual Construction or Alteration, be e-Iiled any time the
prqiect is abandoned or:

At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
X Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2. Part 2)

See attachment For additional condition(s) or information.

This determination expires on 03 1912016 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration. is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC. within

Page I of 6



( lfo)nhlfs ci (he date of this dctcrnhiISL(ioI1. In such case, (he l termfmtloii expires on the date
pI1serl)el by the F( hi cc)Illple(iohi ci eonstruc:(ioii, or the date (lie IC(’ denies the applictioii.

NOlE: RI Qt ESI [OR EXIENSION ()F 1! I F EFFIiCLI VE PERIOI) OF Ill IS 1)EI ERM 1 NAlION M[ISl
BE F—Fl I El) AT LFAS[ I 5 [)AVS PR I OR ‘[0 il IF EN P1 RAIIC)N flAiL. A i:’IER RE-EVALUA1ION
OF CURREN I OPERAI1ONS IN II IF AREA O[II H: STRUCTURE 10 DETERMINE ii fAT NO
SIGNIF1C’ANi AERONAUTICAl Cl IANGES I IAVE OCCURRE1), VOilE I)FIFRMINATION MA V BE
LLRIBIE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF lilE IFFECIIVE PERIOD.

Ibis detcriuinanoii IS SLihCCt to reVieW I an interested party tiles a petition thu is received by the FAA on
or bcftre October IV, 2014. In thc event a petition ihr review is filed, it must contain a lull statement ci the
basis upon which it is made and be submitted to the Managci, Airspace Regulations & ATC Procedures Group,l:ed.iut Aviation Admiiiisration. 800 Independence Aye, SW, Room 423, Washington, DC 20591

l’his determination becomes final on October 29. 2014 unless a petition is tinicly filed. In which case. this
determination vill not become final pending disposition of the petition. liiterescd parties will be notified of the
grant of’ any review. For any questions regarding your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & A’IC
Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or facsimile 202-267-9328.

This determination is based, in part, on the l’orcgoing description which includes specilic coordinates, heights,
frequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights. and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to heights. power, or the
addition of’ other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be‘ used during actual construction of’ the structure. I lowever, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights asindicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns tile effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use olnavigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation oh’ any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obsrtiction
light, regardless oI’ its position, should he reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As SOOfl as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival, departure, and
en route procedures for aircraft operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; tile impact
on all existing and planned public-use airports, military airports and aeronautical facilities; and the cumulative
impact resulting from the swdied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposed
structures. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on air
navigation.

An account of’ the study Findings, aeronautical objections received by the FAA during the study (if any). and the
basis for the FAA’s decision in this matter can be found on the following page(s).

Page2oi6
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A41(litiUIIal iiilüiinjtiuii for SN 201 4—ASO—6fl)—OJ

Pipal: 1 o cc is net a kuildiiii (s uth\vcst coiner) to a height ccl 211 leet above ground level (AGI.. 225
ii altcve iiiean sea level (AMSI

I ccc mu: 11w strtuclllrt. will be located proxiuui1ely ((.7 I nautical miles (NM I northwest ol the Albert
Wiulteci A irpurt (SPG ) rcleieuic:e point

I he pr puouls votuld exceed the ( )bstriitticii Standards ol I dIe 14 nI the (‘ode of Fcdei,il Regulations (1-I
c j:j

, Part 77 as fo I lows

Section 77. I 7(a ((2) by II eel — a height that exceeds 200 ket above ground level vdhin 0.71 NM as applied to
SPG.

Section 77.19(a) SRi: I lorizontal Surface ——— > Exceeds by 08 foet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identify those
wh icli vari’ant further aeronautical study iii order to determine if they would have signi licant adverse efRct
on protected aeronautical operations. While the ob;truction standards trigger Ibrunal aeronautical study,
including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identification of hazards to air
navieation. Accordingly. the fact that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not
iJro’ide a basis for a determination that the structure would constitme a hazard to air ulavigation.

An aeronautical study bar Visual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not affect VFR
navigation.

I)etails of the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public l’or comment. No letters of
ob1ection were received during the comment period.

The proposed struetuires proximity to the airport was considered and found to be acceptable.

The proposed structure was found to have no substantial adverse effect on the VFR traffic patterns in the
vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure. and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VFR/IFR conditions at
existing and planned public use and military airports, as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during
the analysis of the structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no
substantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en roue instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFRIVFR) resulting For the structure, when combined with the impact of other existing
or proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safe
and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation Facility and would not be a
hazard to air navigation.

Page 4 of 6
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M EM C) RAN I) U M
CITY OF ST. PETERSHIJ RC

ENCINEERING & CAPITAL 1MPRO’EMENTS DEPARTMENT

TO: Baibara Race. Development Services Department

FROM: Nancy Davis, Ingincering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: July 9. 201

SUIIJEC’I’: Site Plan Review

14-31000015

LOCATION: 176 4” Avenue Northeast
PIN: 19/31/17/77238/000/0040
ATLAS: E-4
PROJECT: 176 4’ Avenue Northeast

REQUEST: Approval of site plan to construct an 18 story. 29 unit multi-family development. Theapplicant is requesOng floor area ratio bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitled Airport Regulations.

SPECIAL CONDiTIONS OF APPROVAL: The Engineering Department has no objection to theproposed site plan provided that the following special conditions and standard commentc are added asconditions of approval:

1. Habitable floor elevations must be set per building code requirements to at least one footabove the FEMA elevation. The construction site upon the lot shall be a minimum of’ one lootabove the average grade crown of the road, which crown elevation shall be as set by theengineering director. In no case shall the elevation of the portion of the site where the building islocated be less than an elevation of 103 feet according to City datum.

2. Wasewater reclamation plant is adequate. Any necessary sanitary sewer pipe systemupgrades or extensions (resulting from proposed new service or significant increase in projectedflow) as required to provide connection to a public main of adequate capacity and condition.shall be performed by and at the sole expense of the applicant. Proposed design flows (ADF)must be provided by the Engineer of Record on the City’s Wasiewater Tracking Form (availableupon request from the City Engineering department, phone 727-893-7238). If an increaSe inflow of over 1000 gpd is proposed, the ADF information will be forwarded to the City WaterResources department for a system analysis of public main sizes 10 inches and larger proposedto be used for connection. The project engineer of record must provide and include with theproject plan submittal 1) a completed Wastewater Tracking form, and 2) a capacity analysis ofpublic mains less than 10 inches in size which are proposed to be used for connection. If thecondition or capacity of the existing public main is found insufficient, the main must beupgraded to the nearest downstream manhole of adequate capacity and condition, by and at thesole expense of the developer. The extent or need for system improvements cannot bedetermined until proposed design flows and sanitary sewer connection plan are provided to theCity’s Water Resources department for system analysis of main sizes 10” and larger.Connection charges are applicable and any necessary system upgrades or extensions shall meetcurrent City Engineering Standards and Specifications and shall be performed by and at the soleexpense ol’the developer.
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3. lie scope of this project will trigger conpl iance vi iii the Drainage and Surface WaterManagemeru Regulations as found in City Code Section 16.40.030. Submit drainagecalculations which conform to the water quantity and the water ciual ity re tuiemcnts of City(‘ode Section 16.40030. Please note the volume of runoff to be treated shall include all oil-siteand on—site areas draining to and co—mingling with the runoll from that portion of’ the site whichis redeveloped. Stormwater systems which discharge directly or indirectly into impaired watersmust provide net improvement for the pollutants that contribute to the water body’s impairment.Storinwater runoff release and retention shall be calculated using the Rational formula and a 10year 1 hour design storm.

4. Public sidewalks are required by City of St. Petersburg Municipal Code Section 16.40, t 40.4.2unless specifically limited by the DRC’ approval conditions. The DC zoning district requires 10—foot wide public sidewalk along 41 Avenue Northeast. Existing sidewalks and new sidewalkswill require curb cut ramps for physically handicapped and truncated dome tactile surluices (of’contrasting color to the adjacent sidewalk, colonial red color preferred) at all corners orintersections with roadways that are not at sidewalk grade and at each side of proposed andexisting driveways per current City and ADA requirements. Concrete sidewalks must becontinuous through all driveway approaches. All existing public sidewalks must be restored orreconstructed as necessary to be brought up to good and sale ADA compliant condition prior toCei’tiflcare of Occupancy.

5. Water and fire services and/or necessary backflow prevention devices shall be installed belowground in vaults per City Ordinance 1009-g (unless determined to be a high hazard applicationby the City’s Waler Resources department or a variance is granted by the City Water Resourcesdepartmen. Note that the City’s Water Resources Department will require an exclusiveeasement for any meter or backtlow device placed within private property boundaries. Cityforces shall install all public water service meters, hackflow prevention devices, and/or lireservices at the expense of the developer. Contact the City’s Water Resources department, KellyDonnelly, at 727-892-5614 or kellv.donnelly a stj1ete.ori.. All portions of a private firesuppression system shall remain within the private property boundaries and shall not be locatedwithin the public right of way (i.e. post indicator valves, fire department connections, etc.).

6. This project is ‘ithin the Downtown National Historic District. All existing roadway brick,granite roadway curbing, and hexagon block sidewalk must be preserved. It is noted that thecurrent sidewalk within 4Ih Avenue Northeast is hexagon block. Any existing brick, granitecurbing, or hexagon block which will not be utilized or is contained within streets or alleys to bevacated shall remain the property of’ the City and shall be neatly stacked, palletized and returnedto the City’s Maintenance yard by and at the expense of the developer.

7. Widening of the eastern alley shall be done in conformance with current City EngineeringStandards and Specifications. The pavement section shall be an inverted crown at the alleycenterline. Milling and overlay of the entire alley will be required. A work permit issued by theEngineering Department must be obtained prior to the commencement of construction withindedicated right-of-way.

8. City sanitary sewer atlas map E4 indicates that an 8” sanitary sewer extends into this property
from public manhole E4-207 (located in the eastlwest alley south of’ the proposed development).
The applicant shall verify if any other properties are connected to the north/south segment of’sanitary sewer which extends into the private lots and will be required to relocate services as
may be necessary to maintain all public sanitary sewer flows. All public sanitary sewer mainsshall be contained within public right of way or public utility easement. Private mains which
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oniy service this development site vill be abandoned to the ownership/maintenance of thePrPtY’ OWflCF.
o) Proposed alley access to the garage must be coordinated and approved through MichaelFrederick (phone 727-93-7$43) of’ the City’s Neighborhood Iransportation and Parkingdivision.

I 0. ‘1 he stormwatei’ uutIll from the detention area shall he PiPed 10 connect to the publicstormwater conveyance system. Discharges to the alley or otherwise overland are not desirablein the downtown area.

STANDARI COMMENTS: Water service is available to the site. The applicant’s Engineershall coordinate potable water and “or fire service requirements through the City’s WalerResouices department. Recent fire flow test data shall be utilized by the site Engineer of Recordfor design of’ lire protection system(s) for this development. Any necessary system upgrades orextensions shall be per! on’ned at the expense of’the developer.

Plan and profile showing all paving, drainage, sanitary sewers, and water mains (seawalis ifapplicable) to be 1)ro\ficlecl to the Engineering Department for review and coordination by theapplicants engineer for all construction proposed or contemplated within dedicated right-of-wayor easement.

A work permit issued by the Engineering Department must be obtained prior to thecommencement of construction within dedicated right-of-way or public casement. All workwithin aight of’ way or public utility easement shall be in compliance with current CityEngineering Standards and Specifications.

Development plans shall include a grading plan to be submitted to the Engineering Departmentincluding street crown elevations. Lots shall be graded in such a manner that all surfacedrainage shall be in compliance with the City’s stormwater management requirements. A gradingplan showing he building site and proposed surface drainage shall be submitted to theengineering director.

Development plans should include a copy of a Southwest Florida Water Management DistrictManagement of Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption or evidence of Engineer’s Sell’Certification to FDEP.

Submit a completed Stormwater Management Utility Data Form to the City EngineeringDepartment with any plans for development on this site.

It is the developers responsibility to file a CGP Notice of intent (NOl) (DEP form 62-
21 .300(4)(b)) to the NPDES Stonrawater Notices Center to obtain permit coverage if applicable.

The applicant will be required to submit to the Engineering Department copies of all permitsfrom other regulatoay agencies including but not limited to FDOT, SWFWMD and PinellasCounty, as required for future development on this site. Plans and specifications are subject toapproval by the Florida state board of Health.

NED MJRJjw

pc: Kelly Donnelly
Reading File
Correspondence File
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ST.PETERChris and Liob Hilton
300 Beach Drive NE, Unit 1501

1SI. Petersburg FL 33701 JUL
July 29, 2014

PLMNING & ECONOMlfl-’!ZjJ
TO: The Planning & Economic Development Department

My wile and I have lived in Parkshore Plaza Condominium since August 2006. We have always lived onthe alley immediately behind the building, first living in Unit 501 then moving to Unit 1501 in August 2013when the opportunity availed itself, which was shortly alter the six story Rowland Place construction wasannounced. We made the move primarily to enjoy the beautiful view of North Tampa Bay. At that time,we were more than reasonably assured that the property immediately to the west of Rowland Place(where the former gallery for P. Buckley Moss is located) would not receive zoning exceptions beyond asix story building as the property next to Rowland Place would not support a building larger than that.

We are fully aware 01 the alleys existing heavy traffic issues so we were more than shocked to learn thaian 1 8-story building with rooftop amenities was being considered (or the property in question. The Blissproject is planning to only use the alley to access and exit the proposed buildings garage. Bliss alsoplans to use an electric elevator parking system for the project’s parking garage. The elevator parkingsystem requires a significant amount of time to move one vehicle into the garage, a problem thai iscompounded by the fact that the garage entrance is only six feet from the alley. When two or morevehicles approach the parking garage entrance at the same time, a backup of one or more vehicles at thegarage entrance will occur, creating a traf lie flow problem in an already congested alley.

The current traffic volume on lhe alley is hazardous enough without adding permanent traffic. Havingexited from Parkshore’s garage on a daily basis at least once a day, I have, on a number of occasions,been in near driver and passenger side collisions, at times because of sunrise or sunset blind spots andat times because of unsafe car speeds going through the alley.

In addition to the salety hazard added traffic would cause, the proposed building presents issues for themany commercial deliveries required of the retail establishments along Beach Drive NE between 3rd and4th Avenues. These commercial deliveries are primarily made via the alley. When the alley is blocked,several drivers have opted to make their deliveries via Beach Drive, which creates an even greater tratfichazard. Problems would also arise should an emergency vehicle need access to the alley at a time whenvehicles are blocking the alley due to backup at the garage entrance to the proposed building. Finally,what will happen in the event the proposed buildings garage elevator experiences mechanical failure?

We feel the proposed building’s six foot setback from the alley is unacceptable, and should be a minimumof the length of three large vehicles, approximately 25 to 30 feet. Additionally, the ingress and egress inthe alley should not be permitted. As a reminder, developers of Parkshore Plaza were forced to changetheir plans by the city to have the ingress on a dilferent side of the building. Should not the same rulesapply here as well?

Should the developer be unwilling to increase the garage entrance setback, or reconfigure Ihe garageentrance altogether, we think the Planning & Economic Development Department should deny theproposed building in order to protect the safety of those currently residing in, or working in, buildings thatrequire extensive use ol the alley.

Chris and Bob Hilton



July 292014

To: Planning and Economic Development Dept.
P0 Box 2842 (CITY OF ST.
St Petersburg Fl 33731

JUL31 2U1
From: Norman Peters

lNN1NC&ECONflMJcDEvEtapMENr300 Beach drive NE
St Petersburg Fl 33701

Subject: Bliss Condo

I am writing this letter in opposition to the proposed Bliss project planned for the lot on 176 4thave NE.

What traffic study has the city related to the lane way to understand the impact from all this newtraffic coming from Rowland place and Bliss? This is a major safety concern that should beaddressed by the city before the Bliss project is approved.

Bliss will create excessive traffic (low in a lane not equipped to handle it. Already ,even beforethe added traffic from Rowland place, the traffic is bad enough. Delivery trucks are regularlyparked in the lane reducing access and visibility. Coming out of Parkshore plaza parking, Ialmost rammed into a bicyclist trying to get between a delivery truck and a car waiting next to it.

Also, isn’t Bliss an outsized project with 20% less footprint than Rowland place, it proposes 18floors to Rowland’s 7.

Please take this concern into consideration when making your decision. Once approved it willbe impossible to remedy safety concerns in the lane way.

Regard
,: ‘‘

Norman Peer



August 30, 2014

City of St Petersburg
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

Planning & Economic Development, PD Box 2842
JIlL 31 2I

St Petersburg, FL 33731

PLANNING 8 ECONOMIC UEVELOPMENTRE: Casefll4-31000015

Dear Planning Board:

We reside on the south side, #2104, of Parkshore Plaza Condominium. As you are aware, we
egress through the alley between Beach Dr NE and 3td Avenue NE. The alley is already very
congested, with the normal flow of homeowners exiting our building, moving vans, vendor
trucks servicing nearby restaurants, valet parking from Parkshore Grill, maintenance and service
trucks servicing homeowners arid nearby neighbors, garbage and other city vehicles, etc.
blocking the alley. There is also a problem with speeding cars using the alley as a thruway. We
have both experienced near misses with cars racing from Beach and not visable due to trucks
blocking the view from the east side of the alley. Soon there will be an additional number of
cars exiting from the soon to be occupied Rowland Place. There is also pedestrian traffic in the
alley.

We are very concerned about the safety of exiting our building if the Bliss project goes ahead
as proposed with additional vehicles cars not only exiting but entering from the alley, creating
twice as much usage as with egress only, as is the case in our building. This would be a
concern if it was just a matter of an opening gate into a garage, but we fear the proposed
automobile elevator is going to result in an additional pileup of vehicles waiting its availability
and blocking the alley.

We are unable to attend the hearing, but respectfully ask you to deny the application.

Yours truly,

Maury and Betty Youmans



1-IAROL1) E. WFLLS

300 Beach Drive Northeast

Number 2304

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

JUL 312014
uly 30, 20 1 1 PLANNING & FCONGMIG OEVEIOPMENT

Plaiuiiii & Economic Development Department

Development Review Commission

Ref: Number 14-31000015

P0 Box 2842

St. Petersburg, Florida 33731

Dear Sirs:

We are writing in reference to the proposed Bliss Condominium project to be built facing 4th
Avenue NE. We are greatly opposed to this project because of the increased traffic it would create
in the alley between the back of the proposed bui’ding and the back of the Parkshore Plaz.
Condominium building. It is our understanding that the proposed Bliss project would allow 55
vehicles to ingress and egress through two automobile elevators that would be located only 6 feet
from the edge of the 20 foot alley. This alley is heavily trafficked now and to increase that would
cause not only unbelievable congestion, but create a serious safety situation should any emergency
vehicle need access.

As we will be out of town on the day of the public hearing, ‘e ask that you take our written
concerns under serious consideration. Thank you for your attention.

Yours truly,

Becky a1-l,çMd Wells



Kenneth R. Sa/ko, M. D.
$00 Reiic/i L)t/ie \l /‘., I/in! $06
Si. .Pt’/er.s/uii,i, I]oridu 33 70/
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CITYO sr. PETERSBURG

July 30, 2014
JUL 31 2014

& ECONM,C VEVEIGPMENTPlaiizii ng & hconoimc F)evclopmerit l)epar(ment
P.O. Box 2842
Si. Petersburg. 11 3373

Re: File 1114-31000015
Bliss Building Project

Dear Sir/Madam,

The Bliss building project as presently designed will create problems not only forresidents of Parkshore Plaza Condominium, but adjacent buildings and businesses.Specifically the already congestion of and safety issues due to the multiple uses of theadjacent alleys will be compounded by the planned use of the alleys for ingress and exitsof traffic generated by residents, guests and service companies for the Bliss project.

Please note that the main alley, named Fareham Place is well used by we residentsof Parkshore Plaza, the owners and employees of Parkshore businesses and servicevehicles to all, including The Moon Under Water restaurant and the Birchwood 1-bid andit’s restaurants. And a small “driveway” used by service vehicles for the Beach Drivebusinesses is planned as the ground floor garage entrance for the Bliss. Many timescongestion requires a turnaround at our exits or even exiting via the entrance on thirdavenue NE. And this is before the Rowland Place condominium is completed and addingto the already overcrowding of that alley. I know that emergency vehicles would facedelays trying to navigate that area when needed.

Please deny the application of the Bliss Project as presently planned. A majorrework of the design is needed to address the issues alluded to above.

Sincerely,

Kenneth R. Safko, M.D. / ,

Li



The Wallace ‘s
300 Beach br. NE apt 204
Saint Petersburg, FL 33701-3404
wesleyrwa//ace(Pgmos’tcorn
/oonnerwa//oce@Qrnoit corn
603-315 9363

Tuesday. July 29. 2011

Planning & Economic Developnien Department
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg. FL 33731

Re File 1 #14-31000015

Dear Sirs:
I am writing in reference to the proposed project bliss 176 4th Ave. NE
I have concerns over this project and as currently designed am against the project

moving forward. My reasons for concern are as follows:

• Traffic congestion: With 3 floors devoted to parking 18 cars each, total 54 cars,
all serviced by two elevators there a high likelihood that congestion viIl result in
the abutting alley entrance to these elevators. The elevators open directly to the
alleyway without significant setback. I am unaware of the cycle limes of the
elevators but in high traffic times the likelihood of significant stacking of cars in
the alley seems high. Traffic studies and models of use might further elucidate
this. s the elevators are mechanical elements and parking in the garage obligates
their use it would be well to predict cycle times and likelihood of times of
mechanical breakdown. What is theexperience of other buildings using this
methodology of vehicle management?

• Setbacks: The lot plan shows minimal setbacks from the street, alleys and the
abutting building. This seems out of keeping with similar buildings with high rise
profiles.

• Character: While there are two high rise building nearby, 300 & 400 Beach
Drive, both have more on street amenities and seem more in keeping with the idea
of opening vistas for view along sight lines to the water. This building seems to be
maximizing occupancy density at the expense of the neighborhood character.

Sincerely

Wesley Wallace

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

JUL 3, 2O1

PI.ANMNB & ECONOMIC DEEtOPMENJ



July 29, 2014

fWT.PETERSBURG

JUL3 J 2014
Planning & Economic Development Department PLANNING &ECONOMICDEVHOPMENIj

P.O. Box 2842

Saint Petersburg, FL 33731

Dear Commissioners,

We are writing to air our concerns about the Bliss Site plan that will be discussed at a meeting on
Wednesday, August 601 at 2:00 pm. (file #14-31000015). As a long time resident of Parkshore my
husband and I are concerned with the additional traffic this building will create in our alley way.
Residents of Parkshore exit onto the alley that at present can be difficult with delivery tru(.ks and cars
that already line the alley. I can’t imagine it getting worse by having other residents and or deliveries
using the same small alley way. We are full time residents and fell that this proposed project will greatly
impact us.

We hope you will give our valid concerns consideration as you review the Bliss Site Plan application. We
appreciate and enjoy our downtown community and will continue to keep being involved in any further
discussion on this matter.

Cordially,

)‘Ji /M 9L22LL
Mr. & Mrs. Barry Greenfaeld

300 Beach DrNe

Unit 301

Saint Petersburg, FL 33701



The Nikjeh Family
300 Beach Drive #1 701

St. Petersburg, FL 33701 1.PETESBUR

JUL31 ‘i

July 30 2014 PNNING & ECONOM EVEtOPMI

Planning & Economic Development Dept.
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Re: File# 14-31000015

Attn: Board Members

My husband and I own a unit in Parkshore Plaza. After reviewing the proposed plans
for the Bliss Condominium project, we strongly object to any variance for this project.
We respect property rights, but we don’t see why you should approve additional floor
area for this small piece of land.

Let the developer design within the existing zoning restrictions. This would reduce the
number of units and therefore, it reduces traffic generated in the alley immediately next
to our building. The alley between us is regularly congested with vehicles and trucks
which supply to nearby restaurants.

It is hard to believe that you will allow 30 additional residences which will generate 300
trips per day through this alley. The fact that cars are to use elevators which unload
onto the alley is hard to believe, knowing how often elevators breakdown. We also
would like the car elevators to be relocated to the alley running to the east of Bliss with
direct access to 4th Avenue, instead of Beach Drive, where many pedestrians cross.
This would be a fact that you need to consider.

In conclusion, we are not against development of Bliss, we are just asking you to keep
the development to the existing zoning entitlements.

Your consideration of our concern is greatly appreciated.

Regards

1Uike-f\

The Nikjeh’s



300 Beach Drive NE, Unit 02502
St Petersburg, It 33701

July 0 ‘014

Planning and Economic Development Department
PC Box 28’12
St Petersburg, II .1

Re Case 114-3.1000.5 (Bliss Site Plan application)

Deat Sir/Madam

The purpose of this letter Is to express opposition to the proposal to bLilId the Bliss condominium at
‘176 41 Avenue Northeast in downtown St Pete shung. The Bliss proposal would cause a very serious
problem with t’affic and publIc saIet in the alley behind Bliss

The alley already is one of the busiest inSt Petersburg. At the large Parkshoie Plaza condominium, all
of the residents exit from theit parking garage into the alley, and there are numerous moving vans and
deliveries that go to Its loading docl( in the alley. The nearby office building and the B&B use the alley
for parking access and the restaurants and retail establishments use it for delivery trucks. One large
restaurant has a busy valet parking facility that is entered and exited from the alley. The alley is also
used by the garbage and recycling trucks, In addition, more traffic difficulties will soon be added by the
new Rowland Place condominium that is currently under construction. Ii. will have some resident
parking spaces only a couple of feet from the alley, with cars backing directly into the alley.

The Bliss condominium is proposed to have two car elevators to take residents’ cars from the alley up to
their parking spaces. Since Bliss would have 30 residences, there would be 50-60 more cars that would
be using the alley for both entering jj exiting their parking area. The traffic problem would be
compounded by the need to wait for the car elevators and the fact that the entrance to the elevators
would be only about 6 feet from the alley. This would cause traffic back-ups in the alley while the Bliss
residents wait for the car elevators.

The alley is quite narrow and it currently is almost impassible for two vehicles to pass each other,
especially If one is a truck. Where the alley reaches Beach Drive, it intersects with a sidewalk that is
used by many pedestrians both day and night. Beach Drive is a busy Street and has only one traffic lane
in each direction, so it would also be very difficult for more traffic from the alley to use Beach Drive.

In summary, the Bliss condominium proposal should be denied because the alley cannot accommodate
it. If Bliss were built, there would undoubtedly be traffic jams in the alley, which could be especially
dangerous if a fire truck or other safety vehicle needed to access the alley. The increased traffic in the
alley would endanger the drivers u5ing the alley, as well as tourists and other pedestrians walking on the
sidewalk.

Sincerely,

-(‘I
,.. ,—‘ ,.- —ii . -

Barbara Burdge Geoffrey Burdge



City of St. Petersburg

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURGPlanning & Economic Development Dept.

JUL 30 2014Case U: 14 31000015

Address: 176 4’ Avenue Northeast PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

To whom it may concern:

am writing in objection to the applicants request for floor area ratio bonuses. Floor area ratios are setto limit the amount of building area given a certain land size. This is codified to make sure that essentialpublic services will not be unduly stressed. This request will not only create an unacceptable tax onpublic roadways but, it will create a life safety issue.

• The Alley between 3’ and 4” Avenues Northeast known as Fareham Place N is currently thejjy means of exit for the residents and businesses occupying the Parkshore Condominium• Fareham Place N is currently with commercial delivery vehicles serving thebusinesses on Beach Drive
• The applicant’s site plan calls for using Fareham Place N as the main entrance and exit forvehicular traffic further stressing an already stressed public roadway
• The applicant’s site plan calls for a parking elevator system whereby cars could not fully pull infrom Fareham Place N while waiting for the parking elevator gate to open blocking FarehamPlace N and creating increased congestion and no means for emergency egress

Please reject the bonus.



Pac I ol

Barhaia Race — ReaSon.S ‘liv the lequest for iioval of the site pian br the Bliss project
Pfl1PS11l SIIOUI(l be (lCiiiC(I. Case No: 1.4—31 (fOO() 15

From: michael levy2 a aol .com
To: <Barbara. Race a slpete.org . michael Icvy2aiol COil]
1)a(e: 7/31/2014 11:51 AM
Subject: Reasons why the icquest mi approval ui the site plan lbr the Bliss project proposal should hedenied. Uase No: 14—3 100001 5

Dear Barbara,

As discussed, I would appreciate it if you would circulate the following to the members of theDevelopment Review Commission as well as all appropriate city planning staff.

The statute in the DC-3 zoned area of the Downtown Historic District calls for a maximum FARof 2.0. Residents of the area have a justifiable expectation that this limit will only be exceededif a proposed project merits FAR bonuses. We rely on the city planners and their oversightbodies, including the Development Review Commission and the City Council, to consider thebest interests of the residents of the area and all the residents of St. Petersburg in determiningwhich projects should receive bonuses. The bonuses in the DC-3 area were introduced toattract development to an area that was in economic and population decline and that objectivehas been admirably achieved. The Beach Dr. corridor which encompasses the proposedproject has by far the highest population density of any area in the city. At peak times thereis tremendous vehicular and pedestrian congestion, and infrastructure such as parking andsanitation is overtaxed. Those projects that are sensitive to the quality of life of the surroundingresidents and that are consistent with the overall development objectives of the city should bethe only ones that warrant serious consideration for bonuses. On many criteria the Blissproject fails to pass the test.

With respect to the subject property, there seems to be a presumption that the seller of theland, who appears to be asking a clearly above-reasonable market price, is entitled to drivea review process to the legal maximum FAR of 4.0 if the proposed buyer claims they can notmake the economics work at any lower ratio. THIS SHOULD BE OF NO CONCERN TO THECITY. Rowland Place, the project nearing completion immediately to the east, was brought inwithin the statute at a FAR of 2.0.

The outsized footprint of the residential tower has necessitated a parking structure that will relyon car elevators rather than conventional ramped parking, with an array of adverse andpotentially dangerous consequences, and is being discussed in the primary oppositionpresentation of Parkshore Plaza and others.

St. Petersburg has a downtown residential waterfront profile that is unique in the state.Since Bayfront Tower was built in 1979 on a very pronounced N-S axis, presenting amonolithic curtain wall to the city, all the residential towers have been square, round or on anE-W axis, preserving maximum air and light space through the skyline. One of the mostappealing charms of the city is that the waterfront is not blocked by walls of buildings. Allowingthe Bliss tower to be constructed, a very monolithic structure on a pronounced N-S axis, wouldforever block views of nearly 25% of the downtown waterfront marinas all the way to the Gulf.

Il le :1/ID :/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/5 3 DA2DC7STPETE° o2OMA ELM... 7:31 :2014
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The building presents its “lace” to the east, along an alley, which would be visible mainly from
Straub Park and the Bay. What surrounding residents, vehicular and pedestrian traffic onl:ourlh Ave. and streets to the west, will see are flat predominantly concrete facades. This is
surely not consonant with the precepts of sound and sensitive Lirban planning. As a point of
comparison, the initial Rowland Place design was viewed as too much like a Beachfront condo
and the developer was asked to make it more like some of the classic buildings in downtown
St. Pete, which it did.

The Tower as currently proposed is coterminous with the much shorter Rowland Place ‘tower”
and will block sunlight to its residents for much of the day. It will also block significant views
and light for the residents of Parkshore Plaza and loom over its pool deck.

The Beach Dr. corridor, which contains the subject property, has a population density
of approximately 50 persons per acre (ppa), compared with a city average of 1 Oppa. The city
recently had several urban design and planning firms present their overview of concerns and
prospective plans for the city; one of the recurring themes was the need to attract developmentaway from the Beach Dr. corridor, which was viewed as seriously overdeveloped and
underserviced in infrastructure. One could argue that all FAR bonuses in the area should be
eliminated. Looking at the most recent project in the corridor to near completion, Rowland
Place, with 17 units, assuming 2 occupants per unit and a site slightly over one acre, would be
below the 50ppa density of the area. The proposed Bliss project, with 29/30 units and underone acre, would be above the area average at roughly 65ppa.

The economic calculus is worth close inspection. There is a significant likelihood that theproject will depress surrounding relative market values over the long-term, which could more
than offset the potential tax revenues from the project itself! An approval risks being “penny
wise, pound-foolish”.

The units are significantly smaller than comparable condos along the Beach Dr. corridor. An
alternative single-unit per floor Tower, having the same north border but substantially smaller
footprint than the one proposed (approximately 53’ E-W x 60’ N-S vs. current 114’ N-S),
containing 20 roughly 3000sf truly luxurious 3 bedroom condos, with glass on all sides, with
more conventional ramped parking on lower floors and to the south of the Tower, would go a
long way toward lessening all of the foregoing negative impacts of the current site plan.

Certainly the plan in its current form should be rejected, as it will do irreparable harm to the
quality of life and charm of the City of St. Petersburg.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind regards,

Michael Levy

Ii lciI/D:!Users blraceAppDatalLocal/Ternp/XPgrpwise 53 DA2DC7STPETE%2OMAI LM... 7 312014



300 Reach Dr NI, II 1102
St Pcitersbiiig, Ft 33701

C iyni SI Peli’rdiiirp
S aft of the Planning & Iconomic Dept.
P ) tiov 2B42
SI F’eltI sl)tirg Ft 33731

P Case 1.1 31000015

o 1111(111 in the Pji ksliore Plaza conilorriiniuin is directly across the alley from the proposed btii!dii to
I or at od at 76

411
Ave flue No rI beast (11 ii Protect) All ho iig it liv oily scippo r live of dv a tirig avi irant downtown area, we have several concerns regririing the Bliss Project live of which are slated in

Iii 5 kilter.

Or of the major Concerns IS the traffc congestion which will result in the afivy between the Parkhore
P1 v.a arid the proposed Bliss Project The Parkshore Plaza condominium car exits feed into (hc a Icy
where heavy truck anti car traff “early pose a smnty problem for exiting vehicles. This situation wif
or ly b rnatie worse when the Fhiiand coririorninium (which located directly behind tire Bliss Projeci
an across the alley from tfi t’arksfiorc’ Ptala) is completed (it is unfortunate the Planning and [conornic
On velnpment Dept fated to adequately evaluate the silual on prior to approv;ng Roland If the
ad Jitiorwi traflic residing from 11w llliss Project is added, there wi be a sign licaiit safety hazard for
re idents of all three buildings )Parkshore Plazn, Roland. and Wiss)

in iddition to the traffic congest on, the Bliss Project will add to the noise prob em generally ex)stng in
th area beiweerl 3 and 4 Avenue Nof only w lIthe fltis bu ding reflect noise from the rooftop
for nge and air conditioning un ts associated w th The tI ichwood. but also add additional noise
en anating from tIre rooltop entertanment area Itis unclear how the Bliss Proeci air Condit oning w N
be handled, but tIns 100 coo ‘J potentially add one more 5oiJfllJ pollution source

An ithiir environmental concern, iii addition to the noise po lution. is sun tight blockage Although light
btc ckage is nevitable In urban liii:ls rise developments, the closeness of the Bliss Project to Roland and
thi Parkshore Plaza, as well as the buildng he ght, constitute an unwarranted ght blockage to both
pr existing buildngs

Re ated to thu sun fight blockage issue is the obstruction of water views from the Parkshore Ptaza north
far ng units Other clies with which we are familiar (such as Naples and Miami) place emphasis on 11w
im act a parl-cutar development wii have on obctructng the vews from ekistng residential buildings
wh ‘n evaluat ng proposed new development pro1ecls In the past, SI Petersburg has reqil red offsets so
as o rrrpn m zn the vsual impact of new deve opments on existing buttiiflgs (Parkshore Plaza and the
Clo sters be ng air example)



I iily, lie elsililegs deve;aped by File Bliss I’ujucl aj,j),ireislly for arkil ing ,ind pci liipc for Plinniiig
& F conomic Developoent DepI consumption are nileading 1 he Wis Project does rot 11111 Beach 1)
a hcwn In Flier litniltiri and is not a llowinj; eLen5Ion of the ctirrCIsl irIiit’Liril not lleel Dr is
a, irriporlanI SI Petersburg asset. LIe visual ilpICI at which should be vijoiinsly preservell

Yi ii has, a lilt cull job balancIng 11w economic inleresi of dcveiojiirs igi nsF 1110 negative nrpliCaIIons
(ci sn,moiisrlin1l(t,idenlS Perhaps Ifs apjiIiatori Can serve as an opportunIty For SI Pit!rsliirlf to
in oinrigFirll upgrade us developmenl slanslirds in the areas il FrjFjic saFely. noise joill on. sinligisI
II n age view preserva Fcc. and OF hr r areas altec F rig qua lily ci File in a or CII V

Sinc rely.

(via ry and Walter Joncs



300 Beach Drive NE
St. Petersburg, FL 3370 I

July 31, 2014

Planning and Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Re: Case p14-31000015 (Bliss Site Plan Application)

Dear Sir or Madam,

The purpose of this letter is to express opposition to the proposal to build the Bliss condominium
at 176 4th Avenue NE. The Bliss proposal will cause a very serious safety risk to people using
the alley between the Bliss condominium and Parkshore Plaza.

There are 115 units within Parkshore Plaza that egress onto this alley. There are numerous
moving vans and delivery trucks that dock in the alley servicing Parlcshore as well as the
restaurants and retail stores on Beach Drive. Additionally valet drivers use this alley to park
cars for a nearby restaurant. The traffic situation wilt be exacerbated by Rowland Place which
will be using this alley. Some Rowland Place residents will be backing onto the alley from
garages.

The Bliss proposal includes two car elevators directly off this alley. Residents will be using
these elevators to enter and exit their building, No doubt, people wilt be waiting in the alley for
access to elevators. This will cause more congestion in the alley. Most importantly, there are
many people walking down this alley to get to Beach Drive shops and restaurants. Birchwood
has become a very popular destination resulting in pedestrians using this alley at night.

Our elected olticials make many decisions that improve our city and protect our community.
Please be informed that the Bliss condominium will present a significant safety risk to our
community. It will cause more congestion which may deny access to important safety vehicles,
e.g., fire trucks, ambulances, etc. Additionally more traffic in this narrow alley will endanger
drivers, pedestrians and cyclists using the alley.

The Bliss condominium could ingress and egress off of 4th Avenue; however, it would not qualify
for an additional FAR and exemptions for concealing the garage from 4th Ave. Hence the
building could not be as tall as proposed. We trust our city officials will agree that our safety is
more important than a few more stories on a high rise. Please do not approve the Bliss plan as
submitted.

Sincerely,

Marianne and Bill Ferrari



Kenneth R. Safko, M. D.
$()() /i.’uIi lM’I’L’ \. 1: , iii! 3Oñ
.S•!. PLI isi’itr. I’/ruhj 3371)!

727.”94.344/
I//’irL’/’h’L’11 LI IiItft’. L(flJI

July 30. 2014

Planning &. I .conoinic I)evelopment Dc pall mciit
P.O. flUx 2842
St. Petersburg, I[ 3373 I

Re: File //14—3 1000015
Bliss Building Project

Dear Sir/Madam.

The Bliss building project as presently designed will create problems not only for
residents of’ Parkshore Plaza Condominium, but adjacent buildings and businesses.
Specifically the already congestion of and safltv issues due to the multiple uses of’ the
adjacent alleys will be compounded by the planned use ol’ the alleys for ingress and exits
ol’lral’fic generated by residents, guests and service companies For (lie Bliss project.

Please note that the main alley, named Fareham Place is well used by we residents
of’ Parkshore Plaza, the owners and employees of Parkshore businesses and service
vehicles to all, including The Moon Under Water restaurant and the Birchwood l-lotel and
its restaurants. And a small “driveway” used by service vehicles for the Beach Drive
businesses is planned as the ground floor garage entrance for the Bliss. Many times
congestion requires a turnaround at our exits or even exiting via the entrance on third
avenue NE. And this is before the Rowland Place condominium is completed and adding
to the already overcrowding of that alley. I know that emergency vehicles would face
delays trying to navigate that area when needed.

Please deny the application of the Bliss Project as presently planned. A major
rework of the design is needed to address the issues alluded to above.

Sincerely,

Kenneth R. Safko, M.D.



300 Beach Drive
Unit 1802
St Petci 51)111g. Florida 33701

July 30. 2014

Development Review Commission
Planning & Economic Development Department
1>0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, N 33731

Reference file 11-3 1000015

Dear Members of the Development Review Commission

As the owners and residents of unit 1802 at the Parkshore Plaza, 300 Beach Drive,
we arc writing to express our opposition to the proposed new building project Bliss,
across the alleyway from our building

We are very concerned that the Bliss project will be detrimental to our property value
by blocking the North front view from our unit.

We purchased our unit in February 2014, after Rowland Place bad announced and
begun construction on their building We bought our unit with the belief that the
open Buckley Moss property was too small a footprint to build a high rise. Since time
property is of similam- size to that of Rowland Place, our expectation was that if any
building would be built there, it would be of similar height to that of Rowland Place

We are shocked that the Bliss Project is for a building that isl9 stories high, 3 times
higher than Rowland Place, resulting in a major blockage of our view from our I 8
flour Parkshore apartment. We would never have paid the price we did if we had had
the slightest suspicion that this beautiful view could be blocked and we could, as a
result, suffer a serious loss in the apartment’s value

We therefore ask you to do everything in your power to stop the Bliss Project from
going forward

Sincerely,

Diane Sehigsohn & Denis Thuin

L



From: Ahhy Elliott aeIliolta,ociquttcoast corn>
To: “barbara race@stpete org” <barbara race@stpele.org>
Date: 8/1/2014 631 AM
Subject: FtN Bliss

Abby Elliott, CMCA
Licensed Community Association Manager

Parkshore Plaza Condominium Association
300 Beach Dr. NE, St Petersburg, FL 33701
Oltice 727823 4252 Ex. 5

Associa®- Delivering unsurpassed management and lifestyle services to communities worldwide.Learn more at wwwassociagulfcoast corn / Follow us at www.facebook.com/Associa Gulf Coast

Notice: This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidentialand privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited, If youare not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of theoriginal message Please virus check all attachments to prevent widespread contamination of fes andoperating systems. The unauthorized access, use, disclosure or distribution of this email may constitutea violation of the Federal Electronic Communications Privacy Act of 1986 and similar state laws. Thiscommunication does not reflect an intention by the sender or the sender’s client or principal to conduct atransaction or make any agreement by electronic means. Nothing contained in this message or in anyattachment shall satisfy the requirements [or a writing, and nothing contained herein shall constitute acontract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act,any version of the Uniform Electronic Transaction Act or any other statute governing electronictransactions.

Original Message
From Joe [mailto:rosenthal.joegmail.com]
Sent Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2.47 PM
To Abby Elliott
Subject Bliss

Abby, please pass my memo on to the appropriate city officials that are reviewing this situation:

As an owner at Parkshore and a Real Estate Broker I have a serious doubt the alley behind Parkshore
that services our loading dock can handle additional traffic without posing a serious threat with regard to
egress from the building

Both the west and east parking garages exit onto this alley; they compete with food delivery trucks,
garbage trucks, moving vehicles, resturant valet and a host of other traffic using the alley. Roland place
will put additional traffic on the alley further congesting an already congested area.

I understand Biss will deploy elevators for their residents parking access, where will automobiles cue
when waiting for an elevator? How will one car exit when one is waling for an elevator ? Will the alley
become one way? If so which way ? Has the city done any kind of traffic study to determine if the alley
can accommodate any additional traffic? Since there is no way to widen the alley this is a legitimate
concern arid needs to be addressed by the City before going forward blindly resulting in an unfortunate
traffic disaster without a solution



Joe
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From: A bby H liolt <ad IiotttuassociaguI Icoast .coin
to: ‘haehaia.racc(astptc.org’’ <haibam.iaccüstpite.org.
flate: 8/1/2014 0:31 AM
Subject: lW: IHiss Propect Update July 20 2014

\l)by Elliott, CMcA
I tiisud (nrnft1LILeity Asc.Iatft.ln lVlaritgee

l3aLsiIIt PLiza CuTldiLiIlilfIurIL A’,’,(4rI,jlioff
0() t.’rL h D N[, t f’etcr .bur1. FL. 33701
UI ( /27 2 252 ix. 13

\ssoci I)c’hq’r,nr1 tircirç’aod ,77aL)cJc’,3l’Llt (1114 !ifrclylt’ 5rrvue.c 11) C (r ‘Ifll’LI!i).c W101d1W40.
earn more at www.assodagulfcoast.com / Follow us at www.facebook.com/Associa Gulf Coast

N ‘tI(c Ii . 4) i i.’ fo Ill) I. . if rl urIc l1 r 3(40 ii 4)014414 r’it lu nfi,i wid ii vIIc;r:e( u;It,1ruru.4II0 Au)’,-b :f” :uruui 4,) fu’;od,i,l--.ru u. ruh f0t4-I H V’H .4, II? it. ii ,.,)3ft:f 4 IL?C’rul flit 4,1- NIl,. 10’” hO
Iu 11(1 (Jr.- to’,’Alf . ).1 ç,.,;u H,’,i .‘- ur4’, u fur.!, ,,jr •iIlit lIruu.’I)J’. , (0’’ruu wu •lr”iu) I ,t.,flI’O,,IV,i iiill .41444 041 ‘.y’.!’’irr’, III 4’ ltiI),u,i,’(I ,4tC 1’)I’,, ‘.u’ uf’, I) .4Ni( ji’,fiuLuij’’ui ui Iii. ,.1.),l rIl.iy I))) 1)1)04’ .3 ‘io),4I’uir) 4’ ff4

i d-rjI I to, ( ‘u,I)ruuuu ,ii;n I’.’,i. y rV I ojul r,t.r,o run ow, 4n uuoIur,ou -4IlOr’ ufr,” ‘01 I4fI’ 0 rIh’url-,,rl ii.,io. ii ii. II ‘I , l4’I, (11 fJl)Iu. Flu Li ,ii,ihi, I .111 fl%.1 huh Or 1.0!-’’ ..‘. I’40,:It”’’O fuy I:’.” 11(4104 fIll .11’’ lOOt,, ug I ‘‘flOI,.iul) II
0’’ r. .uu II Ii .o o .1 .4! ,i! to’ q,jo io. If) for .u wiur Ii’ .4144 i,iihint, u,1,iuroirJ In r,-ii h I I ut 3’, 0 .44 ‘III) .u’ (‘I
0 . . m..- . II (1,1 i F ,‘( 4 4344 ,i3 11,1144 .‘

. i. I()[),ii :j 4 ,3l 41.,)) I 400? 0 Ar 30V OL.ui)rt i.1 ItO.’ I In t l’lfl I 0 II;.) II). (, 4, :i .‘O I .11’. I ‘.1,0440 ‘4’)flh’1’ 4 134 104’’ •

From: Ashok Kairo Lbpkkgma.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 6:03 PM
To: Abby Elliott
Subject: Re: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014

Abby.

Could you please lbrward the following note to the St. Petersburg Development Review Commission
since I will not be able to attend their meeting on August 4th. Thanks

4shoI Xa&o
lSIIOIhfIII’O((N.fl1IilhI. L’(lhJ
727-329-8281

To: The St. Petersburg Development Review Commission

Ii le:///D:/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise 53 DB3449STPETE°020MA1 LM S... 8/1/2014



Page 2 of 2

My itme is Ashok 1’.:alm and I am a resident of Unn 1 801 in the Parkshore Plaza at 300 Beach I )rivcNI St. Petersburg, i1 3.3701 I am writing this note to express my c1eej concern about the plaiuied newl)ui Iding PItUCI:L in St. Petersburg under 11w name HI .1 SS (lie 1114—3 100001 5) that you are scheduled todiscuss at your meeting on August 4, 2014. Unfortunately. I will not he able to attend this meetingbecause of other commitments. I am therefore sending von this note to e>p’ss my strong Opposition tothe HI 155 project.

the BLISS building. wiuch is intended A) go up on 4th Avenue North arid Reach Drive NE. will destroythe great ambience associated with this part of the downtown area, create significantly more congestionand destroy the privacy of the current residents ol Parkshore Plaza. It will also signi flcantly add to trafficand congestion in the alley between 3rd Avenue North and 4th Avenue North. ‘IThis is a narrow alley thatshould really be a one—way street because of its traffic, particularly in the evenings during the winter
months. It is also used bar deliveries and building services to the Parksliore Plaza building and the newbuilding that is currently under construction between 4th Avenue North and this alley. The alley is alsocurrently used for the entrance to the parking lot of a residential building whose front faces 4th AvenueNorth. There is also an office building on the corner of this alley and I st Street North that uses the alleyall the time.

The Bliss project has no plans bar cars to drive up to their parking places Instead, they intend to useelevators to Lake residents’ automobiles up to their parking levels and the entrance to these elevators isintended to be Iloin this narrow alley. The use of elevators will invariably create backups when multipleautomobiles need to he transported at approximately the same time. This situation will considerably addto the congestion in the alley and traffic could well back up into both. Beach Drive and 1st Street North.Also, during public events in the parks in the area, the intended new building would make the situationthat much more cli I’Iicult.

I strongly urge you to reject the application from the Bliss project bar the new building at this location.Thank you For your consideration of this note.

.4shok XaCro
727-329828I

tile :///D:/Users/blrace/AppDataJLoca1/Ternp’XPgrp ise/53 DB344QSTPETE°o2OMAI LMS... 8/1/2014



From: Abby Elliott <ael$iott@associagulfcoasLcom>
To: “harbararace@stpete org <barbara race@stpete.org>
Date: 13/1/2014 633 AM
Subject: FW. Bliss Project Update July 29 2014
Attachments: 201 40728_O93l46jesized jpg, 20140728_O92743jesized.jpg;
20140728 092836 resizedjpg, 201 40728092601_resized.jpg; 20140723_085541_resized.jpg;20140723_084753_resized jpg

Abby Elliott, CMCA
Licensed Community Association Manager

Parkshore Plaza Condominium Association
300 Beach Dr. NE, St Petersburg, FL 33701
Office. 727.823.4252 Ex. 5

Associa® - Delivering unsurpassed management and lifestyle services to communities worldwide.Learn more at www.associagulfcoast.com<http://www.associagulfcoast.com/> I Follow us atwww. facebook.conilAssocia<http://www .facebook.com/Associa> Gulf Coast

Notice: This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidentialand privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If youare not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of theoriginal message. Please virus check all attachments to prevent widespread contamination of files andoperating systems. The unauthorized access, use, disclosure or distribution of this email may constitutea violation of the Federal Electronic Communications Privacy Act of 1986 and similar state laws. Thiscommunication does not reflect an intention by the sender or the senders client or principal to conduct atransaction or make any agreement by electronic means. Nothing contained in this message or in anyattachment shall satisfy the requirements for a writing, and nothing contained herein shall constitute acontract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act,any version of the Uniform Electronic Transaction Act or any other statute governing electronic
transactions

From: concierge parkshoreplaza fmailto:concierge parkshoreplazagmail.com]
Sent Thursday, July 31, 2014 7.20 AM
To Abby Elliott
Subject: Fwd: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014

Foarded message --

From: debch2 <debch2@aol com<maitto: debch2@aol.com>>
Date: Wed, Jul 30, 2014 at 3:04 PM
Subject RE: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014
To: concierge parkshoreplaza
<concierge.parkshoreplazagmail.com<mailto.concierge parkshorepiaza©gmail.com>>

To whom it may concern
re: Bliss project.

My name is Desiree Glowa, and I live at Parkshore Plaza #1803. Enclosed please find attached 6
different pictures. I only captures ONLY 2 days of the everyday congestion that occurs between our ally
and on 4th Avenue. Frequently the trucks that deliver the food for Park Shore grill, Birchwood, and
various moving trucks all have nowhere to park to make their deliveries safely When the garbage and



recycle mon come to pick up twice a week down the alley there’s no access at all. Also many times thedelivery trucks use the parking alley between P buckley Moss and Birchwood to deliver salely Once blissis constructed, there will be no areas that are sate to deliver.
Also please consider having the delivery trucks iii the alley the congestion of the Rowland placeresidence entering and exiting in the alley as well as parkshore resident entering and exiting in the alleythars normal traffic Now take into consider Parkshore grill has valet parking to just add to the wholemess

Another major concern that I dont believe has been addressed or evaluated is the wind vortex betweenthe buildings. There is an enormous suction vortex between the buildings on 3rd Avenue. That is a normalstreet which has some allowance for the wind Vortex, but itis very strong sometimes just to walk down thesidewalk. I don’t believe there has been any evaluation down our small little alley. Frequently there aresmall win spirals on are loading dock with just the Rowland building on our loading dock, what’s going tohappen with all of the construction between Parkshore, Rowland, and Bliss? Thank you for hearing myconcerns. If you have any questions please feel tree to call me at 727-43O-7466<tel727-43O-7466>.

Sent from my T-Mohile 4G LTE Device
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J. Guillermo Castro
Parkshore Plaza Condominium

300 Beach Drive NE
Apartment 1201

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

July 29, 2014

Planning and Economic Development Department
P.O. Box 2842
St Petersburg, Florida 3373 1

Re File #14-31000015 aka The Bliss Project

Gentlemen/Ladies:

I write in total opposition to the project in question. My main reason is that the alleybehind the condo where I live is an accident waiting to happen. And this is before the 6story’ condo being built between 4th Avenue and the alley is occupied which will add lotsof vehicles. And never mind this new project with even more vehicles added to the mix.You also need to be aware that the alley is used by all sorts of vehicles as a shortcutbetween I street and Beach Drive. That is on top of those who have a “legitimate”reason-homeowners, workers from the business in the immediae area, valet drivers forthe restaurants, food deliveries for the various eateries nearby, etc, etc.

I have seen drivers doing 30 miles per hour and more. At the last Board meeting Iattended I think in March (1 have been away since April 3 and am writing this fromAtlanta, GA), there was a discussion of installing a warning system on the outside of ourgarage exit so that vehicles transiting and pedestrians walking on the alley are warnedabout a vehicle about to enter the alley. That is how bad it is now.

From what I see and am being told, both of these new buildings will have both their inand out access into the alley. I just cannot believe that small roadway is going to be ableto handle the traffic imposed on it if this project goes forward as designed.

Please do your duty and do not approve this project.

Cordially,



PETERSBURG

Danielle & Michel Amblard AVG 01 2014Parkshore Pkiza
300 B eac Ii [)ri ye NE 11902 PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOpMENT
St Petersburg, FL 3370)

c:)r)lPlanning and Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 3373 1

RE: BLISS site plan application Public Hearing August 6, 2014

We would like to voice our concerns about the Bliss project and our
opposition to the granting of the FAR variance to the project as submitted
and for the following reasons:

ALLEY safety
The alley that is on the south side of the project (north of Parkshore Plaza) is
already suffering from a significant volume of traffic. The proposed
“elevator” parking system could bring even more gridlock to this alley.
It is already used by all delivery trucks to a number of retail stores. This is in
addition to the cars egressing from Parkshore Plaza and pretty soon from
Rowland Place. It also handles the traffic from the Bed and Breakfast, as
well as some traffic by the Valet parking that serves the Parkshore Grill.

The alley is also used by other delivery and service vehicles servicing Moon
Under Water and The Birchwood.

Coming out of the Parkshore parking garage is difficult with vehicles parked
in the alley and we risk a crash every time.

We believe the additional volume of cars that would both ingress and egress
from Bliss will cause an excessive traffic pattern for such a small alley.

PROJECT LAYOUT
The project as presented is a large North South building that is at odds with
all other condo projects already approved. It will block light and views for
any other building that could be considered further west.



PROJECT STYLE

The project style is more of a beach building rather than a downtown
residence. We believe that it does not lit within the desired aspect of the
area. This will be just behind The Birchwood project where the city insisted
on keeping with the historical aspect of the building. It is difficult to see how
the proposed exterior aspect will enhance the area.

EXCESSIVE DENSITY OF THE AREA

The project as submitted, and if the FAR is approved as requested, will add
significantly to the density of the Beach Drive area which is already the
highest in the city. This obviously adds to traffic to the entire area of three
blocks.
Beach Drive traffic is already difficult under normal circumstances and is at
a standstill when an event takes place. The addition of such a number of
units above what is already here will only add to the problem.

A project similar to Rowland Place with a limited impact and footprint
would be a better use of the land.
Perhaps the reason for the requested FAR is only due to the excessive land
price.

DEVIATION FROM THE URBAN LAND INSTITUTE RECENT
RECOMMENDATIONS

The city spent a significant amount of time, effort and treasury to analyze
the city’s future potential development options.
In their conclusions it was recommended to favor development to the south
and west of the Beach Drive area. This recommendation appeared to have
the backing of the city. Deviating from it will only add to the congestion of a
small area of the city at the expense of other areas that should receive the
favored support of the city Planning and Development Department.
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John I. Majors
30() Beach [hive N F

—

Apt 2603
St. Petersburg, FL

33701 AUG 01 ZOi’i
Phone: 727-895-8780

E—mail: Hj 1 FtANNING &ECONOMCT

July 31, 2014

Re: File #14—31000015

Planning & Economic Department
PO. Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 33731

Members of the Development Review Corn mission:

I am writing to object to rye proposed Bliss building. As a happy resident of
downtown St Petersburg, I support responsible development. I find the
current proposal lacking in two critical respects. Both relate to the number
of vehicles and the parking arrangement proposed.

The proposed ingress and egress to virtually all parking would be from the alley
running between Beach Drive and First Street (behind the proposed
building). This alley is already too busy and creates safety concerns as it is
used by many vehicles and pedestrians; the overcrowding on Beach Drive
exacerbates the problem as entering or exiting the alley from/to Beach Drive
is almost impossible during “high season” and during the many special
events and parades in the immediate area.

in addition, the use of automobile elevators for entry and exit by the proposed
building—with them approximately six feet from the alley—is ludicrous.
Despite the developer’s claims that cars arrive and depart “evenly spaced out
during the day”, thus creating no problem, this will not be reality. There will
undoubtedly be cars required to wait in the alley for their turn to use the
elevator. Also, there will be cars that turn into the area to access the elevator
only to discover a car exiting the elevator—thus requiring the entering car to
back out into the alley—very dangerous. And, imagine when one of the
elevators breaks down... If they were sitting on their building’s property,
that would be their problem. But to clog the alley creates a problem for all of
us.

Thank you in advance for protecting the safety and quality of living for all of us.



f G,llav.

30() Beach DR NE

Unit 2i0

St P4:tirsbul g FL

Planning & Economic Development Dept.

PDho 2842

St Petersburg FL 33701

Reference?431000015

have been a resident of Parkshore Pla7a, located at 300 Bench Drivr; NE in St Petersburg FL since it
first opened. During the past few years, traffic in the tlev hes Inc na.ed to a dangerous level
between Parkshore Plaza Valet drivers, !3irc.hvnn-1 in tnfic, cnr coming and going from the B&B
fronting on 5 Ave., (with their parking lot entrance and ‘it illo our olley), as well as cars whipping
up and down the alley between BeachDr end First Si, tr,in lo shorten their drive through round-
the-block traffic.

Due to all the above factors, I am toal’ .-: cr’ cc i the Bliss project allowing an
ingress of 55 vehicles through two duto elcva o o y u roln the edge of our 20 ft alley for it will
clearly create unbelievable congestion, as vJel as L ri a . rhjs seloty issue.

Sincerely,

Grace B. Gallaway, 300 Beach Dr Nit 213



July 30, 2014

300 Eleacli Drive NFz, Unit 401
St Petersburg, Flouic.Ja 33701

Barbara Race
Planning and Economic Development Department
City of St. Petersburg, Florida
P.O. Box 2842. St. Pelrrsburg, Florida 33731

Dear City Officials,

We are writing in regard to the application of the Bliss Condominium Tower
developers to secure variances needed for construction. This is File #14-
3100001 5, for which we received a letter from you because we reside within 200
feet of the proposed construction site.

We have three concerns about the request,

1. As resident homeowners of an apartment on the north side of Parkshore
Plaza, we look directly onto the proposed construction site. Our view to the
northeast will be completely blocked by the structure. I guess this is an inevitable
consequence of urban life in a growing city, but it’s something that will affect our
property’s value.

2. Of greater concern is our apprehension about machinery sounds from the
building. We had (he unfortunate experience with the Birchwood of being blind-
sided by the continuous machinery sounds of their HVAC system, 24/7, when
they began operations. It seems our City’s sound restriction rules have no teeth
in them for limiting the continuous emission of machinery noise from buildings.
We do not want to encounter another layer of continuous high-intensify sound
from Bliss. The architect says the proposed location of the HVAC condensers
will limit the disturbance risk, but the plans on Ole do not show where any of this
equipment will be placed.

3. Of greatest concern is the proposed provision of Bliss resident parking. We
believe the proposed scheme poses serious operational and safety issues, and
for those reasons should not he approved.

The Bliss plans call for a pair of car elevators to lift vehicles to the parking levels
which will contain places for 63 vehicles. Entry to these elevators is to be from
Fareham Place (the brick-paved street to the north of Parkshore Plaza and south
of the proposed Construction site). This mode of entry will occasionally require
cars to queue on Fareham Place--or even Beach Drive--to use the elevators, one
car at a time.



Farelmm Place is already heavily used by delivery trucks, ulility vehicles, and
cars exiling existing garages, valet operations, and parking lots The narrow
roadway lacks sidewalks (or pedestrians and is barely wide enough for two
vehicles to pass one anothor—eipecially at the east end near Beach Drive
where the Bliss entry will he and where traffic is heaviest.

There are times right now when the area near Beach Drive is heavily congested.
and the fact that drivers on Beach don’t see Fareham Place as another street,
and that drivers exiling Fareham Place have to push out to make a turn, adds to
the dangec Pedestrians seem to ignore Fareham Place allogether--they don’t
see it as a street. Adding the car elevator entry for Bliss will increase this
density, adding more traffic turning into Fareham Place from Beach Drive where
pedestrian traffic is heaviest, and more traffic turning out of Fareham Place,

In reviewing the file available for public inspection, I found reference to alley-use
data (not specific to Fareham Place) from 2008 suggesting that traffic density on
Fareham Place may not be an issue. Shouldn’t this topic be revisited in light of
current conditions? The volume of downtown activity is many times what it was
six years ago, and is about to see a further increase when Rowland Place opens.

In a nutshell, adding Bliss Condominium’s resident and guest traffic witi turn a
tess-used roadway into a thoroughfare ill-prepared for the volume of traffic it will
bear, and with little provision for safe pedestrian transit. By tradition we may
think of Fareham Place as an alley; the reality of its use warrants ranking it as a
steet.

We hope you will take these points into consideration in your deliberations,

Respectfully,

Kent and Toni Lydecker



Page I ol I

1II)aIa Rave — l’iIe # 14—31000015

Feoin : Bob C’Iiiiruti <bchuiutjid)beachdriveretail.com>
Fo: irbara. Race a sI)etc.org” <Barbara.RaceästpeLe.org>
fl:i(e: 8/1/2014 2:05 PM
Xuhjcet: FIe 1 14—31 000() 15

Dear Commission Members and St Petersburg Staff

My wife and I would like to express our strong objection to the above referenced request. The plan as it is now
filed creates great additional burden on the busiest commercial alley in St Petersburg and will undoubtedly
create additional trallic and STACKING as the owners gain ingress from the east west alley via an unproven
elevator system We believe we are uniquely qualied to understand the over all operation of this commercial
alley as we (the Hamilton Family ) have owned Beach Drive Property since 1958 and now own all the retail
space in both the Parkshore Plaza and 400 Beach Drive and have been owner operator since the development
started in 2003. We further believe that good planning would never have ingress from a commercial alley and this
design is only to gain FAR not further the safety or interest of the city or its residents We also suggest that the
timing of this hearing is thinly veiled attempt to have the hearing at a time when, according to or property manager
of Parkshore Plaza, 50% of the residents are away for the summer. I would suggest that a continuance be
granted and that all sides can come to an agreement that would be safe and fair.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Susan Hamilton Churuti Robert E Churuti
President Beach Drive Retail
Director Hamilton Partnership

iiIe:i/!D:/Users/blracc/AppData/Local!Temp!XPgrpwise 53DI39EA3STPETE°02OMAILMS... 8 I :2014



From: John Flaniilton Jr <jhamtonbeachdriveretail .com>
To: Barbara Racestpete.org:.
Date: 8/1/20142:11 PM
Subject: File #14-31000015

Dear Review Board Members and City Staff,

I am writing on behalf of the Hamilton Partnership, LTD. the owner of the retail condominiums at both
Parkshore Plaza and 400 Beach Drive. We are opposing approval of Case number 14-31000015, which
is scheduled to be heard by the Development Review Board at 2pm August 6th 2014.

Our primary objection is the impact that the traffic generated from the proposed project will have on
vehicular traffic on the ally adjacent to Parkshore Plaza. As I am sure you are aware, this is arguably one
of the busiest commercial alleys in the downtown area. Our retailers depend on that ally to service their
businesses, not only for deliveries, but also for servicing utilities. We take multiple deliveries each day,
and have garbage trucks in the alley six days a week, sometimes multiple times a day. A twenty foot alley
may have been adequate at that site in 1920, or even in 1990, but given the traffic it currently generates,
it is extremely congested now, With the addition of the traffic generated from Rowland Place, the traffic
generated by this project will turn congestion into gridlock. The life safety implications, whether it be
police, fire or other emergency services, are serious.

Secondarily, our objection is the overall density of the project as it relates to the village scale of new
development downtown. Though we very much believe in providing developers adequate density to
motivate them to build, we also believe that the underlying urban planning behind its engineering must be
intelligent. Historically, zoning code has strongly suggested that new construction have its major axis be
east-west in orientation in order to preserve the waterfront view corridors from the west. The code may
not do that now, but we may regret that if we shut off the water views to any new development to the
west. This project, as proposed, will wall off Beach Drive from the rest of the City, which is precisely what
decades of effort have opposed. We want to integrate with the rest of the downtown core rather than be
shut off from it

Given that a public hearing is required to increase the F.A.R. from 2.0 to 4.0, I assume you will react to
the public response to this project and either reject this application, or send it back to engineer better
ingress/egress and a downward density revision. The City of St. Petersburg and Beach Drive are enjoying
great success, at least partially because of foresight of our City Fathers, we believe it unwise to ignore
those efforts.

John M. Hamilton Jr.
Managing Director
The Hamilton Partnership, LTD
Director
Beach Drive Retail, Inc.
jhamilton@beachdriveretail.com
727-560-0130



ROWLAN I)PIACE
116 I uuiili A tOOL. NI

“0. I’eier bui. II 3371)1

August I. 2111.1
Vt A E-NIA IL ON LV: Birharn.Iccstpetc.org

l)cvclopnreiit I view (inmission
(‘ilv of Si. Pcierslnug

Rc: Bliss Project
(use No.: I 43 I ((1)001115

l)car (‘orum issioners.

I riti. 11) 3 OU on heh.il I ol the Ro n land Plave troni coTs ners in opposition to the proposed build inti
pro ject known as Bliss. Our home. I(ovland Place is rn mediately adjacent to the western property line 01
Bliss.

We horneosners anal 7cd three iiciors: I ) 1)errsiiv. 2) Intensity impact and 3) Reasonableness 01
Property Use, and have decided to oppose this project and request that you do ihe same.

I ) DcnsUy: In contrast ‘. ith Rowland Place, which is a sis story condominium complex (expected to he
completed on or about January 21) I 5 1. and will contain only I 7 homes, the Bliss proj cci is anticipated
to Contain 29 homes Row land Place’s lot footprint is I 20 ‘ x 200’. The hiss vihI he on a lot Sic 01

(10’ x 21)0’. Bliss on a smaller lot sill he double the square lootauc and three time S our height, thus
creating an unreasonable density and intensity impact in a downtown designed per St. Petersburg’s
(‘by (‘ode Section 1620.120.34 to L’lrcour(a’e air :nh:maIc’ r’illagL’ scale along Beach Drive” Selling
a precedent of high tor%era on small lot s does not seem consistent v ilh the Intent oit1w l)osvntosn
C’cntcr’s purpose.

2) intensity Impuct : In the developmental Rowland Place. no neighbor ever raised any issues
regarding trafflc how, or uon1estiofl. In fret. City 0 Ilicials praised Rowland Place lhr its scale and
design. Our main trat’tic how is from Fourth Avenue arid does not burden the Alley’s in the immediate
vicintv. in contrast, the scale and building design olHliss as it is proposed sill rely heavily on t’so

alley’ says thai are congested i iii pedestrians, delivery trucks. trash dumpsters. Parkshore vehicles
and other vehicles of visitors and workers.

Our concern about intensity lhcuses solely and exclusively on the amount of tral tic in the Fast)West
Alley (“Alley”) near our adjoinirt parce Is ol’ land, and the potentia I saftty and liahilit> issues
especially in an emergency requiring police, tire trucks or ambulances to have access. The potential
congestion that this building will hrin with 54 car elevator parking spaces enering and leaving Bliss
through the Alley. will burden an already’ burdened traffic pattern in the Alley’.



When you add tile intensiTy impact thai ciirjenti C\isls iii the Alley and the lad that Roiland Place
\\I!l add li new unities. 5i\ ol iihich iiiI hate scp.Iratc garapes. entering and esiling the Alley.
pprosiiilel> IS yards ivest troni he Bliss car des 101, tile iltcnsitv impact that Itlis; ssll bring is
no) reasonable flr its properly size and location. Please see ilIshed dtigtan ol Ross land Place
parking garages.

3) Rcasonahlenss of Property ise: While ste understand that the developer and properly otner olihe
l)ltss Project hate a right to build. ste heljeve ihal an proposed construction should be esam ned
closely or densit inLensit impact and rc isonahie use uI the propeily and the neighborhood it
shares. I he budder 0) I l iss tales openk that he must build our times FAR in order to justi ly the
purcha e price 0) the land. and that should he be required to reduce the size and scale n) the prnieeI.
he could not allord to nios e hirward due to the purchase price. While ste empathize with his position
the purchase price should not he the dri ding lorce behind this project.

Unlike Rowland Place’s builder. JMC, it is as ii Bliss’ builder. Mr. ‘l’auh is try log to lbrce a square
peg in a round hole because of the land cost. that is not .t jtistiliable reason to add this level of density’ and
intcnsih to our neighborhood.

On behalf of the Rowland Place horneoss ners. I thank you hr your service to our City. and ask that
snu oppose Bliss’ request lnr an increased lAR density based on the inlensi(y impact and unreasonablene’.s
(Ii POP3 use.

Very truly yours.

Agoslinho .1. R ihei ro. F.sq.

Inc.
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Gene and Henry Towery
300 Beach Drive NE

St. Petersburg, Hoiida 33701

August 5,2014

Planning and Economic Development Department
P. 0. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
Re: File #14-31000015

Dear Sirs or Madames:

Our names are Henry and Gene Towery. Our address is 300 Beach Drive
NE, #1601. The purpose of this letter is to urge you NOT to change the
density from 2FAR to 4FAR on the parcel of land where The Bliss project is
planned.

The reasons we object to this are as follows:

1. Allowing the ingress and egress of these additional cars from The Bliss
onto the alley will dramatically intensity traffic problems that are already
intolerable. I have identified 21 different kinds of trucks that use the
alley on a regular basis for deliveries to businesses. This, plus 250 cars
from Parkshore, valet parking from the restaurant, additional cars from
Rowland Place and the regular traffic has reached the limit. SAFETY is
now an issue.

2. When we purchased the property in 2004 we knew the lot was zoned
2FAR and were not concerned with view blockage but now with 4FAR
and the North-South orientation of The Bliss our view will be destroyed.
We believe this will adversely effect our property value plus reduce our
quality of life.

3. The use of car elevators is a questionable situation, If these
malfunction the result would not be pleasant and once the building is
built there would be no changing it.



What we have here are two parties, one who is attempting to get more than
a fair market value for the property and the other who is trying to build more
than the property can accommodate. Neither of these parties live in Si.
Petersburg and are not concerned with future problems.

If this building is allowed to be built as currently designed and it does create
the aforementioned problems we believe there will be no solution to the
problems(s).

We URGE you to apply common sense to this issue and deny the variance
request.

Sincerely yours,

Gene and Henry Toweri



Gene and Heniy To:ery
ST PETERsBURcI

St. Petersburg, Florkia 301
AUG 14 2014

August 11, 2014
PMNiNG&EcoNaM(c DEVELOPMENT

Planning and Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
/?Qf F/I /13/oO(/5
Dear Sirs and Mesdames:

Enclosed please find a copy of the Rowland Place design. This
pictures does not clearly show the ingress/egress for the cars usingthe garages that boarder the alley between Rowland Place andParkshore Plaza. These 10 cars (5 garages) will be confined to alleyuse only....they will back up into the alley and use the alley to accesstheir garage. In addition to the already overburdened alley for some20 different delivery, garbage, and moving trucks’ use, the valet
parking for Parkshore Grill and egress for the hundreds of cars fromParkshore Plaza it is ludicrous to think of another 60 cars from TheBliss using our tiny alley.

Please consider the safety of all the residents of Rowland Place andParkshore Plaza when you make your decision concerning the
overuse of the property and alley.

Sincerely,

GèrT Towery

I
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ST. PETERSBUR&

I AUG05 201 1July 30, 2014

PIJNNING ECONOMIC OEVEtOPEN1

To the City of St. Petersburg Development Review Commission:

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the Bliss project as
proposed. We are most concerned regarding the following issues:

The over-development of the subject property will create additional
congestion and safety hazards in an alley that is already overloaded.
The situation In the alley is already bad enough as it is and the near
completion of the building to our immediate north will further acerbate the
problems. The number of garbage trucks, delivery trucks, valet parkers,
maintenance and service personnel, and current residents already overload
the alley. For example, just last week, access was severely curtailed due to a
moving van that blocked garage and alley access for the better part of the
day. We were required to reschedule a planned delivery causing missed time
from work and great inconvenience.

Increased vehicle traffic is dangerous to the pedestrians who are
shopping, dining and walking on the sidewalks at each end of the block.
This will be especially true at the East end where people are congregating
and dining outside at the adjacent restaurants. There is not a signal to cross
at the alley and bringing the level of traffic that would normally be on a street
presents a huge hazard.

The proposed building is obviously too big for the size of the property.
We are not urban planners, but even a novice can tell that the proposed
building is much too large for the lot. The increased density in that block will
cause current property values and rental income to drop due to the
decreased desirability of the location. While we respect an owners right to
develop his property, common sense dictates that not all proposals for use
are good ones or in the best interest of the neighborhood.

We call on the Development Review Commission to vote “NO” to the Bliss
project as currently proposed. Please resist the urge to go with the big money
developer who only wants to maximize his profit and will leave others to deal with
the mess after he has moved on.

We trust that as good stewards of our lovely city, you will make the right decision.
With best regards,

Mr. Patrick C. Murtha M s. Lynn Murtha
President, Bloomin’ Brands Int’l. Parkshore residents, Unit 1202
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City of SI Petersburg
Planning and Economic Development Department
Development Review Services Division
P0 Box 2842
St Petersburg, Florida 33731

Susan M. Taylor
105 Fourth Avenue NE
Unit 402
St Petersburg, Florida 33701

Re: Case # 14-31000015

Dear Ms. Race and Development Review Commission;

I am objecting to the variance requested for the 18 story, 29 unit multi-family development.
My objections are as follow:

• The building will be too tall and against the Albert Whitted Airport Regulations;
• Please consider the recent plane crash that occurred in Vinoy Park, height restrictions

exist for reasons;
• The lot is very narrow and the building is going to be too narrow and not aesthetically

pleasing;
• The neighborhood “feel” is being eliminated. Currently, we have a nice mix of condos,

houses, and other lower structures. Please don’t make us a “high-rise city” like Miami.
We will lose our charm;

• Consider the sunshine and breezes that will be blocked.

If you do approve this, please ensure that the building is extra hurricane proofed.

Thank you for your consideration.

4’k’
Susan M. Taylor



[TY OF ST. PETERSBURGCITY OF ST PETERSBURG I
SEP23 2014

PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT. I
[1ANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

CASE NUMBER 14-31000015 BLISS PROJECT

DEAR COMMISSION:

MY WIFE AND I ARE 8 YEAR RESIDENTS OF PARKSHORE PLAZA. I LIVE ON
THE SECOND FLOOR AND HAVE A UNIQUE PERSPECTIVE ON THE HAPPENINGS
AND CONGESTION IN THE ALLEY. NOT ONLY ARE THE RESIDENTS AFFECTED BY
THE CONGESTION, THE DELIVERY DRIVERS ARE CONSTANTLY AT ODDS WITH
RESIDENTS AND OTHER DEUVERY DRIVERS. THEY ARE TRYING TO MANUEVER
FULL SIZED TRUCKS IN A TIGHT AREA AND THE PRESSURE SOMETIMES GETS TO
THEM AND THERE ARE CONFRONTATIONS. I HAVE HAD CONFRONTATIONS
WITH DRIVERS MYSELF WHEN EXITiNG THE BUILDING. THIS PROBLEM WILL BE
ELEVATED WITH THE COMPLETION OF THE ROWLAND PLACE BECAUSE WE HAVE
YET TO FEEL THE EFFECTS OF THIS NEW DEVELOPMENT IN REGARDS TO MORE
DENSITY AND TRAFFIC. THE THOUGHTS OF EVEN MORE CONGESTION AFTER
THAT ARE INCONCEiVABLE.

THERE ARE ALSO VALET’S PARKING CARS AND COMING AND GOING AT A
FAST RATE OF SPEED.

WITH THE CURRENT PLANS FOR THE “BLISS,” THERE WILL NOW BE CARS
WAITING IN THE ALLEY FOR THE CAR ELEVATOR. THIS WILL BE AN IMPOSSIBLE
SITUATION FOR OUR LIflLE ALLEY TO HANDLE.

MV WIFE AND I WOULD LIKE TO APPEAL TO THIS BOARD NOT TO PLACE
ANYMORE BURDEN ON THE ALLEY AND THE RESIDENTS OF PARKSHORE PLAZA.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONOSIDERATION

TONY AND CAROLYN BOND



Appeal of The I)evelopment Review Corn mission’s
Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Condo mini u ni
Case No.: 14-31000015
Address: 1764th Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable rFrLIst

EXHIBIT B
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Appeal of The Development Review Corn mission’s

Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Co ii do nil ni urn
Case No.: 14-3 1000015
Address: 176— 4’ Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

EXHIBIT C



— city of St Petraburg

Pail omc. Box 2fl42
Si. Pa,bLw, fiad 33731-2S42

aII—IIII—u
Chann 35 WSPF-TV
Tilaphon. ?27 93-7171

WWW.SIP1tLDFU

Dear Mr. Reese,

In response to your request, the City does not require detailed architectural plans to be submitted withthe application for site plan approval. The applicant is required to submit a site plan, buildingelevations, data sheets and concurrency form. In addition, the applicant will typically provide anarrative describing the project. If the application is approved by the Development Review Commission(DRC) and the applicant proceeds to construction, the applicant will be required to submit detailedarchitectural plans to the city for review by staff. At that time, staff will review the plans provided indetail to verify that the applicant is not exceeding the F.A.R. that was approved at the DRC meeting.

Attached are the data sheets and narrative provided by the applicant that identifies the proposed FloorArea Ratio (F.A.R.), including the FAR, that Is exempt. The F.A.R. proposed by the applicant, andexemptions, are In compliance with the Land Development Regulations (LORs).

City Code requires one parking space per dwelling unit and one parking space for every 500 square feetof retail space. Based on the Information provided by the applIcant, 33 parkIng spaces are required.The applicant is providing 65 parking spaces, 63 parking spaces are located within the four-story parkinggarage and two (2)parallel spaces are located along the east side of the property.

Sincerely,

Corey Malyszka
Urban Design and Development Coordinator

Exhibit “C”



11. Paving Coverage (including sIdewalks within boundary of the subject property: do not Include building footprint(s))

Existing: I’c4c’ Sq.fI. %ofsito

Proposed: Sq.ft. - %ofsite

___

it.jit.riiiurg
www.stpats,.uri

LI SPECIAL EXCEPTION

SITE PLAN REVIEW

DATA SHEET

ONLY COMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL BE ACCEPTED. FAILURE TO
COMPLETE ThIS FORM WILL RESULT IN DEFERRAL OF YOUR APPLICATION.

DATA TABLE

I Zoning classmca — - — —

2 ExIdifILand UseTys)41j..

E

5. VarIance(.]equeltád:
- -

6 Gross Floor Area (total square feet °t!(’))
— Existing ‘4% - Sq ft

Prqppsed: Sq.ft ..

— e I
7. Floor Area Ratio (total

Existing: LI
Proposed: 4.
Permitted: hjO— --..-—-- —-.

8. BuIlding Coveragefirstflocraquarefootageo(buildln

!9 zec Sqft. -

- Proposed: IQ.c12- Sq.ft.
- Permitted: Sq. ft

—-

°‘°

9. Open Green Spec. (Indude oil green space on sIte, do not Include any paved areas)

Sq.fl. bO%0f8It0

oposed: SqL %ofsite

10. InterIor Green Space of Vehicle Use Area (inchide afl green space within the parking lot end drive lanes) -

Existing: Sq. ft % of vehicular area

Proposed: Sq. ft. % of vehicular area
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LI SPECIAL EXCEPTION
-—

_

SITE PLAN REVIEWsLpeteriburg
www.stpite..nF DATA SHEET

DATA TABLE (continued page 2)

iflouaurtace Coverage (otai agre feet of all pevg bulldinLfoorlnt and other hard surfaced arena]
- EIñ 1j4 Sq ft %of site

- iroãdd Jf,U4 - 7J % of site
-___

___

1.7.E %of alto

__

— —— __L —13. f’DaZñ

_____

________________

--

___
_____

fiwthWNoofCNents(CR/Hcm&____gisj1g —
— __kL__ -Proposed — PropóWd Propaed -Perfnltted —

14a Parklnfiehlclejsp.__ —

___

- includes disabled park1n spaces

______

_____

includes disabled parking spaces
— jThiftiEd Includes . — disabled parlunU spaces

14b kilcycle) Spaces
- —

—

1EdstIn Spaces -- %ofvehicularpaildng
— jpd e, Spaces % of vehiculer parking - -- —Wermitted: [ Spaces

— 3 oivehicuiar parking

-- - 7—-
— Feat Stories — . — — —-_.i_ — 04— Feet Stories —

-Pen

______

Feet Stories

15b Alrp jahtRthm_
-

-

—

- - - the project exceed hejght reqs of either the City or Co Airport Zoning Ordinance?

No —-

..1_...Mteransorchanes
-

How much of the site Is the proposal altering or changing n sq. ft)? i3L0ZO

Note: See Drainage OnFnance fora d&lnlb’on of alteration. ifyes, please be aware that this tdgge,s Drainage
- -.

- Ordinance compliance. Please submit drekage calcuistrans to the Engkeedflg Department (vi review at yourearliest convenience. The DRC must approve all Di,áUe Ordinance varfancei,

—---
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ü SPECIAL EXCEPTION

SITE PLAN REVIEW
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18. i

19.

F

20. HIstoric or Archa
On site or wi

21. Levels of Service

DATA TABLE (continued page 3)

22. ConstructIon Valuö
—- --

- Wi : Iyueofgqptuppn completion? $

23. Concurrency - —

-- -
Does the site rneeftoncurrencyreguirements?

LJYes LJ No

WhatistheconcLifrency number? -

UPDATED 08-23-2012
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Project Narrative
Bliss Condominiums
176 4tti Avenue NE
June 21, 2014

The proposed project consists of the redevelopment of a 20,020 square
foot lot located at 176 4th Avenue Northeast. The site has frontage to 4th
Avenue NE to the north, a 15’ wide alley to The east and a 20’ wIde alleyto the south, The project is located within the DC-3 zoning district and Isdesigned to be consistent with The goals of The Land Development
Regulations and the Intown Redevelopment Plan. Currently the site
contains a one-story commercial building (last used as an art gallery andframe shop) located near the northeast corner of the properly with the
balance of the site utilized as surface automobile parking. The existing
building and parking lot will be demolished.

The new project Is an 1 8-story building located towards the north end ofThe site with a four-story parking garage to The south. The building will
have a retail space and lobby on the ground floor and 29 residenhlal units
above. There will be one unit per floor on The 2nd, 3” and 4th floors andtwo units per floor on the 5Th - 17th floors. The 18th floor consists of a
common area space with roof terrace and the upper level of a
penthouse unit. The building is designed in a contemporary architectural
style. Major exterior building materials consist of painted cement plaster
on concrete block and aluminum framed windows. Balcony railings aremade of aluminum and glass.

The parking garage has 63 parkIng spaces on four levels. On the first level
of the parking garage are 9 parkIng spaces plus owner storage and
bicycle parking. There are 18 parking spaces per level on floors 2, 3 and 4.Rather than using fixed ramps, Iwo automobile elevators will provide
access to The upper levels of the garage. The elevators are 11 ‘-4 x 20’-l a

clear Inside and are rated for 7,000 pounds each.

The project qualifies for 3,620 square feet of F.A.R. exemptions as defined
In the DC zoning district regulations. The ground level has 2,890 square
feet, it contains a retail space and building lobby and Is therefore 50%exempt. Floors 2,3 and 4 each have 2,900 square feet. The residential
units on these floors make the parkIng garage not visible from 4th Avenue
NE and are therefore 25% exempt.

The base F,A.R. In DC-3 is 2.0. The project qualifies for several bonuses
thereby increasing the allowable F.A.R. to 4.0, or 80,080 square feet. Thebonuses consist of a contribution of 0.25% of The construction cost to City’s



housing capital Improvements project (HC1P) trust fund for a bonus of 0.5
F.A.P.; transfer of development rights from a locally designated landmark
for a bonus of 0,5 F.A.R.; and by making structured parking not visible from
public streets with a liner for at the first ‘two floors for a bonus of 1.0 F.A.R. In
addillon the project provkzles an additional five percent ground level
open space, but This bonus Is not needed.

The project will comply with the bonuses as follows, The developer will
contribute 0.25% of the project’s construction cost to the city’s housing
capital Improvements project (HC1P) trust fund In accordance with the
procedures established by the city. The developer has negotiated the
purchase of 10,000 square feet of development rights from the Sneli
Arcade building located at 405 Central Avenue which Is a locally
designated historic landmark. The building has been designed such that
the four level parking garage has been located to the rear (south) end of
The property in front of the parking garage and making it not visible from4Th Avenue NE are the lobby and retail space on the first floor and
residential units on floors two through four. The project has been designed
to enhance the pedestrian experience as much as possIble along 4Th
Avenue NE.

The project compiles with all setback and height requirements of the Land
Development Regulations. The proposed ground level setbacks are 25
feet on the west sIde, 19 feet on the north side, 7 feet on the east side and
5 feet on the south side. At more than 50 feet high, the proposed setbacks
are 25 feet on the west side, 20 feet on the north side, 23 feet on the east
side and 66 feet on the south side. At more Than 50 feet high the building
is 114 feet long In the north-south direction and 52 feet wide In the east-
west direction.

The allowable building height is 300 feet and the proposed building is 210
feet high. The minimum required ground level open space Is 1001 square
feet (5.0% of the sIte area) and the proposed project has 5,754 square
feet of ground level green space (28.7% of the site area).

At 210 feet In heIght above adjacent grade, the proposed building
exceeds the height limitation of the Albert Whifted Airport ‘Horlzontal
Zone” and therefore requires a variance. A Noflce of Proposed
Construction” has been submitted to the FAA and we are awaiting a
“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation”. The proposed building is
located north of Parkshore Place and south of 400 Beach Drive and is
approximately 100 feet shorter than both of these buildings which were
previously approved by the FAA. Please see the attached Review Criteria
concerning This variance,



As Is common on 4th Avenue Nortfi between Beach Drive and 2nd Street
The proposed building Is setback from the north property line. This allowsfor more generous landscaping along the public sidewalk. Two existingoak trees are maintained between the sidewalk and street curb New
landscaping between the sidewalk and buildings consist of ground coverbeds with ornamental trees. A private courtyard Is proposed to the west ofthe new building, The parking garage has been setback from The alleys tothe south and east to allow adequate space for perimeter landscaping.

Finaily, to help alleviate congestion on the 15 foot wide alley to the east
we are proposing to widen the alley to 20 feet and dedicate this properlyto the cIlys right-of-way.



Appeal of The flevclopmcnt Review Commission’s
Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Condo nil nium
Case No.: 14-31000015
Address: 176 — 4th Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

EXHIBIT B
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Appeal of The I)eveloprncnt Review Corn mission’s
Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Condo in mi urn
Case No.: 14-3 1000015
Address: 176 4th Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust
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• CTR = Centerline turning
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Additional Information
176 4th Avenue Northeast

DRC Case No. 14-31000015



ThyssenKrupp Elevator

September 16, 2014

Mr. Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
Tel: (727) 823-3760 Email- tlm.c@mesh.wc

RE: jjss Condominium- St. PetersburL FL

This letter Is to provide clarification to the questions / concerns below:

• What type of operating device Is used by the driver to call the elevator? IKE Response- A private key fob will be

used to swipe and reglstera call. The programming can provide access to any of the parking level, or a specific

landing. This Is programmed by the security subcontractor.

• Does the driver leave his vehicle during operation of the elevator? TKE Response- There is no need for the drive to

get out of the vehicle.

• Is there an exterior light indicating that the elevator is in use? In other words, will an approaching driver know the

current locatIon of the two elevators? TKE Response- We can absolutely locate a position Indicator by the pedestal

where the call station / card reader is located.

• Can the elevators be programmed to return to the first floor (street level) when not in use? ThE Response- Yes, car

homing is typical for all elevators.

• How long does the garage door take to open? IKE Response- On average, 7-8 seconds maximum. This can be

adjusted in the field to fit the needs of the residents, within a reasonable amount o!tlme. In addition, be advised

the power operated doors will include an Infrared beam detection system Ihat will not allow the doors to close if

there Is an object interfering with the beam (i.e. car not completely inside the elevator).

• What is the travel time from the 1 floor to the 4th floor (the travel distance is 35’)? TKE Response- 33.6 seconds.

Assuming the elevator is on the lit floor, what is the total estimated time from when the elevator is summoned by

an approaching driver until the car leaves the elevator on the 4th floor? ThE Response- The average internal

waiting time for an elevator is always the major variable. Based on the number of units, number of elevators, and

speed of the elevators, the average wait time is 27.2 seconds. Once an elevator arrives, the power doors will take

7-8 seconds to open and 7-8 seconds to close. Estimate a travel time to the 4th level of 33.6 seconds and 7-8 for

the doors to re-open. This calculates to a total travel time of approximately 78 seconds. For example, the
occurrence where the elevator(s) will be homed at the 1g level, will be common bra building with such a low

population, in this instance, the 27.2 Interval wait time will not factor Into the total trip time.

• Estimated total trip 1-4: 78 seconds
• Estimated total trip 1-3: 67 seconds
• Estimated total trip 1-2: 59 seconds

Upon review of the above, please contact me with any questions and / or concerns.

Respectfully,

New Equipment Branch Manager

ThyssenKrupp Elevator Company
5100 West Grace Streel
Tampa FL 33607
Telephone: (813) 2B7-1144 or 18001683.8880
Fax (813)288.1954
E.rnall loulscosnnelll@thyssekruppcom
Internet www.thynsenelevator.com

ELEVATOR EXHIBIT
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DRC Staff Report
176 4th Avenue Northeast

DRC Case No. 14-31 000015



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

___

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st.petershurq DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSIONwwwstpeteorg STAFF REPORT

SITE PLAN REVIEW
PUBLIC HEARING

According to Planning & Economic Development Department records, no Commissionmember resides or has a place of business within 2,000 feet of the subject property. All otherpossible conflicts should be declared upon the announcement of the item.
REPORT TO THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FROM DEVELOPMENT REVIEWSERVICES DIVISION, PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, for PublicHearing and Executive Action on October 1, 2014 at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 14-31 000015 PLAT SHEET: E-4
REQUEST: Approval of a site plan to construct an 18-story, 30 unit multifamily development. The applicant is requesting floor area ratiobonuses and a variance to the Albert Whiled Airport OverlayHeight Standards.

APPLICANT: Patricia B Moss Revocable Trust
105 Dogwood Lane
Radford, Virginia 24141-3917

ARCHITECT: Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
2900 44th Avenue North
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33714

ADDRESS: 176 4th Avenue NortheastPARCEL ID NO.: 19/31/17/77238/000/0040

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File
ZONING: DC-3

SITE AREA TOTAL: 20,020 square feet or 0.46 acres

GROSS FLOOR AREA:
Existing: 2,380 square feet 0.12 F.A.R.Proposed: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.A.R.Permitted: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.A.R.
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BUILDING COVERAGE:
Existing: 2,380 square feet 12% of Site MOLProposed: 10,012 square feet 50% of Site MOLPermitted: 19,019 square feet 95% of Site MOL

IMPERVIOUS SURFACE:
Existing: 15,420 square feet 77% of Site MOLProposed: 14,266 square feet 71% of Site MDLPermitted: N/A

OPEN GREEN SPACE:
Existing: 4,600 square feet 23% of Site MDLProposed: 5,754 square feet 29% of Site MDL

PAVING COVERAGE:
Existing: 13,040 square feet 65% of Site MDLProposed: 4,254 square feet 21 % of Site MDL

PARKING:
Existing: 30; including 2 handicapped spaces
Proposed: 65; including 3 handicapped spaces
Required 33; including 2 handicapped spaces

BUILDING HEIGHT:
Existing: 20 feet from grade; N/A
Proposed: 204 feet from grade; 224 above mean sea level (Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL)Permitted: 300 feet from grade; 158 above mean sea level (Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL)APPLICATION REVIEW:

I. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS: The applicant has met and complied with theprocedural requirements of Section 16.10.020.1 of the Municipal Code for a mixed-usedevelopment which is a permitted use within the DC-3 Zoning District.
II. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

Request:
The applicant seeks approval of a site plan to construct an 18-story, 30-unit multi-familydevelopment. The applicant is requesting a floor area ratio bonus and a variance to the AlbertWhitted Airport Overlay Height Standards. The subject property is located on the south side of4th Avenue Northeast in between Beach Drive Northeast and 1St Street North.

Proposal:
The existing property is developed with a 2,380 square foot commercial building and a 30 spacesurface parking lot. Ingress to the parking lot is from 4th.Avenue Northeast and egress is to theexisting north-south alley located on the east side of the subject property. The applicantproposes to demolish the existing commercial building and surface parking lot and construct an18-story residential tower and a 4-story parking garage.

The residential tower will be located along the front of the subject property and the parkinggarage will be located along the rear of the subject property. The building will be set back off of



Case No. 14-31000015
Page 3 of 10

the front property line to allow landscaping and green space between the building and the publicsidewalk along 4thi Avenue Northeast. A private outdoor court yard will be located on the westside of the building.

The ground floor of the residential tower will consist of a lobby and retail space. Floors twothrough four will have one (1) residential unit per floor. Floors five through 17 will have two (2)residential units per floor. The 18th floor will have a common area with a roof-top terrace andone residential unit. Vehicular access to the first level of the parking garage will be from anexisting 15-foot wide north-south alley that is located along the east side of the subject property.The existing north-south alley connects to 4H Avenue Northeast and an existing east-west alley.The first level of the parking garage will have nine (9) parking spaces, owner storage, dumpsterroom and bicycle parking. Vehicular access to the second through fourth levels of the parkinggarage will be from an existing 20-foot wide east-west alley (Fareham Avenue NE) at the rear ofthe subject property. The second through fourth levels of parking will have 18 parking spacesper floor for a total of 54 parking spaces. Access to the upper levels of parking will be from twoautomobile elevators, instead of a traditional ramp. The applicant will be widening the existingnorth-south alley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access within the alley system. Pedestrianaccess to the building will be from the public sidewalk along 4th Avenue Northeast.

The City is fortunate to have created and maintained a strong pedestrian-oriented streetscapethat is a key asset in the downtown. Development should reinforce the pedestrian scale byprotecting the right-of-way through selection and location of pedestrian-oriented businesses atthe street level and restricting vehicular access. The City Code encourages and in some casesrequires access to parking from an alley. Since the proposed parking garage provides parkingfor more than 25 parking spaces, City Code requires vehicular ingress and egress from the alleyor a secondary street. Avenue Northeast is a primary street. Further, not having ingress andegress from 4th Avenue Northeast is good urban design because it 1) promotes a walkable,pedestrian friendly sidewalk system, and 2) allows for a pedestrian oriented commercial tenantspace on 4th Avenue Northeast. The commercial tenant space will have an active use that willengage the pedestrian along the street and reinforce the purpose and intent of the City Code.

The applicant hired Kimley-Horn and Associates to prepare a trip generation study. Accordingto the study dated August 7, 2014, the proposed condominium development is projected togenerate 22 two-way, trip-ends (15 entering/7 exiting) in the PM peak hour during the 4:00 to6:00 PM time period and 20 two-way trip ends (3 entering/17 exiting) in the AM peak hourduring the 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM time period. The City’s Transportation and Parking ManagementDepartment concurs with the transportation consultant’s findings. The projected number of tripswill have a minimal impact on Fareham Avenue NE, since the development will generateapproximately one trip every three minutes in the PM and AM peak hours. Two waiting spacesare proposed for vehicles waiting to use the car elevators. Both the car elevators and twowaiting spaces are on the proposed development’s property. Consequently, the waiting spaceswill further reduce the impact of the development on the alley since vehicles will not need tostop and wait in the alley for the elevators to become available.

The existing north-south alley is 15-feet wide. As discussed above, the applicant will widen thealley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access. Fareham Avenue NE is 20-feet wide. The northside of Fareham Avenue NE is signed no parking and the south side permits temporary parkingfor loading and unloading of vehicles. Access to the parking garage of Parkshore Tower is fromFareham Avenue NE.
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The proposed architectural style of the building will be contemporary. The base of the tower willhave ample amount of glazing and will be oriented towards 4hh1 Avenue Northeast. The upperportion of the tower will be oriented towards the east to take advantage of the water views. Themajority of the eastern façade above the fourth floor will be glass. The applicant will integrateprojecting balconies along the 41 Avenue Northeast and the eastern façade. The balconieshelp break down the mass of the building. The applicant proposes an architectural feature onthe north facade that helps define the top of the building. The architectural feature is a windowsurround and encroaches into the setback by two (2) feet. The architectural feature mostclosely resembles a bay window, which is allowed to encroach into the setback by three (3) feet.

FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES:
The base Floor Area Ratio (FAR) within the DC-3 district is 2.0. The applicant is requesting abonus of 2.0 FAR for a total FAR of 4.0, which can only be granted by the Development ReviewCommission (DRC) upon demonstration that the project qualifies for the bonuses.

The applicant is requesting approval of the following bonus:

1. 0.5 FAR - Provide financial support to the City’s Housing Capital ImprovementsProjects (HCIP) Trust Fund or its successor fund equal to one-quarter of onepercent or more of the total construction cost per each 0.5 of FAR bonus.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 0.5. The totalconstruction cost of the project is approximately 30 million dollars. Since the applicant isseeking to utilize this bonus to achieve a bonus of 0.5, the applicant will be required to provideone quarter of one percent of the total construction cost to the HCIP Trust Fund. Based on theestimated construction cost, a minimum of $75,000 shall be paid to the HCIP Trust Fund. Theapplicant shall provide the funds to the City prior to the release of building permits. A conditionhas been added to this report to address this.

2. 0.5 FAR — Use transfer of development rights from a locally designated landmarkor landmark site.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 0.5. To qualify for thebonus, the applicant will be required to purchase 10,010 square feet of transfer of developmentrights (TDRs) from a locally designated landmark or landmark site who have TDRs available.Currently, there are five landmarks that the applicant can purchase TDRs from. The holder ofthe TDRs will be required to obtain approval from the City’s Urban Planning and HistoricPreservation Division to transfer any rights to the applicant.

3. 1.0 FAR - Make structured parking not visible to the streets with a liner thatprovides a use for a minimum of the first two stories, and provide anarchitecturally compatible design above the two story base to create an attractiveand architectural screen to structured parking.

The applicant is seeking to utilize this bonus to achieve an FAR bonus of 1.0. To qualify for thebonus, the applicant will be required to screen the first two stories of the parking garage along4th Avenue Northeast with a liner building and an architecturally compatible design above thesecond floor. The entire four story garage is screened from 4th Avenue Northeast by theproposed 18 story tower. The criterion has been satisfied.
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Variance:
Airport Zoning Overlay Height Standards

Required: 158 AMSL
Proposed: 224 AMSL
Variance: 40 AMSL

The DC-3 zoning district has a maximum building height of 300 feet, measured from grade. TheAlbert Whitted Airport Zoning Ordinance permits a maximum building height of 158 feet AMSLby right. The proposed building will be 204 feet from grade and 224 AMSL. The applicant isrequesting a variance to allow for a height of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has submitted anapplication to the Federal Aviation Administration requesting approval of the heightencroachment. The FAA issued a Notice of No Hazard to Air Navigation on September 19,2014, for a building of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has secured FAA approval and providedsufficient responses to each of the review criteria required by the Code. The DRC has granteda number of variances for similar projects elsewhere in the downtown area. To promote anurban downtown and urban form, variances to the airport zoning restrictions are appropriatewhere no safety concerns are identifiable related to airport operations. Given theseconsiderations, Staff recommends approval of the variance.

Public Comments:
Staff has heard from residents of Parkshore Plaza, which is located directly south of theproposed project. Some residents have expressed concerns and some have expressedsupport. Concerns that were expressed by the residents have to do with the parking garagebeing accessed off of the alley, increased traffic congestion in the alley, and potential forvehicular accidents.

IN. RECOMMENDATION:
A. Staff recommends the following:

1. APPROVAL of the floor area ratio bonuses.
2. APPROVAL of the variance to the Airport Zoning Overlay HeightStandards.
3. APPROVAL of the site plan, subject to the conditions in the staff report.

B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
1. The project shall be subject to final review and approval by theCommunity Redevelopment Agency.
2. The structured parking shall be screened from 4th Avenue Northeastwith a liner that provides a use for a minimum of the first two stories,and provide an architecturally compatible design above the two storybase as required to receive the F.A.R. bonus. The final design shall besubject to approval by staff.
3. The applicant shall provide one-quarter of one percent or more of thetotal construction cost to the HICP Trust Fund. The funds shall beprovided to the City prior to the release of building permits.4. City Staff shall approval the transfer of Historic Transfer ofDevelopment Rights prior to the release of building permits.5. The public sidewalk abutting the subject property shall be widened to aminimum of 8-feet.
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6. The surface parking spaces along the east side of the subject property
shall be revised to provide the required back-out space of 24 feet.

7. The proposed wall along the north side of the outdoor courtyard shall
be finished to match the building.

8. Landscaping shall be installed in the public right-of-way as required by
Section 16.40.060.

9. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shall
be approved by Staff.

10. Building materials at the street level shall include materials such as
metal, stone, brick, precast masonry, glass, stucco or other similar hard
surface material. The use of dryvit, EIFS, or other artificial material
shall not be permitted.

11. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by Section 16.40.090.
12. Exterior lighting shall comply with Section 16.40.070.
13. Mechanical equipment shall be screened from the abutting rights-of-

way.
14. Construction of piers and/or caissons shall be by auger method unless

geotechnical data supports a finding that such a method is impractical
or impossible.

15. The site plan shall be modified as necessary to comply with the
comments in the Engineering Department’s Memorandum dated July 9,
2014.

C. STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(All or Part of the following standard conditions of approval may apply to the subject
application. Application of the conditions is subject to the scope of the subject project
and at the discretion of the Zoning Official. Applicants who have questions regarding the
application of these conditions are advised to contact the Zoning Official.)

ALL SITE PLAN MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED BY THE DRC SHALL BE REFLECTED
ON A FINAL SITE PLAN TO BE SUBMIUED TO THE PLANNING & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY THE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements:

1. The applicant shall contact the City’s Construction Services and Permitting
Division and Fire Department to identify all applicable Building Code and
Health/Safety Code issues associated with this proposed project.

2. All requirements associated with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) shall
be satisfied.

Zoning/Planning Requirements:

1. The use/proposal shall be consistent with Concurrency Certificate No. 6458.
2. The applicant shall submit a notice of construction to Albert Whitted Field if the

crane height exceeds 190 feet. The applicant shall also provide a Notice of
Construction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), if required by Federal
and City codes.
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3. All site visibility triangle requirements shall be met (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,
Section 16.40.160).

4. No building or other obstruction (including eaves) shall be erected and no trees
or shrubbery shall be planted on any easement other than fences, trees,
shrubbery, and hedges of a type approved by the City.

5. The location and size of the trash container(s) shall be designated, screened,
and approved by the Manager of Commercial Collections, City Sanitation. A
solid wood fence or masonry wall shall be installed around the perimeter of the
dumpster pad.

Engineering Requirements:

1. The site shall be in compliance with all applicable drainage regulations (including
regional and state permits) and the conditions as may be noted herein. The
applicant shall submit drainage calculations and grading plans (including street
crown elevations), which conform with the quantity and the water quality
requirements of the Municipal Code (Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section
16.40.030), to the City’s Engineering Department for approval. Please note that
the entire site upon which redevelopment occurs shall meet the water quality
controls and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runoff
release and retention shall be calculated using the rational formula and a 10-
year, one-hour design storm.

2. As per Engineering Department requirements and prior to their approval of any
permits, the applicant shall submit a copy of a Southwest Florida Water
Management District (or Pinellas County Ordinance 90-17) Management of
Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption to the Engineering Department and
a copy of all permits from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to
FDOT and Pineltas County required for this project.

3. A work permit issued by the Engineering Department shall be obtained prior to
commencement of construction within dedicated rights-of-way or easements.

4. The applicant shall submit a completed Storm Water Management Utility Data
Form to the City’s Engineering Department for review and approval prior to the
approval of any permits.

5. Curb-cut ramps for the physically handicapped shall be provided in sidewalks at
all corners where sidewalks meet a Street or driveway.

Landscaping Requirements:

1. The applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan, which complies with the
plan approved by the DRC and includes any modifications as required by the
DRC. The DRC grants the Planning & Economic Development Department
discretion to modify the approved landscape plan where necessary due to
unforeseen circumstances (e.g. stormwater requirements, utility conflicts,
conflicts with existing trees, etc.), provided the intent of the applicable
ordinance(s) is/are maintained. Landscaping plans shall be in accordance with
Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060 of the City Code entitled
“Landscaping and Irrigation.”

2. Any plans for tree removal and permitting shall be submitted to the Development
Services Division for approval.
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3. All existing and newly planted trees and shrubs shall be mulched with three (3)inches of organic matter within a two (2) foot radius around the trunk of the tree.
4. The applicant shall install an automatic underground irrigation system in all

landscaped areas. Drip irrigation may be permitted as specified within Chapter
16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060.2.2.

5. Concrete curbing, wheelstops, or other types of physical barriers shall be
provided around/within all vehicular use areas to protect landscaped areas.

6. Any healthy existing oak trees over two (2) inches in diameter shall be preserved
or relocated if feasible.

7. Any trees to be preserved shall be protected during construction in accordance
with Chapter 16, Article 16.40.150, Section 16.40.060.2.1.1 of City Code.Development Services Division Staff shall inspect and approve all tree protection
barricades prior to the issuance of development permits.

IV. CONSIDERATIONS BY THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FOR REVIEW(Pursuant to Chapter 16, Section 16.70.040.1.4 (D)):
A. The use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
B. The property for which a Site Plan Review is requested shall have valid land useand zoning for the proposed use prior to site plan approval;
C. Ingress and egress to the property and proposed structures with particular

emphasis on automotive and pedestrian safety, separation of automotive andbicycle traffic and control, provision of services and servicing of utilities andrefuse collection, and access in case of fire, catastrophe and emergency. Accessmanagement standards on State and County roads shall be based on the latestaccess management standards of FDOT or Pinellas County, respectively;
D. Location and relationship of off-street parking, bicycle parking, and off-streetloading facilities to driveways and internal traffic patterns within the proposeddevelopment with particular reference to automotive, bicycle, and pedestriansafety, traffic flow and control, access in case of fire or catastrophe, andscreening and landscaping;

E. Traffic impact report describing how this project will impact the adjacent streetsand intersections. A detailed traffic report may be required to determine theproject impact on the level of service of adjacent streets and intersections.Transportation system management techniques may be required wherenecessary to offset the traffic impacts;
F. Drainage of the property with particular reference to the effect of provisions fordrainage on adjacent and nearby properties and the use of on-site retentionsystems. The Commission may grant approval, of a drainage plan as required bycity ordinance, County ordinance, or SWFWMD;
G. Signs, if any, and proposed exterior lighting with reference to glare, traffic safetyand compatibility and harmony with adjacent properties;
H. Orientation and location of buildings, recreational facilities and open space inrelation to the physical characteristics of the site, the character of theneighborhood and the appearance and harmony of the building with adjacentdevelopment and surrounding landscape;
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Compatibility of the use with the existing natural environment of the site, historic
and archaeological sites, and with properties in the neighborhood as outlined in
the City’s Comprehensive Plan;

J. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, including evaluating the impacts of a
concentration of similar or the same uses and structures, on property values in
the neighborhood;

K. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, including evaluating the impacts of a
concentration of similar or the same uses and structures, on living or working
conditions in the neighborhood;

L. Sufficiency of setbacks, screens, buffers and general amenities to preserve
internal and external harmony and compatibility with uses inside and outside the
proposed development and to control adverse effects of noise, lights, dust, fumes
and other nuisances;

M. Land area is sufficient, appropriate and adequate for the use and reasonably
anticipated operations and expansion thereof;

N. Landscaping and preservation of natural manmade features of the site including
trees, wetlands, and other vegetation;

0. Sensitivity of the development to on-site and adjacent (within two-hundred (200)
feet) historic or archaeological resources related to scale, mass, building
materials, and other impacts;

1. The site is not within an Archaeological Sensitivity Area (Chapter 16,
Article 16.30, Section 16.30.070).

2. The property is not within a flood hazard area (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,
Section 16.40.050).

P. Availability of hurricane evacuation facilities for developments located in the
hurricane vulnerability zones;

Q. Meets adopted levels of service and the requirements for a Certificate of
Concurrency by complying with the adopted levels of service for:

a. Water.
b. Sewer.
c. Sanitation.
d. Parks and recreation.
e. Drainage.
f. Mass transit.
g. School Concurrency.

The land use of the subject property is: Central Business District
The land uses of the surrounding properties are:

North: Central Business District

South: Central Business District

East Central Business District

West: Central Business District
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REPORT PREPARED BY:

fffCorey Ma14 a, Int9w2oning Official DA E
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Project Narrative
Bliss Condominiums
176 4th Avenue NE
June 21, 2014

The proposed project consists of the redevelopment of a 20,020 squarefoot lot located at 176 4th Avenue Northeast, The site has frontage to 4thAvenue NE to the north, a 15’ wide alley to the east and a 20’ wide alleyto the south, The project is located within the DC-3 zoning district and isdesigned to be consistent with the goals of the Land DevelopmentRegulations and the Intown Redevelopment Plan. Currently the sitecontains a one-story commercial building (last used as an art gallery andframe shop) located near the northeast corner of the property with thebalance of the site utilized as surface automobile parking, The existingbuilding and parking tot will be demolished,

The new project is an 18-story building located towards the north end ofthe site with a four-story parking garage to the south. The building willhave a retail space and lobby on the ground floor and 29 residential unitsabove, There will be one unit per floor on the 2nd, 3rd and 4th floors andtwo units per floor on the 5th
— 1 7th floors, The 1 8th floor consists of acommon area space with roof terrace and the upper level of apenthouse unit. The building is designed in a contemporary architecturalstyle, Major exterior building materials consist of painted cement plasteron concrete block and aluminum framed windows, Balcony railings aremade of aluminum and glass.

The parking garage has 63 parking spaces on four levels. On the first levelof the parking garage are 9 parking spaces plus owner storage andbicycle parking. There are 18 parking spaces per level on floors 2, 3 and 4.Rather than using fixed ramps, two automobile elevators will provideaccess to the upper levels of the garage. The elevators are 11 ‘-4” x 20’-1”clear inside and are rated for 7,000 pounds each.

The project qualifies for 3,620 square feet of FAR. exemptions as definedin the DC zoning district regulations. The ground level has 2,890 squarefeet, It contains a retail space and building lobby and is therefore 50%exempt. Floors 2, 3 and 4 each have 2,900 square feet. The residentialunits on these floors make the parking garage not visible from 4th AvenueNE and are therefore 25% exempt.

The base FAR. in DC-3 is 2.0. The project qualifies for several bonusesthereby increasing the allowable FAR. to 4.0, or 80,080 square feet. Thebonuses consist of a contribution of 0.25% of the construction cost to City’s



housing capital improvements project (1-ICIP) trust fund for a bonus of 0.5FAR.; transfer of development rights from a locally designated landmarkfor a bonus of 0.5 FAR.; and by making structured parking not visible frompublic streets with a liner for at the first Iwo floors for a bonus of 1 .0 FAR. Inaddition the project provides an additional five percent ground levelopen space, but this bonus is not needed.

The project will comply with the bonuses as follows, The developer willcontribute 0.25% of the project’s construction cost to the city’s housingcapital improvements project (HCIP) trust fund in accordance with theprocedures established by the city. The developer has negotiated thepurchase of 10.000 square feet of development rights from the SneUArcade building located at 405 Central Avenue, which is a locallydesignated historic landmark, The building has been designed such thatthe four level parking garage has been located to the rear (south) end ofthe property. In front of the parking garage and making it not visible from4th Avenue NE are the lobby and retail space on the first floor andresidential units on floors two through four. The project has been designedto enhance the pedestrian experience as much as possible along 4th
Avenue NE.

The project complies with all setback and height requirements of the LandDevelopment Regulations, The proposed ground level setbacks are 25feet on the west side, 19 feet on the north side, 7 feet on the east side and5 feet on the south side. At more than 50 feet high, the proposed setbacksare 25 feet on the west side, 20 feet on the north side, 23 feet on the eastside and 66 feet on the south side. At more than 50 feet high the buildingis 114 feet long in the north-south direction and 52 feet wide in the east-west direction,

The allowable building height is 300 feet and the proposed building is 210feet high. The minimum required ground level open space is 1001 squarefeet (5.0% of the site area) and the proposed project has 5,754 squarefeet of ground level green space (28.7% of the site area).

At 210 feet in height above adjacent grade, the proposed buildingexceeds the height limitation of the Albert Whiffed Airport “HorizontalZone” and therefore requires a variance. A “Notice of ProposedConstruction” has been submifted to the FAA and we are awaiting a“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation”. The proposed building islocated north of Parkshore Place and south of 400 Beach Drive and isapproximately 100 feet shorter than both of these buildings which werepreviously approved by the FAA. Please see the affached Review Criteriaconcerning this variance.



As is common on 4th Avenue North between Beach Drive and 2nd Streetthe proposed building is setback from the north property line, This allowsfor more generous landscaping along the public sidewalk. Two existingoak trees are maintained between the sidewalk and street curb. Newlandscaping between the sidewalk and buildings consist of ground coverbeds with ornamental trees, A private courtyard is proposed to the west ofthe new building. The parking garage has been setback from the alleys tothe south and east to allow adequate space for perimeter landscaping
Finally, to help alleviate congestion on the 15 foot wide alley to the eastwe are proposing to widen the alley to 20 feet and dedicate this propertyto the city’s right-of-way.



Review Criteria (Section 16-1053 City Code)
bliss Condominium
176 4th Ave NE

June 10, 2014

I. The nature of the terrain and height of existing structures.
The site slopes from the northwest to the southeast with the highest elevation atI 6.78 feet above sea level and the lowest elevation at I 2.46 feet above sea level.There is an existing one-story commercial building on site with the roof peak at 20feet, or 37 feet above sea level.

2. Public and private interests and investments.
The existing and proposed property and improvements are privately owned. Theproposed mixed-use project is consistent with the city’s redevelopment goals asstated in the Intown Redevelopment Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

3. The character of flying operations and planned development of
airports.

The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20 14. TheASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE.

4. Federal airways as designated by the FAA that lie within the radiidescribed in section I 6-I 049.
The proposed structure lies within the Horizontal Zone of the Albert Whitted
Airport.

5. Whether the construction of the proposed structure would cause anincrease in the minimum descent altitude or the decision height at theaffected airport.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/2014. TheASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE.

6. Technological advances.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/2014. TheASN is 20l4-ASO-6434-OE.



Review Criteria (Section I 6-1053 City Code), continued
bliss Condominium
176 4th Ave NE

June 10, 2014

7. The safety of persons on the ground and in the air.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20 14. The
ASN is 2014-ASO-6434-QE.

8. Land use density.
The proposed project has an overall F.A.R. of 4.0. The property has a base F.A.R. of2.0 and the project as designed qualifies for bonus F.A.R. of 2.0. This is consistent
with the zoning regulations for properties located within the DC-3 zoning district.

9. The safe and efficient use of navigable airspace.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20 14. TheASN is 20l4-ASO-6434-OE.

10. The cumulative effects on navigable airspace of all existing structures,proposed structures identified in the applicable jurisdictions
comprehensive plans, and all other known proposed structures in the
area.

The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/20 14. The
ASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE.



Bliss Condominiums
176 4th Avenue NE
Public Participation Process Report
July 23, 2014

Brian Taub of Taub Ventures, Inc., the developer of Bliss Condominiums, has initiated
and held the following meetings with neighbors of the proposed project:

1. Tuesday, June 10, 3 pm: Bob Glazer, owner of 330 Beach Drive NE.
2. Wednesday, June 1 1, 5 pm: Peter and Helen Wallace, owner of 196 4h Avenue

NE.
3. Thursday, June 12, 1 2 pm: Chuck Prather, owner of 340 Beach Drive NE and 145

4th Avenue NE.
4. Thursday, June 12, 2 pm: Janet Crane, president of the Parkshore Condominium

Association, 300 Beach Drive NE.
5. Friday, June 13, 11 am: Mike Cheezem, developer of Rowland Place, 146 4th

Avenue NE.
6. Tuesday, June 17, 7 pm: Parkshore Condominium Association, 300 Beach Drive

NE.
7. Friday, June 27, 5 pm: Augie (last name?), owner of top floor of Rowland Place,

146 4th Avenue NE.
8. Thursday, July 10, 7 pm: St. Petersburg Downtown Neighborhood Association.
9. Monday, July 14, 3:30 pm: John Hamilton, owner of retail properties at Parkshore

and 400 Beach Drive.
10. Thursday, July 17, 3 pm: Alan Lucas, owner of 332 Beach Drive NE.
11. Monday, July 21, 6 pm: 400 Beach Drive Condominium Association.
12. Tuesday, July 22, 4 pm: Joan Peterson, manager of Presbyterian Towers, 430 Bay

Street NE.
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Attachments: himgcOO 1 .jpg Bliss Condominiums 08071 4.pdi

Good afternoon Fom,

Please Find the updated Bliss Condominium Trip Generation Memorandum attached. In response to the

comments and queslions from your August S email, please find the following responses:

1. In Table 2 on page 3, how was the peak-hour peak direction LOS standard service volume
determined? Please explain how the figures in FDOTs generalized table were converted to
2,858. How was the existing peak season volume of 353 determined?

The peak-hour, peak direction LOS standard service volume was determined using Table 7 of the
“2012 FDOT Quality/Level of Service Handbook Tables.” The Class 11(35 mph or slower posted
speed) Level of Service D service volume for a 3-lane divided roadway of 2,520 was multiplied by a
factor of 1.2 (one-way facility adjustment), 0.9 (non-state siqnalized roadway), and 1.05 (exclusive
right lanes). The existing peak season volume oF 353 was determined by summing the eastbound
hourly volumes at the intersection of Avenue NE & Say Street Northeast/North-South AHey
(34+317±2). A peak season factor of 1.0 was applied to the existing hourly volume.

2. For the stop sign that is recommended on page 3, is “The Alley” the north-south alley
located east of the proposed condominiums and are you proposing that vehicles traveling
southbound on the north-south alley be required to stop before they turn left or right
on Fareham Place North? Please explain in more detail how the stop sign will improve
conditions from a safety and site circulation perspective. It is noted that stop signs do not
exist at either end of Fareham Place North between 1st Street and Beach Drive NE. Is
this an observation rather than a recommendation at this time?

Page 3 of the report was updated to reflect the revised language as suggested in Comment 2.

Please call or email me should you have any additional comments or questions.

Thanks!

Kimley )Hon
-, :‘c’ Jorgenson, P,E,

Kirnley—Horn 655 Nc -ih Frnk:n Orce:. SL;te 150, Hmpa, a 3602
Direct: 813 635 5533 I vsin: 813 620 1460
Cot. r c wI: us: . :: . c :.o < * --

Proud to be one of FORTUNE magazine’s 100 Best Companies to Work For

From: Tom Whalen [Tom.Whalen@stpete.org]

file:///D :/Users/cdmalysz/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/53 FF2EC8 STPETE%2OMAIL... 9/10/2014



Kimley >> Horn
August 7, 2014

Mr. Tom Whalen
Transportation and Parking Management Department
One Fourth Street North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

RE: Bliss Condominiums
Southwest Quadrant of 4h1 Avenue North & Beach Drive Northeast
Trip Generation Memorandum
City of St. Petersburg, Florida

Dear Mr. Whalen:

The proposed Bliss Condominiums development site is located in the southwest quadrant of the
intersection of 4thi Avenue North & Beach Drive Northeast in the City of St. Petersburg, Florida.
Access to the project site will be provided via a north-south alley to the east (which connects with 4
Avenue Northeast and Fareham Place North) and Fareham Place North to the south (which connects
with 1 Street North and Beach Drive Northeast). Fareham Place North will remain unchanged for
the proposed project, while it is proposed to add 5’ to the north-south alley to provide additional space
for improved traffic circulation. There is an existing, vacant building on site which is to be
demolished. It is proposed construct up to 30 residential condominium dwelling units. A detailed site
plan is attached hereto as Figure 1.

Based upon previous discussions with City of St. Petersburg transportation staff, the transportation
study requirements consist of submitting a transportation memorandum describing the proposed land
use, including a trip generation estimate and a preliminary review of available transportation capacity
on the nearest concurrency maintained roadway links (4th Avenue Northeast). A description of the
land use and the results of the trip generation and available capacity analysis are provided below.

Narrative (Description of Land Use)
The project site located at 176 4m Avenue Northeast currently contains a vacant building which is to
be demolished. It is proposed to construct up to 30 residential condominium dwelling units (Land Use
Code (LUC) 230, Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manua 9th Edition).

The new trip generation potential of the proposed development for the am. and p.m. peak-hours
were estimated using information contained in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 91h Edition, for land
use code (LUC), 230, Residential Condominium/Townhouse. The estimated total new trips expected
to be generated by the proposed development are 22 two-way, trip-ends (15 entering/7 exiting) in the
p.m. peak hour of adjacent roadways during the 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. time period and 20 two-way
trip ends (3 entering/17 exiting) in the am. peak-hour of adjacent roadways during the 7:00 am. to
9:00 am. time as listed below in Table 1. No internal capture or pass-by trips were considered for
this site. The 22 two-way p.m. peak-hour trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed

kimley-hom.com J 655 North Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 336O2 8136201460
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development represent less than 1% of the peak-hour, peak-direction roadway capacity of 4tui Avenue

Northeast.

TABLE I

AM [PM] Peak- AM [PM] Peak- AM [PM]
ITE

Land Use Type Size Hour Trips Hour Trips Peak-Hour
Code In Out Total Trips

30
Residential 3 17 20

230
Condominium/Townhouse

dwelling
[15] [7] [22]

units

The existing, vacant 2,300 square foot retail building produced approximately 10 p.m. peak-hour trips

when the retail use was operating (according to ITE Trip Generation estimate for LUC 813, Specialty

Retail). As the retail use is vacant and to be demolished prior to the construction of the proposed

Bliss Condominium project, the approximately 10 p.m. peak-hour trips from this use are no longer

impacting the adjacent roadway network.

Existing Data

The closest concurrency regulated roadway was determined to be 4111 Avenue Northeast (from 4th

Street North to Beach Drive Northeast). In Table 2 below, the link information outlined for the existing

data on the first directionally accessed functionally classified (concurrency regulated) roadway

segment has been provided.

Vehicle turning movement volume counts were obtained by Kimley-Horn at the intersections of
41h Avenue Northeast & The Alley/Bay Street Northeast and Fareham Place Northeast & The Alley

during the p.m. peak-period (4:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.) to quantify existing p.m. peak-hour conditions in

the study area. Counts were collected on July 16, 2014. The raw counts are provided as an

attachment to this memorandum.

The vehicle counts at the study intersections were adjusted to reflect seasonal conditions. This

modification was performed using the FDOT’s most recent (2013) seasonal factors (SF), which

correspond to the data collection date.

kimley-horn.co [655 North FranklinStreet Suite 150 Tampa FL 33602 j 8136201460
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TABLE 2

Peak- Hour, Existing
Volu melFrom Cross Peak Direction Peak AdequateRoad Name To Street CaStreet Section LOS Standard Season

pacity
Capacity?RatioService Volume Volume

41h Avenue 4 Street Beach Drive 3LD
Northeast North Northeast (One-way)

2,858 353 0.124 Yes

Source: FOOT OJLOS 2013 Handbook; FOOT Florida Trafflc Online (2013)

As can be seen in Table 1, 4F1 Avenue Northeast currently has sufficient adequate capacity. In
addition, Rowland Place, an adjacent 17 dwelling unit condominium building which is currently under
construction, is also anticipated to add 14 P.M. peak hour trips (9 inbound/5 outbound) to 4111 Avenue
Northeast roadway.

Even after the trips anticipated to be generated from the Rowland Place and Bliss CondominiUm
developments are added to the adjacent roadway network, the 4 Avenue Northeast roadway
segment will operate with adequate capacity.

Safety Evaluation and Site Circulation Analysis
Site visits were performed during the A.M. (7:00 A.M. to 9:00 A.M) and P.M. (4:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.)
peak hours. During the site visits, the following observations were made with regard to existing traffic
and circulation patterns and potential safety/circulation recommendations:

Existing Conditions Evaluation
• Very little traffic was observed on 41h Avenue Northeast, Bay Street Northeast, l Street

North, and Beach Drive Northeast during the peak hours. There was relatively little traffic
observed in the alley ways as well.

• It was observed that Fareham Place North currently is used by commercial delivery vehicles
for loading and unloading. Photos documenting this activity and signage indicating the 30-
minute loading zone are attached to this memorandum.

• No packing is currently permitted on the north side of Fareham Place North, adjacent to this
project.

Safety Evaluation and Site Circulation Recommendations
• Fareham Place North should remain as two-way operations.
• At the intersection of Fareham Place North & the North-South Alley (located immediately east

of the proposed condominium development), it is recommended that vehicles traveling in the
southbound direction on the North-South Alley on the southbound approach be required to
stop before making a southbound left or southbound right turn. Installation of a “Stop Sign” is

F kimley-horn.com 655 Nocth Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 3360 8136201460
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therefore recommended for the southbound approach on the North-South Alley. No Stop
Signs” are recommended for either the westbound or eastbound approaches at the
intersection of Fareham Place North & the North-South Alley.

• No “Stop Signs” were observed at the westbound approach to the Fareham Place North & 1
Street North and eastbound approach to the Fareham Place North & Beach Drive Northeast
intersections.

• Per the attached site plan, car elevators with two waiting spaces for when elevators are in
use are proposed. Both the car elevators and two waiting spaces are on the proposed Bliss
Condominium’s property.

• It is recommended that the commercial vehicle 30-minute loading area on Fareham Place
North on the south side of the road be formalized via a striped area. Formalizing the
commercial loading area will allow for unobstructed ingress and egress to the alley on the
east side of the proposed development.

• Parking restrictions are recommended to continue on the north side of Fareham Place North.
• The alley on the east side of the proposed development will be expanded to 22’. This 22’

cross-section will be accomplished as the developer is providing 7’ to the existing 15’ alley.
The additional 7’ of alley to be provided by the developer and is anticipated to improve future
safety and circulation conditions.

Summary
Based upon the above information, the proposed Bliss Condominium development is expected to
have a minimal impact on the operating conditions of the surrounding public roadway system. In
addition, the adjacent roadway (specifically 4 Avenue Northeast) is expected to have adequate
roadway capacity to handle the anticipated additional project traffic from the Bliss Condominium
project site.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the above matter, please contact us as soon as
possible.

Very truly yours,

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

.
,

t,,.-:---
-- .

l/4

Christopher C. Hatton, P.E. Danni H. Jorgenson, P.E.
Senior Vice-President Project Manager

CC: Brian Taub (Taub Entities — St. Pete, LLC)

kimley horn 655 North Franklin Street Suite 150 Tampa FL 33602 813 620 1460
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Building to be demolished and existing driveway to parking lot. View from 4 Avenue Northeast.

Building to be demolished and existing alley. View from 4tfl Avenue Northeast.

j kimley-horn.com 655 North Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 813 620 1460
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Existing Commercial Loading Zone sign on the south side of Fareham Place North.

kimley-horn.com 655 North Franklin Street. Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 8136201460
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Fype of peak hour heii rj iepoited Inter section Peak Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

l..or:?\ ION: Bay St NE/Side Alley - NE 4th Ave

:i ryis rA I E: St Petersburg, FL

dC .101] II: 12742201
DATE: Wed Jul 16 2014

00 00

• *
00 00 00

0000
t.

06 00

3534 2 / 0 322 +00
,

QuaUty Counts oo 00 oo

2 1
FAPP(5 5I?J • •

rfr 00 00
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0 1 0
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‘_ii:
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0 0
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I I

NA

_

jNAI

• J /\ t.. 4. I I’I©
NA NA

NA NA

• •
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I NA I I NA II*(ø

I. ii I I

1 5-Mm Count Bay St NEISide Alley ] Bay St NE/Side Alley NE 4th Ave NE 4th Ave f Total Hourly

Period (Northbound> (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound> J Totals

Beginning At. Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U j,f_T)gjgj_jL j[Prj!itU

400PM 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 9 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 64

4:15PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 9 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 59

4:30PM 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 10 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 69

445PM 0 1 P P 3 3 0 0 7 5200 0 0 0 0 66 258

500PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 13 67 1 0 0 0 0 0 83 277

5 15 P1rL.. 0 0.Q.__0 I D (1 5 91 p fl’ p — ae jj

530PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 85 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 338

545PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 76 0 0 0 0 0 0 86 358

Peak 15-Mm Northbound Southbound______ Etbound Westbound

Fiowrates CLeft Left Tj f4ihtjJ_ I Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Total

All Vehicles 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 20 356 4 0 0 0 0 0 384

Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pedestrians 32 8 8 0 48

Picycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Railroad
Stopped SusesI

Con7n r

4 34

4 *
0 0 ‘I

0
34 0 0

317 093 0

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM

Peak 15-Mm: 5:15 PM --5:30 PM

Report generated on 7/28/2014 1:41 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.quaIityoounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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I y )e at peik hour bun q repoi led: I nlersecti on Peak Method for (tetermining peak hour Total Entei ing Volume

lO/\ (fuN: Bay St NE/Side Alley-- Farehain P1 NE
Cl fYI;iA1E : St Petersburg, FL

QC JOB Ii: 12742202
DATE: Wed, Jul 16 2014
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15-Mm Count! Bay St NE/Side Alley Bay St NE/Side Alley Fareham P1 NE Fareham P1 NE Total Hourly
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) Totals

nning AtI Left Thru Right U - Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
400PM :0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 01 1
4:15PMF0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 001 lj

Lio •:.“-i: o a... p n:r I

445PM .0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 15
500PM 10 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 17
5:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 16
5:30PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 12
5:45PM 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 13

I
Peak 15-Mm Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Flowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right. U Left Thru Right U Total
All Vehicles 0 0 00 0 0 4 0 4 4 0 — 0 1 0 16 4 0 32

HeavyTrucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestnans 12 0 0 0 12

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ra/road

Stopped Soses

C.7 rimee:s:

• *
5 0 1)

., I’.

Peak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PM
Peak 15-Miri: 4:30 PM --4:45 PM

Report generated on 7/28/2014 1:41 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.quaIitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212



ThyssenKrupp Elevator

September 16, 2014

Mr. Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
Tel: (727) 823-3760 Email- tlm.c@mesh.wc

RE: Buss Condominium- St. Peterwrg,.f

This letter is to provide clarification to the questions / concerns below:

• What type of operating device Is used by the driver to call the elevator? ThE Response- A private key fob will be
used to swipe and register a call. The progranirning can provide access to any of the parking level, or a specific
landing. This Is programmed by the security subcontractor.

• Does the driver leave his vehicle during operation of the elevator? THE Response- There is no need for the drive to
get out of the vehicle.

• Is there an exterior light indicating that the elevator is In use? In otherwords, will an approaching driver know the
current location of the two elevators? THE Response- We can absolutely locate a position Indicator by the pedestal
where the call station / card reader Is located.

• Can the elevators be programmed to return to the first floor (street level) when not in use? THE Response• Yes, car
homing is typical for all elevators.

How long does the garage door take to open? THE Response- On average, 7-8 seconds maximum. This can be
adjusted in the field to lit the needs of the residents, within a reasonable amount of time. In addition, be advised
the power operated doors will Include an Infrared beam detection system that will not allow the doors to close if
there is an object interfering with the beam (I.e. car not completely Inside the elevator).

• What Is the travel time from the 1 floor to the 4th floor (the travel distance is 35’)? THE Response- 33.6 seconds.
Assuming the elevator is on the 1 floor, what is the total estimated time from when the elevator Is summoned by
an approaching driver until the car leaves the elevator on the 4th floor? THE Response- The average internal
waiting time for an elevator Is always the major variable. Based on the number of units, number of elevators, and
speed of the elevators, the average wait time is 27.2 seconds. Once an elevator arrives, the power doors will take
7-8 seconds to open and 7-8 seconds to close. Estimate a travel time to the 4th level of 33.6 seconds and 7-8 for
the doors to re-open. This calculates to a total travel time of approximately 78 seconds. For example, the
occurrence where the elevator(s) will be “homed at the 1t level, will be common for a building with such a low
population. in this instance, the 27.2 interval wait time will notfactor Into the total trip time.

• Estimated total trip 1-4: 78 seconds
• Estimated total trip 1-3: 67 seconds
• Estimated total trip 1-2: 59 seconds

Upon review of the above, please contact me with any questions and / or concerns.

Respectfully,

ee&
New Equipment Branch Manager

ThyssesKruppEIeatorCompany
5100 West Grace Stxeet
Tampa FL 33607
Teleplxane: (813)287-17440(18001683-8880
Fax: (813) 288-1954
E-mail: Iouis.cxisrneiliethyssekruppcom
Internet www.uiysseneienatce.com
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Tampa. Fl, 33602

** l)ITERMINATION OF NO hAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal /\viation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of49 U.S.C.,

Section 4471 8 and if’ applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building bliss condominium SE corner

Location: Si. Petersburg, FL
Latitude: 27-46-33.24N NAD 83
Longitude: 82-37-57. I 8W
I leights: 13 Feet site elevation (SE)

2 I I lèet above ground level (AGL)
224 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the safe

and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation ol’ air navigation facilities.

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a

hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is marked/lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular

70/7460-1 K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red),&12.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be c-filed any time the

project is abandoned or:

______

At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)

_X_ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

See attachment for additional condition(s) or information.

This determination expires on 03/19/2016 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual

Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.

(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been tiled, as required by the FCC, within

Page 1 of6



6 mouths of’ the date of’ this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date

prescribed by the I’( ‘C Fur completion of construction, or the date the I”(’( ‘ denies the app1 icalion.

NUlL: RI’QUES’I’ FOR EX’ILNSION 01’ ‘Ii lI EI”l”ECl’IVE PERIOI) 0111 uS I)LI’ERMINA’I’ION Ml,JS’I’

BE l;—l’lIi:l) Al’ l,i’A5’i’ 15 I)AYS PRIOR ‘l’O ‘II IF FXPIRA’liON l)A’l’F. AVliR RF—FVAI,LJA’I’ION

OF (‘tJRRFN’I’ OPFRA’I’IONS IN ‘Ii IF AREA 01: ‘II IF S’I’RUC’l’LJRI ‘10 I)F’l’FRMINF ‘Ii IAT NO

SIGNII”l(’AN’l’ AI’RONAU’l’lCAl (‘I IANGES I IAVE (X’C’tJRRFI), YOL JR l)I1iRMlNA’l’lON MAY 13F

I l i( I BI I FOR ON I FX’I’LNSION OF TI IF FFFFC”FI V I P1 Rl0I).

‘[his determination is subject to review if’ an interested party hles a petition that is received by the FAA on

or beFure October I 9, 2014. In the event a petition Fur review is filed, it must contain a full statement of’ the

basis upon which it is made and be submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & Aft’ Procedures Group.

Federal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence Ave. SW, Room 423, Washington, DC’ 20591

‘I’his determination becomes final on October 29, 21)14 unless a petition is timely filed. In which case, this

determination will not become final pending disposition of the petition. Interested parties will be notified of’ the

grant o any review. For any questions regarding your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & ATC

Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or Facsimile 202-267-9328.

‘[his determination is based, in part, on the Foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,

f’requency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will

void this determination. Any Future construction or alteration, including increase to heights, power, 01’ the

addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be

used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as

indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the

FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace

by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or

regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction

light, regardless of’ its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen

(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival, departure, and

en route procedures for aircraft operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; the impact

on all existing and planned public-use airports, military airports and aeronautical facilities; and the cumulative

impact resulting fi’om the studied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposed

structures. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on air

navigation.

An account of the study findings, aeronautical objections received by the FAA during the study (if any), and the

basis for the FAAtsdecision in this matter can be found on the following page(s).
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II’ we can he oF iliiiher assistance, please contact N’I ichael Bhiich, at (404) 305—708 I On any Future

correspondence concerning this matter, please reli.r to Aeronautical Study Numher 20 I 4—ASO—6990—Ol.

Siiiatnrc Control No: 220780HH7-229743322 ( DNI I

.IoIi ii Page
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Additional information for ASN 2014-ASO-6990-OE

Proposal: ‘lb construct a Building (southeast corner) to a height of2t I feet above ground levcl (A(ilj, 224 feet

above mean sea level (AMSIj.

Location: ‘the structure will be located approximately 0.71 nautical miles (NM) northwest of the Albert

Whitied Airport (SPO) reference point

‘the proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards ofTitle 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14

(‘FR), Part 77 as follows:

Section 77.1 7(aX2) by II feet - a height that exceeds 200 feet above ground level within 0.71 NM as applied to

SPO.

Section 77.19(a) Sl’G: I lorizontal Surface —> Exceeds by 67 feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identi& those

which warrant further aeronautical study in order to determine if they would have significant adverse effect

on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger formal aeronautical study,

including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identification of hazards to air

navigation. Accordingly, the fact that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not

provide a basis for a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study for Visual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not affect VFR

navigation.

Details of the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public for comment. No letters of

objection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures’ proximity to the airport was considered and found to be acceptable.

The proposed structure was found to have no substantial adverse efThct on the VFR traffic patterns in the

vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VFRIIFR conditions at

existing and planned public use and military airports, as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during

the analysis of the structn The aeronautical — disclosed that the proposed structure would have no

substantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFRIVFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact ofother existing

or proposed structures was considered and Ibund to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safr

and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation facility and would not be a

hazard to air navigation.
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rvla I I’roccssiiig (enter

lederal AViation Administration

Southwest Regional ( ) 01cc
Obstruct ion I va I ual ion Group

26() I Meacham Boulevard

lort Worth, ‘IX 76193

Issued I)ate: 09/I 9/20 14

Brian ‘l’aub
‘I’auh Ventures, Inc
92 I Anchorage Road
Tampa, FL 33602

Aen ma utica I Study No.
201 4-ASO-6987-OE

** I)ETERMINATION OF NO IIAZARI) TO AIR NAVIGATION

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,

Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure:
Location:
Latitude:
Longitude:
Hcights:

Building bliss condominium
St. Petersburg, FL
27-46-34.36N NAD 83
82-37-57.90W
16 feet site elevation (SE)

211 feet above ground level (AGL)

227 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the safe

and efficient utilization of’ the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities.

Therefore, pursLlant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a

hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is marked/lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular

70/7460-1 K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Rcd),&12.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be c-filed any time the

project is abandoned or:

______

At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part I)

X Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

See attachment for additional condition(s) or information.

This determination expires on 03/I 9/201 6 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual

Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing oflice.

(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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6 months of’ the date of’ this determiiialion. Iii such case, the determination expires on the date

pcsctiled by the I”( ‘(‘ br completion of’ construction, or the date the I”C(’ denies the application.

NO’I’E: REQLJI’S’I’ 10k l’X’l’l’NXlON 01 ‘II lI El”l”EC’l’lVI PlRl0L) 01” I’IIIS DL’l’ERMINA’l’ION MUS’I’

HI I —I”I I I I) Al’ II AS’l’ I 5 I )AYX PRIOR fl ) ii II I X P1 RA’l’ION DA’l’E. AF11 R Ri—EVAl ,UA’FION

01” (‘1, JRREN’l’ OPI’,RA’l’IONS IN II ll AREA UI” ‘Ii ll’ S’l’RUC’I’URE. ‘I’O DETERMINE TI IA’I’ NO

Sl(iNIl”l(’AN’I’ AER( )NAU’l’I(’Al, (1 IAN(S I IAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DE’l’ERMINATION MAY BE

EI,l(JII3LE 10k ONE EXTENSION OF’ ‘Ii IE El”I”ECl’IVE PERIOD.

‘l’his determination is subject to review if’ an interested party files a petition that is received by the FAA on

or belbre October I 9, 2014. In the event a petition for review is flied, it must contain a bull statement of the

basis upon which it is made and be submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & ArC Procedures Group,

Federal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence Ave. SW, Room 423, Washington, DC 20591

‘Ibis determination becomes final on October 29, 2014 unless a petition is timely flied. In which case, this

determination will not become final pending disposition of the petition. Interested parties will be notified of’ the

grant of any review. [‘or any questions regarding your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & ATC

Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or Facsimile 202-267-9328.

This determination is based, in part, on the Foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,

ftequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will

void this determination. Any f’uturc construction or alteration, including increase to heights, power, or the

addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA,

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be

used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as

indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the

FAA.

This determination concerns the eFfect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace

by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor oIcompliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or

regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction

light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen

(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival, departure, and

en route procedures for aircraft operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; the impact

on all existing and planned public-use airports, military airports and aeronautical facilities; and the cumulative

impact resulting from the studied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposed

structures. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on air

navigation.

An account of the study findings, aeronautical objections received by the FAA during the study (if any), and the

basis for the FAAtsdecision in this matter can be found on the Ibilowing page(s).
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I we can be oF Iliriher assistance, please contact lvi ichael Blaich, at (Ll04) 305—708 I ( )n any Iliture

correspondence concerning (his matter, please refr to Aeronautical Study Number 20 I 4—AS( )—6)87—( H

Signaturc Control No: 220780884-229743211 ( DNI I

Joh ii Page
Manager, Obstruction lvalua1ion Group

Attachment(s)
Additional Information
Map(s)
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Ad(lit u)flal in lirmaI ion br ASN 201 4—ASO—6987—OE

Proposal: to construct a Building (northwest cornet) to a height oF 2 I I flei. above ground level (AGL), 227

feel above mean sea level (AMSI ,).

Location: ‘Ihe structure will be located approximately 0.73 nautical miles (NM) northwest of’ the Albert

Wh ilted Airport (S P( ) reference point.

‘l’he proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards of Title 14 of the Code of’ Federal Regulations (14

CFR), Part 77 as Ibllows:

Section 77.1 7(a)(2) by I I feet — a height that exceeds 200 Feet above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied to

S P(1.

Section 77. I 9(a) SPU: 1-lorizontal Surface ——— > I’xceeds by 70 Feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identify those

which warrant Further aeronautical study in order to determine iF they would have significant adverse effect

on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger Formal aeronautical study.

including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identification of hazards to air

navigation. Accordingly, the Fact that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not

provide a basis For a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study For Visual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not affect VFR

navigation.

Details of the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public for comment. No letters of

objection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures’ proximity to the airport was considered and found to be acceptable.

The proposed structure was found to have no substantial adverse effect on the VFR traffic patterns in the

vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VFR/IFR conditions at

existing and planned public use and military airports, as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during

the analysis of the structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no

substantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFRIVFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact of other existing

or proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safe

and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation facility and would not be a

hazard to air navigation.
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6 inimths ol’ the date ol this detenninalion. In such case, the determination expires on the date

prescribed by the l(’C br completion 01 construction, or the date the ICC denies the application.

NO’l’E: RIQtJlS’l’ FOR IX’I’lNSION OF ‘II lE EFI”EC’I’IVE PERIOI) (iF THIS DVI’ERMINA’IiON MtJS’l’

BI I —I’I 1.1 I ) Al Ii AXl’ I 5 I)AYS PRIOR 10 ‘II II ILXPI RA’I1ON DAlE. AFThR RI —EVALUA’l’10N

01’ (‘URRENI’ OPERAIIONS IN ‘Ii IE AREA OF’ ‘II IE S’FRUC’FURE TO DETERMINE ‘Ii IAT NO

SIGNIFICANT AERONAtJ’l’l(A[. CI IANGES I IAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DE’I’ERMINA’liON MAY BI

IIi(uIBIi FOR ONE EXIENSION OF’ ‘II IE EFFECTIVE PERIO[).

‘l’his determination is subject to review ii an interested party flies a petition that is received by the FAA on

or beFore October I 9. 2014. In the event a petition For review is filed, it must contain a lull statement oF the

basis upon which it is made and be submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & ATC Procedures Group.

Federal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence Ave. SW, Room 423, Washington, DC 20591

‘Ihis determination becomes Final on October 29. 2014 unless a petition is timely filed. In which case, this

determination will not become final pending disposition oF the petition. Interested parties will be notified oF (lie

grant oF any review. For any questions regarding your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations &. ATC

Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or Facsimile 202-267-9328.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,

frcquency(ies) and pover. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use oF greater power will

void this determination. Any Future construction or alteration, including increase to heights, power, or the

addition oF other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be

used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as

indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate iiotice to the

FAA.

This determination concerns the eFfect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace

by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or

regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction

light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen

(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival, departure, and

en route procedures for aircraft operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; the impact

on all existing and planned public-use airports, military airports and aeronautical facilities; and the cumulative

impact resulting from the studied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposed

structures. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on air

navigation.

An account of the study findings, aeronautical objections received by the FAA during the study (if any), and the

basis For the FANs decision in this matter caii be found on the following page(s).

Page 2 of 6



II we can he ot ttiithei’ assistance, please contact Michael Blaichi, at (-101) 305—70 I ( )n any tiituie

conespondence concernini this matter, please rehi.i to Aeronautical Xiudy N umber 20 I 4—AS( )—6)88—( )I

Signature Control No: 2207808X5-229743275 ( DNI

John Page
Manager, Obstruction I valuation Group

Attach me nt(s)
Additional liitoriiiatioii

Map(s)
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A(I(I it ion a I in lornia ion for AS N 20 I 4—ASO—698—() F

Proposal: lo construct a flui chug (northeast corner) to a height ol 2 I I Icet above ground level ( A( II ). 226 Feel

above mean sea level (A MSI ).

ocation: [he structure will he located approximately 0.73 nautical miles (NM) northwest oF the Albert

Whitted Airport (SPU) reference point.

[he proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards o F Title 14 ol the Code of Federal Regulations (14

CFR), Part 77 aS lollows:

Section 77.1 7(a)(2) by II feet — a height that exceeds 200 Feet above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied to

S P (

Section 77. I 9(a) SPG: I lorizontal Surface ——— > Exceeds by 69 feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identify those

which warrant further aeronautical study in order to determine if they would have significant adverse effect

on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger Formal aeronautical study,

including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identification of hazards to air

navigation. Accordingly, the hict that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not

provide a basis ftr a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study fer Visual Flight Rules (VER) disclosed that the proposed structure would not affect VFR

navigation.

Details of the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public for comment. No letters of

objection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures’ proximity to the airport was considered and found to be acceptable.

The proposed structure was found to have no substantial adverse effect on the VFR traffic patterns in the

vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VFR/IFR conditions at

existing and planned public use and military airports, as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during

the analysis of the structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no

substantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFRJVFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact of other existing

or proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safe

and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation facility and would not be a

hazard to air navigation.
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rvlHI I Processing (enter Aeronautical Study No.

Federal Aviation Administration 201 4-AS( )-6988-( )l

Southwest Regional OH ice
( )hst rLict ion I va luation (1 roup

26() I Meacham Boulevard

Fort Worth, TX 76193

Issued Dale: 09/I 9/2(11 4

Brian Faub
‘lanb Ventures, Inc

92 I A nchorage Road

Tampa, FL 33602

** IWTIRrvIlNATLON OF NO IIAZARI) TO AIR NAVIGATiON **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C..

Section 44718 and ii applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building bliss condominium NE Corner

Location: St. Petersburg. FL

Latitude: 27-46-34.36N NAD 83

Longitude: 82-37-57.33W

I leights: 15 Feet site elevation (SE)

211 Feet above ground level (AGL)

226 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the safe

and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities.

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a

hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is marked/lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular

70/7460-1 K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red),&12.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be c-filed any time the

project is abandoned or:

_____

At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)

X Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

See attachment for additional condition(s) or information.

This determination expires on 03/19/20 16 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual

Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.

(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
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rvlail Processing Center Aeronautical Study No.

Federal Aviation Administration 201 4—ASO—6989—OE

Southwest Regional OfFice

Obstruction Evaluation Group

26() I Meacharn [3oulevard

Fort Worth, TX 76193

Issued I)ate: 09/1912014

Brian Taub
Taub Ventures, Inc

92 I Anchorage Road

Tampa, FL 33602

** I)ETER’IINATION OF’ NO 1-LAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.s.c.,

Section 44718 and ilapplicable Title 14 olthe Code of Federal Regulations, part 77. concerning:

Structure: Building bliss condominium SW corner

Location: St. Petersburg. FL

Latitude: 27-46-33.23N NAD 83

Longitude: 82-37-57.89W

Heights: 14 Feet site elevation (SE)

2 I I Feet above ground level (AGL)

225 Feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the safe

and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation of air navigation facilities.

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a

hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s) is(are) met:

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is marked/lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular

70/7460-1 K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red),&12.

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the

project is abandoned or:

______

At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)

X Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

See attachment for additional condition(s) or information.

This determination expires on 03/19/20 16 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual

Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.

(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been tiled, as required by the FCC, within
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( niontlis (>1 the date ol this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date

prescribed by the I”(’C’ br completion ol construction, or the dute the l’C(’ denies the application.

NOTE: REQUES’l’ FOR EX’I’ENSION OF’ ‘FHE I:’FFUC’I’IVE P11<101) 01” ‘Fills 1)U’i’ERMINA’l’ION MI,JS’i’

lIE i:—l’1LED Al’ I 1AX’i’ 15 L)AYS PRIOR ‘l’O ‘II IL LXP1RA’l’ION DAlE. AF’i1R RL—LVALUA’FION

OF (LJRREN’F ( )PLRA’I’IONS IN ‘l’i IL AREA OF ‘ii IL S’I’RUC’l’URE TO [)ETURMINL ‘ii tAT NO

S1(iNII”l(’AN’I’ AERONAUTICAL CHANGES I IAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DL’FERMiNA’iiON MAY BE

ELI(IIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF ‘FilE EFFECT) VU PERIOD.

‘l’his determination is subject to review ii’ an interested party flies a petition that is received by the FAA on

or befure October 19, 20 14. in the event a petition lbr review is filed, it must contain a full statement ol’ the

basis upon which it is made and he submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & ATC Procedures Group,

Federal Aviation Administration, 80() Independence Ave. SW, Room 423. Washington, DC 20591

‘l’his determination becomes final on October 29, 2014 unless a petition is timely filed. In which case, this

determination will not become final pending disposition of the petition. Interested parties will be notified of the

grant of any review. For any questions regarding your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & ATC

Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or facsimile 202-267-9328.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,

bl’equency(ics) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights. and frequencies or use of greater power will

void this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to heights, power, or the

addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be

used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as

indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the

FAA.

‘I’his determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace

by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or

regulation of’ any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction

light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen

(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

This aeronautical study considered and analyzed the impact on existing and proposed arrival, departure, and

en route procedures for aircraft operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules; the impact

on all existing and planned public-use airports, military airports and aeronautical facilities; and the cumulative

impact resulting from the studied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposed

structures. The study disclosed that the described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on air

navigation.

An account of the study findings, aeronautical objections received by the FAA during the study (if any), and the

basis for the FAA’s decision in this matter can be found on the following page(s).

Page2of6
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Additional information for ASPI 201 4-ASO-6989-OE

Proposal: Ii) construct a Building (southwest conier) to a height of21 I feet above ground level (AOl 4. 225

feel above mean sea level (AMSI4.

I .ocation: The structure will be located approximately 0.71 nautical miles (NM) northwest of the Albert

Whitted Airport (SP(i) reference point.

The proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards o ale 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14

erR), Part 77 as follows:

Section 77.1 7(a)(2) by II feet - a height that exceeds 200 feet above ground level within 0.71 NM as applied to

Sl’O.

Section 77.19(a) SPO: I lorinintal Surface —> lxceeds by 68 feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in order to identi& those

which warrant further aeronautical study in order to determine if they would have significant adverse effect

on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger formal aeronautical study,

including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identification of hazards to air

navigation. Accordingly, the fact that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of Part 77 does not

provide a basis for a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study for Visual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not affect VFR

navigation.

Details of the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public for comment No letters of

objection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures’ proximity to the airport was considered and found to be acceptable.

The proposed structure was found to have no substantial adverse ef&ct on the VFR traffic patterns in the

vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VFRIIFR conditions at

existing and planned public use and military airports, as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during

the analysis of the structura The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no

substantial adverse effect upon any tenninal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFR/VFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact ofother existing

or proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Therefore, it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safe

and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation facility and would not be a

hazard to air navigation.

Page4of6
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MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. P E’I’ERSBU RC

ENCINEERINC & CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS DEPARTMENT

TO: Barbara Race, I)cvelopment Services Department

Nancy Davis, lngineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: July 9,2014

SUBJECT: Site Plan Review

FILE: 14-31000015

LOCATION: 1 76 4t1 Avenue Northeast
PIN: 19/31/17/77238/000/0040
ATLAS: E-4
PROJECT: 176 4t Avenue Northeast

REQUEST: Approval of site plan to construct an 18 story, 29 unit multi-family development. The
applicant is requesting floor area ratio bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Regulations.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: The Engineering Department has no objection to theproposed site plan provided that the folloing special conditions and standard comments arc added asconditions of approval:

1. Habitable floor elevations must be set per building code requirements to at least one Ibot
above the FEMA elevation. The construction site upon the lot shall be a minimum of one foot
above the average grade crown of the road, which crown elevation shall be as set by the
engineering director. In no case shall the elevation of the portion of the site where the building is
located be less than an elevation of 103 feet according to City datum.

2. Wastewater reclamation plant is adequate. Any necessary sanitary sewer pipe system
upgrades or extensions (resulting from proposed new service or significant increase in projected
flow) as required to provide connection to a public main of adequate capacity and condition,
shall be performed by and at the sole expense of the applicant. Proposed design flows (ADF)
must be provided by the Engineer of Record on the City’s Wastewater Tracking Form (available
upon request from the City Engineering department, phone 727-893-7238). If an increase in
flow of over 1000 gpd is proposed, the ADF information will be forwarded to the City Water
Resources department for a system analysis of public main sizes 10 inches and larger proposed
to be used for connection. The project engineer of record must provide and include with the
project plan submittal 1) a completed Wastewater Tracking form, and 2) a capacity analysis of
public mains less than 10 inches in size which are proposed to be used for connection. If the
condition or capacity of the existing public main is found insufficient, the main must be
upgraded to the nearest downstream manhole of adequate capacity and condition, by and at the
sole expense of the developer. The extent or need for system improvements cannot be
determined until proposed design flows and sanitary sewer connection plan are provided to the
City’s Water Resources department for system analysis of main sizes 10” and larger.
Connection charges are applicable and any necessary system upgrades or extensions shall meet
current City Engineering Standards and Specifications and shall be performed by and at the sole
expense of the developer.
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3. ‘[he scope ol this pr(ject will trigger compliance with the 1)rainage and Surface Water
Management Regulations as lound in City Code Section 16.40.030. Submit drainage
calculations which coniorm to the water quantity and the water quality requirements of City
Code Section 16.40.030. Please note the volume ol runoli to be treated shall include all oil—site
and on—site areas draining to and co—mingling with the runoff from that portion ol the site which
is redeveloped. Slorrnwater systems which discharge directly or indirectly into impaired waters
must provide net improvement for the pollutants that contribute to the water body’s impairment.
Stormwatcr runoif release and retention shall be calculated using the Rational formula and a 1 0
year 1 hour design storm.

4. Public sidewalks are required by City of St. Petersburg Municipal Code Section 16.40.140.4.2
unless specifically limited by the DRC approval conditions. The DC zoning district requires 10-
foot wide public sidewalk along 4th Avenue Northeast. Existing sidewalks and new sidewalks
will require curb cut ramps for physically handicapped and truncated dome tactile surfaces (of
contrasting color to the adjacent sidewalk, colonial red color preferred) at all corners or
intersections with roadways that are not at sidewalk grade and at each side of proposed and
existing driveways per current City and ADA requirements. Concrete sidewalks must be
continuous through all driveway approaches. All existing public sidewalks must be restored or
recoflstrLlcted as necessary to be brought up to good and safe ADA compliant condition prior to
Certificate of Occupancy.

5. Water and fire services and/or necessary backfiow prevention devices shall be installed below
ground in vaults per City Ordinance I 009-g (unless determined to be a high hazard application
by the City’s Water Resources department or a variance is granted by the City Water Resources
department). Note that the City’s Water Resources Department will require an exclusive
easement for any meter or backflow device placed within private property boundaries. City
forces shall install all public water service meters, backflow prevention devices, and/or tire
services at the expense of the developer. Contact the City’s Water Resources department, Kelly
Donnelly, at 727-892-5614 or kelly.donnelly(a’slpete.org. All portions of a private fire
suppression system shall remain within the private property boundaries and shall not be located
within the public right of way (i.e. post indicator valves, fire department connections, etc.).

6. This project is within the Downtown National Historic District. All existing roadway brick,
granite roadway curbing, and hexagon block sidewalk must be preserved. It is noted that the
current sidewalk within 41h Avenue Northeast is hexagon block. Any existing brick, granite
curbing, or hexagon block which will not be utilized or is contained within streets or alleys to be
vacated shall remain the property of the City and shall be neatly stacked, palletized and returned
to the City’s Maintenance yard by and at the expense of the developer.

7. Widening of the eastern alley shall be done in conformance with current City Engineering
Standards and Specifications. The pavement section shall be an inverted crown at the alley
centerline. Milling and overlay of the entire alley will be required. A work permit issued by the
Engineering Department must be obtained prior to the commencement of construction within
dedicated right-of-way.

8. City sanitary sewer atlas map E4 indicates that an 8” sanitary sewer extends into this property
from public manhole E4-207 (located in the east/west alley south of the proposed development).
The applicant shall verify if any other properties are connected to the northlsouth segment of
sanitary sewer which extends into the private lots and will be required to relocate services as
may be necessary to maintain all public sanitary sewer flows. All public sanitary sewer mains
shall be contained within public right of way or public utility easement. Private mains which
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only service this development site will he abandoned to the ownership/maintenance of the
propertY owner.
9. Proposed alley access to the garage must he coordinated and approved through Michael
Frederick (phone 727—893—7843) of the City’s Neighborhood Iransportation and Parking
div i Si Oil.

10. The stormwater outfall from the detention area shall he piped to connect to the public
stormwater conveyance system. Discharges to the alley or otherwise overland are not desirable
in the downtown area.

STANI)ARL) COMMENTS: Water service is available to the site. The applicant’s Engineer
shall coordinate potable water and /or lire service requirements through the City’s Waler
Resources department. Recent lire flow test data shall be utilized by the site Engineer of Record
for design of fire protection system(s) for this development. Any necessary system upgrades or
extensions shall be performed at the expense of the developer.

Plan and profile showing all paving, drainage, sanitary sewers, and water mains (seawalls if
applicable) to be provided to the Engineering Department for review and coordination by the
applicants engineer for all construction proposed or contemplated within dedicated right-of-way
or easement.

A work permit issued by the Engineering Department must be obtained prior to the
commencement of construction within dedicated right-of-way or public easement. All work
within right of way or public utility easement shall be in compliance with current City
Engineering Standards and Specifications.

Development plans shall include a grading plan to be submitted to the Engineering Department
including street crown elevations. Lots shall be graded in such a manner that all surface
drainage shall be in compliance with the City’s stormwater management requirements. A grading
plan showing the building site and proposed surface drainage shall be submitted to the
engineering director.

Development plans should include a copy of a Southwest Florida Water Management District
Management of Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption or evidence of Engineer’s Self
Certification to FDEP.

Submit a completed Stormwater Management Utility Data Form to the City Engineering
Department with any plans for development on this site.

It is the developers responsibility to file a CGP Notice of Intent (NOl) (DEP fbrm 62-
21.300(4)(b)) to the NPDES Stormwater Notices Center to obtain permit coverage if applicable.

The applicant will be required to submit to the Engineering Department copies of all permits
from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to FDOT, SWFWMD and Pinellas
County, as required for future development on this site. Plans and specifications are subject to
approval by the Florida state board of Health.

NED/MJR!jw

pc: Kelly Donnelly
Reading File
Correspondence File
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Cl iris and Bob Hilton
300 Beach Drive NE, Unit 1501

1 ‘4St. Petersburg, FL 33701 JUL
July 29, 2014

pI.PNNlN &

TO: The Planning & Economic Development Department

My wife and I have lived in Parkshore Plaza Condominium since August 2006. We have always lived on
the alley immediately behind the building, first living in Unit 501, then moving to Unit 1501 in August 2013
when the opportunity availed itself, which was shortly after the six story Rowland Place construction was
announced. We made the move primarily to enjoy the beautiful view of North Tampa Bay. At that time,
we were more than reasonably assured that the property immediately to the west of Rowland Place
(where the former gallery for P. Buckley Moss is located) would not receive zoning exceptions beyond a
six story building as the property next to Rowland Place would not support a building larger than that.

We are fully aware of the alley’s existing heavy traffic issues so we were more than shocked to learn that
an 1 8-story building with rooftop amenities was being considered for the property in question. The Bliss
project is planning to only use the alley to access and exit the proposed building’s garage. Bliss also
plans to use an electric elevator parking system for the project’s parking garage. The elevator parking
system requires a significant amount of time to move one vehicle into the garage, a problem that is
compounded by the fact that the garage entrance is only six feet from the alley. When two or more
vehicles approach the parking garage entrance at the same time, a backup of one or more vehicles at the
garage entrance will occur, creating a traffic flow problem in an already congested alley.

The current traffic volume on the alley is hazardous enough without adding permanent traffic. Having
exited from Parkshore’s garage on a daily basis at least once a day, I have, on a number of occasions,
been in near driver and passenger side collisions, at times because of sunrise or sunset blind spots and
at times because of unsafe car speeds going through the alley.

In addition to the safety hazard added traffic would cause, the proposed building presents issues for the
many commercial deliveries required of the retail establishments along Beach Drive NE between 3rd and
4th Avenues. These commercial deliveries are primarily made via the alley. When the alley is blocked,
several drivers have opted to make their deliveries via Beach Drive, which creates an even greater traffic
hazard. Problems would also arise should an emergency vehicle need access to the alley at a time when
vehicles are blocking the alley due to backup at the garage entrance to the proposed building. Finally,
what will happen in the event the proposed building’s garage elevator experiences mechanical failure?

We feel the proposed building’s six foot setback from the alley is unacceptable, and should be a minimum
of the length of three large vehicles, approximately 25 to 30 feet. Additionally, the ingress and egress in
the alley should not be permitted. As a reminder, developers of Parkshore Plaza were forced to change
their plans by the city to have the ingress on a different side of the building. Should not the same rules
apply here as well?

Should the developer be unwilling to increase the garage entrance setback, or reconfigure the garage
entrance altogether, we think the Planning & Economic Development Department should deny the
proposed building in order to protect the safety of those currently residing in, or working in, buildings that
require extensive use of the alley.

__Mo 7sncerely ,

Chris and Bob Hilton



July 292014

To: Planning and Economic Development Dept.
PD Box 2842 j CITY OF St PET su&J
St Petersburg Fl 33731 1

J JUL31 2014
From: Norman Peters [ffNlNS & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT300 Beach drive NE

St Petersburg Fl 33701

Subject: Bliss Condo

I am writing this letter in opposition to the proposed Bliss project planned for the lot on 176 4th
ave NE.

What traffic study has the city related to the lane way to understand the impact from all this new
traffic coming from Rowland place and Bliss? This is a major safety concern that should be
addressed by the city before the Bliss project is approved.

Bliss will create excessive traffic flow in a lane not equipped to handle it. Already ,even before
the added traffic from Rowland place, the traffic is bad enough. Delivery trucks are regularly
parked in the lane reducing access and visibility. Coming out of Parkshore plaza parking, I
almost rammed into a bicyclist trying to get between a delivery truck and a car waiting next to it.

Also, isn’t Bliss an outsized project with 20% less footprint than Rowland place, it proposes 18
floors to Rowland’s 7.

Please take this concern into consideration when making your decision. Once approved it will
be impossible to remedy safety concerns in the lane way.

Regard

Norman



August 30, 2014

City of St Petersburg
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

Planning & Economic Development P0 Box 2842
JUL 31 21!i

St Petersburg, FL 33731

P1.ANNIN6 & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
RE: Casettl4-31000015

Dear Planning Board:

We reside on the south side, #2104, of Parkshore Plaza Condominium. As you are aware, we
egress through the alley between Beach Dr NE and 3 Avenue NE. The alley is already very
congested, with the normal flow of homeowners exiting our building, moving vans, vendor
trucks servicing nearby restaurants, valet parking from Parkshore Grill, maintenance and service
trucks servicing homeowners and nearby neighbors, garbage and other city vehicles, etc.
blocking the alley. There is also a problem with speeding cars using the alley as a thruway. We
have both experienced near misses with cars racing from Beach and not visable due to trucks
blocking the view from the east side of the alley. Soon there will be an additional number of
cars exiting from the soon to be occupied Rowland Place. There is also pedestrian traffic in the
alley.

We are very concerned about the safety of exiting our building if the Bliss project goes ahead
as proposed with additional vehicles cars not only exiting but entering from the alley, creating
twice as much usage as with egress only, as is the case in our building. This would be a
concern if it was just a matter of an opening gate into a garage, but we fear the proposed
automobile elevator is going to result in an additional pileup of vehicles waiting its availability
and blocking the alley.

We are unable to attend the hearing, but respectfully ask you to deny the application.

Yours truly,

cv

Maury and Betty You mans



IIAROLI) E. WELLS

300 Beach Drive Northeast

Number 2304

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
TY OF ST. PETERsBuRG

JUL 312014

july 30, 2014 PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning & Economic Development Department

Development Review Commission

Ref: Number 14-31000015

P0 Box 2842

St. Petersburg, Florida 33731

Dear Sirs:

We are writing in reference to the proposed Bliss Condominium project to be built facing 4th

Avenue NE. We are greatly opposed to this project because of the increased traffic it would create
in the alley between the back of the proposed building and the back of the Parkshore Plaza
Condominium building. It is our understanding that the proposed Bliss project would allow 55
vehicles to ingress and egress through two automobile elevators that would be located only 6 feet
from the edge of the 20 foot alley. This alley is heavily trafficked now and to increase that would
cause not only unbelievable congestion, but create a serious safety situation should any emergency
vehicle need access.

As we will be out of town on the day of the public hearing, we ask that you take our written

concerns under serious consideration. Thank you for your attention.

Yours truly,

Becky a4l-Ild Wells



Kenneth R. Sajko, MD.
300 J?L’ach / )rive N. F., tin/I 306
S’I PL’k’rsfmIg /ifoujcfi 33701

727./94. 3441
eã21nac.cQm

July 30,

Planning & I CO11OflhiC [)evelopment l)cpartnienl
P.O. Box 242
St. Petersburg, H 3373 1

Re: [i1e 1114-3 1000015
Bliss Building Project

Dear Sir/Madam,

The Bliss building project as presently designed will create problems not only forresidents of Parkshore Plaza Condominium, but adjacent buildings and businesses.Specifically the already congestion of and safety issues due to the multiple uses of theadjacent alleys will be compounded by the planned use of the alleys for ingress and exitsof traffic generated by residents, guests and service companies for the Bliss project.

Please note that the main alley, named Fareham Place is well used by we residentsof Parkshore Plaza, the owners and employees of Parkshore businesses and servicevehicles to all, including The Moon Under Water restaurant and the Birchwood Hotel andit’s restaurants. And a small “driveway” used by service vehicles for the Beach Drivebusinesses is planned as the ground floor garage entrance for the Bliss. Many timescongestion requires a turnaround at our exits or even exiting via the entrance on thirdavenue NE. And this is before the Rowland Place condominium is completed and addingto the already overcrowding of that alley. I know that emergency vehicles would facedelays trying to navigate that area when needed.

Please deny the application of the Bliss Project as presently planned. A majorrework of the design is needed to address the issues alluded to above.

Sincerely,

1 1/ ) /
ii L)

Kenneth R. Safico, M.D.



The Wallace’s
300 Beach Dr. N E apt 204
Saint Petersburg, FL 33701-3404
wes/eyrwoiace(.4QrnaiL corn
/oannerwallacegma,/ corn
6O3-3159363 CITV OF ST. PETERsBuRGJ

Tuesday. July 29. 2014
JUL 3, 2014

Planning & Economic Development Department
P.O. Box 2842 P[N & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

St. Petersburg. FL 3373 1

ReFile# #14-31000015

Dear Sirs:
I am writing in reference to the proposed project bliss 176 4th Ave. NE

I have concerns over this project and as currently designed am against the project
moving forward. My reasons for concern are as follows:

Traffic congestion: With 3 floors devoted to parking 18 cars each, total 54 cars,
all serviced by two elevators there a high likelihood that congestion will result in
the abutting alley entrance to these elevators. The elevators open directly to the
alleyway without significant setback. I am unaware of the cycle times of the
elevators but in high traffic times the likelihood of significant stacking of cars in
the alley seems high. Traffic studies and models of use might further elucidate
this. s the elevators are mechanical elements and parking in the garage obligates
their use it would be well to predict cycle times and likelihood of times of
mechanical breakdown. What is the-experience of other buildings using this
methodology of vehicle management?

• Setbacks: The lot plan shows minimal setbacks from the street, alleys and the
abutting building. This seems out of keeping with similar buildings with high rise
profiles.

• Character: While there are two high rise building nearby, 300 & 400 Beach
Drive, both have more on street amenities and seem more in keeping with the idea
of opening vistas for view along sight lines to the water. This building seems to be
maximizing occupancy density at the expense of the neighborhood character.

Sincerely

Wesley Wallace



July 29, 2014

frpETERsBuj

JUL31 2014

Planning & Economic Development Department

P.O. Box 2842

Saint Petersburg, FL 33731

Dear Commissioners,

We are writing to air our concerns about the Bliss Site plan that will be discussed at a meeting on

Wednesday, August 6th at 2:00 pm. (file #14-31000015). As a long time resident of Parkshore my
husband and I are concerned with the additional traffic this building will create in our alley way.

Residents of Parkshore exit onto the alley that at present can be difficult with delivery trucks and cars

that already line the alley. I can’t imagine it getting worse by having other residents and or deliveries

using the same small alley way. We are full time residents and fell that this proposed project will greatly

impact us.

We hope you will give our valid concerns consideration as you review the Bliss Site Plan application. We

appreciate and enjoy our downtown community and will continue to keep being involved in any further

discussion on this matter.

Cordially,

/
Mr. & Mrs. Barry Greenfield

300 Beach Dr Ne

Unit 301

Saint Petersburg, FL 33701



The Nikjeh Family
300 Beach Drive #1 701

________________

St. Petersburg, FL 33701 CITYOF ST. PETERsBuR

JUL31

July 30, 201 4 PLANNING & ECONOMIC flE”EIJJPMENJ

Planning & Economic Development Dept.
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Re: File# 14-31000015

Attn: Board Members

My husband and I own a unit in Parkshore Plaza. After reviewing the proposed plans
for the Bliss Condominium project, we strongly object to any variance for this project.
We respect property rights, but we don’t see why you should approve additional floor
area for this small piece of land.

Let the developer design within the existing zoning restrictions. This would reduce the
number of units and therefore, it reduces traffic generated in the alley immediately next
to our building. The alley between us is regularly congested with vehicles and trucks
which supply to nearby restaurants.

It is hard to believe that you will allow 30 additional residences which will generate 300
trips per day through this alley. The fact that cars are to use elevators which unload
onto the alley is hard to believe, knowing how often elevators breakdown. We also
would like the car elevators to be relocated to the alley running to the east of Bliss with
direct access to 4th Avenue, instead of Beach Drive, where many pedestrians cross.
This would be a fact that you need to consider.

In conclusion, we are not against development of Bliss, we are just asking you to keep
the development to the existing zoning entitlements.

Your consideration of our concern is greatly appreciated.

Regards

The Nikjeh’s



300 Beach Drive NE, Unit #2502
St Petersburg, FL 33701

July 30, 2014

PIan ing and Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 33731

Re Case #14-31000015 (Bliss Site Plan application)

Dear Sir/Madam;

The purpose of this letter is to express opposition lo the proposal to build the Bliss condominium at

176 Li Avenue Northeast in downtown St Petersburg. The Bliss proposal would cause a very serious

problem with traffic ann pubhc safety in the alley behind Bliss.

The lley already is one of the busiest in St Petersburg. At the large Parkshore Plaza condominium, all

of the residents exit from their parking garage into the alley, and there are numerous moving vans and

deliveries that go to its loading dock in the alley. The nearby office building and the B&B use the alley

for parking access, and the restaurants and retail establishments use it for delivery trucks. One large

restaurant has a busy valet parking facility that is entered and exited from the alley. The alley is also

used by the garbage and recycling trucks. In addition, more traffic difficulties will soon be added by the

ew Rowland Place condominium that is currently under construction. It will have some resident

parking spaces only a couple of feet from the alley, with cars backing directly into the alley.

The Bliss condominium is proposed to have two car elevators to take residents’ cars from the alley up to

their parking spaces. Since Bliss would have 30 residences, there would be 50-60 more cars that would

be using the alley for both entering exiting their parking area. The traffic problem would be

compounded by the need to wait for the car elevators and the fact that the entrance to the elevators

would be only about 6 feet from the alley. This would cause traffic back-ups in the alley while the Bliss

residents wait for the car elevators.

The alley is quite narrow and it currently is almost impossible for two vehicles to pass each other,

especially if one is a truck. Where the alley reaches Beach Drive, it intersects with a sidewalk that is

used by many pedestrians both day and night. Beach Drive is a busy Street and has only one traffic lane

in each direction, so it would also be very difficult for more traffic from the alley to use Beach Drive.

In summary, the Bliss condominium proposal should be denied becau5e the alley cannot accommodate

it. If Bliss were built, there would undoubtedly be traffic jams in the alley, which could be especially

dangerous f a fire truck or other safety vehicle needed to access the alley. The increased traffic in the

alley would endanger the drivers using the alley, as well as tourists and other pedestnans walking on the

sidewalk.

Sincerely,

— /
Barbara Burdge GeoffreyBurdge



City of St. Petersburg
CITY OF ST PETERSBIjR

Planning & Economic Development Dept.

JUL 302014Case U: 14-3 1000015

Address: 176 4th Avenue Northeast
PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOpMENT

To whom it may concern:

I am writing in objection to the applicants request for floor area ratio bonuses. Floor area ratios are set
to limit the amount of building area given a certain land size. This is codified to make sure that essential
public services will not be unduly stressed. This request will not only create an unacceptable tax on
public roadways but, it will create a life safety issue.

• The Alley between 3 and 4 Avenues Northeast known as Fareham Place N is currently the
only means of exit for the residents and businesses occupying the Parkshore Condominium

• Fareham Place N is currently highly congested with commercial delivery vehicles serving the
businesses on Beach Drive

• The applicant’s site plan calls for using Fareham Place N as the main entrance and exit for
vehicular traffic further stressing an already stressed public roadway

• The applicant’s site plan calls for a parking elevator system whereby cars could not fully pull in
from Fareham Place N while waiting for the parking elevator gate to open blocking Fareham
Place N and creating increased congestion and no means for emergency egress

Please reject the bonus.
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Barbara Race — Reasons why the request br approval ol the site plan for the Bliss project
prol)osal should he denied. Case No: 14—31000015

[rom: <michael 1evy2(aaol .com>
Jo: <Barbara. Race’astpete.org>, <michaellcvy2aaol.com>
l)ate: 7/31/2014 11:51 AM
Subject: Reasons why the request For approval oF the site plan For the Bliss project proposal should be

denied. Case No: 14-31000015

Dear Barbara,

As discussed, I would appreciate it if you would circulate the following to the members of the
Development Review Commission as well as all appropriate city planning staff.

The statute in the DC-3 zoned area of the Downtown Historic District calls for a maximum FAR
of 2.0. Residents of the area have a justifiable expectation that this limit will only be exceeded
if a proposed project merits FAR bonuses. We rely on the city planners and their oversight
bodies, including the Development Review Commission and the City Council, to consider the
best interests of the residents of the area and all the residents of St. Petersburg in determining
which projects should receive bonuses. The bonuses in the DC-3 area were introduced to
attract development to an area that was in economic and population decline and that objective
has been admirably achieved. The Beach Dr. corridor which encompasses the proposed
project has by far the highest population density of any area in the city. At peak times there
is tremendous vehicular and pedestrian congestion, and infrastructure such as parking and
sanitation is overtaxed. Those projects that are sensitive to the quality of life of the surrounding
residents and that are consistent with the overall development objectives of the city should be
the only ones that warrant serious consideration for bonuses. On many criteria the Bliss
project fails to pass the test.

With respect to the subject property, there seems to be a presumption that the seller of the
land, who appears to be asking a clearly above-reasonable market price, is entitled to drive
a review process to the legal maximum FAR of 4.0 if the proposed buyer claims they can not
make the economics work at any lower ratio. THIS SHOULD BE OF NO CONCERN TO THE
CITY. Rowland Place, the project nearing completion immediately to the east, was brought in
within the statute at a FAR of 2.0.

The outsized footprint of the residential tower has necessitated a parking structure that will rely
on car elevators rather than conventional ramped parking, with an array of adverse and
potentially dangerous consequences, and is being discussed in the primary opposition
presentation of Parkshore Plaza and others.

St. Petersburg has a downtown residential waterfront profile that is unique in the state.
Since Bayfront Tower was built in 1979 on a very pronounced N-S axis, presenting a
monolithic curtain wall to the city, all the residential towers have been square, round or on an
E-W axis, preserving maximum air and light space through the skyline. One of the most
appealing charms of the city is that the waterfront is not blocked by walls of buildings. Allowing
the Bliss tower to be constructed, a very monolithic structure on a pronounced N-S axis, would
forever block views of nearly 25% of the downtown waterfront marinas all the way to the Gulf.

file :///D :/Users/blracc/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DA2DC7STPETE%2OMAILM... 7/31/2014
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The building presents its “face” to the east, along an alley, which would be visible mainly from
Straub Park and the Bay. What surrounding residents, vehicular and pedestrian traffic on
Fourth Ave. and streets to the west, will see are flat predominantly concrete facades. This is
surely not consonant with the precepts of sound and sensitive urban planning. As a point of
comparison, the initial Rowland Place design was viewed as too much like a Beachfront condo
and the developer was asked to make it more like some of the classic buildings in downtown
St. Pete, which it did.

The Tower as currently proposed is coterminous with the much shorter Rowland Place “tower”
and will block sunlight to its residents for much of the day. It will also block significant views
and light for the residents of Parkshore Plaza and loom over its pool deck.

The Beach Dr. corridor, which contains the subject property, has a population density
of approximately 50 persons per acre (ppa), compared with a city average of lOppa. The city
recently had several urban design and planning firms present their overview of concerns and
prospective plans for the city; one of the recurring themes was the need to attract development
away from the Beach Dr. corridor, which was viewed as seriously overdeveloped and
underserviced in infrastructure. One could argue that all FAR bonuses in the area should be
eliminated. Looking at the most recent project in the corridor to near completion, Rowland
Place, with 17 units, assuming 2 occupants per unit and a site slightly over one acre, would be
below the 5oppa density of the area. The proposed Bliss project, with 29/30 units and under
one acre, would be above the area average at roughly 65ppa.

The economic calculus is worth close inspection. There is a significant likelihood that the
project will depress surrounding relative market values over the long-term, which could more
than offset the potential tax revenues from the project itself! An approval risks being “penny-
wise, pound-foolish”.

The units are significantly smaller than comparable condos along the Beach Dr. corridor. An
alternative single-unit per floor Tower, having the same north border but substantially smaller
footprint than the one proposed (approximately 53’ E-W x 60’ N-S vs. current 114’ N-S),
containing 20 roughly 3000sf truly luxurious 3 bedroom condos, with glass on all sides, with
more conventional ramped parking on lower floors and to the south of the Tower, would go a
long way toward lessening all of the foregoing negative impacts of the current site plan.

Certainly the plan in its current form should be rejected, as it will do irreparable harm to the
quality of life and charm of the City of St. Petersburg.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kind regards,

Michael Levy

file :1/ID :/Users/blrace/AppData/Local/Ternp/XPgrpwise/53DA2DC7STPETE%2OMAILM... 7/31/2014



.100 Beach Dr NI 111402
St Petersburg, FL _13 701

Cl y of St Pet ersbiirg
S aft iii the Planning & Econornir Dept.
P ) [lox 2842
Si Petersburg, FL 33/31

0 Case 14 31000015

o ir Unit in the l’arkshore Plaza condominium is directly across the alley from [he proposed building to
Iii located at 176 45

Avenue Northeast (Bliss Project). Although firmly supportive cit developing a
vi rant downtown area, we have several concerns regarding the Bliss Project five of which are stated in
th s let tcr.

One of the malor concerns is the traffic congestion which will result in the alley between the Park’,hore
P1 ‘za and the proposed Bliss Project. The Parkshore Plaza condominium car exits feed into the alley
WI iere heavy truck and car traffic already pose a safety problem for exiting vehicles. This situation will
oily be made worse when the Roland condominium (which is located directly behind the Bliss Project
xii across the alley from the Parkshore Plaza) is completed (it is unfortunate die Planning and Economic
Dvelopment Dept. failed to adequately evaluate the situation prior to approving fInland). If the
ad Jitional traffic resulting from the Bliss Project is added, there will be a significant safety hazard for
re dent’ of all three buildings (Parkshore Pla7a, Roland, and Bliss).

In ddition to the traffic congestion, the Bliss Project will add to the noise problem generally existing in
tb’ area between 3” and 4” Avenue. Not only will the Bliss building reflect noise from the rooftop
lou nge and air conditioning units associated with The Birchwood, but also add additional noise
en anating from the rooftop entertainment area. It is unclear how the Bliss Project air conditioning will
be handled, but this too could potentially add one more sound pollution source.

Another environmental concern, in addition to the noise pollution, is sun light blockage. Although fight
bit ckage is inevitable in urban high rise developments, the closeness of the Bliss Project to Roland and
fbi Parkshore Plaza, as well as the building height, constitute an unwarranted light blockage to both
pci existing buildings,

Re ated to the sun light blockage issue, is the obstruction of water views from the Parkshore Plaza north
fac ng units. Other cities with which we are familiar (such as Naples and Miami) place emphasis on the
impact a particular development will have on obstructing the views from existing residential buildings,
whn evaluating proposed new development projects. In the past, St Petersburg has required offsets so
as o minimize the visual impact of new developments on existing buildings (Parkshore Plaza and the
Cm sters being an example),



F I sally, the renderings developed by the fuss Project apparently for marketing anrF perhaps for Planning
[conomic Development Dept. consumption are misleading. he t3liss Project does not abut Beach Dr

a shown in their literature, and is not a flowing extension of the current arctiitectmjr,mi motif Beach Dr is

ai inioo’tant St Petersburg asset, the visual impact of which should be vigorously preservedt

Yi u have a difficult job balancing the economic interests of ctevetopers against the negative implications

Ici surrounding residents, Perhaps this application can serve as an opportunity for St Petersburg to

is ‘s isingtm ilfy upgrade its dove lopi ocit s ta ncla rd s in t so areas of t ca Wc saFety no e pol ut on, sunlight
btectiage, view prespi vat ion, and other areas affecting quality of life in our city.

Sincerely,

Mary and Walter Jones



300 Beach Drive NE
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

July 31, 2014

Planning and Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Re: Case #14-31000015 (Bliss Site Plan Application)

Dear Sir or Madam,

The purpose of this letter is to express opposition to the proposal to build the Bliss condominium
at 176 4th Avenue NE. The Bliss proposal will cause a very serious safety risk to people using
the alley between the Bliss condominium and Parkshore Plaza.

There are 115 units within Parkshore Plaza that egress onto this alley. There are numerous
moving vans and delivery trucks that dock in the alley servicing Parkshore as well as the
restaurants and retail stores on Beach Drive. Additionally valet drivers use this alley to park
cars for a nearby restaurant. The traffic situation will be exacerbated by Rowland Place which
will be using this alley. Some Rowland Place residents will be backing onto the alley from
garages.

The Bliss proposal includes two car elevators directly off this alley. Residents will be using
these elevators to enter and exit their building. No doubt, people will be waiting in the alley for
access to elevators. This will cause more congestion in the alley. Most importantly, there are
many people walking down this alley to get to Beach Drive shops and restaurants. Birchwood
has become a very popular destination resulting in pedestrians using this alley at night.

Our elected officials make many decisions that improve our city and protect our community.
Please be informed that the Bliss condominium will present a significant safety risk to our
community. It will cause more congestion which may deny access to important safety vehicles,
e.g., fire trucks, ambulances, etc. Additionally more traffic in this narrow alley will endanger
drivers, pedestrians and cyclists using the alley.

The Bliss condominium could ingress and egress off of 4th Avenue; however, it would not qualify
for an additional FAR and exemptions for concealing the garage from 4th Ave. Hence the
building could not be as tall as proposed. We trust our city officials will agree that our safety is
more important than a few more stories on a high rise. Please do not approve the Bliss plan as
submitted.

Sincerely,

Marianne and Bill Ferrari
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July 30, 2014

Planning & I conomic Development Department
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Re: File #14-31000015
Bliss Building Project

Dear Sir/Madam,

The Bliss building project as presently designed will create problems not only for
residents of Parkshore Plaza Condominium, but adjacent buildings and businesses.
Specilically the already congestion of and safety issues due to the multiple uses of the
adjacent alleys will be compounded by the planned use of the alleys for ingress and exits
of traftic generated by residents, guests and service companies for the Bliss project.

Please note that the main alley, named Fareham Place is well used by we residents
of Parkshore Plaza, the owners and employees of Parkshore businesses and service
vehicles to all, including The Moon Under Water restaurant and the Birchwood Hotel and
it’s restaurants. And a small “driveway” used by service vehicles for the Beach Drive
businesses is planned as the ground floor garage entrance for the Bliss. Many times
congestion requires a turnaround at our exits or even exiting via the entrance on third
avenue NE. And this is beibre the Rowland Place condominium is completed and adding
to the already overcrowding of that alley. I know that emergency vehicles would fitce
delays trying to navigate that area when needed.

Please deny the application of the Bliss Project as presently planned. A major
rework of the design is needed to address the issues alluded to above.

Sincerely,

Kenneth R. Safko, M.D.



300 Beach Drive
Unit 1802
St Petersburg, Florida 33701

July 30, 2014

Development Review Commission
Planning & Economic Developnieiit Depariient
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Fl 33731

Reference file 14-3 1000015

Dear Members of the Development Review Commission

As the owners and residents of unit 1802 at the Parkshore Plaza, 300 Beach Drive,
we arc writing to express our opposition to the proposed new building project Bliss,
across the alleyway from our building.

We are very concerned that the Bliss project vall be detnmental to our property value
by blocking the North front view from our unit.

We purchased our unit in February 2014, afier Rowland Place bad announced and
begun construction on their building. We bought our unit with the belief that the
open Buckley Moss property was too small a footprint to build a high rise. Since the
property is of similar size to that of Rowland Place, our expectation was that if any
building would be built there, it would be of similar height to that of Rowland Place.

We are shocked that the Bliss Project is for a building that isl9 stories high, 3 times
higher than Rowland Place, resulting in a major blockage of our view from our
floor Parkshore apartment. We would never have paid the price we did if we had had
the slightest suspicion that this beautiful view could be blocked and we could, as a
result, suffer a serious loss in the aparUnent’s value.

We therefore ask you to do everything in your power to stop the Bliss Project from
going forward.

Sincerely,

Diane Seligsohn & Denis Thuin



From: Abby Elliott <aelliott@associagulfcoast.com>
To: “barbara. racestpete.org” <barbara. race@stpete.org>
Date: 8/1/2014 6:31 AM
Subject: FW: Bliss

Abby Elliott, CMCA®
Licensed Community Association Manager

Parkshore Plaza Condominium Association
300 Beach Dr. NE, St Petersburg, FL 33701
Office: 727.823.4252 Ex. 5

Associa® - Delivering unsurpassed management and lifestyle services to communities worldwide.
Learn more at www.associagulfcoast.com I Follow us at www.facebook.com/Associa Gulf Coast

Notice: This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential
and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the
original message. Please virus check all attachments to prevent widespread contamination of files and
operating systems. The unauthorized access, use, disclosure or distribution of this email may constitute
a violation of the Federal Electronic Communications Privacy Act of 1986 and similar state laws. This
communication does not reflect an intention by the sender or the sender’s client or principal to conduct a
transaction or make any agreement by electronic means. Nothing contained in this message or in any
attachment shall satisfy the requirements for a writing, and nothing contained herein shall constitute a
contract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act,
any version of the Uniform Electronic Transaction Act or any other statute governing electronic
transactions.

Original Message—---
From: Joe [mailto: rosenthal.joe@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Abby Elliott
Subject: Bliss

Abby, please pass my memo on to the appropriate city officials that are reviewing this situation:

As an owner at Parkshore and a Real Estate Broker I have a serious doubt the alley behind Parkshore
that services our loading dock can handle additional traffic without posing a serious threat with regard to
egress from the building.

Both the west and east parking garages exit onto this alley; they compete with food delivery trucks,
garbage trucks, moving vehicles, resturant valet and a host of other traffic using the alley. Roland place
will put additional traffic on the alley further congesting an already congested area.

I understand Bliss will deploy elevators for their residents parking access, where will automobiles cue
when waiting for an elevator? How will one car exit when one is waiting for an elevator? Will the alley
become one way? If so which way? Has the city done any kind of traffic study to determine if the alley
can accommodate any additional traffic? Since there is no way to widen the alley this is a legitimate
concern and needs to be addressed by the City before going forward blindly resulting in an unfortunate
traffic disaster without a solution.



Joe
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Birhara Race — l’W: Bliss lrojecl Update July 29 2014

irom: Abby I iliOlt ‘CIIi0t1(daSSOCiagUllCOflSt.COm>
10: ‘barbara.race(as1pele.org” <barbara.raee(’astpete.org>
l)ate: 8/1/2014 6:31 AM
Subject: lW: BHss Project Update .July 2) 2014

Abb Elliott, (:MCA

Li> nsd Communit,y Asso if on Minaer

Parkhort’ llaia Condurniniuni A,socidtlon
:30t) Beach Dr. NE, St Putvrburg, FL 3370:1
OFfice: 72 7.82..4252 Ex. S

Associa ).‘In’ermq >ire;> irpti.ceo rnonojemi’ oiid lifectylc r.ce.r u .or: ,riniriilws woiTh’vidc.
Learn more at www.associagulfcoast.com oliow :is at www.facebook.com/Associa Gulf Coast

Notftt hr’ irn.ii o’ ..• is tot the use of the no’ rt’rir.nifs) nuy nm coot c n: cod pnvi’0ee Oflr.n;oOr’, A>
urrauthorie(I review, isi—, ji’c r mu cm c’ ,hti>ri is prr> nbc ml. If ‘;mi ao— r:iIl1ie inI:e i c 7merit, please cc’m ccl:he ‘i. by
rc’plv E• niii anti rb all c ipi >:il ihe original rnossmp. ‘leoco virus check all ittamtimerits to proven> wftJircprcctd Ci) ri rOIti(i of
fil, and u:ermtirig system,. The uriautl’oi rid .m>:c>sr, so, disclosure Or dsP jhirm of ii: email nmv corist.i>ute a v t.in:ir of the
trierl (Iuc.tiuni Ciin.inniiir:atiuri, Privacy Ai:I of nO siini.ar tate law.. This CCflifl> >0’ nfl does not n—fleut an nition by iii

situ 01 tni5’nir•i i Chii>t ot pot c: to con: 1 t a Transtetiori roke ny ngruentmnt by i. : u: N’riirig : 1a>ed tn ilS
ri.’ssa; or in Ofly aflaclimml’ ‘cnh sitimy Ibm ieqtinr’i tilt) fora Wi tninc, .nd nrrrlng r:oi ‘no heuo>n snail consmrl:um: a 0’
eeIroimlc SigflitiIO nine re [.n.tin.IC Signatures in Global arid OlinrO (on,moicc Act, any version nt the Un term hiOi’trOiliC

rririsa:iion ACT or any i:ilher I:atiltc gcvmrrig ml mo r 0100).

From: Ashok Kairo [ashokkalro@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 6:03 PM
To: Abby Elliott
Subject: Re: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014

Abby,

Could you please forward the following note to the St. Petersburg Development Review Commission
since I will not be able to attend their meeting on August 4th. Thanks

J4shok !Katro
asI,oIka1roii;i’,naiL coil?

727-329-8281

To: ‘The St. Petersburg Development Review Commission

file :1/ID :/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DB3449STPETE%2OMAILMS... 8/1/2014
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My name is Ashok Kalro and I am a resident of nit I () 1 in the Parkshore Plaza at 300 Beach l)rive
NI ‘, Xl. Petersburg, [‘I 33701 . I am writing this note to express my deep concern about the planned new
building pro)ecl in St. Petersburg under the name BlISS (1.1 Ic 1/14—3100001 5) that you are scheduled to
discuss at your meeting on August 4, 2014. (inlbrtunately, I will not be able to attend this meeting
because ol other commitments. I am thereibre sending you this note to express my Strong OppoSitioli to
the HI 155 protect.

‘[lie HI] SS building, which is intended to go up on 4th Avenue North and Bcach I)rivc NI, will destroy
the great ambience associated with this part of the downtown area, create signi licantly more Congestion
and destroy the privacy ol the current residents of Parkshorc Plaza. It will also significantly add to traffic
and congestion in the alley between 3rd Avenue North and 4th Avenue North. i’his is a narrow alley that
should really be a one—way street because of its Ira [tic, particularly in the evenings during the winter
months. It is also used for deliveries and building services to the Parkshore Plaza building and the new
building that is currently under construction between 4th Avenue North and this alley. ‘I’Iw alley is also
currently used fl,r the entrance to the parking lot ola residential building whose front faces 4th Avenue
North. ‘[here is also an office building on the corner of this alley and 1st Street North that uses the alley
all the time.

‘11w Bliss project has no plans for cars to drive up to their parking places. Instead, they intend to use
elevators to take residents’ automobiles up to their parking levels and the entrance to these elevators is
intended to be from this narrow alley. The use of elevators will invariably create backups when multiple
automobiles need to be transported at approximately the same time. This situation will considerably add
to the congestion in the alley and traffic could well back up into both, Beach Drive and 1st Street North.
Also, during public events in the parks in the area, the intended new building would make the situation
that much more dillicult.

I strongly urge you to reject the application from the Bliss project for the new building at this location.
Thank you for your consideration of this note.

J4s1io1 !KaCro
svIiokka1roagi;iai1. cons
727-329-8281

tile :///D:/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/TempIXPgrpwiSe/5 3DB3449STPETE%2OMAILMS... 8/1/2014



From: Abby Elliott <aelliott@associagulfcoast.com>
To: ‘barbara. racestpete.org” <barbara. race©stpete. 019>
Date: 8/1/2014 6:33 AM
Subject: FW: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014
Attachments: 201 40728_093 1 46_resized.jpg; 201 40728_092743_resized.jpg;
20140728_092836_resized.jpg; 20140728_O926oljesized.jpg; 20140723_085541_resized.jpg;
201 40723_084753_resized .jpg

Abby Elliott, CMCA®
Licensed Community Association Manager

Parkshore Plaza Condominium Association
300 Beach Dr. NE, St Petersburg, FL 33701
Office: 727.823.4252 Ex. 5

Associa® - Delivering unsurpassed management and lifestyle services to communities worldwide.
Learn more at www.associagulfcoast.com<http://www.associagulfcoast.com/> / Follow us at
www.facebook. com/Associa<http://www.facebook.com/Associa> Gulf Coast

Notice: This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential
and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the
original message. Please virus check all attachments to prevent widespread contamination of files and
operating systems. The unauthorized access, use, disclosure or distribution of this email may constitute
a violation of the Federal Electronic Communications Privacy Act of 1986 and similar state laws. This
communication does not reflect an intention by the sender or the sender’s client or principal to conduct a
transaction or make any agreement by electronic means. Nothing contained in this message or in any
attachment shall satisfy the requirements for a writing, and nothing contained herein shall constitute a
contract or electronic signature under the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act,
any version of the Uniform Electronic Transaction Act or any other statute governing electronic
transactions.

From: concierge parkshoreplaza [mailto:concierge. parkshoreplazagmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 7:20 AM
To: Abby Elliott
Subject: Fwd: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014

Forwarded message
From: debch2 <debch2@aol.com<mailto:debch2@aol.com>>
Date: Wed, Jul 30, 2014 at 3:04 PM
Subject: RE: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014
To: concierge parkshoreplaza
<concierge. parkshoreplazagmail. com<mailto:concierge. parkshoreplazagmail.com>>

To whom it may concern
re: Bliss project.

My name is Desiree Glowa, and I live at Parkshore Plaza #1 803. Enclosed please find attached 6
different pictures. I only captures ONLY 2 days of the everyday congestion that occurs between our ally
and on 4th Avenue. Frequently the trucks that deliver the food for Park Shore grill, Birchwood, and
various moving trucks all have nowhere to park to make their deliveries safely. When the garbage and



recycle men come to pick up twice a week down the alley there’s no access at all. Also many times the
delivery trucks use the parking alley between P buckley Moss and Birchwood to deliver safely. Once bliss
is constructed, there will be no areas that are sate to deliver.

Also please consider having the delivery trucks in the alley the congestion of the Rowland place
residence entering and exiting in the alley as well as parkshore resident entering and exiting in the alley
thats normal traffic. Now take into consider Parkshore grill has valet parking to just add to the whole
mess.

Another major concern that I don’t believe has been addressed or evaluated is the wind vortex between
the buildings. There is an enormous suction vortex between the buildings on 3rd Avenue. That is a normal
street which has some allowance for the wind Vortex, but itis very strong sometimes just to walk down the
sidewalk. I don’t believe there has been any evaluation down our small little alley. Frequently there are
small win spirals on are loading dock with just the Rowland building on our loading dock, what’s going to
happen with all of the construction between Parkshore, Rowland, and Bliss? Thank you for hearing my
concerns, If you have any questions please feel free to call me at 727-430-7466<tel:727-430-7466>.

Sent from my i-Mobile 4G LTE Device
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J. Guillenno Castro
Parkshore Plaza Condominium

300 Beach Drive NE
Apartment 1201

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

July 29, 2014

Planning atid Economic Development Department
P.O. Box 2842
St Petersburg, Florida 33731

Re File #14-3 1000015 aka The Bliss Project

GentlemenlLadies:

I write in total opposition to the project in question. My main reason is that the alley
behind the condo where I live is an accident waiting to happen. And this is before the 6
story condo being built between 4tui Avenue and the alley is occupied which will add lots
of vehicles. And never mind this new project with even more vehicles added to the mix.
You also need to be aware that the alley is used by all sorts of vehicles as a shortcut
between lt street and Beach Drive. That is on top of those who have a “legitimate”
reason-homeowners, workers from the business in the immediate area, valet drivers for
the restaurants, food deliveries for the various eateries nearby, etc, etc.

I have seen drivers doing 30 miles per hour and more. At the last Board meeting I
attended I think in March (I have been away since April 3 and am writing this from
Atlanta, GA), there was a discussion of installing a warning system on the outside of our
garage exit so that vehicles transiting and pedestrians walking on the alley are warned
about a vehicle about to enter the alley. That is how bad it is now.

From what I see and am being told, both of these new buildings will have both their in
and out access into the alley. I just cannot believe that small roadway is going to be able
to handle the traffic imposed on it if this project goes forward as designed.

Please do your duty and do not approve this project.

Cordially,



I

fOFST. PETERSBURG

Danielle & Michel Amblard f AUG 01 2014
Parkshore Plaza I

300 Beach Drive NE #902 NNING&EcONoMIcnEvE[aPJ

St Petersburg, FL 33701

s:i-
Planning and Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 3373 1 -

H_JQD)

RE: BLISS site plan application Public Hearing August 6, 2014

We would like to voice our concerns about the Bliss project and our
opposition to the granting of the FAR variance to the project as submitted
and for the following reasons:

ALLEY safety
The alley that is on the south side of the project (north of Parkshore Plaza) is
already suffering from a significant volume of traffic. The proposed
“elevator” parking system could bring even more gridlock to this alley.
It is already used by all delivery trucks to a number of retail stores. This is in
addition to the cars egressing from Parkshore Plaza and pretty soon from
Rowland Place. It also handles the traffic from the Bed and Breakfast, as
well as some traffic by the Valet parking that serves the Parkshore Grill.

The alley is also used by other delivery and service vehicles servicing Moon
Under Water and The Birchwood.

Coming out of the Parkshore parking garage is difficult with vehicles parked
in the alley and we risk a crash every time.

We believe the additional volume of cars that would both ingress and egress
from Bliss will cause an excessive traffic pattern for such a small alley.

PROJECT LAYOUT
The project as presented is a large North South building that is at odds with
all other condo projects already approved. It will block light and views for
any other building that could be considered further west.



PROJEC’F S’l’YLE

The project style is more of a beach building rather than a downtown
residence. We believe that it does not fit within the desired aspect of the
area. This will be just behind The Birchwood project where the city insisted
on keeping with the historical aspect of the building. It is difficult to see how
the proposed exterior aspect will enhance the area.

EXCESSIVE DENSITY OF THE AREA

The project as submitted, and if the FAR is approved as requested, will add
significantly to the density of the Beach Drive area which is already the
highest in the city. This obviously adds to traffic to the entire area of three
blocks.
Beach Drive traffic is already difficult under normal circumstances and is at
a standstill when an event takes place. The addition of such a number of
units above what is already here will oniy add to the problem.

A project similar to Rowland Place with a limited impact and footprint
would be a better use of the land.
Perhaps the reason for the requested FAR is only due to the excessive land
price.

DEVIATION FROM THE URBAN LAND INSTITUTE RECENT
RECOMMENDATIONS

The city spent a significant amount of time, effort and treasury to analyze
the city’s future potential development options.
In their conclusions it was recommended to favor development to the south
and west of the Beach Drive area. This recommendation appeared to have
the backing of the city. Deviating from it will only add to the congestion of a
small area of the city at the expense of other areas that should receive the
favored support of the city Planning and Development Department.

2 ‘k-
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John Ic Mapors
300 Beach Drive N F

Apt 2603
St. Petersburg, FL

33701 1 AUG 012014
Phone: 727-895-8780

E-mail: rnaj orj o@msn. corn PLANNING & ECONOMCVE0j’

July3l,2014

Re: File #14-31000015

Planning & Economic Department
P.O. Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 33731

Members of the Development Review Corn mission:

I am writing to object to rye proposed Bliss building. As a happy resident of
downtown St Petersburg, I support responsible development. I find the
current proposal lacking in two critical respects. Both relate to the number
of vehicles and the parking arrangement proposed.

The proposed ingress and egress to virtually all parking would be from the alley
running between Beach Drive and First Street (behind the proposed
building). This alley is already too busy and creates safety concerns as it is
used by many vehicles and pedestrians; the overcrowding on Beach Drive
exacerbates the problem as entering or exiting the alley from/to Beach Drive
is almost impossible during “high season” and during the many special
events and parades in the immediate area.

In addition, the use of automobile elevators for entry and exit by the proposed
building—with them approximately six feet from the alley—is ludicrous.
Despite the developer’s claims that cars arrive and depart “evenly spaced out
during the day”, thus creating no problem, this will not be reality. There will
undoubtedly be cars required to wait in the alley for their turn to use the
elevator. Also, there will be cars that turn into the area to access the elevator
only to discover a car exiting the elevator—thus requiring the entering car to
back out into the alley—very dangerous. And, imagine when one of the
elevators breaks down... If they were sitting on their building’s property,
that would be their problem. But to clog the alley creates a problem for all of
us.

Thank you in advance for protecting the safety and quality of living for all of us.
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July 30, 2014

300 Beach Drive NE, Unit 401
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Barbara Race
Planning and Economic Development Department
City of St. Petersburg, Florida
P.O. Box 2842, St. Petersburg, Florida 33731

Dear City Officials,

We are writing in regard to the application of the Bliss Condominium Tower
developers to secure variances needed for construction. This is File #14-
31000015, for which we received a letter from you because we reside within 200
feet of the proposed construction site.

We have three concerns about the request.

1. As resident homeowners of an apartment on the north side of Parkshore
Plaza, we look directly onto the proposed construction site. Our view to the
northeast will be completely blocked by the structure. I guess this is an inevitable
consequence of urban life in a growing city, but it’s something that will affect our
property’s value.

2. Of greater concern is our apprehension about machinery sounds from the
building. We had the unfortunate experience with the Birchwood of being blind-
sided by the continuous machinery sounds of their HVAC system, 24/7, when
they began operations. It seems our City’s sound restriction rules have no teeth
in them for limiting the continuous emission of machinery noise from buildings.
We do not want to encounter another layer of continuous high-intensity sound
from Bliss. The architect says the proposed location of the HVAC condensers
will limit the disturbance risk, but the plans on file do not show where any of this
equipment will be placed.

3. Of greatest concern is the proposed provision of Bliss resident parking. We
believe the proposed scheme poses serious operational and safety issues, and
for those reasons should not be approved.

The Bliss plans call for a pair of car elevators to lift vehicles to the parking levels
which will contain places for 63 vehicles. Entry to these elevators is to be from
Fareham Place (the brick-paved street to the north of Parkshore Plaza and south
of the proposed construction site). This mode of entry will occasionally require
cars to queue on Fareham Place--or even Beach Drive--to use the elevators, one
car at a time.



Fareham Place is already heavily used by delivery trucks, utility vehicles, and
cars exiting existing garages, valet operations, and parking lots. The narrow
roadway lacks sidewalks for pedestrians and is barely wide enough for two
vehicles to pass one another—especially at the east end near Beach Drive
where the Bliss entry will be and where traffic is heaviest.

There are times right now when the area near Beach Drive is heavily congested,
and the fact that drivers on Beach don’t see Fareham Place as another street,
and that drivers exiting Fareham Place have to push out to make a turn, adds to
the danger. Pedestrians seem to ignore Fareham Place altogether--they don’t
see it as a street. Adding the car elevator entry for Bliss will increase this
density, adding more traffic turning into Fareham Place from Beach Drive where
pedestrian traffic is heaviest, and more traffic turning out of Fareham Place.

In reviewing the file available for public inspection, I found reference to alley-use
data (not specific to Fareham Place) from 2008 suggesting that traffic density on
Fareham Place may not be an issue. Shouldn’t this topic be revisited in light of
current conditions? The volume of downtown activity is many times what it was
six years ago, and is about to see a further increase when Rowland Place opens.

In a nutshell, adding Bliss Condominium’s resident and guest traffic will turn a
less-used roadway into a thoroughfare ill-prepared for the volume of traffic it will
bear, and with little provision for safe pedestrian transit. By tradition we may
think of Fareham Place as an alley; the reality of its use warrants ranking it as a
street.

We hope you will take these points into consideration in your deliberations.

Respectfully,

‘ ,,

Kent and Toni Lydecker
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Barbara Race — File # 14—31 000() 15

lrom: Bob Churuti <bchurutiabeachdriveretai I .com>
To: “Barbara.Race(üstpcte.org’ <Barbara. Racc(dstpclc.org>
l)ate: 8/1/2014 2:05 PM
Subject: File II 14-31000015

Dear Commission Members and St Petersburg Staff

My wife and I would like to express our strong objection to the above referenced request. The plan as it is now

filed creates great additional burden on the busiest commercial alley in St Petersburg and will undoubtedly

create additional traffic and STACKING as the owners gain ingress from the east west alley via an unproven
elevator system We believe we are uniquely qualified to understand the over all operation of this commercial

alley as we (the Hamilton Family ) have owned Beach Drive Property since 1958 and now own all the retail

space in both the Parkshore Plaza and 400 Beach Drive and have been owner operator since the development

started in 2003. We further believe that good planning would never have ingress from a commercial alley and this

design is only to gain FAR not further the safety or interest of the city or its residents We also suggest that the
timing of this hearing is thinly veiled attempt to have the hearing at a time when, according to or property manager

of Parkshore Plaza, 50% of the residents are away for the summer. I would suggest that a continuance be

granted and that all sides can come to an agreement that would be safe and fair.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Susan Hamilton Churuti Robert E Churuti
President Beach Drive Retail
Director Hamilton Partnership

file:///D:/Users/blrace/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DB 9EA3 STPETE%2OMAILMS ... 8/1/2014



From: John Hamilton Jr <jharnilton©beachdriveretail.com>
To: <Barbara.Race©stpete.org>
Date: 8/1/2014 2:11 PM
Subject: File #14-31000015

Dear Review Board Members and City Staff,

I am writing on behalf of the Hamilton Partnership, LTD. , the owner of the retail condominiums at both
Parkshore Plaza and 400 Beach Drive. We are opposing approval of Case number 14-3100001 5, which
is scheduled to be heard by the Development Review Board at 2pm August 6th 2014.

Our primary objection is the impact that the traffic generated from the proposed project will have on
vehicular traffic on the ally adjacent to Parkshore Plaza. As I am sure you are aware, this is arguably one
of the busiest commercial alleys in the downtown area. Our retailers depend on that ally to service their
businesses, not only for deliveries, but also for servicing utilities. We take multiple deliveries each day,
and have garbage trucks in the alley six days a week, sometimes multiple times a day. A twenty foot alley
may have been adequate at that site in 1920, or even in 1990, but given the traffic it currently generates,
it is extremely congested now. With the addition of the traffic generated from Rowland Place, the traffic
generated by this project will turn congestion into gridlock. The life safety implications, whether it be
police, fire or other emergency services, are serious.

Secondarily, our objection is the overall density of the project as it relates to the village scale of new
development downtown. Though we very much believe in providing developers adequate density to
motivate them to build, we also believe that the underlying urban planning behind it’s engineering must be
intelligent. Historically, zoning code has strongly suggested that new construction have its major axis be
east-west in orientation in order to preserve the waterfront view corridors from the west. The code may
not do that now, but we may regret that if we shut off the water views to any new development to the
west. This project, as proposed. will wall off Beach Drive from the rest of the City, which is precisely what
decades of effort have opposed. We want to integrate with the rest of the downtown core rather than be
shut off from it.

Given that a public hearing is required to increase the F.A.R. from 2.0 to 4.0, I assume you will react to
the public response to this project and either reject this application, or send it back to engineer better
ingress/egress and a downward density revision. The City of St. Petersburg and Beach Drive are enjoying
great success, at least partially because of foresight of our City Fathers; we believe it unwise to ignore
those efforts.

John M. Hamilton Jr.
Managing Director
The Hamilton Partnership, LTD
Director
Beach Drive Retail, Inc.
jhamilton@beachdriveretail.com
727-560-0130



ROWLAND PLACE
146 Fourth Avenue. NI

St. Petersburg. Fl. 33701

August I. 2014
VIA E-M A IL ONLY: Barbara.Race(stpete.org

Development Review Commission
(‘it) ol St. Petershure

Re: Bliss Project
Case No.: 14-310000015

Dear Commissioners.

I write to y ou on behalf of the Ro wiand Place homeowners in opposition to the proposed building
project known as Bliss. Our home. Rowland Place is immediately adjacent to the western property line of’
Bliss.

We homeowners analyzed three factors: 1) Density. 2) Intensity Impact and 3) Reasonableness of
Property Use, and have decided to oppose this project and request that you do the same.

I) Density: In contrast with Rowland Place. which is a six story condominium complex (expected to be
completed on or about .lanuar\ 201 5). and will contain only I? homes, the Bliss proj ect is anticipated
to contain 29 homes. Rowland Place’s lot footprint is 120 x 200. The Bliss will be on alot size of
100 x 200’. Bliss on a smaller lot will be double the square footage and three time s our height. thus
creating an unreasonable density and intensity impact in a downtown designed per St. Petersburg’s
City Code Section 16.20.120.3.4 to “encowvge an intimate village scale along Beach Drive.” Setting
a precedent of high towers on small lot s does not seem consistent with the Intent of the Downtown
(‘enter’s purpose.

2) Intensity Impact: In the development of Rowland Place, no neighbor ever raised any issues
regarding traffic flow, or congestion. In fact. City 0 f’ficials praised Rowland Place for its scale and
design. Our main traffic flow is from Fourth Avenue and does not burden the Alleys in the immediate
vicinity. In contrast, the scale and building design of Bliss as it is proposed will rely heavily on two
alley ways that are congested vi th pedestrians, delivery trucks, trash dumpsters, Parkshore vehicles
and other vehicles of visitors and workers.

Our concern about intensity focuses solely and exclusively on the amount of traffic in the East/West
Alley (“Alley”) near our adjoining parce Is of land, and the potentia I safety and liability issues
especially in an emergency requiring police, lire trucks or ambulances to have access. The potential
congestion that this building will bring with 54 car elevator parking spaces entering and leaving Bliss
through the Alley. will burden an already burdened traffic pattern in the Alley.



\V hen you add the i niensi tv in pact that currently cx isis n the Al Icy and ihe let that Rowland P lace

will add 7 new lbniilics. six ni which vill have separate garages, entering and exiling the Alley.

approxImately I 5 yards west horn the I I iss car elevator. the intensity mpact that Ii iss wit bring is

nt reasonable hr its property si i.e and location. Pt ease see attached iii agram o I’ R my land Pt ace

parking garages.

3) Reasonableness of Property (Ise: White we understand that the developer and property owner ol’ the

Bliss Project have a right to build. e believe that an proposed construction should be examined

closely for density, intensity impact and reasonable use oh’ the properly and the neighborhood it

shares. the builder of Bliss states openly that he must build thur times FAR in order to justify the

purchase price of the land, and that should he be required to educe the sue and scale oh the project.

he cmi Id not al’h’ord to move forward due to the purchase price. While we empathize with Ii is position,

the pLirchase price should not be the driving force behind this project.

Jntike Rowland Places builder, JMC, it is as if Bliss’ builder. Mr. laLib is trying to lorce a square

peg in a round hole because of the land cost. ‘I’htt is not a ustihiable reason to add this level or density and

intensity a i our neigh bnrh nod.

On behalf oh’ the Rowland Place homeowners. I thank you for your service to our City, and ask that

you oppose Bliss’ request for an increased tAR density based on the intensity impact and unreasonableness

of property use.

Very truly yours.

Agostinho .1. Riheiro. Esq.

Enc.
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Gene and Henry Towery
300 Beach Drive NE

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

August 5,2014

Planning and Economic Development Department
P. 0. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
Re: File #14-31000015

a— ‘

Dear Sirs or Madames:

Our names are Henry and Gene Towery. Our address is 300 Beach Drive

NE, #1601. The purpose of this letter is to urge you NOT to change the
density from 2FAR to 4FAR on the parcel of land where The Bliss project is

planned.

The reasons we object to this are as follows:

1. Allowing the ingress and egress of these additional cars from The Bliss
onto the alley will dramatically intensify traffic problems that are already
intolerable. I have identified 21 different kinds of trucks that use the
alley on a regular basis for deliveries to businesses. This, plus 250 cars
from Parkshore, valet parking from the restaurant, additional cars from
Rowland Place and the regular traffic has reached the limit. SAFETY is
now an issue.

2. When we purchased the property in 2004 we knew the lot was zoned
2FAR and were not concerned with view blockage but now with 4FAR
and the North-South orientation of The Bliss our view will be destroyed.
We believe this will adversely effect our property value plus reduce our
quality of life.

3. The use of car elevators is a questionable situation. If these
malfunction the result would not be pleasant and once the building is
built there would be no changing it.



What we have here are two parties, one who is attempting to get more than

a fair market value for the property and the other who is trying to build more

than the property can accommodate. Neither of these parties live in St.

Petersburg and are not concerned with future problems.

If this building is allowed to be built as currently designed and it does create

the aforementioned problems we believe there will be no solution to the

problems(s).

We URGE you to apply common sense to this issue and deny the variance

request.

Sincerely yours,

(_ \
/

I,

Gene and Henry Towerf



Gene and Hen ryTowery

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 AUG 14 2014

August 11, 201 4 PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOpMENT

Planning and Economic Development Department

P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731

kI
//z.- /IoC/

Dear Sirs and Mesdames:

Enclosed please find a copy of the Rowland Place design. This

pictures does not clearly show the ingress/egress for the cars using

the garages that boarder the alley between Rowland Place and

Parkshore Plaza. These 10 cars (5 garages) will be confined to alley

use only..they will back up into the alley and use the alley to access

their garage. In addition to the already overburdened alley for some

20 different delivery, garbage, and moving trucks’ use, the valet

parking for Parkshore Grill and egress for the hundreds of cars from

Parkshore Plaza it is ludicrous to think of another 60 cars from The

Bliss using our tiny alley.

Please consider the safety of all the residents of Rowland Place and

Parkshore Plaza when you make your decision concerning the

overuse of the property and alley.

Sincerely,

7 /

7

,— f
/,

G’flé Towery
/1’

f- f__
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OF ST. PETERSBU

AUG05 2014
July3O,2014

& ECONOMIC UEVEtOPMENT

To the City of St. Petersburg Development Review Commission:

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the Bliss project as
proposed. We are most concerned regarding the following issues:

The over-development of the subject property will create additional
congestion and safety hazards in an alley that is already overloaded.
The situation in the alley is already bad enough as it is and the near
completion of the building to our immediate north will further acerbate the
problems. The number of garbage trucks, delivery trucks, valet parkers,
maintenance and service personnel, and current residents already overload
the alley. For example, just last week, access was severely curtailed due to a
moving van that blocked garage and alley access for the better part of the
day. We were required to reschedule a planned delivery causing missed time
from work and great inconvenience.

Increased vehicle traffic is dangerous to the pedestrians who are
shopping, dining and walking on the sidewalks at each end of the block.
This will be especially true at the East end where people are congregating
and dining outside at the adjacent restaurants. There is not a signal to cross
at the alley and bringing the level of traffic that would normally be on a street
presents a huge hazard.

The proposed building is obviously too big for the size of the property.
We are not urban planners, but even a novice can tell that the proposed
building is much too large for the lot. The increased density in that block will
cause current property values and rental income to drop due to the
decreased desirability of the location. While we respect an owners right to
develop his property, common sense dictates that not all proposals for use
are good ones or in the best interest of the neighborhood.

We call on the Development Review Commission to vote “NO” to the Bliss
project as currently proposed. Please resist the urge to go with the big money
developer who only wants to maximize his profit and will leave others to deal with
the mess after he has moved on.

We trust that as good stewards of our lovely city, you will make the right decision.
With best regards,

Mr. Patrick C. Murtha Mrs. Lynn Murtha
President, Bloomin’ Brands Int’l. Parkshore residents, Unit 1202
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City of St Petersburg

Planning and Economic Development Department

Development Review Services Division

P0 Box 2842

St Petersburg, Florida 33731

Susan M. Taylor

105 Fourth Avenue NE

Unit 402

St Petersburg, Florida 33701

Re: Case # 14-31000015

Dear Ms. Race and Development Review Commission;

I am objecting to the variance requested for the 18 story, 29 unit multi-family development.

My objections are as follow:

• The building will be too tall and against the Albert Whitted Airport Regulations;

• Please consider the recent plane crash that occurred in Vinoy Park, height restrictions

exist for reasons;
• The lot is very narrow and the building is going to be too narrow and not aesthetically

pleasing;
• The neighborhood “feel” is being eliminated. Currently, we have a nice mix of condos,

houses, and other lower structures. Please don’t make us a “high-rise city” like Miami.

We will lose our charm;
• Consider the sunshine and breezes that will be blocked.

If you do approve this, please ensure that the building is extra hurricane proofed.

Thank you for your consideration.

Susan M. Taylor



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

CITY OF ST PETERSBURG SEP 23 2014

PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.
PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

CASE NUMBER 14-31000015 BLISS PROJECT

DEAR COMMISSION:

MY WIFE AND I ARE 8 YEAR RESIDENTS OF PARKSHORE PLAZA. I LIVE ON

THE SECOND FLOOR AND HAVE A UNIQUE PERSPECTIVE ON THE HAPPENINGS

AND CONGESTION IN THE ALLEY. NOT ONLY ARE THE RESiDENTS AFFECTED BY

THE CONGESTION, THE DELIVERY DRIVERS ARE CONSTANTLY AT ODDS WITH

RESIDENTS AND OTHER DELIVERY DRIVERS. THEY ARE TRYING TO MANUEVER

FULL SIZED TRUCKS IN A TIGHT AREA AND THE PRESSURE SOMETIMES GETS TO

THEM AND THERE ARE CONFRONTATIONS. I HAVE HAD CONFRONTATIONS

WITH DRIVERS MYSELF WHEN EXITING THE BUILDING. THIS PROBLEM WILL BE

ELEVATED WITH THE COMPLETION OF THE ROWLAND PLACE BECAUSE WE HAVE

YET TO FEEL THE EFFECTS OF THIS NEW DEVELOPMENT IN REGARDS TO MORE

DENSITY AND TRAFFIC. THE THOUGHTS OF EVEN MORE CONGESTION AFTER

THAT ARE INCONCEIVABLE.

THERE ARE ALSO VALET’S PARKING CARS AND COMING AND GOING AT A

FAST RATE OF SPEED.

WITH THE CURRENT PLANS FOR THE “BLISS,” THERE WILL NOW BE CARS

WAITING IN THE ALLEY FOR THE CAR ELEVATOR. THIS WILL BE AN IMPOSSIBLE

SITUATION FOR OUR LITTLE ALLEY TO HANDLE.

MY WIFE AND I WOULD LIKE TO APPEAL TO THIS BOARD NOT TO PLACE

ANYMORE BURDEN ON THE ALLEY AND THE RESIDENTS OF PARKSHORE PLAZA.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONDSIDERATION

TONY AND CAROLYN BOND



DRC Minutes
176 4” Avenue Northeast

DRC Case No. 14-31000015



CASE NO.: 14-31 000015
DRC Meeting

October 1,2014

STAFF REPORT

Corey Malyszka, Urban Design and Development Coordinator, gave a presentation

based on the staff report, recommending approval of the site plan with floor area ratio

bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Regulations.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Brian Taub, the developer, agreed with Staff recommendations. He stated that in an

attempt to address the concerns of their neighbors, they have added 2 parallel parking

spaces on either side of the vehicular elevators on their property which complies with the

City’s Parking and Loading Design Standards. Mr. Taub said that even though it was not

required, he hired Kimley Horn Traffic Consultants to conduct a traffic analysis. He

stated that the City’s Transportation and Parking Management department agrees with

Kimley Horn’s findings which indicate that the projected number of trips by this proposed

development will have a minimal impact, less than 1% on Fareham Place.

REGISTERED OPPONENT PRESENTATION

David Bacon, representing the Condominium Association for Parkshore Plaza, spoke in

opposition of the request. He stated that bonuses can only be granted as a matter of

law to create this kind of density of development if you have a project that meets all

other requirements of the Code. Mr. Bacon said that you cannot grant FAR for

something that is not Code Compliant and he stated that they do not believe this project

is. He said that the focal point of that belief has to do with whether or not this project has

a parking garage that satisfies the requirements of the Code. Mr. Bacon said that they

do not believe that this plan satisfies the Code so therefore this plan does not qualify for

FAR bonuses.

PUBLIC HEARING

Dr. Gene Towery, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request.

Stated concerns about traffic in the alley.

William Ferrari, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Spoke

about concerns about traffic in the alley.
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Michel Amblard, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke In opposition of the request Stated

concerns about traffic and dangers In the alley, as well as the FAR Bonuses.

Charles Abro, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke In opposition of the request Stated

concerns about the FAR Bonuses as well as traffic In the alley.
S

Marianne Ferrari, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke In opposition of the request. Stated

safety concerns as well as concerns about traffic In the alley.

Darrell Peters, 300 Beach DrIve Northeast, spoke In opposition of the request. Spoke

about concerns about traffic In the alley.

Frandne Shebell, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke In opposition of the request

Stated concerns about traffic In the alley.

Michael Levy, 300 Beach Drive Northeast spoke In opposition of the request Stated

concerns about density, the project being out of character with the neighborhood and the

FAR Bonuses.

Janet Crane, 300 Beach Drive Northeast spoke In opposition of the request Spoke

about concerns about traffic In the alley.

BonnIe Hechtkopf, 300 Beach Drive Northeast spoke In opposition of the request

Spoke about concerns about traffic In the alley and possible Issues with the car elevators

and repairs.

Dr. Henry Towery, 300 Beach Drive Northeast spoke In opposition of the request.

Stated concerns about alley traffic, density, noise, decreasing property values and the

car elevators.

Bob Hilton, 300 Beach Drive Northeast spoke In opposition of the request Spoke about

concerns about traffic In the alley.

ValerIe Dlgennaro, 300 Beach Drive Northeast spoke In opposition of the request

Spoke about concerns about the alley.
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John Hamilton Jr., 430 Brightwaters Boulevard Northeast, spoke in opposition of the

request. Stated concerns about traffic in the alley, FAR Bonuses and the layout of the

site.

Abigail Smith, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Spoke

about concerns about FAR Bonuses and the new building blocking views.

Andrew Bragg, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Stated

concerns about traffic in the alley, and site layout.

William Kolar, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Stated

concerns about traffic in the alley and safety for bicyclists.

Augie Ribeiro, 3910 Gulf Boulevard, spoke in opposition of the request. Stated concerns

about density and the Parking Garage Code.

Barbara Law, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Spoke

about concerns about traffic in the alley.

Sue LaNeve, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Spoke

about concerns about the alley and safety concerns.

Sarah Chaves Nohlgren, 815 Marco Drive Northeast, spoke in support of the request as

a future Bliss resident.

Bob Churuti, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Stated

concerns about traffic in the alley.

Bob Dollar, 300 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Stated

concerns about traffic in the alley and dangers.

Bob Glasser, 330 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in support of the request. Stated that

he owns the building in front of the proposed property. He said that they park about 20

cars in the back daily but he will lose that lot so that will reduce traffic in the alley by

about 40 trips per day.
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Craig Sher, 2300 Sunset Way, spoke in support of the request. Stated that the alley

does not belong to the Parkshore residents, it is a public alley shared by all the land

owners. He argued that the Bliss project is the most benign use that property could

have.

Bryan Greenberg, 180 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in support of the request. Stated

that Bliss will be an asset to the community.

Michael gel, 1159 Cordova Boulevard Northeast, spoke in support of the request. He is

a buyer in Bliss and thinks this is exactly what downtown needs more of.

Carlos Baker, 400 Beach Drive Northeast, spoke in opposition of the request. Stated

concerns about potential construction issues.

Michael Rissman, George F. Young, spoke in opposition of the request. Stated

concerns about access to the parking garage and discussed possible alternatives.

Carolyn Nygren, 900 North Shore Drive, spoke in opposition of the request. Requested

a more in depth traffic study and a car elevator study.

CROSS EXAMINATION

All parties waived cross examination.

REBUTTAL

City Staff waived rebuttal.

David Bacon, representing the Condominium Association for Parkshore Plaza, stated

that the evidence before the Commission does not satisfy all the requirements of the

Code. He stated that the elevator parking plan does not meet Code and must be

redesigned. Mr. Bacon said that the minimum vehicle stacking requirements cannot be

met by adding additional parking spaces. He stated that ingress and egress should be

4th Avenue North or in the North-South alley or the parking garage could be moved

further to the north.

Page 4 of 6



Brian Taub, the developer, stated that they’ve addressed the issues of the stacking and

the parking garage with the City Attorney’s office and the City’s Transportation

Department and they were comfortable with the definition of the parking garage and the

access and stacking. He said that they could add a third space if that is desired. In

regards to the alley not meeting today’s demands and standards, Mr. Taub apologized

but stated that he did not cause the traffic that is there today and will only be adding

minimal residential traffic. He said that Parkshore garage openings across from where

the Bliss garage will be are only for Parkshore Retail and Valet so they should not affect

the Parkshore residents. In regards to the safety concerns in the alley, Mr. Taub stated

that he contacted the St. Petersburg Police Department and since 2004 not one traffic

accident has been reported.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Chairman Punzak asked City staff if they could comment on the issue that Mr. Bacon

raised about the legality or illegality of the parking garage.

Corey Malyszka, Urban Design and Development Coordinator, answered that Planning

and Legal reviewed the criteria under “Parking Garages” and based on the information

provided by the applicant as far as the method of operation, the code doesn’t actually

define it. The applicant says it’s a key fob operated device and the applicant agreed to

provide 2 spaces behind the building for stacking. Corey stated the Code does not

define how stacking operates.

Commissioner Stowe asked what is the distance that key fob would work.

Brian Taub, the developer, answered that they work from 25-30 feet away.

Chairman Punzak asked how long it takes for the car elevator to go up and down.

Tim Clemmons, the agent answered that it’s about 9 seconds per floor and they will

program the elevators to always return to the first floor.

Commissioner Samuel stated that there are valid concerns about access to the 2 car

elevators. He said that he agrees that this is use is probably the most benign that could

go there. He said there are probably several ways to resolve the access issues.
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Commissioner Scherer stated that he was leaning towards not approving this because

he hates the traffic flow. He said he loves the project and the building but he thinks

people will just be sitting in the alley.

Brian Taub, the developer, said that when he met with staff the previous week, knowing

that this was an issue, he presented an alternative. He said they had given up 7 feet of

the east alley and if you combine that with the 3 4 feet of green space in that same

area, they have more than enough room for stacking of cars in that area, on their

property without having to redesign the plan.

Commissioner Cravey asked how many additional cars that could accommodate.

Tim Clemmons, the agent, answered 3 cars.

Commissioner Cravey suggested that they add a condition to add a requirement for the

additional 3 stacking spaces.

1st MOTION: Commissioner Cravey moved and Commissioner Scherer
seconded a motion to add Special Condition #16 “Add an
area to stack up to 3 additional cars on the southeast corner
of the building which would be approximately 70 feet and
would replace the green space shown on the plan; giving the
applicant the ability to stack up to 6 cars instead of 3, with the
understanding that the alley for that 70 feet would not be as
wide as originally proposed.”

VOTE: Yes — Griner, Samuel, Doyle, Stowe, Scherer, Cravey, Punzak
No — None

Motion passes by a vote of 7-0.

2 MOTION: Commissioner Doyle moved and Commissioner Cravey
seconded a motion to approve the site plan with floor area
ratio bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted Airport
Regulations; subject to the amended conditions in the staff
report.

VOTE: Yes — Griner, Samuel, Doyle, Stowe, Scherer, Cravey, Punzak
No — None

Motion passes by a vote of 7-0.
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DRC Vote Record
176 4th Avenue Northeast

DRC Case No. 14-31000015



Development Review Commission (DRC)

Hearing Date OCTOBER 1,2014

VOTING RECORD for (14-3100001 5) (E-4)
176 4th Avenue Northeast

MOTION TO: 1# add Special Condition #16 2# approve the site plan with 3#

“Add an area to stack up to 3 floor area ratio bonuses and a

additional cars on the southeast variance to the Albert Whitted
corner of the building which Airport Regulations; subject to
would be approximately 70 feet the amended conditions in the
and would replace the green

staff report.
space shown on the plan; giving
the applicant the ability to stack
up to 6 cars instead of 3, with the
understanding that the alley for
that 70 feet would not be as wide
as originally proposed.

MOVED BY: Cravey Doyle

SECOND BY: Scherer Cravey

NAMES YES NO YES NO YES NO

FISHER

CRAVEY X X

DOYLE X X

SCHERER X X

STOWE X X

GRINER *1 X X

ROBISON *2

SAMUEL *3 x X

FLYNT
Vice Chair
PUNZAK x x

Chair j

Attendance
* Alternate

Staff PresentationFISHER

P PUNZAK

P SCHERER

A FLYNT

P DOYLE

P CRAVEY

STOWE

P SAMUEL’

iL GRINER*

A ROBISON*

Corey Malyszka made a presentation based

on the Staff report.

“Approved by a vote of 7-0”
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Pat Beneby - Fwd: Bliss Count Update

From: Corey Malyszka

To: Beneby, Pat

Date: 10/31/2014 8:48 AM

Subject: Fwd: Bliss Count Update

CC: Abernethy, Elizabeth

Attachments: irnageooljpg; 20141030095536049.pdf

Pat,

Please provide this email and the attached PDF to council for the Bliss appeal, the appeal is number 1 under
Section E. Public Hearings.

Thanks,

Corey

>>> Tom Whalen 10/30/2014 4:03 PM >>>

Good afternoon,

Christopher Hatton from Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. has provided additional counts for the intersection of
the north-south alley and Fareham Place. These counts were conducted on Friday, October 24 from 4:00 PM to
7:00 PM and on Saturday, October 25 from 7:00 PM to 12 midnight. Christopher provided a summary of their
findings in his email.

Tom Whalen, AICP
Planner III
City of St. Petersburg Transportation and Parking Management Dept.
One Fourth St. N, 8th floor
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
Phone: (727) 893-7883
Fax: (727) 551-3326

>>> <Christopher.Hatton@kimley-horn.com> 10/30/2014 11:16 AM >>>

Tom,

Please see attached the data that we collected on Friday and Saturday, October 24th and October 25th last
weekend.

It shows the Friday and Saturday peak periods, and once again the very low volumes that actually travel
through the intersection (27 and 30 total vehicles through the intersection, respectively).

Please review and let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Christopher

file:///C :/Users/pgbeneby/AppDatalLocallTemp/XPgrpwise/54534CE5STPETE%2OMAI... 10/31/2014
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Kim ley >>> Horn
Christopher C. Hatton, P.E. I Senior Vice-President
Kimley-Horn I 655 North Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602
Direct: 813-635-5523 I Mobile: 813-541-3508

Proud to be one of FORTUNE magazine’s 100 Best Companies to Work For

file :///C:/Users/pgbeneby/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/54534CE5STPETE%2OMAI... 10/31/2014
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Type of pesk hour being reported. Intersection Peak Method for detemlining peak hour. Total Entering Volume
LOCATION: Bay St N/Side Alley-- Fareharn P1 QC JOB #: 13126501
CITVJSTATE: St Petersburg, FL DATE: En, Oct24 2014

6 Peak-Hour: 5:15 PM-- 6:15 PM 00 00

0 Peak 15-Mm: 6:00 PM -- 6:15 PM I
I 0.0 0.0 00

)4L

18 1
r

3 15
00 oo ‘ 554 00

5 0.66] 12
00 00. V

‘yr7 1
..

0 0

* / OO 0.0

0 Quaity Counts 00 ::
3

[
jooo___

4at4 .

5t’I0
(S)+ °

NA NA

.,+ —+

NA NA NA NA

4
-

/4- .. - —
* w’ * a

NA NA
4 *

IS-Mm count Bay St N/Side Alley Bay St N/Side Alley Fareham P1 Fareham Pt Total Hourly
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Totals

Beginning A6 Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U - Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
400PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 4 0 0 8
415PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 . 0 2 1 0 7
450PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 6
445PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 7 28
500PM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 00 3 1 0 8 28
5:15PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 6 27
5:30PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 7 28
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 — 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 26

18-QOPM S 0 0 Tho 1 0 7 1
615PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 27
630PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 i 0 1 0 0 3 23
645PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 7 25

Peak 15-Mm Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Flowrates Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Riciht U Left Thru Riaht U Left Thru Right U Total

All Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 0 28 4 0 44
HeavyTrucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedeslrians 4 0 4 0 8

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments

Report generated on 10/29/7014 358 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts LLC (http/Iwww qualitycounts net) 1-877-580-2212
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Type olpecic hour being reported: Intericection Peek Method Ioi determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume
LOCATION: Bay St N/Side Alley -- Fareharn P1 GiG JOB II: 13126502
CITY/STATE: St Peternburq, FL DATE: Sat, Oct 25 2014

Peak-Hour: 7:30 PM — 8:30 PM 00 00I Peak 15-Mm: 8:00PM-- 8:15 PM • *
I 00 0.0 00

4
4’

17 1 4 ‘?fl
. .t t. 1.C •

15 :: • . ::., . 4_ 4.7 0
.. • 1 15

00 * 00
0

Q,
Cons :.:

4 0 0 0

<=‘ 4

f-:7
0 1

7 010

NA NA

.,4 -t,
• - 7 - i —

NA NA NA NA

.*i. .* I.

NA NA
4 4

15-Mm Countj Bay St NISide Alley Bay St NiSide Alley Fareham Pt Fareham Pt Total Hourly
Period (Northbound) (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Totals

Beginning At Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U I
700PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 0 0 3 0 0 10
715PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 6
7:30PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 5 1 0 10
745PM 0 0_1_0_ 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 5 1 0 10 36

F WOO PM O 1 3 o___ 0 Ii
815PM 0 Q_1,__0_ 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 0 7 38
830PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 32
845PM 0 0 I 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 7 29
900PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 7 26
915PM 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 23
930PM 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 i 0 2 0 0 9 28
945PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 0 0 7 28

1000PM 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 9 30
1015PM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 7 32
1030PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 2 0 0 9 32
1045PM 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 I 0 0 0 3 1 0 11 36
1100PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 32
11:15PM 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 9 34
11:30PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 30
11:45PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 23

Peak 15-Mm Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Flowrates Left Thru Rlaht U Left Thru Rlaht U Left Thru R(oht U Left Thru Right U Total

All Vehicles 4 0 12 0 4 0 0 0 4 12 0 0 0 4 4 0 44
heavyTcuiks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 16 0 0 20 36

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Rairoad

Stopped Buses

Co’1mers’

Report generated on 10/2,9/2014 3:58 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http’//www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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sri PETERSBURC CITY COUNCIL
Meeting of November 6, 2014

r[(): The l—lonorahle Bill l)udley, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: A resolution recommending that Project B4060636763 (“Project’’). a confidential
project, pursuant to Section 288.075, Florida Statutes be approved as a Quali lied Target Industry

(“QTI”) Business pursuant to Section 288. 106, Florida Statutes with an average private sector
wage commitment calculation based on I 507( of the average State of Florida wage; Finding that
the commitments of local Onancial support necessary for the Project exist; committing $36.00()
as the City’s share of the local financial support for the Project heginning in State FY 2016,
subject to appropriation and conditioned on the Project meeting statutory requirements;
authorizing the Mayor, or his designee, to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this
resolution; and providing an effective date.

EXPLANATION: Project B4060636763 (“Project”), a confidential project, pursuant to
288.075 Florida Statutes, has filed a State of Florida Qualified Target Industry Tax Refund
Program (“Program”) application with the State of Florida, Pinellas County, and the City of St.
Petersburg. The Project is proposing to expand its existing headquarters. Additional locations the
Project is considering are Tampa, Clearwater, and Atlanta.

The Project has requested confidentiality under Florida Statute 288.075. The QTI Program is an
incentive program, administered through the State that provides tax refunds For each new job
created by new or expanding businesses in target industries. The amount of tax refund is
cumulative for this Project: $3,000 per new job created above 115% of the average wage of the
State of Florida; an additional $1,000 per new job created at l50 of the State of Florida average
wage; and an additional $2,000 per new job created in a high impact sector, for a total refund of
$6,000 per job.

An estimated 60 new jobs are projected to be created by the Project with annual remuneration at
or above 150% of the average wage of the State of Florida ($63,669) and an annual benefit
package of $9,596. These earnings will result in an economic impact of $4.44 million and 73
new direct and indirect jobs. The Project also will make an investment of $5.2 million in
construction and $835,000 in equipment. The economic impact of this capital investment is $6.4
million. The economic impacts were calculated using the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis I-
RIMS Model for Pinellas County.

The tax refund requested by the Project is based on a Program award of $6,000 per job created at
150% of the average State of Florida wage of $63,669 for the 60 new jobs, in a high impact
sector, totaling $360,000. The Program requires a local match of 20% of the total award, or
$72,000. The City would be responsible for providing 50% of the local match or a maximum of
$36,000. Pinellas County is willing to accept lInancial responsibility lbr the other 50% of the
required local match ($36,000) and is expected to pass its Resolution of support on November
18, 2014. The QTI tax refund amount is reimbursed to the business by the State of Florida, only
after the company has documented the required job creation and state tax payments made. If the
Project does not generate sufficient tax revenue or ftills short of its employment creation
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requi iements. the refund will he reduced and the City’s share will also he reduced on a pro rata
has is.

RECOPVIMENDArI1ON : Administration recommends that City Council adopt the attached
resolution recominendi ng that Project B4060636763 (“Project’’), a confidential )rqject, l)ursuaIlt
to Section 255.075, Florida Statutes he approved asa Quail fled Target Industry ( ‘‘QTI’’)
Business pursuant to Section 255. 106. Florida Statutes with an average private sector wage
commitment calculation hased on I 5fl(/ of the average State of Florida wage: finding that the
commitments of local financial support necessary lbr the Project exist; committing $36,000 as
the City’s share of the local financial support for the Project beginning in State FY 2016, subject
[0 appropriation and conditioned on the Project meeting statutory requirements: authorizing the
Mayor, or his designee, to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this resolution; and
providing an effective dale.

COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION: Funding for this item will he required
beginning in State FY 2016. Funding will he provided subject to annual appropriation and
conditioned on the Project meeting statutory requirements.

ATTACHMENTS: Reso I ution

APPROVALS:

Administrative:__________________________________

Legal:

LeaI: 0020526 c V. I

Budget: . 2
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Resolution No. 2014 —

_________

A RESOLUTION R ECOMMENI)ING THAT PROJ ECT
134060636763 (“PROJECT”), A CONFII)ENTIAL PROJECT,
PURSUANT TO SECTION 288.075, FLORII)A STATUTES BE
APPROVEI) AS A QUALIFIEI) TARGET INDUSTRY (“QTI”)
BUSINESS PURSUANT TO SECTION 288.106. FLORII)A
STATUTES WITH AN AVERAGE PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE
COMMITMENT CALCULATION BASED ON 150% OF THE
AVERAGE STATE OF FLORII)A WAGE: FINDING THAT
TI-IE COMMITMENTS OF LOCAL FINANCIAL SUPPORT
NECESSARY FOR THE PROJECT EXIST; COMMITTING
$36,000 AS THE CITY’S SHARE OF THE LOCAL FINANCIAL
SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT BEGINNING IN STATE FY
2016, SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION AND CONDITIONED
ON THE PROJECT MEETING STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS: AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR, OR HIS
I)ESIGNEE, TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY
TO EFFECTUATE THIS RESOLUTION; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Project B4060636763 (“Project”), a confidential project as defined
in Section 288.075, Florida Statutes has applied to the State of Florida’s Qualified Target
Industry Tax Refund Program (“Program”) pursuant to Section 288. 106, Florida Statutes, for a
tax refund of $360000 to complete this Project; and

WHEREAS, the basis of the Project’s average private sector wage commitment
calculation shall he 150% of the average State of Florida wage; and

WHEREAS, the Project will benefit the City of St. Petersburg by creating 60 new
jobs that pay an average wage of at least $63,669, which is at least 150% of the average annual
wage for the State of Florida, and cause an estimated capital investment of $6,019,000; and

WHEREAS, under the Program the local community must provide 20% of the
funding for the tax refund; and

WHEREAS, Pinellas County is willing to accept financial responsibility for 50%
of the local funds required; and

WHEREAS, the Administration has recommended that the Project be
recommended for approval.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that this Council hereby recommends that Project B4060636763 (“Project”),
a confidential project, pursuant to Section 288.075, Florida Statutes be approved as a Qualified
Target Industry (“QTI”) Business pursuant to Section 288.106, Florida Statutes; and
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BE IT EU RU—I ER RIZS( )LVEI ), that this City Council has determined the basis of
the Project’s average private sector wage commitment calculation shall be I 50% of the average
State ol Florida wage and

l3E IT FURTI—IER RESOLVEI). that this City Council finds that the commitments
of local linancial support necessary for the Project exist and commits $36,000 as the City share
of the Local Financial Support for the Project beginning in State FY 201 6 subject to annual
appropriations, and conditioned on the Project meeting all statutory requirements; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEI), that the obligations of the City as to any funding
required pursuant to this Resolution, shall be limited to an obligation in any given year to budget.
appropriate and pay from legally available funds, aller monies for essential City services have
been budgeted and appropriated; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEI), that notwithstanding the foregoing, the City shall
not he prohibited from pledging any legally available non—ad valorem revenues for any
obligations heretofore or hereafter incurred, which pledge shall he prior and superior to any
obligation of the City pursuant to this Resolution; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor, or his designee, is authorized to
execute all documents necessary to effectuate this resolution.

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approvals:

Legal: - Administration:___________________
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of November 6, 2014

TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair, and Members of City
Council

SUBJECT: Ordinance approving a vacation of a 5 foot wide street radius
easement lying at the corner of 37th Street South and 34th
Avenue South (City File No.: 14-33000007)

RECOMMENDATION: The Administration and the Development Review
Commission recommend APPROVAL.

RECOMMENDED CITY COUNCIL ACTION:
1) Conduct the first reading of the attached proposed ordinance; and
2) Set the second reading and public hearing for November 24, 2014.

The Request: The applicant is Boca Ciega Apartments, LLC. The request is to vacate
a 5 foot wide street corner radius easement lying at the southwest corner of 37th Street
South and 34th Avenue South. The area proposed for vacation is depicted on the
attached maps (Attachment “A”, “B” and “C”) and survey sketch (Exhibit “A” and “B”).
The applicant’s goal is to eliminate the easement in order to clear the title and have
continued use of the existing parking area and dumpster location which is located
partially within the easement.

Discussion: As set forth in the attached report provided to the Development Review
Commission (DRC), Staff finds that vacating the subject right-of-ways would be
consistent with the criteria in the City Code and the Comprehensive Plan. If approved,
the vacation will not have a substantial detrimental impact upon access to another lot of
record or to the existing network. The subject corner radius easement was presumably
dedicated to accommodate the possibility of a future intersection widening project,
which has been determined to be unnecessary. The subject easement is no longer
necessary for the purpose that it was originally dedicated and there is no apparent need
to retain it for present or future use. Allowing this unnecessary easement to be vacated
will facilitate the continuing use of the property.



Agency Review: The application was routed to other departments and utility providers
for comments. The proposed ordinance contains conditions to address the issues
noted.

Public Comments: Public notices were sent out prior to the DRC hearing September
3, 2014. Staff received six calls regarding the proposed vacation, five had no objection
and one had an objection. The objection was due to a concern that vacating the street
easement on the south side of 34th Avenue South would allow additional temporary
parking on the north side in the right-of-way of 38th Avenue South. Based on staff
observation this vacation would have no effect on the ability to park on the north side of
34th Avenue South.

DRC Action/Public Comments:
On September 3, 2014, the Development Review Commission (DRC) held a public
hearing on the subject application. No person spoke in opposition to the request. After
the public hearing, the DRC voted 7 - 0 to recommend approval of the proposed
vacation. In advance of this report, no additional comments or concerns were
expressed to the author.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the proposed street radius easement
vacation, subject to the following conditions:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall provide written
confirmation from Verizon Florida LLC that an acceptable easement has been
granted of that the utilities have been relocated at the owner’s expense.



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE
VACATION OF A 5 FOOT WIDE STREET
RADIUS EASEMENT LYING AT THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE 37TH
STREET SOUTH AND 34TH AVENUE SOUTH
INTERSECTION; SETTING FORTH
CONDITIONS FOR THE VACATION TO
BECOME EFFECTIVE; AND PROVIDING FOR
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The following right-of-way is hereby vacated as
recommended by the Administration and the Development Review Commission:

The street easement PLATTED WITHIN Dean Mohr Broadwater Plaza
Subdivision, Block 2 Lot 1, according to the map or plat thereof recorded
in Plat Book 70, Page 19, of the public records of Pinellas County Florida.

SECTION 2. The above-mentioned right-of-way is not needed for public
use or travel.

SECTION 3. The vacation is subject to and conditional upon the following:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall
provide written confirmation from Verizon Florida LLC that an acceptable
easement has been granted or that the utilities have been relocated at the
owner’s expense.

SECTION 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of 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 become effective 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.

APPR D AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:
/Z

. Id Ii/
‘P1ing & Economic Development Dept. Date

City Attorney (DQsnee) Date



x CI
)

i
\
K

/
<

>

S
34

TH
A

V
E

S

I sJ - I CD CD x -{

14
-3

30
00

00
7

3
4

0
1

3
7

t
h

S
tr

ee
t

S
o
u
th

A
tt

ac
h
m

en
t

A
P

ar
ce

l
M

ap



\
A

I

:i—
-

of
V

ac
at

io
n

-

i
‘H

a

‘

I

14
-3

30
00

00
7

34
01

3
7

t
h

S
tr

ee
t

S
ou

th

A
tt

ac
h
m

en
t

B
A

er
ia

l
P

ho
to



S
IL

S
7

4
4

4
ç
4

4
4
’4

N
C

’
4
.
4
4

4
F

4
4

1
tA

t
4

5
4
7
1
4
7

.4
’1

4
1

7
(7

’.
.

•
.

I
.0

F
ti

F

-
.

B
a
t
.

r
i
o
t

A
rt

!
N

C
!7

..
.,

r
4
.7

0
’

it
.

7
(4

o
N

7
S

r
1
1
7
(

w
.r

ri
tS

—

.7
4
4

—
.

—
%

(T
7
r

4
i4

4

3
7
2

ST
R

L
E

T
S

c_
J

V
\
:
L

.
t

A
S

C
O

N
fY

,
E

.O
R

D
A

4
’

(w
•N

X
9
5
2
O

’E
‘9

5
SD

(0
)

3
4
&

A
V

FC
.U

E
S

.‘4

r
eu

D
4

G
A

_
3

rr

45

I!

o
f

V
ac

at
io

n

I— L 4—

tI
c

c
c

J)
T

3W
C

K
2

A
C

E
S

+/
—

4
0
4
..
7

C
I
0

W
I

A
7
(B

’e
%

7
*

0
W

?
)

7
4

5
A

4
4
7
5
0
*
7

*
&

tt
’
A

0
4

5
a
s
0

0
4

1
1

1
C

.C

(
4
t

A
X

.4
C

E
5

IA
N

)
9

TA
X

F
O

lI
O

4
’

/
C

l

(C
F

44
A

N
JC

FX
LL

CI
IS

4I
P

NC
C

5
XX

IX
15

9A
3

4
u
a
.a

4
N

0
A

C
I
I
I

5
’5

4
C!

S
I

P
C

tI
A

S
B

JB
X

,
F

t
3
’3

3
A

IC
4

4
1

5
0
4

II
4

4
1

st

DA
R

&
A

S
—

S
U

[J
S

L
R

V
E

M
7

3
‘i

F
S

T
R

E
P

SC
IJ

IF
)I

N
E

J
A

S
C

D
U

N
T

M
,

E
L

O
R

D
A

-
-
-
-
C

14
-3

30
00

00
7

34
01

3
7

t1
-

S
tr

ee
t

S
ou

th

A
tt

ac
h
m

en
t

C
E

xc
er

pt
fr

om
A

s
B

ui
lt

S
ur

ve
y



34TH AVENUE SOUTH
55’ RIGHT OF WAY

LOT 1, BLOCK 2
DEAN MOHR BROADWATER PLAZA

P.B. 70, PG. 19
PARCEL LD. #34/31/16/20547/001/0010

UNE TABLE
UNE BEARING LENGTH
L4 S 8952’04 W 124.95’
L5 N 000756 W 5.00’
L6 N 89”52’04 E 150.01’
L7 S 0001’33 E 30.05’

P.O.C.
P.O.B.
(D)
(F)
P.B.
PG.
LB.
P.S.M.

Iz

10
0
c3

‘(‘4
I’

I—i
II%3

LEGEND

POINT OF COMMENCEMENT
POINT OF BEGINNING
DEED MEASUREMENT
FiELD MEASUREMENT
PLAT BOOK
PAGE
UCENSED BUSINESS
PROFESSIONAL SURdEYOR
AND MAPPER

(J

uU)
C)
z
-Irn
or’,
-Ti_-f

-<0
C

1.) ThIs Is not a Boundary Survey.

2.) Bearings are based on the South Boundary of Section 34, TownshIp 31 South,
Range 16 East, Pinellas County, florida, as being South 8949’30 West. (Deed Bearing)

3.) This sketch not valid without the signature and the original raised seal of a
florida Uceneed Surveyor and Mapper.

SKETCH ONLY—NOT A SURVEY SHEET 3 OF 4
SCALE: 1— 30’ JA4PAC7 SURtNG AND MAPPING, INC.
DRAVftI BY: DFP EASEMENT #2 7408 AVONW000 STREET, TAMPA, FLORIDA 33625
DWG. No. 2014—22ESMT2 VACATION PHONE:(727) 433—0987 E—MAIL psm593lêrisn.com
PROJ. No. 2014—22 LB.# 7934 www.impactsurvey1ngandmappIng.com

SEC11ON 34, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

a PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA
fr)

II

- EXHIBIT”A’

NORTH BOUNDARY OF BLOCK 2 L6
—

[ EASEMENT PARCEL N2

L4
884.71 SQUARE FEET. +1—

—EAST BOUNDARY
OF BLOCK 2

I

P.O. B.

CURVE TABLE
CURVE RADIUS LENGTH DELTA CHORD CHORD BEARING

C2 25.00’ 39.32’ 90’06’23 35.39’ N 45’04’45 W

SUR’dEYOR’S NOTES:

I
. THE SOUTHEAST CORNER

OF SEC11ON 34—31—16

89’49’30 W 1372.87’,
THE SOUTH BOUNDARY
OF SEC11ON 34—31—16
(BASIS OF BEARINGS)

sJ( Date Signed:
/

David F. Peach, P.S.M.
Registered Surveyor and Mapper Lost Dote of Field Survey N/A

State of florida No. 5931



EXHIBIT “B”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: EASEMENT PARCEL #2

AN EASEMENT PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 34, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS

COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID EASEMENT PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2, DEAN MOHR

BROADWATER PLAZA SUBDIVISION, AS PER PLAT THEREOF, AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 70, PAGE 19,

OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY FLORIDA, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED

AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 34; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH

BOUNDARY OF SAID SECTION 34, SOUTH 89°49’30” WEST, 1372.87 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE

DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, NORTH 00°01’33” WEST, 1272.31 FEET TO THE POINT OF

BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL, SAID POINT LYING ON THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID

BLOCK 2, AND LYING ON A TANGENT CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE SOUTHWESTERLY; THENCE

DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND 39.32 ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A

RADIUS OF 25.00 FEET, A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 9O00623l, A CHORD WHICH BEARS NORTH 4S00445l

WEST, A CHORD DISTANCE OF 35.39 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 89°52’04” WEST, 124.95 FEET; THENCE

NORTH 00°07’56” WEST, 5.00 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF SAID BLOCK 2; THENCE

ALONG SAID NORTH BOUNDARY, NORTH 89°52’04” EAST, 150.01 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF

SAID BLOCK 2; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE AFORESAID EAST

BOUNDARY, SOUTH 00°01’33” EAST, 30.05 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID EASEMENT PARCEL CONTAINS 884.71 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PREPARED BY:

DAVID F. PEACH, P.S.M.

IMPACT SURVEYING AND MAPPING, INC.

7408 AVONWOOD STREET

TAMPA, FLORIDA 33625 SHEET 4 OF 4
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of November 6, 2014

TO: The Honorable Bill Dudley, Chair, and Members of City
Council

SUBJECT: Ordinance approving the vacation of a 10-foot wide street
radius easement lying at the corner of 37th Street South and
38th Avenue South (City File No.: 14-33000006)

RECOMMENDATION: The Administration and the Development Review
Commission recommend APPROVAL.

RECOMMENDED CITY COUNCIL ACTION:
1) Conduct the first reading of the attached proposed ordinance; and
2) Set the second reading and public hearing for November 24, 2014.

The Request: The applicant is Boca Ciega Apartments, LLC. The request is to vacate
a 10 foot wide street corner radius easement lying at the northwest corner of 37th Street
South and 38th Avenue South. The area proposed for vacation is depicted on the
attached maps (Attachment “A”, “B” and “C”) and survey sketch (Exhibit “A” and “B”).
The applicant’s goal is to eliminate the easement in order to clear the title and have
continued use of the existing parking area and dumpster location which is located
partially within the easement.

Discussion: As set forth in the attached report provided to the Development Review
Commission (DRC), Staff finds that vacating the subject right-of-ways would be
consistent with the criteria in the City Code and the Comprehensive Plan. If approved,
the vacation will not have a substantial detrimental impact upon access to another lot of
record or to the existing network. The subject corner radius easement was presumably
dedicated to accommodate the possibility of a future intersection widening project,
which has been determined to be unnecessary. The subject easement is no longer
necessary for the purpose that it was originally dedicated and there is no apparent need
to retain it for present or future use. Allowing this unnecessary easement to be vacated
will facilitate the continuing use of the property.



Agency Review: The application was routed to other departments and utility providers
for comments. The proposed ordinance contains conditions to address the issues
noted.

Public Comments: Public notices were sent out prior to the DRC hearing September
3, 2014. Staff received seven calls regarding the proposed vacation, four had no
objection and three had no comment on the proposed vacation.

DRC ActionlPublic Comments: On September 3, 2014, the Development Review
Commission (DRC) held a public hearing on the subject application. No person spoke
in opposition to the request. After the public hearing, the DRC voted 7 — 0 to
recommend approval of the proposed vacation. In advance of this report, no additional
comments or concerns were expressed to the author.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the proposed street easement
vacation, subject to the following conditions:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall provide written
confirmation from Verizon Florida LLC that an acceptable easement has been
granted or that the utilities have been relocated at the owner’s expense.



ORDINANCE NO.

_____

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE
VACATION OF A 10 FOOT WIDE STREET
RADIUS EASEMENT LYING AT THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE 37TH
STREET SOUTH AND 38TH AVENUE SOUTH
INTERSECTION; SETTING FORTH
CONDITIONS FOR THE VACATION TO
BECOME EFFECTIVE; AND PROVIDING FOR
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The following right-of-way is hereby vacated as
recommended by the Administration and the Development Review Commission:

The street radius easement PLATTED WITHIN Dean Mohr Broadwater
Plaza Subdivision Block 1 Lot 1, according to the map or plat thereof
recorded in Plat Book 70, Page 19, of the public records of Pinellas
County Florida.

SECTION 2. The above-mentioned right-of-way is not needed for public
use or travel.

SECTION 3. The vacation is subject to and conditional upon the following:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall
provide written confirmation from Verizon Florida LLC that an acceptable
easement has been granted or that the utilities have been relocated at the
owner’s expense.

SECTION 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of 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 become effective 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.

APPRO AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

P nning Economic Development Dept. Date

City Attorney (Desigee) Dat
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LEGEND

POINT OF COMMENCEMENT
POINT OF BEGINNING
DEED MEASUREMENT
flEl..D MEASUREMENT
PLAT BOOK
PAGE
UCENSED BUSINESS
PROFESSIONAL SURVEYOR
AND MAPPER

UNE TABLE
UNE BEARING LENGTH

Li N OOOi’33 W 40.00’
L2 N 0OO’30 W 10.00’
L3 N 8958’27” E 10.00’

CURVE TABLE
CURVE RADIUS LENGTH DELTA CHORD CHORD BEARING

Cl 30.00’ 47.05’ 8951’03 42.37’ N 4453’59 E

David F. Peach, P.S.M.

THE SOU\.
OF SEC11ON 34—31—16 \

THE SOUTH BOUNDARY
OF SECTiON 34—31—16
(BASIS OF BEARINGS)

Registered Surveyor and Mapper Last Date of Field Survey N/A

State of florida No. 5931

SKETCH ONLY—NOT A SURVEY SHEET 1

SCALE: 1— 30’ JMPACT SURVE’flNG AND MAPPING, INC.

DRAM4 BY: DFP EASEMENT #1 744)8 AVONW000 STREET, TAMPA, FlORIDA 33625

DWG. No. 2014—22ESMT1 VACATION PHONE:(727) 433—0987 E—MAIL psm593lênen.com

PROJ. No. 2014—22 LB.# 7934 www.1mpactsurveyingandmoppIng.com

SECTION 34, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA0

II

EXHIBIT “A”

P.O-C.
P.O.B.
(D)
(F)
P.B.
PG.
LB.
P.S.M.

z

U,

m

- —.1

(I)

m

ELI)
>0

LOT 1, BLOCK 1
DEAN MOHR BROADWATER PLAZA

P.8. 70, PG. 19
PARCEL I.D. p34/31 /16/20547/001/0010

N 89’49’3O E 110.08’

149.98’S 89’49’30 W

38TH AVENUE SOUTH
80’ RIGHT OF WAY

SURVEYOR’S NoTES.’

1.) This is not a Boundary Survey.

2.) BearIngs are based on the South Boundary of Section 34,
TownshIp 31 South, Rane 16 East, Pinellas County. florida.
as being South 89’49’30 West. (Deed Bearing)

3.) ThIs sketch not valid without the signature and the original raised seal of a
florida Ucensed Surveyor and Mapper.

/_—<.______ Date Signed:
I -/-

0F4



EXHIBIT “B”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: EASEMENT PARCEL #1

AN EASEMENT PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 34, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS

COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID EASEMENT PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF LOT 1, BLOCK 1, DEAN MOHR

BROADWATER PLAZA SUBDIVISION, AS PER PLAT THEREOF, AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 70, PAGE 19,

OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY FLORIDA, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED

AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 34; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH

BOUNDARY OF SAID SECTION 34, SOUTH 8949’30” WEST, 1372.87 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE

DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, NORTH 00°01’33” WEST, 40.00 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER

OF LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF SAID DEAN MOHR BROADWATER PLAZA SUBDIVISION, SAID POINT BEING THE

POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF

SAID BLOCK 1, SOUTH 89°49’30” WEST, 149.98 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY,

NORTH 00°10’30” WEST, 10.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°49’30” EAST, 110.08 FEET TO A POINT ON A

TANGENT CIRCULAR CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY; THENCE 47.05 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF SAID

CURVE TO THE LEFT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 30.00 FEET, A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 89°51’03”, A CHORD

WHICH BEARS NORTH 44°53’59” EAST, A CHORD DISTANCE OF 42.37 FEET TO A POINT OF TANGENCY;

THENCE NORTH 00D01l33 WEST, 110.08 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°58’27” EAST, 10.00 FEET TO A POINT

ON THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID BLOCK 1; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST BOUNDARY, SOUTH 00°01’33”

EAST, 149.98 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID EASEMENT PARCEL CONTAINS 3,091.75 SQUARE FEET, MORE OR LESS.

PREPARED BY:

DAVID F. PEACH, P.S.M.

IMPACT SURVEYING AND MAPPING, INC.

7408 AVONWOOD STREET

TAMPA, FLORIDA 33625 SHEET 2 OF 4

















































































ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of November 6, 2014

The 1—lonorable Bill l)udley, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: City File: FLUM 21—A: City—initiated application proposing amendments to the
Future Land Use Map and OfOcial Zoning Map designations br the 1—larris School
property. located at 4600 Haines Road, between 19hh1 Street North and 2 I ‘ Street
North.

A detailed analysis of the request is provided in Stall Report FLUM 21 —A,
attached.

REQUEST: (A) ORDINANCE

_______-L

amending the Future Land Use Map designation
from Institutional to Residential Medium.

(B) ORDINANCE

_______-Z

amending the Official Zoning Map designation
from NT—I (Neighborhood Traditional) to NSM— I (Neighborhood
Suburban Multifamily), or other less intensive use.

RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL.

Public Input: Only two phones calls have been received, to date, one supporting
the application and one requesting additional information.

Community Planning & Preservation Commission (CPPC): On October 14, 2014
the CPPC held a public hearing regarding these amendments, and voted
unanimously (7 to 0) to recommend APPROVAL. In a separate vote, the
Commission also voted unanimously to recommend to City Council that they
evaluate the property for a potential landmark designation during their review and
approval process of the land use and zoning amendments.

Recommended City Council Action: I) CONDUCT the first reading of the
attached proposed ordinances; AND 2) SET the second reading and adoption
public hearing for November 24, 2014.

Attachments: Ordinances (2), Staff Report



ORI)INANCE No. -I.

AN ORI)INANCE AMENI)ING TI-IE FUTURE LANI) USE ELEMENT OF
THE COMPREI-IENSIVE PLAN FOR THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG,
FLORII)A: CI-IANGING THE LANI) USE I)ESIGNATION OF PROPERTY
GENERALLY LOCATEI) AT 460() 1-IAINES ROAI). BETWEEN I9

STREET NORTH ANI) 2l STREET NORTH. FROM INSTITUTIONAL TO
RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM: PROVII)ING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING
ORI)INANCES ANI) PROVISIONS TI-IEREOF: AND PROVII)ING AN
EFFECTIVE l)ATE.

WI—IEREAS. Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, established the Local Government
Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act; and

WI-IEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use
Map are required by law to he consistent with the Countywide Comprehensive Plan and Future
Land Use Map and the Pinellas Planning Council is authorized to develop rules to implement the
Countywide Future Land Use Map: and

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

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

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

Property

HARRIS SCHOOL ADDITION BLOCK A, LOTS I TO 9 & VACANT 16-FOOT ALLEY &
UNPLATTED TRACT ADJACENT ON EAST, DESCRIBED BEGINNING SOUTHEAST
CORNER OF SAID LOT I BLOCK A, THENCE NORTH 185.4 FEET, THENCE
SOUTHEASTERLY 322 FEET SCALED ALONG SOUTHERNLY RIGHT OF WAY OF
HAINES ROAD, THENCE 6 FEET SCALED, THENCE WEST 272 FEET SCALED TO
POINT OF BEGINNING.

Land Use Category

From: Institutional

To: Residential Medium



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

SECTION 3. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon approval of the required Land
Use Plan change by the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners (acting in their
capacity as the Countywide Planning Authority) and upon issuance of a final order determining
this amendment to he in compliance by the Department of Economic Opportunity (DOE) or until
the Administration Commission issues a final order determining this amendment to be in
compliance, pursuant to Section 163.3187, F.S. In the event this ordinance is vetoed by the
Mayor in accordance with the City Charter, it shall not become effective unless and until the City
Council overrides the veto in accordance with the City Charter, in which case it shall become
effective as set forth above.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

PL NNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

A-TT’ORNEYASSISTANT CITY

FLUM 21-A
(Land Use)

-

/ DATE

-

‘ DATE



ORI)INANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENI)ING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY
OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA; BY CHANGING THE ZONING OF
PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED AT 4600 HAINES ROAD, BETWEEN
19” STREET NORTH ANI) 2I STREET NORTH, FROM NT-I
(NE1GHBORHOOI) TRADITIONAL) TO NSM- I (NEIGHBORHOOD
SUBURBAN MULTIFAMILY); PROVEI)ING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING
ORDINANCES ANI) PROVISIONS THEREOF; ANI) PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

TI-lB CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORI)AIN:

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

Property

HARRIS SCHOOL ADDITION BLOCK A, LOTS I TO 9 & VACANT 16-FOOT ALLEY &
UNPLATTED TRACT ADJACENT ON EAST, DESCRIBED BEGINNING SOUTHEAST
CORNER OF SAID LOT I BLOCK A, THENCE NORTH 185.4 FEET, THENCE
SOUTHEASTERLY 322 FEET SCALED ALONG SOUTHERNLY RIGHT OF WAY OF HAINES
ROAD, THENCE 6 FEET SCALED, THENCE WEST 272 FEET SCALED TO POINT OF
BEGINNING.

District

From: NT-I (Neighborhood Traditional)

To: NSM-1 (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily)

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

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall become effective upon the date the
ordinance adopting the required amendment to the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan’s
Future Land Use Map becomes effective (Ordinance _-L).

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE: FLUM 21-A
—Th

(Zoning)

/ ./___ * ‘c, -.-- /
PLANNING & ECONOMI EVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT DATE

ASSISTANT CITY A1’TORNEY ‘DAtE



6

—____

stpetersburq
www. Stpete - ii rg

Staff Report to the St. Petersburg Community Plaiining & Preservation Commission
Irepared by ihe P1 annin & hcOn(iIliic I )evc’Iopment I )epartment,

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation I )ivisiori

I-or Pithi ic 1—learing and Executive Action on ( )ctober 14, 2014
at 3:0() p.m., in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

I 75 Fi l’th Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

City File: FLUM-21-A
Agenda Item #1

According to Planning and heonomic Development Department records, no Comiminity Planning & Preservation
Commission memher owns property located within 2,000 led of the suhject property. All other possihle conflicts
should be declared upon annoLi nceiuent of the item.

APPLICANT: City oF St. Petersburg
City Hall - 175 5 Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

PROPERTY OWNER: The School Board of Pinellas County, Florida
301 4 Street SW
Largo, FL 33770

SUBJECT PROPERTY:

The triangular-shaped subject property, estimated to be 2.1 acres in size, is generally
located at 4600 Haines Road, between 19th Street North and 21° Street North.

PIN/LEGAL:

The parcel identification number is 0l/31/16/37080/00l/00l0 and the legal description is
attached.

REQUEST:

The request is to amend the Future Land Use Map designation from institutional to
Residential Medium and the Official Zoning Map designation from NT-I (Neighborhood
Traditional) to NSM-1 (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily), or other less intensive use.

City File: FLUM-21-A
Page 1



PURPoSE:

i’he requested Residential Medium and NSM— I designations will permit the adaptive
reuse of the Harris School as a residential facility for high school students Who have
become homeless. The facility will he operated by Starting Right, Now (SRN), a non
profit organi/ation whose mission is to proVi(le programs to meet (he needs of the
growing population of homeless families and children. (Additional information pertaining
10 SRN mid a brief’ history of. the Harris School property are provided in (he Staff
Analysis section oF this report.)

ExISrnN(; USIS:

The existing school buildings have been vacant since September 2011.

SURROUNDING USES:

The surrounding uses are as follows:

• North: commercial businesses, but primarily single family residences
• South: single and multifamily residences
• East: commercial businesses, but primarily single family residences
• West: two legal, nonconforming businesses, but primarily’ single family

residences

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION:

The subject property is located within the Harris Park Neighborhood Assoc., and
immediately south and west of the Greater Grovemont Neighborhood Assoc. Both
associations, plus all owners of property located within 200-feet of the subject area,
received a 30-day notice in advance of this CPPC meeting.

ZONING HISTORY:

From 1977 to 2007, the subject property was designated with RM-12/15 (Residential
Multifamily) zoning. The current NT-I (Neighborhood Traditional) single family zoning
has been in place oniy since September 2007, following implementation of the City’s
Vision 2020 Plan, the city-wide rezoning and update of the City Code, Chapter 16, Land
Development Regulations (LDRs).

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:

The triangular-shaped subject property is estimated to be 2.1 acres, or 91,475 square feet
(mol), in size.

City File: FLUM-21-A
Page 2



the iiiiniiiiuni lot siii. or a siiirlc hiiiiil’y lioiiic iii the NI—I /flhiiiII (lisirict is 5.t$0() sq. It.,
thus, based solely Ofl tlil_’ 51/C ot the properly, developineill liOteiltial under the IWL’Sent
/A)fling dc’sigiiation is I ( single laini ly homes. Ilie NI— I district also permits accessory
dwellim. units, thus, while unlikely, a total ol 32 residential units could he developed. It
should he noted that the shape ol the property would likely limit the total numher of
single family homes constructed, unless signi licant variances were to he approved for lot
width amid hui ldint sethacks, etc

I )evelopmuenl potent nil undem the requested NS M— I zoning designation is 32 multi family
units, calculated at a dcflSitV ol 15 units per acre. A workk)rce housing densit honus of
six (6) units per acre could increase the total to 45 units.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

As has been described, the triangul ar—shaped subject property, estimated to be 2. I acres in
size, is generally located at 4600 1-lames Road, between I 9hh1 Street North and 2 I ‘ Street
North. The property is owned by Pinellas County Schools, amid has historically been used
as the Harris Public School. There has been no activity on the site for the past three
years.

Representatives Irom the non—profit organization Starting Right, Now (SRN) approached
both Pinellas County Schools and the City within the past year, expressing interest in
using the existing buildings and property. SRN is described as a program meeting the
needs of the growing population of homeless families and children in Hihisborough (arid
now Pinellas) County. Specifically, it is SRN’s desire to renovate and adaptively reuse
the Hairis School buildings and property for the purpose of establishing a residential-type
facility for high school students who have become homeless. On August 21, 2014 the St.
Petersburg City Council voted unanimously to initiate the Future Land Use Map and
Official Zoning Map amendments needed to accommodate the anticipated adaptive reuse
of the existing buildings (Resolution 20 14-357).

An SRN representative has indicated that the existing buildings will be renovated to serve
approximately 40 program “participants.” While there is no binding commitment or
obligation on the part of SRN to use the property if the land use and zoning changes arc
ultimately approved, it has been stated that an initial eight (8) year land lease is being
negotiated with Pinellas County Schools, with options to extend the lease.

It is important to note that the City staff analysis and recommendation provided here are
based on a review of the consistency of the proposed land use and zoning changes with
the Comprehensive Plan, and not a special exception. use or site plan. If the land use and
zoning changes are ultimately approved, an application for a special exception use,
including a site plan, will be submitted to the City for review and action by the
Development Review Commission (DRC).

City File: FLUM-21-A
Page 3



I larri 5 School Property — Briel 1—1 istory

‘I’he site was willed to the newly created Pinel las School Board in I 9 I 2, hy Mr. A. Harris
to he used h w educational purposes only. The property was originally cal led The Harris
School or Ilarris Hementary, and it started as a one—room weather—hoarded house with
volunteer labor and donations from the community. The Pinellas School Board provided
seats and desks, and the first teacher had 15 pupils. In 1924, the current building was
constructed replacing the 19 I 2 Harris School. During the I 924—1925 academic year,
enrollment in the ‘‘new’’ Harris School rose 10 over 100 students.

In the late 1970’s the school was closed for students, and re—opened to serve as
adnii nistralive offices for curriculum and instruction supervisors. However, the offices
were moved and the school was once again closed.

The 1-larris School went on to serve the community by opening its doors once again in the
early 2000’s. The school became Harris/TIPS (Teenage Information for Pregnant and
Parenting Students), essentially a drop—out prevention school, providing educational
opportunities and services flr students by creating a safe, positive and goal—oriented
learning environment. The new program was designed as a center to serve 75 teen
parents, Grades 6 through 9, while students in Grades 10 through 12 could be enrolled
with the approval of’ dropout prevettion services staff. Childcare was provided on—site
for the children of 38 teen parents. Harris/TIPS served as both a drop-out preventioI
school as well as a teaching school, providing much needed parenting and life skills. The
program ended in September 2011 and the school was closed, and has remained closed,
for the past three years.

Consistency and Compatibility

The primary issues associated with this City-initiated application are consistency and
compatibility; specifically, the consistency of the proposed land use and zoning
designations with the surrounding land use and zoning pattern, and the compatibility of
uses permitted under the new designations with surrounding uses.

To begin with, the triangular-shaped subject property can be seen as an “island” of land
separated from the predominantly single family residential surrounding area by Haines
Road, l9 and 21t Streets, and 46th Avenue. While predominantly single family, the
surrounding area does include a mix of multifamily properties as well as commercial and
industrial businesses. While not identical, the proposed Residential Medium and NSM-l
designations are not inconsistent with the surrounding Planned-Redevelopment
Residential and NT-I designations with regard to density (15 units/acre). The proposed
designations are also less intensive than the mixed-use commercial designations (Planned
Redevelopment — Mixed Use and CCT- 1) found on the north side of Haines Road, across
from the subject property. It should also be noted that prior to 2007, the zoning

designation for the subject property was RM-1 2/15 (Residential Multifamily), nearly
identical to the proposed NSM-1 zoning.

City File: FLUM-21-A
Page 4



The uses permitted tinder the proposed designations, e.g., single lami I y homes,
apartments. townhomes or condominitims, are also compatible with the uses jermiUed
under the surrounding land use and zoning designations, e.g., single lami l’ homes with
accessory (Iwelling units. The existing and proposed designations all permit single family
and ‘‘multifamily—type’’ development as well as institutional uses, including public and
private schools, and churches. City staif firmly believes that with the roadway network
acting as a physical separator, the pmposed designations provide for a compatible land
use transition consistent with Policy 3.4 which states that (lie Land Use Plan shall
proride Thr a compatible land use transit/oil throng/i an order/v land use arrangenu’nt,
proper /?u//eri ìç and the use oJ physical and natural Separators.

As has heen slated, the established character of the general area is single family
residential and will remain so. However, in the immediate area there are existing
commercial properties (located north, northwest and cast of the subject site) including at
least two businesses that are closed, and several legal nonconforming uses. Given the
history ol uses on the subject property, the anticipated use should not negatively impact
the surrounding residential area. Thus, the proposed designations are deemed to he
consistent with Policy LU3.6 which states that land planning shall weigh heavily the
establis lied character of precloininant/y developed areas where changes of use or

tntenstlv of c/c velopmnent are contemplated.

Policy LU3.8 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan seeks to protect existing residential uses
from. incompattble uses and other intrusions that mciv detract from an area ‘s Iong—termn
c/c.siibiliiy. Given the history of institutional-type uses operating on the subject property,
if approved, the requested designations will arguably not result in a more intrusive or
intensive use on the site. As previously noted, the property has been utilized as a 100-
student public school, administrative offices for Pinellas School curriculum and
instruction supervisors, and most recently as a drop-out prevention school designed for
75 teen parents. The proposed Residential Medium and NSM-1 designations will
accommodate the anticipated use - that being a residential facility for as many as 40
homeless teenagers. City staff believes that these proposed land use and zoning
designations, and the anticipated use, will not detract from the area’s long-term
desirability, consistent with Policy LU3.8.

The overall proposal presented here is also consistent with Objective LU26 of the
Comprehensive Plan which states that the City’s LDRs shall continue to support the
adaptive reuse of existing and historic buildings.

St. Petersburg Vision 2020 Plan

The St. Petersburg Vision 2020 Plan, adopted by the City Council in October 2002,
included 15 citizen-based themes with mission statements voted on by the participants.
The approved mission statements for the Appearance and Neighborhoods themes both
included adaptive re-use of quality old buildings (emphasis added) as something the
participants “liked.” Thus, in addition to Objective LU26, City staff deems this

City File: FLUM-21-A
Page 5



applicatioii to he consistent with ( )hjecIivc V I of the (‘omprelieiisive Plan, which states
(hat 011(11 1 01lSi(1(’l?llç 1/U’ /)roINII)/(’ 11,S(’ of 1(111(1 111 (I (l(’%’(’IOflulI(’llI (1l)I)li(’(lIiOll, (lie

/)riIl(1J)I(’.s (111(1 r(’(’olilIli(’Ild(l!ioIi,S noird in tin’ Vision I/o’iiieiit 5110111(1 IN’ (‘oilSider(’d,

W/i(’i(’ (1))Ii(’(I/l(’.

I .,evel of Service (I ( )S) Impact

The Level of Serv ice (U )S) I lU pact sect ion of liii s report cone I udes I hat the proposed
Plan change and rezoni ng will not alter the City’s population or the population density
pat tern or have a negative e fleet upon the adopted LOS standards br public services and
laci lities including schools, potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, trallic, mass
timnsit, recreation. and storniwaler niana1ement.

Final Comment

11 bears repeating that the City stafl analysis and recommendation provided here are
based on a review of the consistency of the proposed land use and zoning changes with
the Comprehensive Plan, and 1101 0 special xceplioii. use or site plan.. If the land use and
zoning changes are ultimately approved, an application for a special exception use,
including a site plan, will be submitted to the City for review and action by the
Development Review Commission.

SPECIAL NOTE ON CONCURRENCY:

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

RECOMMENDATION:

City staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposal to amend the Future Land Use Map
designation from Institutional to Residential Medium, and Official Zoning Map
designation from NT-I (Neighborhood Traditional) to NSM- 1 (Neighborhood Suburban
Multifamily), or less intensive use, on the basis that the proposal is consistent with the
goals, objectives and policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
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RlSP( )NSliS To REI EVANT
(‘ONSll)lRATlONS ON AMlNI)MlNT’S

rl() r LANI) USE PLAN:

a. (‘ompliance of probable use 4’itl1 goals, objectives, policies and Jui(lelines of the
(i(y’s (‘oniprehensive Plan.

Ihe lol I( wi policies and ohect I yeS from the Comprehensi ye Plan are appl icahie:

V I Wheii considering the probable use of land in a development application,
the principles and recommendations noted in the Vision Element should
he considered where applicable.

V I I l)evelopment decisions and strategies shall integrate the guiding principles
found in the Vision Element with sound planmng principles followed in
the formal plan Iii ng process.

LU3.4 The Land Use Plan shall provide for compatible land use transition

through an orderly land use arrangement, proper buffering, and the use of

physical and natural separators.

LU3.6 Land planning should weigh heavily the established character of

predominantly developed areas where changes of use or intensity of
development arc contemplated.

LU3.7 Land use planning decisions shall include a review to determine whether
existing Land Use Plan boundaries are logically drawn in relation to
existing conditions and expected future conditions.

LU3.8 The City shall protect existing and future residential uses from
incompatible uses, noise, traffic and other intrusions that detract from the
long term desirability of an area through appropriate land development
regulations.

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.
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b. Whether the l)UOpOSe(l au1CI1(lIfleIIt WOLJI(I imj)act environmentally sensitive hinds or

areas which are documenle(l hal)ital for listed siecies as (lelined by the
Conservation Fiement of the Comprehensive han.

The pi’op XL’d amendment will not impact en Vifl)nhllefltal ly sensitive lands or arL’IS which
are documented habitat br I isted species as deli ned by the Conservation hlement of the
Comprehensive Plan.

c. Whether the proposed change would alter population or the population density
l)attcrn and thereby impact resi(lential (Iw’ehling units and or public schools.

The proposed change will not alter popu lat ion or the popu lab ion density patleril and
thereby impact residential dwelling units and or public schools.

d. Impact of the I)roPosed amendment upon the following adopted levels of service
(IA)S) for public services and facilities including but not limited to: water, sewer,
sanitation, traflic, mass transit, recreation, stormwater management.

The following analysis indicates that the pioposed change will not have a signiflcant
impact on the City’s adopted levels of’ service for potable water, sanitary sewer, solid
waste, traffic, mass transit, storrnwater management and recreation. Should the proposed
land 05C change and rezoning for the subject property be approved, the City has sufficient
capacity to meet all demands.

WATER

Under the existing interlocal agreement with Tampa Bay Water (TBW), the region’s
local governments are required to project and submit, on or before February I of each
year, the anticipated water demand for the following water year (October 1 through
September 30). TBW is contractually obligated to meet the City’s and other member
governments’ water supply needs. The City’s current potable water demand is 28.3
million gallons per day.

The City’s adopted level of service (LOS) standard for potable water is 125 gallons per
capita per day, while the actual usage is estimated to be 79 gallons per capita per day.
The demand for potable water may increase slightly under the proposed NSM-1 zoning
however, there will be no impact on the City’s adopted LOS standard.

WASTEWATER

The subject property is served by the Northeast Water Reclamation Facility, which
presently has excess capacity estimated to be 7.71 million gallons per day. There is
excess sanitary sewer capacity to serve the amendment area.
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50111) WAS’[Ii

All so! it! waste divpo.u/ is (lie responsihi I ity of Pinel las County. The County currently
receiVes and disposes of municipal solid waste, and construction and demolition debris,
genera(e(I I hroughou( Pi nd las County. ‘[‘he Pi nd las Count y Waste—to—Energy Plant and
(lie Bridgeway Acres Sanitary Landhl I are the responsibility of Pinellas County Utilities.
I )epartment of So! Id Waste ( )perations however, they are operated and maintained under
contract by two private companieS. The Waste—to—Energy Plant continues k) operate
below its design capacity (ii incinerating 9$5,50() Ions of solid waste per year. The
(:0111 i nuatioii ol snccesslu I recyci ing elioris and the ellicient operation of the Waste—k)—
Energy Plant have helped to extend the liCe span of Biidgeway Acres. The landfill has
approx i mate I y 3() ‘ears remai iii ng, based on current grading and disposal p1 ails.

There is excess solid waste capacity to serve the amendment area.

TRAFFIC

Existing Conditions

The subject property has been vacant br approximately three (3) years. Haines Road is
classified as a “collector’’ roadway, and is presently operating at a level of service (LOS)
“C” between Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. St. N. and 541h Avenue N.

Trip Generation Under the Existing Institutional and Proposed Residential Medium
Future Land Use Map Designations

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

Step a. 192 avg. daily trips per acre of INST land x 2.1 acres
approximately 403 avg. daily trips

Step b. 403 avg. daily trips x .095 percent = approximately 38 p.m. peak
hour trips

The vehicle trip generation rate under the requested Residential Medium land use is
approximately 20 p.m. peak hour trips, calculated as follows:

Step a. 102 avg. daily trips per acre of RM land x 2.1 acres =

approximately 214 avg. daily trips

Step b. 214 avg. daily trips x .095 percent = approximately 20 p.m. peak
hour trips

Thus, an amendment from Institutional to Residential Medium will likely result in a net
decrease of 18 p.m. peak hour trips.
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MASS TRANSIT

PSTA does not provide local transit service along [lames Road. Flie closest bus mute is
located on I 6’ Street, approximately three blocks east ol the subject property.

RICREA’Ii( )N

The (‘itys adopted L( )S lor recreational aercage, which is 9 acres per I ,00() population,
will not be impacted by this proposed rezon i ng. Under both the existing and proposed
zoning. the LoS citywide will generally remain at 2 I .9 acres per I ,000 population.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

Prior to development ol the subject property, site plan approval will he reqLLired. At that
time, the stormwater management system for the site will be required to meet all city and
SW FWM I) sIormwater management criteria. A iso, there is an existing storrnwater pond
on the subject property that will he relocated and reconfigured to accommodate the
proposed use.

C. Appi-opriate and adequate land area sufficient for the use and reasonably
anticipated operations and expansion.

The land area is both appropriate and adequate for the anticipated use of the subject
properly.

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

There are approximately 100 acres of vacant land in the City designated with NSM-1
zoning.

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

While predominantly single family, the surrounding area does include a mix of
multifamily properties as well as commercial and industrial businesses. While not
identical, the proposed Residential Medium and NSM-l designations are not inconsistent
with the surrounding Planned-Redevelopment Residential and NT-i designations with
regard to density (15 units/acre). The proposed designations are also less intensive than
the mixed-use commercial designations (Planned Redevelopment — Mixed Use and CCT
1) found on the north side of Haines Road, across from the subject property.
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h. Whether the existing (listrict honn(hlries are logically (lravvn in relation to existing
co)t1(lit iOnS Oil I he I)rol)eiiY l)IoPOse(I 10i change.

The existing NI— I zoning district hoiiiithiries are logically drawn in relation to existing

conditions.

II the proposed aniendmen( involves a change Ironi a residential to a nonresidential
uSe, whether more nonresidential land is needed in the proposed location to provide
services or employment to the reSi(leflts of the City.

Not applicable, as both the present Institutional and proposed Residential Medium
designations permit residential uses.

.1. Whether the subject property is located within the 100—year flood plain or Coastal
High 1-lazard Area as identified in the Coastal Management Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the subject property is
located in the “X—Zone,’’ i.e., not in the flood zone, and the property is not located within
the CHHA (Coastal High Hazard Area).

k. Other pertinent information. None
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LEGAL I)ESCRIPTION

I IARRIS SCI 1001, AI)l) I1l.K A, LOTS I To 9 & VAC 16FF ALLEY & UNPLATTEI)
TRAC1’ AI)J ON L I)ESC BEG SE (‘OR OF SI) LOT I BLK A TH N I 55.4FT TI-I SE’LY
:322II’(S) Al G SIX R/W OF IIAINES RI) i’ll S 6FT(S) TI-I W 272FT(S) TO P0k
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sri PETERSBURC CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of November 6, 2014

The 1—lonorable l3il I I)udley, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECri: City File: FLUM 22—A: City—iniliated application proposing amendments to the
Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map designations br propertY
general iy located on the southwest corner of I l Avenue South and 4t1 Street
South. approximately’ I 20—feet west of (lie intersection.

A detailed analysis of the request is provided in Stall Report PLUM 22—A.
attached.

REQUEST: (A) ORDINANCE

________-L

amending the Future Land Use Map designation
from Residential Medium to Planned Redevelopment—Mixed Use.

(B) ORDINANCE

________—Z

amending [lie Official Zoning Map designation
from NSM— I (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily) to CCT— I (Corridor
Commercial Traditional), or other less intensive use.

RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL.

Public Input: Three phone calls have been received, to date: the president of [lie
Historic Roser Park Neighborhood called, as did the president of the Old
Southeast Neighborhood (both requesting additional information); and the third
caller was opposed to the application.

Community Planning & Preservation Commission (CPPC): On October 14, 2014
the CPPC held a public hearing regarding these amendments, and voted
unanimously 7 to 0 to recommend APPROVAL.

Recommended City Council Action: I) CONDUCT the lirst reading of the
attached proposed ordinances; AND 2) SET the second reading and adoption
public hearing lbr November 24, 2014.

Attachments: Ordinances (2), Staff Report



ORI)INANCE NO. -L

AN ORI)INANCE AMENI)ING TI-IF FUTURE LANI) USE ELEMENT OF
TI-IF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR TI-IF CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG,
FLORIDA: CHANGING TI-IF LANI) USE DESIGNATION OF PROPERTY
GENERALLY LOCATEI) ON THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF I
AVENUE SOUTH ANI) 4° STREET SOUTH, APPROXIMATELY 120-FEET
WEST OF THE INTERSECTION FROM RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM TO
PLANNED REI)EVELOPMENT-M IXEI) USE; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL
OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES ANI) PROVISIONS THEREOF; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

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

WI—IEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan amid Future Land Use
Map are required by law to he consistent with the Countywide Comprehensive Plan and Future
Land Use Map and the Pinel las Planning Council is authorized to develop rules to implement the
Countywide Future Land Use Map; and

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

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

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

Property

The eastern 110-feet of Lot I, Royal Poinciana Subdivision — Kamman Partial Replat.

Land Use Category

From: Residential Medium

To: Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use

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



SECTION 3. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon approval ol the required Land
Use Plan change by the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners (acting in their
capacity as the Countywide Planning Authority) and upon issuance of a final order determining
this amendment to he in compliance by the Department of Economic Opportunity (DOE) or until
the Administration Commission issues a final order determining this amendment to he in
compliance, pursuant to Section 163.3187. F.S. 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
eliective as set forth above.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE: FLUM 22-A
(Land Use)

_____

lO —(3-f
PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT DATE

4/A )bJJ/,/
ASSISTANT CITY AT RNEY DATE



ORI)INANCE NO. -Z

AN ORI)INANCE AMENI)ING TI-IE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF TI-IE
CITY OF ST. PETERSI3URG, FLORII)A BY CI-IANGING TI-IE ZONING OF
PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATEI) ON THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
II” AVENUE SOUTH AND 4” STREET SOUTH. APPROXIMATELY 120-
FEET WEST OF THE INTERSECTION. FROM NSM-l (NEIGHI3ORHOOI)
SUBURBAN MULTIFAMILY) TO CCT-I (CORRIDOR COMMERCIAL
TRADITIONAL): PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING
ORDINANCES AND PROVISIONS THEREOF: AND PROVII)ING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

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

Property

The eastern I I (3-feet of Lot I . Royal Poinciana Subdivision — Kamman Partial Replat.

District

From: NSM-I (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily)

To: CCT-I (Corridor Commercial Traditional)

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

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

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE: FLUM 22-A
(Zoning)

/
PLtNNING & ECONOMIC D ELOPMENT DEPARTMENT I

9 /0 / /1
ASSISTANT CITY AFORNEY DATE
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Staff Report to the St. Petersburg Community Planiiing & Preservation Commission
Prepared by I he Pt ann ng & Economic I )evc opment I )upartment.

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation I )iVision

For Pub! ic Hearing and Executive Action on October 14. 2014
at 3:00 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

(75 Fi Fib Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

City File: FLUNI-22-A
Agenda Item #2

According to Planning and Economic Development Department records, no Community Planning & PreservationCommission niember owns property located within 2.000 feet o the subject property. All other possible conflictsshould he declared upon announcement 01 the item.

APPLICANT: City of St. Petersburg
City Hall - 175 EI1 Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

PROPERTY OWNER: City of St. Petersburg
Attention: Real Estate & Property Management
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

SUBJECT PROPERTY:

The subject property, estimated to be 0.80 acres or 35,000 sq. ft. in size, is generally
located on the southwest corner of 1 1tt Avenue South and 41 Street South, approximately
1 20-feet west of the intersection. The subject property is a portion of a larger 2.5 (more
or less) acre City-owned property.

PIN/LEGAL:

The subject property is a portion of parcel number 30/31/17/77418/000/00l0. The
subject area is legally described as the eastern 110-feet of Lot 1, Royal Poinciana
Subdivision — Kamman Partial Replat.

City File: FLLJM-22-A
Page 1



kEQLJEST:

‘l’he request is to aniend the Future I an(l Use Map designation from Residential Mcdi urn
to Plaiuied Re(levclopmenl—Mixed t se (PR—MU) and the Official Zoning Map
designation 1mm NSM— I (Neie,hborhood Suburban Multifamily) to (‘CT—I (Corridor
(‘oinrnercial Iradil ional ), or other less intensive use.

PURPOSE:

When combi ned wi Ili siTU ii an y designated properly i nimediatel y abutting to the east, the
requested PR—M U and CCT— I designations will permit the. Tampa Bay Innovation Center
(TI3IC) to construct a not—less—than 40,000 sq. ft. office building that will provide jobs
and help support (lie City and County by providing space for research, innovation and
entrepreneurs including but not limited to technology, health sciences and marine
research uses. (Additional background inflrrnation is provided in the Staff Analysis
sec(iOIi 01 this report.)

EXISTING USES:

The. subject 0.80 acre or 35,000 sq. ft. area is a portion of a larger 2.5 (more or less) acre
City—owned property, and all of it is vacant.

SURROUNDING USES:

The surrounding uses are as follows:
• North: Single family homes, and a closed commercial business
• South: Booker Creek, and a mix of single and multifamily residences and vacant

residential lots
• East: Vacant land on the east side of 411] Street South
• Southeast: Strip commercial
• West: Booker Creek, and a mix of single and multifamily residences and vacant

residential lots

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION:

The subject property is located within the Bartlett Park Neigh. Assoc., and is immediately
south of the Historic Roser Park Neigh. Assoc., as 11th Avenue South serves as Bartlett
Park’s northern boundary and Historic Roser Park’s southern boundary. Both
neighborhoods have approved neighborhood plans, which are discussed briefly in the
Staff Analysis section of this report. The subject property is also located northwest of the
Old Southeast Neigh. Assoc. Finally, the property is located within the boundaries of the
Downtown Business Association and the 411] Street Business Association. All of these
associations, as well as property owners located within 200-feet of the subject area,
received a 30-day notice in advance of this CPPC meeting.

City File: FLUM-22-A
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ZONIN(; 11151 DRY:

I ‘mm I )77 to 2007. the suhject properly WaS designated with RM— 2/I 5 (Residential
Multi lamily) zoning. The current NSM— I ( Neighborhood Suburban Multi family) zoning
has heen in place since September 2007, ml lowing implementation o the City’s Vision
2020 Plan, the City—wide rezoning and update of the City Code, Chapter 16. I Sand
I )evelopiueiit Regu1atiois (LDRs).

APPLICABlE REGULATiONS:

Ii should In’ iioied t/ii1 i/u’ vuhjcei area iii!!? 1101 be redtve/o,n’d separate /ivm i/u’
(estimated) 0.80 acre parcel iniiiu’diaielv ((bull/nc’ to the east.

The subject property is estimated to be 0.8() acres, or 35,000 sq. ft., in size. Development
potential under the present NSM— I zoning designation is I 2 multifamily residential units,
based on a density of 15 units/acre. A workiorce housing density bonus of six units/acre
could increase the development potential an additional five units if all of the requirements
of the Workforce Housing Ordinance are met.

l)evelopment ioteitial under the proposed CCT- I zoning designation is as follows:

I . Single—use residential up to 19 multifamily units, calculated at a density of 24 units
per acre. A workforce housing density bonus of six (6) units per acre could result in
an additional five units for a maximum total of 24 units; and

2. Single-use non-residential up to 35,000 square feet of oflice or retail space, by right,
calculated at a maximum floor-area-ratio (FAR) of 1 .0.

3. Mixed-use residential and non-residential up to 35,000 square feet and not to exceed
24 multifamily units, calculated at a maximum floor-area-ratio (FAR) of 1.0.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

As previously stated, when combined with similarly designated property immediately
abutting to the east, if approved, the requested PR-MU and CCT-1 designations for the
subject property will permit the Tampa Bay Innovation Center (TBIC) to construct a not-
less-than 40,000 sq. ft. office building that will provide jobs and help support the City
and County by providing space for research, innovation and entrepreneurs including but
not limited to technology, health sciences and marine research uses.

Background

In April 2014, the City received a proposal from the Tampa Bay Innovation Center
(TBIC) to lease and develop approximately 2.5 acres of Citi-owned property generally
located on the southwest corner of 1 1th Avenue South and 40 Street South. Because the
eastern portion of the property is located within the Bayboro Harbor Community

City File: FLUM-22-A
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RL(l(veIOliIiieIit i\rea (CRA) the City I)[ll)lishled a 1)ublie notice (pursuant to llorida
Statutes) seeking alternative proposals from the private sector or any persons/entities
interested in undertaking he lease and development ol the property consistent with the
Bayhoro l-larh r Corn mu nity Redevelopment Plan No alternative proposals were
received, and oil .1(1 ne I 9, 201 4 the City Council approved a lease and development
agreement with the TB IC. As part of (lie agreement, TBIC is to construct an olhce
building at least 40.000 sq. ii. in si/c and endeavor to create 100 or more new jobs
through the gmw Ii and development of client start—ups. an anchor tenant, and T1- IC
staffing needs k1 lowing completion of the building.

Tampa Bay Innovation Center (TB IC)

Currently housed at the Young—Rainey Science., Technology and Research Center in
Largo, the. Tampa Bay Innovation Center TBIC) is a 501 (c)3 not—for—profit organization
that assists emerging and entrepreneurial companies in the technology and manufacturing
sectors in accelerating their success. Serving the role often played by a business incubator
or business accelerator, TBIC oIlers a unique ‘‘mind to market” model (or working with
entrepreneurs from concept through exit strategy, providing mentoring, coaching, shared
equipment, conference and offlce space, educational workshops and access to financial
markets. TB IC has been in operation for more than I 1 years.

In accordance with the lease and development agreement executed with the City in June
2014, TBIC will pay a nominal i-ent to the City for an initial term of 25 years, and will
design and construct an office building notIess-than 40,000 sq. ft. in size to house
entrepreneurs, scientists, researchers and innovators. Since its inception, TBIC has a
proven track record in creating jobs and providing economic benefits through its
incubator program where it excels in assisting emerging companies with promising
technologies to become sustainable reality as it works with entrepreneurs. TBIC’s
mentoring services, market research, shared equipment and shared office space help
provide economic opportunity and impact for its clients.

TBIC and the City’s Greenhouse work collaboratively on programming and services,
relative to the Greenhouse mission to assist entrepreneurs in the area of innovation and
small business. The Greenhouse has hosted TBIC educational and outreach programs that
expand the scope of resources available to the start-up community and this relationship is
providing a pathway for the City’s and County’s entrepreneurial development.

Proposed Bicycle “Trailhead Park”

The western-most portion of the overall 2.5 acre City-owned property has been identified
as the location of a “trailhead” park for the proposed Historic Booker Creek Trail. It is
the intention of the City and the TBIC to include parking spaces for a trailhead in
anticipation of the Historic Booker Creek Trail’s construction. It will include associated
signage indicating that parking for trail users is permitted. The number and location of
parking spaces, including the location of bicycle racks, will be determined in cooperation
with the TB1C and the Transportation and Parking Management Department.

City File: FLUM-22-A
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I u1(I Liseind /niiig (onsiste,icy and (‘ompatibility

‘l’he overall character ol the area i rnmedialcl y surrounhng (he suhec )jet(y is
(irguahIy) dominated hy Booker Creek and the nonresidential uses along hoth sides ol 4111

Street South. 11w proposed PR—MU Future Land Use Map designation and CCT— I
( )thcial Zoning Map designation are consistent with existing designations immediately to
the east, along the west side of 4111 Street South. Specifically, the west side of 4 Street
South hetween the northwest corner of I I 1h Avenue South and I 8 Avenue South is
designated with PR—MU future land use and CCT— I zoning, and it should he noted that
the proposed depth ol (he PR—MU and CCT— I designations is consistent with (he existing
depth between Paris Avenue and I SIll Avenue South. However, ii approved, the
requested designations will encroach deepe.r into a residentially—designated area ot the
Historic Roser Park and Bartlett Park neighborhoods. potentially affecting the single
family homes on the north side of 11111 Avenue South. While the avenue separates the
existing homes on the north side from the subject property, the residences to the west and
south will continue to be buffered by Booker Creek. Additional buffering measures can
he implemented during the site ilan ppi’oval process as may be appropriate and
necessary to ensure the proper transition. Thus, City staff believes that on balance, the
request is still generally consistent with Policy LU3.4 of the Comprehensive Plan, which
states that the Land Use Plan. shall provide for compatible land use transition through an
order/v land use cirrcingemeu t, proper buffering, and the use of’ phystcal and natural
separators, and with Policy LU3.6 which states that land plannIng should weigh heavily
the established character of’ predomi zanily developed areas where changes of use or
tn/ensIt)’ of development are contelnplaie(l.

Additionally, the proposed PR-MU and CCT-l designations are consistent with Objective
LU4(2), which states that the Cliv shall provide opportunities for additional commercial
development where appropriate.

Bayboro Harbor Redevelopment Plan and Community Redevelopment Area

The Bayboro Harbor Redevelopment Plan was adopted by the City in 1982. The
amendment area is not located within the boundaries of the Bayboro Harbor Community
Redevelopment Area (CRA), however, the parcel immediately abutting to the east
(fronting on the west side of 4th Street) is located within the CRA. The proposed 40,000
sq. ft. office building is consistent with the Redevelopment Plan’s objective to encourage
expansion and support for job creating and employment oriented uses within the CRA.

Neighborhood Plans

As previously noted, the subject property is located within the Bartlett Park neighborhood
(in the far northeast corner) and is immediately south of the Historic Roser Park
neighborhood, as Ill Avenue South serves as Bartlett Park’s northern boundary and
Historic Roser Park’s southern boundary. Both neighborhoods have approved
neighborhood plans.
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The Bartlett Park Neighborhood lla,i was approved in I 992, approximately 22 years ago.
the neiihhorhood is divided ink) three zoiies afl(l (he suhecl properly is located within
Zone I. There are no speci tic references to the subject area, and (lie intersection ol I
Ave. and 4 Strcet South is not particilarl y highlighted within the plan. It can he
concluded however, that the Tampa Hay iiinovation Center’s construction of a 40,00() sq.
ft. oHice building is supported hy the neighhorhood plan, because the plan strongly
encourages new construction, redevelopment and rehahihita(ioii within the overall
neighborhood -

The I-I istoric Roser Park Neighborhood Plan was originally approved in 1993,
approximalely 21 years ago, however, an update to the plan. entitled (RE)IMAGINE
1-IISTORIC ROSER PARK, has been submitted to the City for review and approval
(including a public hearing to he conducted by the Community Planning & Preservation
Commission on October 14, 2014). The plan update identifies tile intersection of 41

Street and 11 fh Avenue South as an mi portant ‘‘secondary gateway” into the
neighborhood, while one of (lie identified issues/opportunities is expanding commercial
development along 4 Street. Construction of a 40,000 sq. ft. office building at the
intersection of 4 Street and I I h Avenue South is a signiIcant commercial development
investment along the corridor, and will reinforce, the ‘‘gateway’’ aspect of this
intersection.

lii addition, the (RE)IMAGINE Plan advocates Green Complete Streets, with bicycle and
pedestrian emphasis along Roser Park Drive, 1 0 Avenue South and 11 Avenue South.
Such emphasis will facilitate ‘neighborhood’ street enhancemcnt.s providing connectivity
intended to accommodate predominantly pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

Traffic Impact

Roadway level of service (LOS) and traffic impacts are addressed in the Impact Section
of this report. To summarize, an amendment from Residential Medium to Planned
Redevelopment-Mixed Use for the 0.80 acre subject area will likely result in a net
increase of 112 p.m. peak hour trips, however, such an increase would not have an impact
on the roadway level of service, consistent with Policy LU3.18, which states that all
retail and office activities shall be located, designed and regulated so as to benefit from
th.e access afforded by major streets without impairing the efficiency of operation of these
streets or lowering the LOS below adopted standards, and with proper facilities for
pedestrian convenience and safety, as well as Policy Ti .3, which states that the City shall
review the impact of all rezoning proposals and requests to amend the FLUM on the
City ‘s transportation system. FLUM amendment requests that increase traffic generation
potential shall demonstrate that roadway and/or mass transit capacity are available to
accommodate the additional demand.

Other Public Facility Level of Service (LOS) Considerations

The Level of Service (LOS) impact section of this report concludes that the proposed
Plan change and rezoning will not impact the City’s adopted LOS standards for public
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services tnd facilities Ii1cILidine st.l1(n)ls. pot.ihle water, saiiitaiy sewer, solid waste,
iratlic, mass lumsit, recreation, an(l stormwater n1aiIaZeiI1ent. ‘l’he City has more than
sufficient capacity to Serve the amendment area.

SPECIAL NOTE ON (‘ONCLJRRENCY:

I evels ol Service impacts are aikiressed turthei in this report. Approval of this land use
change and rez )n i ng request does not guarantee that the su hjeet property will meet (he
rL’quirements o Concurrency at the time development permits are requested.
(.‘ompletion ol (his land use plan change an(l rezoning does not guarantee the right
(4) (leVelop 4)11 the suh)ect I)roperty. Upoii application lot site plan reV1L’W, or
development permits, a lii II concurrency re iew will he coin pleted to determ i ne whether
or not the proposed deVek)pmenl may proceed. The property owner Will have to comply
with all laws and ordinances in effect at the time development permits arc requested.

RECOMMENDATION:

City stalT recommends APPROVAL of the proposal to amend the Future Land Use Map
designation from Residential Medium to Planned Redevelopment—Mixed Use, and
Official Zoning Map designation 1mm NSM— I (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily) to
CCT— I (Corridor Commercial Traditional), or less intensive use, on the basis that the
proposal is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the City’s Comprehensive
Plan.
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RlSP()NSES ‘[() RELEVANT’
(ONSII)ERATIONS ON AMENDMENTS

To ‘11W LAND USE PLAN:

a. (‘oiiipliance ol probable use with goals, objectives, policies and ui(leliI1es of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan.

The mi iowi iig policies aiid ohjecl i vex from the Comprehensive Plan are applicable:

LU3. I . l- 2) Planned Redevelopment — Mixed Use (MU) — allowing mixed use retail,
oflice, service and medium density residential uses not to exceed a floor
area ratio of I .25 and a net residential density of 24 dwelling units per
acre.

LU3.4 The Land Use Plan shall provide for compatible land use transition
through au orderly land use arrangement, proper buffering, and the use of
physical and natural separators.

LU3.6 Land planning should weigh heavily the established character of
predominantly developed areas where changes of use or intensity of
development are contemplated.

LU3.7 Land use plainig decisions shall include a review to determine whether
existing Land Use Plan boundaries are logically drawn in relation to
existing conditions and expected future conditions.

LU3.18 All retail and office activities shall be located, designed and regulated so
as to benefit from the access afforded by major streets without impairing
the efficiency of operation of these streets or lowering the LOS below
adopted standards, and with proper facilities •for pedestrian convenience
and safety.

LU4(2) Commercial — the City shall provide opportunities for additional
commercial development where appropriate.

TI .3 The City shall review the impact of all rezoning proposals and requests to
amend the FLUM on the City’s transportation system. FLUM amendment
requests that increase traffic generation potential shall demonstrate that
roadway and/or mass transit capacity are available to accommodate the
additional demand.
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b. Whether the proI)osed amen(Iment woul(I impact enviionnwnlally sensitive lands or
areas which arc documented hal)i(at for listed SI)CCWS as defined by the
Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

11w propose(I ainendnient will not impact environmental ly sensitive hinds or areas which
are documented hahital for I istecl species as defined by the Comiservation hlement of the
(‘ompiehetisive Plan.

c. Whether (lie prOposc(l cliane WOLIId alter population or (lie population (ldilSity
pattern and thereby impact resi(lential (lwehIin units and or public schools.

Che pmposed change will not alter population or the population density pattern, and will
not increase the number of residential dwelling units nor impact public schools. In June
2() 14, the City Council approved a lease and development agreement with the Tampa Ray
Innovation Center (TBIC) to lease and develop approximately 2.5 acres of City—owned
property. The 0.80 acre. area that is the subject of the. land use amendment and rezoning is
a portion of the overall 2.5 acre area. As part of the agreement, TB IC is to construct an
office building at least 40,000 sq. ft. in size and endeavor to create 100 or more new jobs
through the growth and development ol client start—ups, an anchor tenant, and TB IC
staffing needs following completion of the building.

d. Impact of the proposed amendment upon the following adopted levels of service
(LOS) for public services and facilities including but not limited to: water, sewer,
sanitation, traffic, mass transit., recreation, stormwater management.

The proposed change will not have an impact on the City’s adopted levels of service for
potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, traffic, mass transit, storrnwater management
and recreation. The City has sufficient capacity to serve the subject 0.80 acre area should
the proposed land use change and rezoning be approved.

WATER

Under the existing interlocal agreement with Tampa Bay Water (TBW), the region’s
local governments are required to project and submit, on or before February 1 of each
year, the anticipated water demand for the following water year (October 1 through
September 30). TBW is contractually obligated to meet the City’s and other member
governments’ water supply needs. The City’s current potable water demand is 28.3
million gallons per day.

The City’s adopted level of service (LOS) standard for potable water is 125 gallons per
capita per day, while the actual usage is estimated to be 79 gallons per capita per day.
The demand for potable water may increase slightly under the proposed CCT-1 zoning
however, there will be no impact on the City’s adopted LOS standard.

City File: FLUM-22-A
Page 9



WAS’l’EWA’[Ek

‘[he subject property is serVed hy the Albert Whifled Water Reclamation Facility, which
preseill ly has excess capacity estimated to he 5.9 mi I hon gallons per day. Thus, there is
excess sanitary sewer iacit’ to serve the amendment area.

SOUl) WASTE

All so! id Waste (/i.v/)o.s(Il is the responsibility ol Pine! las County. The County currently
recei ‘es and disposes of municipal so! id waste, and construction and demolition debris.
generated throughout Pinelias County. The Pinelias County Waste—to—Energy Plant and
the Bridgeway Acres Sanilary Landfill are the responsibi lily ol Pi nellas County Utilities,
l)epartment of Sol 1(1 Waste Operations; however, [hey are operated and maintained under
contract by two private companies. The Waste-to—Energy Plant continues to operate
below its design capacity of incinerating 95,50() tons of solid waste per year. The
continuation of successful recycling efforts and the efficient operation of the Waste—to—
Energy Plan have helped to extend the life span of Bridgeway Acres. The landlll has
approximately 30 years remaining, based on current grading and disposal plans.

There is excess solid waste capacity to serve the amendment area.

TRAFFIC

As previously stated, the subject property, estimated to he 0.80 acres in size, is generally
located on the southwest corner of Avenue South and 4111 Street South, approximately
120-feet west of the intersection.

Based on the Pinellas County MPO’s 2014 Level of Service Report, the level of
service for 41h Street South, between 9ut1 Avenue South and 181)1 Avenue South is “B.”
Fourth Street South is a collector road and is maintained by the City.

The 0.80 acre subject area’s vehicle trip generation rate under the existing Residential
Medium designation is approximately 8 p.m. peak hour trips, and 25 p.m. peak hour trips
under the proposed Planned Redevelopment-Mixed. Thus, an amendment from
Residential Medium to Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use will likely result in a net
increase of only 17 p.m. peak hour trips. Such an increase would not have an impact on
the roadway level of service.

MASS TRANSIT

The Citywide LOS standard for mass transit is headways less than one hour. PSTA
provides local transit service along 4th Street South (Route 4) with a 15-minute headway.
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RE( REATION

the ( ‘ilys adopted L( )S standard h)r recreation aiid open space (R/OS) is nine (9) acres
per I ,00() population. However, br many years the City has enjoyed an actual RIOS level
ob service that is estimated to he 2 I .9 acres per I ,000 population. The proposed
amendment will not ailed the City’s adopted LOS standard br recreation and open
space.

STORM WATER MANA(;EMENrl

Prior to development ot the subject property, site plan approval will be required. At that
lime, the slormwaler management system br the site will he required to meet all city and
SWFWMI) stormwater management criteria.

e. Appropriate and adequate land area suflcient for the use and reasonably
anhiciJ)atcd o1)eratiOflS and expansion.

The land area is both appropriate and adequate for the anticipated use of the subject
pioperty. As has been described, when combined with similarly designated property
immediately abutting to the east, the requested PR—MU and CCT— I designations on the
0.8() acre subject area vi II permit the Tampa Bay Innovation Center (TB IC) to construct
a not—less—than 40,000 sq. Ft. office building (in accordance with a long—term land lease
and development agreement with the City).

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

There are approximately 36 acres of vacant land in the City designated with CCT-l
zoning.

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

The proposed Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use land use designation is consistent with
the established land use pattern to the northeast, east and southeast.

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

The existing NSM-l zoning district boundaries are not illogically drawn in relation to
existing conditions.
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It (he plopose(1 anlefl(lflleflt III VOL VCS a change from a residential to a nOIlresi(Ieflti)l
use, whether more nonresidential land is iieeded in the l)rOl)oSed location to provide
services or employment to the residents of the City.

[he proposetl (‘(.1—1 will still allow br a miX ol uses, including multi lnu l residential.
Ihe ol the amendment is to allow the conStruct ion ol an ollice hui Idi ng that is at
least 40,000 sq. ft. in si’ie and create 100 or more new ohs through the growth and
development of client start—ups, an anchor enant, and TB IC stalling needs lohlowing
completion of the building.

j. Whether the subject property is located within the 100—year hood plain or Coastal
1-11gb 1-lazard Area as identified in the Coastal Management Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the subject property is
located in Flood Zone ‘‘AE” with a base flood elevation of eight (8) feet. The property is
not located within the CI—IHA (Coastal High Hazard Area).

k. Other 1)ertifll’nt information. None.
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of November 6, 2014

The 1—lonorable William I—I. Dudley, Chair, and Memhers of City
Coit [IC ii

SUBJECrU: City File LDR-2014-01: Amendment to St. Petersburg City Code,
Section I —2, Section 5—5 and Chapter 16, Land l)evelopment
Regulations (“LDRs’’).

REQUEST: City—initiated text amendment pertaining to community gardens and

Fertilizer regulations. (Cliv Code of Ordinances, Section 1—2 titled
“L)efinitions and Rules o/ Construction, ‘‘ Section 8—5 titled
“Recommended Fertili’.er Regulations, ‘‘ Chapter 16, Land
Development Regulations ( ‘‘LDRs ‘‘), Section 16.50.085 titled
“Comniunitv Gardens’’ and Section 16.90.020.3 tiller?
‘‘Definitions ‘‘)

ANALYSIS: An introduction and detailed analysis is provided in the attached
staff report prepared for the Development Review Commission
(DRC).

UPDATE: Since the DRC staff report was distributed with a draft ordinance
attached. three minor edits were made, as described below.

1. Addition of more specific language relating to the proposed
fertilizer regulation changes (Ordinance Title).

2. Removal of the Downtown Center Park (DC-P) zoning
district from the list of zoning districts where limited on-site
retail sales of products grown on-site are permitted (Section
1 6.50.085.4.3.B).

3. Edit of the language related to compliance with fertilizer
regulations from specifically naming the Pinellas County
ordinance to more generic language, similar to the other
items included in the Environmental Compliance subsection
(Section 16.50.085.4.8.D).



RECO1\’IMENDATION: Adiinistration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL.

l)evelopment Review Commission (l)RC):

The Commission conducted a public hearing on October I , 2014 to

consider the applicant’s request. The Commission voted 6—0 Cinding
that the request is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Recommended City Council Action:

I) CONDUCT the First reading;
2) SET the second reading and public hearing For November 24,
2014.

Public Comments:

On September 30, 2014 the President and Director of the
Sustainable Urban Agriculture Coalition (SUAC) submitted a letter
regarding Fertilizers and urban agriculture which expressed support
For the proposed orcli nance.

ATTACHMENTS: Ordinance
DRC StaFf Report
SUAC Letter (September 30, 2014)



ORDINANCE NO. -G

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TI-IE ST.
PETERSBURG CITY CODE; AMENDING
SECTION 16.50.085 COMMUNITY GARDENS
TO ALLOW RETAIL SALES; PROVIDING FOR
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS; CREATING
ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS AND PERMITS;
AMENDING SECTION 16.90.020.3 BY
CREATING A DEFINITION FOR VALUE-
ADDED PRODUCTS; PROVIDING THAT ANY
REFERENCE TO A CODE OR SECTION OF
ANY GOVERNMENT REGULATION SHALL
MEAN THAT CODE OR SECTION AS
AMENDED AFTER ADOPTION OF THE
REFERENCE; ADOPTING THE COUNTY
ORDINANCE REGULATING FERTILIZER AS
EFFECTIVE IN THE CITY AND REPEALING
SECTION 8-5 RELATED TO FERTILIZER
REGULATIONS; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

TI IE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1. Section 16.50.085 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to read as
follows:

16.50.085.1. Applicability.

A. This section shall apply to community garden uses as a principal use.
B. This section shall not apply to a residential garden which is accessory to a principal residential

use. Garden uses are often accessory uses to many principal uses, including residential uses,
educational uses, restaurant uses, café uses, and house of worship uses.

C. It shall be unlawful for any person to operate a community garden without a permit as required by
this Chpg.

16.50.085.2. Purpose and intent.

Community gardens may create impacts which can be detrimental to the quality ol life on
adjacent propcies. The purpose and intent of this section is to establish appropriate standards
that wh-ieh allow for a community garden use, while mitigating any associated undesirable
impacts. A community garden is a principle usejjt which allows the growing, harvesting and
incidental retail sale of edible fruits or vegetables or other plant products intended for ingestion

jy neighboring residents, friends, owners, and the permittees of the owner to grow produce and
horticultural plants for their consumption and enjoyment and for the consumption and enjoyment
of friends and relatives hç.s on a not-for-profit basis, except as expressly allowed herein.



Community gardens may create impacts which can be detrimental to the quality of life of
adjacent property owners.

16.50.085.3. Establishment.

y garden is a use of property i more than one person grows p1 uu uce in

horticultural plants for their personal consumption and enjoyment and/or for the consumption and
enjoyment of’ friends and ,-elatives, generally on a not for profit basis. Community garden uses are
shall be allowed in any zoning district and shall comply with the development standards of the
zoning district, the general development standards, and this section.

16.50.085.4. Use specific development standards.

16.50.085.4.1. Property maintenance.

A. The property shall be maintained in an orderly and neat condition consistent with the City
property maintenance standards.
B. No trash or debris shall be stored or allowed to remain on the property outside of
approved garbage containers.
C. Tools and supplies shall be stored indoors or removed from the property daily.
D. Vegetative material (e.g., compost), additional dirt for distribution and other bulk
supplies shall be stored to the rear or center of the property, shall be kept in a neat and orderly
fashion and shall not create a visual blight or offensive odors.
E. Large power tools (e.g., mowers, tillers) shall be stored at the rear of the property.
F. The community garden shall be designed and maintained to prevent any chemical
pesticide, fertilizer or other garden waste from draining off of the property. Pesticides and
fertilizers may only be stored on the property in a locked building or shed and must comply with
any other applicable requirements for hazardous materials.

16.50.085.4.2. Hours of operation and noise limitations.

No retail sale gardening activities shall take place before 7:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. sunrise or
after sunset. All activities shall comply with the Noise Ordinances (currently Sec. 11-47, et. seq.)
The use of hand tools and domestic gardening tools and equipment is encouraged; the use of
small power equipment, such as gas powered tillers and edgers is allowed. Gas powered
equipment which is greater than ten horsepower is prohibited.

16.50.085.4.3, Sale of produce and horticultural plants.

A. A community garden is not allowed intended to be a commercial enterprise; however, there
may be occasions when surplus is available. On-site retail sales of products grown on-site,
including value added-products such as pickles and jams, are permied only in the Corridor
Commercial Traditional (CCT), Corridor Commercial Suburban (CCS), Downtown Center
Core and 1, 2, and 3 (DC Core, 1, 2, 3), Retail Center (RC), Employment Center (EC’),
Institutional Center (IC), and Industrial (IT. IS) zoning districts and shall comply with all the
requirements of this Section. The produce and horticultural plants grown in a community
garden are not intended to be sold wholesale nor offered for sale on the premises.

B. On-site retail sales of products grown on-site are permitted in the Neighborhood Traditional
(NT). Neighborhood Suburban (NS. NSM, NMH and NPUD), Corridor Residential
Traditional (CRT), and Corridor Residential Suburban (CRS) zoning districts and shall



comply with all the requirements of this Section including the following additional conditions
applicable only to these zoning districts:

1. Sales arc limited to a maximum of one (1) special sales event per calendar month;
2. Sales arc prohibited Monday through Thursday, except for national holidays;
3. Each sales event shall not exceed a total of three (3) consecutive days or, when a national

holiday falls on a Thursday or Monday, four (4) consecutive days.
4. No retail sales activities shall encroach into the right of way.
5. Only one temporary sign is allowed, which shall be attached to the table, structure or

furniture from which the produce is sold and only on days when retail sales are allowed.

Surplus produce and plants may be sold ofCthe premises to assist in defraying the costs of the
community garden.

16.50.085.4.4. Accessory structures.
Structures, including sheds, buildings or signs, shall comply with the requirements of the zoning
district.

16.50.085.4.5. Garbage Containers. Trash storage.
Garbage container types, use and maintenance shall comply with the Solid Waste Collection,
Disposal Section of the Code (currently Ch. 27, Art. V). The property owner shall coordinate the
location and type of trash container used on the site with the POD. Trash containers shall be
located abutting the alley. If there is no alley, then they shall be located to the rear of the property
unless the POD determines that another location creates less impact on the adjacent properties
and is accessible by the City’s Solid Waste Collection vehicles.

16.50.085.4.6. Fencing.
All fencing shall comply with the requirements for residential uses in the fence, wall and hedge
regulations section (currently section 16.40.040).

16.50.085.4.7. Required yards.
Plantings shall not be planted closer than five feet to the side or rear property line and not closer
than ten feet to the front or street side property line. Climbing plants, such as beans and snow
peas, may encroach out of these boundaries when grown on structures allowed by this Chapter.
All plantings shall comply with the visibility at intersections requirements.

16.50.085.4.8. Environmental Compliance.

A. Soil. The community garden shall comply with all federal, state and local regulations pertaining
to agricultural production and soil suitability.

B. Water. Water conservation and stormwater runoff prevention practices shall be employed in
accordance with applicable regulations adopted by the South West Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) and the City. In addition, it is recommended that community gardens use
water conservation techniques, including sheet mulching, basins and swales, and drip irrigation
systems.

C. Pesticides and Herbicides. Community gardens shall comply with all federal, state and local
regulations pertaining to pesticides and herbicides.



D. Fertilizer. Community gardens shall comply with all federal, state and local regulations pertaining to
fertilizer.

Section 2. The St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended by creating a definition for ‘Value
added product’ in Subsection 16.90.020.3, to be listed alphabetically, which shall read as follows:

Va/uL’-added product means a crop that is altered from the harvesting stage of production to the retail sale
stage with the addition of ingredients that preserve or enhance the flavor of the crop. The primary
ingredients of a value-added product are crops grown and harvested on-site, and the secondary ingredients
are often not grown on—site. Secondary ingredients include, but are not limited to, brine, vinegar, oil,
pectin, sugar, honey, salt, spices, herbs and garlic. For example, pickles are a value-added product
wherein the primary ingredient (cucumbers) are grown and harvested on-site and secondary ingredients
(vinegar, salt and dill) may or may not be produced on-site.

Section 3. The following sentence in Section 16.90.020.3 of the St. Petersburg City Code
(but only this sentence) is hereby amended to read as follows:

Any reference to a specific code, section, subsection, article, chapter, etc. of the City, County, or
State, United States, or any other governmental entity, or to an official publication which establishes
standards to be followed or best practices, shall mean and include, “as amended.”

Section 4. Section 8-5 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby deleted in its entirety and
replaced and amended to read as follows:

8-5. Fertilizer Regulations. Chapter 58. Article XIII, Sections 58-471 through 58-485 of the
Pinellas County Code regulating the sale, application or other use of fertilizer shall be in lull force and
elThct within the city limits of St. Petersburg.

Section 5. Section 1-2(a) of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended by adding the
following sentence at the end of the section to read as follows:

Any reference to a specific code, section, subsection, article, chapter, etc. of the City, County,
State, United States, or any other governmental entity, or to an official publication which establishes
standards to be followed or best practices, shall mean and include, “as amended.”

Section 6. Coding: As used in this ordinance, language appearing in struck-through type is
language to be deleted from the City Code. and underlined language is language to be added to the City
Code, in the section, subsection, or other location where indicated. Language in the City Code not
appearing in this ordinance continues in full force and effect unless the context clearly indicates
otherwise. Sections of this ordinance that amend the City Code to add new sections or stibsections are
generally not underlined.

Section 7. The provisions of this ordinance shall be deemed to be severable. If any provision of
this ordinance is determined unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such determination shall not affect the
validity of any other provisions of this ordinance.

Section 8. In the event this Ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the City
Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of 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 this Ordinance, in which case this Ordinance shall become effective 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.

Approved as to form and content:
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department,

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division

For Public Hearing on July 2, 2014
at 2:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

APPLICATION: LDR 201 4-01

APPLICANT: The City of St. Petersburg
275 5th Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

REQUEST: Text amendment related to Community Gardens and fertilizer application within
the city. (City Code of Ordinances, Chapter 16, Land Development Regulations
(“LDRs”), Section 16.50.085 titled “Community Gardens” and Section
16.90.020.3 titled “Definitions.” City Code of Ordinances, Chapter 1, General
Provisions, Section 1-2 titled “Definitions and Rules of Construction” and
Chapter 8, Buildings and Building Regulations, Section 8-5 titled
“Recommended Fertilizer Regulations.’) The applicant is requesting that
provisions related to community gardens be changed to allow farmers within
the city more flexibility and that the current section on fertilizer application,
which functions as a recommendation, be replaced with a provision which
requires compliance with Pinellas County’s Fertilizer Ordinance.

The applicant requests that the Development Review Commission (“DRC”)
review and recommend approval, confirming consistency with the City of St.
Petersburg’s Comprehensive Plan (“Comprehensive Plan”).

AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Section 16.80.020.1 of the City Code of Ordinances, the DRC,
acting as the Land Development Regulation Commission (“LDRC”), is
responsible for reviewing and making a recommendation to the City Council on
all proposed amendments to the LDRs.

LDR 2014-01
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EVALUATION:

Recommendation

The Planning & Economic Development Department finds that the proposed request is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and recommends APPROVAL.

Background and Analysis

Community Gardens

In 2009 the City Council approved amendments to the LDRs creating two new sections, one
which provided for community gardens as an allowable use through a special permit and
the other which provided procedures for review and approval of an annual community
garden permit (City File LDR2009-05, Ordinance 933-G, LDR Section 16.50.085 titled
“Community Gardens” and Section 16.70.030.1 .13 titled “Community Garden Permit.”)
Since that time the demand for urban agriculture within the City has grown, prompting
inquiry into allowing urban agriculture beyond the scope of what is currently set forth in LDR
Section 1 6.50.085.

Planning and Economic Development Department staff began researching urban
agriculture, beyond the scope of community gardens, in 2013 and presented findings to the
Public Service and Infrastructure Committee two times in the calendar year, on June 13 and
December 12. During this time staff also received two memorandums on the topic—the first
from the Sustainable Urban Agriculture Coalition (SUAC) and Bon Secures St. Petersburg
Health System (dated June 10, 201 3) and the second from The Edible Peace Patch Project
(dated July 10, 2013). In 2013 staff also met with representatives from SUAC and the Edible
Peace Patch Project on multiple occasions. During 2013 staff conducted extensive research
based on input from both the Public Service and Infrastructure Committee Members and the
community organizations.

By early spring 2014 staff had two urban agriculture working drafts; one was referred to as
the “short-term” ordinance and the other as the “long-term” ordinance. The reason for the
two draft ordinances relates to the structure of land use planning in Pinellas County. The
Pinellas Planning Council (PPC) is responsible for the Countywide Future Land Use Map
and the accompanying Countywide Plan Rules, which sets maximum densities, intensities
and uses by Future Land Use Map categories. Each City zoning district must be compatible
with a Future Land Use Map category; each zoning district can be more prohibitive than the
maximum densities, intensities and uses set forth in the Rules, but cannot be more
permissive unless the City undergoes what is called the “Special Area Plan” process (e.g.,
our Vision 2020 Special Area Plan). Due to this framework, “Agricultural” uses are only
currently allowed in four (4) of the 17 Future Land Use Map categories designated within
the city, Residential Low (RL), Residential Urban (RU), Industrial Limited (IL), and Industrial
General (IG). The current Community Gardens use in the LDRs is structured as a special
permit that has to be obtained, so is not a by-right use listed in LDR Section 16.10.020.1
titled “Matrix: Use Permissions, Parking Requirements Matrix and Zoning Matrix.”

The purpose of the draft short-term ordinance was to fine-tune the current Community
Gardens permitting system to allow flexibility for farmers within the framework of the current
Rules. The purpose of the draft long-term ordinance was to delete the current Community
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Gardens permitting system and add “Urban Agriculture” as a by-right permitted use in
several zoning districts, when allowed by the updated Rules.

On March 20, 2014, staff met with the SUAC Board and a representative from the Edible
Peace Patch Project to present these two (2) draft ordinances for comment and discussion.
Concerns were raised regarding the time-frame for the long-term ordinance; other
discussion centered on operational characteristics of urban farming generally and was not
specific to the ordinances presented. Following the meeting several SUAC Board Members
provided comments on the ordinances which were addressed and incorporated into the
draft ordinances.

The draft ordinances were presented to the Sustainability Council at its March 26, 2014
meeting. In June 2013, the City Council passed a resolution establishing a Sustainability
Council to address the four E’s: economy, environment, (social) equity and efficiency. Since
that time, the Council organized into four (4) groups: Built Environment, Mobility,
Community and Health. Comments received from the Sustainability Council’s Health Group
have also been addressed and incorporated into the ordinances.

The draft ordinances were presented to the All Children’s Hospital Community Health
Coalition at its May 30, 2014 meeting.

On July 17, 2014 the draft ordinances were presented to the Public Service and
Infrastructure Committee. Committee Member comments included a request that staff add
a provision requiring garbage containers be animal-proof and a provision which explicitly
requires community gardens to follow the City’s ordinance relating to fertilizer application.
As a follow-up to the container request, Planning and Economic Development staff
consulted with the Sanitation Department. Sanitation Department staff referred to the Code
of Ordinances, Part II, Chapter 27, Article V, Division 2 titled “Containers.” These provisions
require property owners to keep containers tightly covered at all times and also dictate the
type, specification and location on the property of garbage containers. Since other uses
(e.g., restaurants, grocery stores) exist within the City that regularly deposit food scraps and
waste, staff recommends continued enforcement of the existing provisions rather than
creation of new regulations specifically for community gardens.

Fertilizer Regulations

Following-up on the fertilizer request, the City Attorney’s Office staff noticed that the City
ordinance pertaining to fertilizer application (Ordinance No. 920-G) only contains a
recommendation that citizens refrain from using fertilizers containing nitrogen and
phosphorous during the restricted season, but it is not required. Pinellas County’s Fertilizer
Ordinance, which does contain such a fertilizer application requirement, exempts
community vegetable gardens and bona fide agricultural operations from compliance.
However, the ordinance does require community vegetable gardens to comply with fertilizer
application rates in the UF/IFAS Florida Vegetable Gardening Guide. To obtain a better
understanding on this item, City staff met with SUAC Board Members on September 22,
2014. The SUAC Board meeting was attended by those with extensive experience in urban
gardening. Key points on fertilizer shared by those in attendance included:

• Most edible plants are not grown during the restricted season, although some are
(e.g., watermelon);

LDR 2014-01
Text Amendments to Community Gardens

Page 3



• The amount of acreage used for community gardens is very small, therefore run-off
impacts are de minimus when compared to the impacts of using fertilizer on
residential lawns;

• The current Community Gardens section already requires that the garden be
designed to prevent any fertilizer waste from draining off of the property; and

• The fertilizer run-off from an eight (8) acre farm is equivalent to that of a one (1) acre
single family home property.

According to UF!IFAS literature, unless very large quantities of organic fertilizer materials
are used, commercial synthetic fertilizer is usually needed for Florida gardens. Based on
the input of SUAC Board Members and UF/IFAS literature, staff does not recommend any
additional fertilizer regulations for community gardens, beyond what is required by the
Pinellas County ordinance.

Future Considerations

Review of the draft ordinances by the City Attorney’s Office in late July and August 2014
raised implications related to the Florida Right to Farm Act (FRTFA). The FRTFA restricts
nuisance suits against farm operations and does not allow local governments to adopt any
rules or ordinances which restrict or limit land used for bona fide agricultural purposes.
Bona tide agricultural purposes means good faith commercial agricultural use of the land.
Based on this information, it was determined that the draft long-term ordinance, which
describes urban agriculture as a commercial use, needs further research and vetting before
consideration for adoption. However, similar concerns with the draft short-term ordinance
were resolved through relatively minor edits to the language.

Proposed Ordinance Summary

The draft ordinance is based on memorandums received from community groups, staff
research and feedback on the draft ordinance. The draft ordinance proposes amendments
to three (3) sections of the LDRs and will accomplish the following:

• Allow flexibility for community gardens considered accessory to an allowable
principal use—the provisions of LDR Section 16.50.085 titled Community Gardens
will not apply;

• Clarify that community gardens must operate in accordance with the Noise
Ordinance in Chapter 11, removing references to a specific horsepower threshold for
gas powered equipment;

• Allow on-site retail sales of products grown on-site in the Corridor Commercial
Traditional (CCT), Corridor Commercial Suburban (CCS), Downtown Center Core
and 1, 2, and 3 (DC Core, 1, 2, 3), Retail Center (RC), Employment Center (EC),
Institutional Center (IC), and Industrial (IT, IS) zoning districts;

• Allow on-site retails sales of products grown on-site in the Neighborhood Traditional
(NT), Neighborhood Suburban (NS, NSM, NMH and NPUD), Corridor Residential
Traditional (CRT), Corridor Residential Suburban (CRS), and Downtown Center
Park (DC-P) zoning districts subject to certain conditions and on a limited basis;

• Clarify that garbage containers must comply with the Solid Waste Collection,
Disposal Section of the Code, removing references to specific provisions for
community gardens;
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• Establish an Environmental Compliance subsection, aimed at educating and raising
awareness among community garden operators of applicable federal, state, regional
and county soil, water, fertilizer and pesticide and herbicide regulations;

• Establish a definition for Value-added product; and
• Add the County, United States and other governmental entities to the list of cited

governments in the Definitions section of the LDRs which sets forth that referenced
regulations shall mean and include “as amended.”

The draft ordinance also proposes amendments to two (2) sections of the Code of
Ordinances and will accomplish the following:

• Delete section making recommendations on fertilizer application in its entirety and
replace with language specifying that the Fertilizer Regulations in the Pinellas
County Code shall be in full force within city limits.

• Establish in the Definitions section of the Code of Ordinances that references to
government regulations shall mean and include “as amended” to avoid confusion
since regulations are frequently amended.

The proposed ordinance revises the current Community Garden section, clarifying certain
provisions and expanding opportunities where appropriate, It also requires compliance with
fertilizer application regulations which limit the use of fertilizers containing nitrogen and
phosphorous from June 1st to September 3O Based on the extensive public input
provided, City Staff believes these proposed amendments balance the general interests of
community garden operators and the potential concerns of neighboring property owners.

Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

The following objectives and policies from the Comprehensive Plan are applicable to the
proposed amendment:

Objective LU21: The City shall, on an ongoing basis, review and consider for adoption,
amendments to existing and/or new innovative land development regulations that can
provide additional incentives for the achievement of Comprehensive Plan Objectives.

Policy LU21 .1: The City shall continue to utilize its innovative development regulations and
staff shall continue to examine new innovative techniques by working with the private
sector, neighborhood groups, special interest groups and by monitoring regulatory
innovations to identify potential solutions to development issues that provide incentives for
the achievement of the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Objective LU25: The City shall support site planning and building design techniques that
minimize heat island effects, which can warm surface temperatures and increase the use of
air conditioning, resulting in greater energy use and GHG emissions.

Objective C2: The City of St. Petersburg shall work toward reducing the existing quantity
and improving the quality of Stormwater runoff to surface water bodies, and improving water
quality in Tampa Bay through implementation of the SWIM Tampa Bay Management Plan.
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Policy C4.1: The City shall preserve and increase vegetation (trees, shrubs, herbaceous
plants) through enforcement of the existing Land Development Regulations and promote
further restoration of native vegetation to produce oxygen and filter air pollutants.

Objective CM6: The City shall work toward reducing the existing quantity and improving
the quality of stormwater runoff to surface water bodies, and improving water quality in
Tampa Bay through implementation of the SWIM Tampa Bay Management Plan.

Policy CM6.13: The City shall maintain 50% green permeable open space citywide.

Objective R4: The City shall coordinate public, semi-public and private resources to
provide adequate, appropriate open space requirements in the Land Development
Regulations to maintain a Citywide total of 50 percent green, permeable open space within
the City.

Housing Affordability Impact Statement

The proposed amendments will have no impact on housing affordability, availability or
accessibility. A Housing Affordability Impact Statement is attached.

Adoption Schedule

The proposed amendment requires one (1) public hearing, conducted by the City of St.
Petersburg City Council. The City Council shall consider the recommendation of the DRC
and vote to approve, approve with modification or deny the proposed amendment:

• 11-06-2014: First Reading
• 11-24-2014: Second Reading and Public Hearing

Exhibits and Attachments

1. Proposed Ordinance
2. SUAC Letter of Support
3. Housing Affordability Impact Statement
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ATTACHMENT NO.2

September 24th, 2014

St. Petersburg Development Review Commission
Municipal Services Center — 1st Floor
One 4th Street N
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Dear Members of the Development Review Commission,

The Sustainable Urban Agriculture Coalition (SUAC) wholeheartedly supports and asks you to
support, the two upcoming Urban Agriculture City Ordinances: Section 1 6.50.085 the “short term”
ordinance and Section 16.50.415 the “long term” sections as amended. SUAC worked initially and
consistently with the City Planning Department, who welcomed our support, to help formulate
these profound, community enriching, urban agriculture ordinances. Their outcomes allow not only
a broader brushstroke to stimulate gardening and its positive accoutrements, but also small
commercial agriculture enterprises.

We feel other, local entities and individuals, engaged in urban agriculture practices or wishing to do
so, will also support these two ordinances.

As a non-profit entity, it is the mission of SUAC to facilitate the creation of gardens to increase
accessibility to locally grown, healthy and organically grown produce and educate the populace
concerning the benefits of growing your own food.

SUAC greatly appreciates, respects, and thanks The City Planning Departments’ Derek Kilborn
and Catherine Lee, for their research, effort, and patience from stakeholders involved in the local
urban agriculture movement. The economic, social and health benefits of urban agriculture, and
the proposed, progressive Urban Agriculture Ordinances will allow St. Petersburg citizens to
pursue a more comprehensive, healthy, using sustainable living elements.

Thank you for your consideration,

Ray Wunderlich Ill SUAC President, SUAC Board of Directors
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ATTACHMENT NO.3

City of St. Petersburg
Housing Affordability Impact Statement

Each year, the City of St. Petersburg receives approximately $2 million in State Housing
Initiative Partnership (SHIP) funds for its affordable housing programs. To receive these
funds, the City is required to maintain an ongoing process for review of local policies,
ordinances, resolutions, and plan provisions that increase the cost of housing construction, or
of housing redevelopment, and to establish a tracking system to estimate the cumulative cost
per housing unit from these actions for the period July 1— June 30 annually. This form should
be attached to all policies, ordinances, resolutions, and plan provisions which increase housing
costs, and a copy of the completed form should be provided to the City’s Housing and
Community Development Department.

I. Initiating Department: Planning & Economic Development

II. Policy, Procedure, Regulation, or Comprehensive Plan Amendment Under
Consideration for adoption by Ordinance or Resolution:

See attached proposed amendments to Chapter 16, City Code of Ordinances (City File
LDR 2014-01).

Ill. Impact Analysis:

A. Will the proposed policy, procedure, regulation, or plan amendment, (being adopted by
ordinance or resolution) increase the cost of housing development? (i.e. more
landscaping, larger lot sizes, increase fees, require more infrastructure costs up front,
etc.)

No X (No further explanation required.)
Yes

_____Explanation:

If Yes, the per unit cost increase associated with this proposed policy change is
estimated to be:

$________________________

B. Will the proposed policy, procedure, regulation, plan amendment, etc. increase the time
needed for housing development approvals?

No X (No further explanation required)
Yes Explanation:
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IV: Certification

It is important that new local laws which could counteract or negate local, state and federal
reforms and incentives created for the housing construction industry receive due consideration.
If the adoption of the proposed regulation is imperative to protect the public health, safety and
welfare, and therefore its public purpose outweighs the need to continue the community’s
ability to provide affordable housing, please explain below:

CHECK ONE:

The proposed regulation, policy, procedure, or comprehensive plan amendment will not
result in an increase to the cost of housing development or redevelopment in the City of
St. Petersburg and no further action is required.( Please attach this Impact Statement to
City Council Material, and provide a copy to Housing and Community Development
de ar ent.)

- L. 3.20 LI-
Department Director (signature) bate

OR

The proposed regulation, policy, procedure, or comprehensive plan amendment being
proposed by resolution or ordinance will increase housing costs in the City of St.
Petersburg. (Please attach this Impact Statement to City Council Material, and provide a
copy to Housing and Community Development department.)

Department Director (signature) Date

Copies to: City Clerk
Joshua A. Johnson, Director, Housing and Community Development
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SUSTAINABLE URBAN AGRICULTURE COALITION

Re: St. Petersburg Urban Agriculture Ordinances September 30, 2014

We, the Sustainable Urban Agriculture Coalition or SUAC, acknowledge the foresight of
Pinellas County and the City of St. Petersburg in having legislated our current laws
restricting the application of nitrogen and phosphorous fertilizers during the Florida rainy
season. It is well known that in the past there have been serious environmental impacts
from widespread chemical fertilizer and pesticide applications to maintain turf grass as a
part of landscape settings. 1-lowever, to project these same concerns and considerations on
to small-scale local food growing as manifested in community gardens and other local
urban food production spaces we contend is misleading and not appropriate. Here’s why.

First: The degree of scale is far from equivalent. Food growing in our city is on a
miniscule scale compared to the management of turf grass lawns in our residential,
institutional, and public spaces. The degree of impact could not be comparable. Also
because we are a city that is heavily built out there is very little opportunity for much
large-scale commercial growing to expand and create negative environmental impacts.
Land prices in the city are also prohibitive to commercial agriculture of any extensive
size.

Second: Much of the small-scale food growing is done organically with slow release
nutrients of low N-P-K analysis unlike turf grass management. These organic fertilizers
generally are mostly composed of slow release natural ingredients which degrade over a
much longer period of time compared to chemically formulated products and thus are not
a potential environmental threat.

The chemical runoff from the average residential turf landscape produces more chemical
runoff than an eight acre organic urban farm. (Paraphrase of a statement by Rick
Martinez, founder and director of Sweetwater Farm, Tampa)

Third: An on-line search of urban agriculture environmental impacts generally shows an
unbounded enthusiasm for the positive environmental benefits of growing food in urban
areas particularly with regard to soil, water, and air pollution. It is universally
acknowledged that when urban lawn areas are converted to local urban food growing
there is a conversion to far fewer and less harmful fertilizer applications resulting in
positive environmental improvements.

Acording to Mary Campbell, University of FIoridaJIFAS Extension Director in Pinellas
County, “many progressive communities are working together to support the urban
agriculture initiatives. Urban agriculture plays an important role to connect citizens to
local food systems and maintain green space in urban communities. As with any new
initiative, best management practices are important and can reduce concerns about



fertilizers, water use, pesticides and composting. The University of Florida/I FAS
Extension supports the education to create sustainable communities and food systems.
The Florida Friendly Landscape Program has a long history of educating residents on
reducing the use of chemicals in our urban communities.”

Because of the above listed factors the Board of Directors of SUAC unanimously feels
strongly that urban agriculture in our city should be fully supported by codes and
regulations that help increase the conversion of urban land usage to local food production
for the enhancement of local self-reliance, environmental quality, and sustainability here
in St. Petersburg.

Ray Wunderlich Bill Bilodeau
SUAC President SUAC Director

















































































































































































































In accordance with Councilmember Komell’s request attached is a copy of the above referenced
lease document as executed by TBIC.

CC: Gary Cornwell, City Administrator
Dave Metz, City Development Administration

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

ANU
INFORMATIONAL ITEM

The Honorable Bifi Dudley, Chair and Members of City Council

Bruce Grimes, Director, Real Estate & Property Manageme —

October 30, 2014

November 6, 2014 City Council Agenda — Item CB -7
Tampa Bay Innovation Center Lease
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LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BETWEEN

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA
AND

TAMPA BAY INNOVATION CENTER

2014



LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

THIS LEASE AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (“Lease’), made and entered into

this

________day

of____________________ 2014, by and between the City of St. Petersburg, a

Florida municipal corporation, (‘City”) and Star-Tec Enterprises, Inc., a Florida non-profit

corporation, dlb/a Tampa Bay Innovation Center (“TBIC”) (collectively Parties”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, on April 14, 2014, the City received a letter proposal from TBIC to lease
City-owned property located at the southwest corner of 4th Street South and 11’ Avenue South
(“City Property”); and

WHEREAS, because the City Property is located in the Bayboro Harbor Community
Redevelopment Area the City, in accordance with the requirements of Florida Statutes 163.380,
issued a Request for Proposals on April 20, 2014 with a due date of May 20, 2014, that set forth
its intent to consider a proposal for the lease and development of the City Property; and

WHEREAS, the City Property contains approximately 2.5 acres and the City desires that
the property be developed with not less than a 40,000 square foot facility, at no cost to the City
that will encourage expansion and support for medical facilities and other job creating,
employment oriented uses through the development mechanisms incorporated into the
Bayboro Harbor Community Redevelopment Plan and help support the community by
providing space for research, including but not limited to, health sciences and marine research;
and

WHEREAS, TBIC was the only responder to the City’s RFP; and

WHEREAS, the St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Agency (“CRA’) passed
CRA Resolution No. 2014-2 on June 19, 2014 finding that the disposition at less than fair value is
consistent with, and will further the implementation of the Bayboro Harbor Community
Redevelopment Area Plan objectives and recommended that the City Council of St. Petersburg
(City Council”) approve the disposition to TBIC; and

WHEREAS, on June 19, 2014 after a duly noticed Public Hearing in accordance with
Florida Statute 163.380 was held, the City Council approved Resolution No. 2014-270 finding
that the disposition of the City Property at less than fair value will enable the expansion and
support for business incubator facilities and other job creating, employment oriented uses and
further the development of the Innovation District by providing space for research, including
but not limited to, health sciences and marine research which is consistent with, and will further
the implementation of the Bayboro Harbor Community Redevelopment Area Plan objectives
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and approving the disposition of the City Property to TBIC and authorizing the Administration
to negotiate this Lease.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and covenants contained herein,
including but not limited to the services set forth below, and other good and valuable
consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which are hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as
follows:

1. RECITALS. The above recitals are true and accurate and are incorporated herein.

2. PREMISES. City hereby leases to TBIC and TBIC hereby leases from City the property
described in Exhibit ‘A’, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof (“Premises).

3. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Lease shall be effective on the date the Mayor or his designee has
executed this Lease (‘Effective Date’). In the event TBIC fails to secure funding for the
construction (“Construction Financing”) of the Building, as hereinafter defined, within two (2)
years of the Effective Date, the City or TBIC may terminate this Lease and upon termination,
neither the City nor TBIC shall have any further obligations or rights hereunder and TBIC and
City shall be released from all obligations hereunder except for any obligation(s) existing at the
time of termination.

4. COMMENCEMENT DATE. If TBIC secures Construction Financing and this Lease has not
been terminated, in accordance with paragraph 3, above, the right to terminate under
paragraph 3 shall end and TI3IC shall proceed with planning for construction of the Building, as
hereinafter defined. TBIC shall secure site plan approval within two (2) years of securing
Construction Financing. This Lease shall commence on the first (1’) day of the month following
site plan approval for the improvements to the Premises (“Commencement Date”), which date
shall be set forth in a memorandum signed by the Parties, which shall be attached hereto. TBIC
shall commence construction as set forth in paragraph 10.2 of this Lease

5. TERM; RENEWAL. The Term of thIs Lease shall be for period of twenty-five (25) years after
the Commencement Date (‘Term”) and shall expire on the twenty-fifth (25w) anniversary of the
Commencement Date (“Expiration Date’). TBIC has the option of renewing this Lease five (5)
times for five (5) years each, subject to the approval of the City Council set forth in paragraph 51
of this Lease (Renewal Term”).
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6. ACCESS RIGHTS.

6.1. As of the Effective Date of this Lease, TBIC shall have the right to access the Premises
for inspections, including but not limited to engineering, survey, and environmental.

6.2. As of the Commencement Date of this Lease, TBIC shall have the right to access, use and
make improvements to the Premises, in accordance with the terms and conditions of
this Lease.

7. RENT.

7.1. 1ni. TBIC shall pay to the City Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) as rent for the Term,
paid in advance prior to the Commencement Date of this Lease.

7.2. Additional Rent. TBIC shall pay to the City all other amounts due to City pursuant to
this Lease as additional rent (‘Additional Rent”) within thirty (30) days after receipt of
an invoice from City.

8. DELINQUENT PAYMENT; LATE CHARGE. If any payment due to the City is not paid
fifteen (15) days after the receipt of an invoice from the City, TBIC shall pay a late charge of
One Hundred ($100) to compensate City for the additional administrative expense and loss
occasioned thereby.

9. PERMITTED USE. TBIC shall use the City Property to construct a facility to house
entrepreneurs, scientists, researchers and innovators, and for no other purpose (Permitted
Use) without the express written consent of the City Council, which consent may be
granted or denied in City Council’s sole discretion. The Permitted Use is further defined in
Exhibit B, attached hereto and made a part hereof by reference

10. TBIC OBLIGATIONS.

10.1. Facility. TBIC shall construct a facility of approximately 40,000 SF (“Building) that will
house technology start-ups, provide space for researchers and serve as the community
focal point for innovation and entrepreneurs.

10.2. Grant Funding and Construction. TBIC may encumber this Lease but not the fee
simple interest of the City Property. Construction must begin not more than two (2)
years after the Commencement Date and the construction completed not more than two
(2) years after commencement of construction.

10.3. lob Creation. In addition to the Building, TBJC shall endeavor to create 100 or more
new jobs at this location following completion of the Building.

7 Innovation CL’nter L’aot’ and Dcvelopmcnt Agreiiniiit VVI9953.doc.r 4



10.4. Failure to Develop. In the event that TBIC is unable to substantially complete
construction of the Building and commence operations within four (4) years of the
Commencement Date, the City may unilaterally terminate this Lease and TBIC shall
return the City Property free and clear of all liens, encumbrances, and restrictions.

10.5 Historic Booker Creek Trail. TBIC shall incorporate the Historic Booker Creek Trail
(‘Trail) into its site plan and provide for or permit, as the case may be:

10.5.1. Accommodation of the ten foot (10’) Trail and four foot (4’) recovery area at the
north end of the Premises, in accordance with the City’s current Trail plan that
allows for minimal impact to the existing trees;

10.5.2. A minimum of six (6) motor-vehicle parking spaces including one (1) accessible
motor-vehicle parking space that are fully dedicated for the exclusive use of Trail
users;

10.5.3. An allowance based on availability, for the use of the remaining planned motor
vehicle parking spaces after 5 pm and on weekends (Trail hours will follow that of
the adjacent parks which are closed from 30 minutes after sunset until 30 minutes
before sunrise the following day);

10.5.4. Installation of appropriate bike parking using bike racks that meet City standards
established by the Transportation and Parking Management department.

10.5.5. Construction of an accessible path to connect between the parking, bike parking,
and the Trail.

11. CITY OBLIGATIONS.

11.1. Vacation of Alley. The City will initiate a procedure to vacate the alley located on the
property.

11.2. Rezoning. The City will initiate an amendment to the zoning for the City Property so
that it is zoned appropriately for the Permitted Use.

11.3. Historic Booker Creek Trail. City intends to construct and maintain that portion of the
Trail that will be located on the Premises as set forth in paragraph 10.5.1 of this Lease.
City reserves the right to install Trail-related signage, including signs that would guide
users to the parking areas and also educational signage/markers to note the historical
significance of the adjacent areas.

12. OWNERSHIP IMPROVEMENTS. Excluding TBIC’s personal property and trade fixtures,
the Building and all permanent fixtures therein and any alterations or replacements thereof
shall become the property of City upon the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease.
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13. RETURN OF PREMISES.

13.1. Condition of Premises. TBIC shall, on or before the expiration of this Lease, or its

earlier termination, remove all personal property from the Building and repair any

damage caused by such removal and surrender and deliver up the Premises, broom

clean and in good order, condition and repair, less ordinary wear and tear. Any personal

property not removed within fifteen (15) days after the expiration of this Lease or its

earlier termination, shall be deemed to have been abandoned by TBIC, and may be
retained or disposed of by City, in its sole discretion.

13.2. Contracts and Encumbrances. TBIC shall return the Premises free and clear of any

contractual obligations or other legal encumbrances not approved in writing by the

City.

14. TAXES. As of the Effective Date of this Lease, the following shall apply:

14.1. Personal Property Taxes. TBIC shall be responsible for and shall pay before

delinquency all municipal, county, state and federal taxes assessed during the Term, or

any Renewal Term hereof, against personal properly of arty kind owned by or placed

in, upon or about the Premises by TBIC.

14.2. Real Estate Taxes, Other Taxes and Fees. TBIC shall be responsible for and shall pay

before delinquency all applicable real estate taxes, sales taxes, stormwater fees,
governmental assessments of any kind, including but not limited to special assessments

and service district assessments, if any, levied on the Premises or the contents thereof

and deliver to the City, without notice or demand, the appropriate receipts that show

payment thereof.

14.3. Property Owned by Governmental Unit. The Premises are subject to Section 196.199,

Florida Statute, as it may be amended from time to time.

15. UTILITIES / SERVICES. As of the Effective Date of this Lease, TBIC shall contract in its
own name for all water, sewer service, electric, gas and telephone service, cleaning service,

satellite/cable/internet services and other services including but not limited to any and all
turn-on or transfer fees, and the removal of trash/garbage.

16. CEASE OPERATIONS. In the event that the Premises are not used for the Permitted Use,
City shall have the right to unilaterally terminate this Lease and TBIC shall vacate and
surrender the Premises to the City free and clear of all liens, encumbrances and restrictions and

City and upon termination, neither the City nor TBIC shall have any further obligations or

rights hereunder and TBIC and City shall be released from all obligations hereunder except for
any obligation(s) existing at the time of termination..
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17. LIENS.

17.1. No Real Property Liens. TBIC shall never, under any circumstances, have the power to
subject the Premises to any mechanic’s or materialmans lien or other lien of any kind.
All contracts for improvements to the Premises shall provide for a payment and
performance in accordance with Section 255.05, Florida Statutes. City shall have a lien
against all goods, equipment, furniture and other personal property of TBIC kept on the
Premises at any time during the Term, or any Renewal Term hereof, in the aggregate
amount of all rent, damages and the sums that may at any time be owed by TBJC to
City under this Lease. City, in the event of any default by TBIC, may foreclose the lien.

17.2. Payment and Performance Bond. All contracts for improvements to the Premises shall
provide for a payment and performance bond in accordance with Section 255.05,
Florida Statutes or successor laws. Notice is hereby given that no contractor,
subcontractor or any other person who may furnish any material, service or labor for
any building, improvement, alteration, repairs or any part thereof, or for the destruction
or removal of any building or structure, shall at any time be or become entitled to any
lien on or against the Premises.

17.3. Leasehold as Collateral; City Estoppel Certificate. City acknowledges that TBIC may
require a personal property lease agreement or other secured financing for its
operations or equipment to be physically located at the Premises, or financing using
TBIC’s leasehold interest as collateral. In the event that a lender or equipment lessor
requires the City as landlord to provide an estoppel and subordination certificate
subordinating this Lease to the new financing, City shall, upon written request, execute
such certificate whose terms and conditions are acceptable to City in its sole discretion,
and only if it provides that the leasehold is the collateral and that the City’s fee simple
interest in the real property will not be subject to the financing. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, in no event shall the City provide an estoppel certificate for any leasehold
mortgage that exceeds a twenty (20) term or one that exceeds the expiration date of this
Lease.

18. MAINTENANCE. TBIC shall be responsible for all maintenance of the Building, when
constructed, including but not limited to all Building components, security, and Premises
landscaping. If TBIC fails to maintain the Building or the Premises as required hereunder,
then thirty (30) days after written notice (or such longer period as is necessary if the repair
cannot reasonably be completed within the thirty (30) day period and TBIC promptly
commences and diligently pursues the completion of such repair), City shall have the right
to enter the Premises and to make such repairs at TBIC’s expense. TBIC shall pay City’s
reasonable costs for making such repairs as Additional Rent.

19. CITY ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL OF PLANS. TBIC shall not commence work
unless and until written plans have been submitted for administrative approval
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(Administrative Approval’) to and approved by the City’s Development Administration,
in Citys reasonable discretion (‘Approved Plans). Said plans submitted for Administrative
Approval shall include but are not limited to an interior space plan, elevations, electrical
panel schedules, load calculations and HVAC equipment specifications, systems diagrams
(ductwork, diffusers). TBIC, at its sole cost and expense, shall prepare and submit
preliminary plans to the City not more than thirty (30) days after the Effective Date for
Administrative Approval. Administrative Approval is in addition to any approvals required
by the City of St. Petersburg’s City Code. City shall have ten (10) days from receipt thereof
to disapprove of such plans. Any disapproval shall contain the specific changes desired by
City to obtain its approval. TBIC shall submit revised plans to City incorporating changes
acceptable to TBIC. City shall have five (5) days from receipt thereof to disapprove any
revised plans; provided that if the changes requested by City have been made, City’s
approval shall be deemed given. City’s failure to disapprove the plans within the applicable
ten (10) day period or five (5) day period shall constitute City’s approval of said plans. If
City and TBIC are unable to agree upon Approved Plans and Specifications, TJ3IC shall have
the option of terminating this Lease upon written notice to City and upon such termination,
City and TBIC shall be released from all obligations hereunder, except for any obligations
existing at the time of termination. Unless such change is required by the City of St.
Petersburg’s Development Services Division, TBIC shall not change the plans in any
substantial, material respect without the prior written consent of the City, which consent
shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed.

20. INSURANCE.

20.1. TBIC Obligation as of the Effective Date of this Lease. TBI, shall, from the Effective
Date of this Lease until the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease or any
Renewal Term hereof, maintain at TBICs cost, the following insurance:

20.1.1. Commercial General Liability. A Commercial General Liability Insurance Policy
protecting the City against all claims or demands that may arise or be claimed on
account of TBICs use of the Premises in an amount of at least $1,000,000 for injuries
to persons in one accident and $2,000,000 general aggregate, $1,000,000 for injuries
to any one person, $1,000,000 for damages to property and $1,000,000 Damage to
Rented Premises. Commercial General Liability limits may, from time to time, be
adjusted at the discretion of the City to reflect the then current, generally
acceptable policy limits.

20.1.2. Builder’s Risk. TBIC shall require Builders Risk insurance from contractor. The
policy shall insure the contractors work at the site to its full insurable value. The
Policy shall insure the interests of the City, ThIC, the Contractors and
subcontractors.
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20.2. TBTC Obligation as of the Commencement Date of this Lease. TBIC, shall, from the
Commencement Date of this Lease until the expiration or earlier termination of this
Lease or any Renewal Term hereof, maintain at TBIC’s cost, the following insurance:

20.2.1. Workers Compensation. Workers’ Compensation Insurance in compliance with
the laws of the State of Florida. Employers Liability coverage with minimum limits
of $100,000 each accident, $100,000 each employee and $500,000 policy limit for
disease.

20.2.2. Personal Property. Any insurance coverage it may desire on the contents of the
Premises.

20.2.3. Business Interruption Insurance. Business Interruption Insurance insuring that
all sums payable under this Lease, including but not limited to Rent, Additional
Rent, and maintenance charges shall be paid to City if the Premises are destroyed
by a risk which is insurable under a standard policy of fire and extended coverage
insurance with vandalism and malicious mischief endorsements.

20.2.4. Real Property. TBIC shall keep in force fire and casualty insurance on a
replacement cost basis with respect to the Building and betterments with
companies licensed to do business in the State of Florida and rated A- (A minus) or
better in the then most current issue of Best’s Insurance Report.

20.2.5. City as Additional Insured. All of the insurance required under paragraph 20 of
this Lease, shall be effected under enforceable policies issued by insurers licensed
to do business in the State of Florida and be rated “A-” or better by a rating agency
such as A.M. Best or its equivalent. All policies except Workers Compensation
policies, shall name the City as additional insured, be in occurrence form, provide
contractual liability covering the liability assumed in this Lease and shall not
exclude any activity that would normally be associated with use of the Premises
without the prior written consent of the City which may be withheld by the City at
its sole discretion. All policies shall provide that they shall not be subject to
cancellation or material change, which affect City, except upon at least thirty (30)
days prior written notice to City at the address set forth in paragraph 52 of this
Lease.

20.2.6. TBIC Reporting Requirement. TBIC shall provide City, without notice or
demand, duly executed certificates of all insurance required by this Lease, any
endorsements, enhancements and exclusions, together with satisfactory evidence of
the payment of the premiums thereon prior to the Commencement Date and TBIC
shall maintain current certificates of insurance on file with City at all times during
the Term, or any Renewal Term hereof. Not less than thirty (30) days prior to
expiration of the term of such policies, a certificate showing the renewal coverage
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shall be delivered to City. The TBIC shall provide copies of any of the required
policies to the City on demand.

20 2.7. Failure of TBIC to Provide Insurance. If TBIC fails to furnish certificates showing
policies paid in full as provided in this Lease, the City may, after written notice to
TBIC and failure of TBIC to provide the certificate within ten (10) days of such
notice, obtain the insurance, and the premiums on that insurance shall be deemed
Additional Rent to be paid by the TBIC.

20.3. Continuing Coverage. The insurance coverage and limits required by paragraph 20 of
this Lease are subject to change or revision during the Term. Required insurance
coverages and limits may be modified at that time to reflect the then current
commercially reasonable coverages and limits. In the event the new coverages and
limits are not more than twenty-five percent (25%) in cost than the then current
coverages and Limits required by paragraph 20 of this Lease, then the coverages and
limits required by paragraph 20 of this Lease shall change so that they are equal to the
then current commercially reasonable coverages and limits. If the cost of coverages and
limits is twenty-five percent (25%) or more, then coverages and limits required by
paragraph 20 of this Lease shall be increased to an amount that could be acquired for
the twenty-five percent (25%) increase in cost. The City shall provide TI3IC thirty (30)
days written notice of the then current commercially reasonable coverages and limits
together with supporting documentation. Failure of TBIC to comply with such changes
shall be considered a Default of this Lease and a request to terminate this Lease.

21. INDEMNIFICATION; DISCLAIMERS.

21.1. TL3IC Indemnification. Except for incidents occurring on the Trail, TBIC shall defend at
its expense, pay on behalf of, hold harmless and indemnify City, its officers, employees,
agents, invitees, elected and appointed officials and volunteers (collectively,
‘Indemnified Parties”) from and against any and all claims, demands, liens, liabilities,
penalties, fines, fees, judgments, losses and damages (whether or not a lawsuit is filed)
including, but not limited to, costs, expenses and attorneys’ fees at trial and on appeal
(collectively, “Claims’) for damage to property or bodily or personal injuries, including
death at any time resulting therefrom, sustained by any person or persons, which
damage or injuries are alleged or claimed to have arisen out of or in connection with, in
whole or in part, directly or indirectly:

21.1.1. Ownership. Occupancy or Use. The ownership, occupancy or use of the Premises
by City or TBIC;

21.1.2. Performance of this Lease. The performance of this Lease (including future
changes and amendments thereto) by TBIC, its employees, agents, representatives,
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contractors, subcontractors or volunteers, including but not limited to the TBIC’s
duty to maintain and warn of dangerous conditions;

21.13. Compliance and Conformity. The failure of TBIC, its employees, agents,
representatives, contractors, subcontractors or volunteers to comply and conform
with any applicable law, statute, ordinance or regulation now or hereinafter in
force, including, but not limited to violations of the Americans with Disabilities Act
of 1990 (‘ADA) and any current or future amendments thereto; or

21.1.4. Negligent, Reckless or Intentional Act or Omission. Any negligent, reckless or
intentional act or omission of the TBIC, its employees, agents, representatives,
contractors, subcontractors or volunteers, whether or not such negligence is
claimed to be either solely that of the TBIC, its employees, agents, representatives,
contractors, subcontractors or volunteers or to be in conjunction with the claimed
negligence of others, including that of any of the Indemnified Parties.

21.2. Insurance Obligations. The provisions of paragraph 21 of this Lease, are independent
of, and shall not be limited by, any insurance obligations in this Lease, and shall survive
the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease with respect to any claims or liability
arising in connection with any event occurring prior to such expiration or termination.
The purchase of insurance coverage required by this Lease, or otherwise, shall not
relieve TBIC of any duties set forth in paragraph 21 of this Lease.

21.3. TBJC’s Business or Property Damage. City shall not be responsible or liable at any
time for any damage to the Premises or to TBIC’s business regardless of the cause,
unless such damage is due to City’s negligence or wrongful act.

21.4, Acts or Omissions of Third Parties. City shall not be responsible or liable to TBIC for
any damage to either person or property that may be occasioned by or through the acts
or omissions of third parties.

21.5. Property Defects. Unless due to City’s negligence, wrongful act, or failure to comply
with this Lease, City shall not be responsible or liable for any defect in the Building or
Premises or any of the equipment, machinery, utilities, appliances or apparatus therein,
nor shall it be responsible or liable for any damage to any person or to any property of
TBIC or other person caused by or resulting from burst, broken or leaking pipes or by
or from, steam or the running, backing up, seepage, or overflow of water or sewage in
any part of the Building or Premises or for any damage caused by or resulting from acts
of God or the elements, the failure of any public utility in supplying utilities to the
Building or Premises or for any damage caused by or resulting from any defect or
negligence in the occupancy, construction, operation or use of any of the Building or
Premises, machinery, apparatus or equipment by any other person or by or from the
acts of negligence of any occupant of the Building or Premises,
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21.6. Notice. TBIC shall give prompt notice to City in case of fire or accidents or other

casualties on or about the Building or Premises.

21.7. Risk of Loss. TBIC shall store its property in and shall occupy the Premises at its own

risk.

22. WAIVER OF SUBROGATION. City and TBIC hereby waive any rights each may have

against the other on account of any loss or damage incurred by City or TBIC, as the case

may be, to their respective property, the Premises, or its contents arising from any risk

generally covered by fire and extended coverage insurance policies. The Parties each, on

behalf of their respective insurance companies insuring the property of either City or ThIC

against any such loss or damage, waive any right of subrogation that such companies may

have against City or TBIC, as the case may be. Each party covenants with each other that, to

the extent such insurance endorsement is available; they shall each obtain for the benefit of

the other, a waiver of any right of subrogation from their respective insurance companies, if

such endorsement is requested.

23. ASSIGNMENT AND SUBLEASE.

23.1. Consent Required. Except as set forth in paragraph 23.3 of this Lease, TBIC may not
delegate performance nor assign nor sublease this Lease or any of its rights under this

Lease, without City’s prior written consent, set forth in paragraph 51 of this Lease,

which shall be granted or withheld in the City’s sole discretion. Any such purported

delegation or assignment shall be null and void and shall constitute a material default

of this Lease and cause for immediate termination. Any purported involuntary

assignment of this Lease or assignment by operation of law, whether by bankruptcy or

insolvency, merger (whether as the surviving or disappearing corporation),

consolidation, dissolution, reorganization, transfer of the TBIC or controlling interest in
the TBIC, or court order effectuating such assignment or any other method, shall be null

and void and shall constitute a material default of this Lease and cause for immediate

termination, unless such underlying transaction is approved by the City Council which

approval shall be in the sole discretion of the City Council.

23.2. Assumption. Upon an approved Assignment of this Lease, the assignee shall assume

all rights and obligations of TBIC under this Lease. Any assignee of TBIC shall deliver

to City an assumption agreement in a form reasonably satisfactory to City not less

ninety (90) days prior to the effective date of such Assignment. Notwithstanding
anything to the contrary contained in this Lease, upon receipt of a satisfactory

assumption agreement, TBIC’s liability shall not terminate under this Lease, and
thereafter TBIC, and any guarantor of TBIC’s obligations hereunder, shall have the
same liability as if there had been no Assignment.
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23.3. Sublease. TBIC may sublease space in the Building to subtenant(s) that comply with,
advance or complement the Permitted Use. However, no single subtenant may sublease
more than 15,000 square feet.

24 DEFAULT.

24.1. Default by TBIC.

24.1.1. Events of Default. Subject to TBIC’s right to notice and opportunity to cure, set
forth below, TBIC shall be deemed to be in default of its obligations under this
Lease upon the occurrence of any of the following:

24.1.1.1. TBIC’s failure to pay sums due under this Lease,

24.1.1.2. TBIC’s failure to perform any material covenant, promise or obligation
contained in this Lease;

24.1 .1.3. The appointment of a receiver or trustee for all or substantially all of TBICs
assets;

24.1.1.4. TBIC’s voluntarily petition for relief under, any bankruptcy or insolvency
law, or the filing of an involuntary bankruptcy petition which is not dismissed
within sixty (60) days;

24.1.1.5. The sale of TBICs interest under this Lease by execution or other legal
process;

24.1.1.6. The seizure, sequestration or impounding by virtue of or under authority of
any legal proceeding of all, or substantially all, of the personal property or
fixtures of TBIC used in or incident to the operation of the Premises;

24.1.1.7. TJ3IC making an assignment of all, or substantially all, of the personal
property or fixtures of TBIC used in or incident to the operation of the
Premises for the benefit of creditors;

24.1.1.8. Any sale, transfer, assignment, subleasing, concession, license, or other
disposition prohibited under this Lease, except as provided for in paragraph
23 of this Lease;

24.1.1.9. TBIC doing or permitting to be done anything that creates a lien upon the
Premises and shall fail to obtain the release of any such lien or bond off any
such lien as required herein.

24.1.2. Notice; Right to Cure. TI3IC shall only be deemed in default of this Lease upon
the continued occurrence of:
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24 1.2.1. TBICs failure to pay any monetary sum for a period of ten (10) days after

written notice from City to TBIC that such sums are due, or

24.1.2.2. The occurrence of any other event specified in paragraph 24.1 of this Lease

that is not cured by TBIC within thirty (30) days from TBICs receipt of written
notice from City, provided this thirty (30) day cure period shall be extended

for such reasonable period of time as is necessary to cure the default, if the

default is not reasonably capable of cure within said thirty (30) day period

and TBIC commences and continues to diligently cure the default.

24.1.3. Citvs Remedies. Upon TBIC’s default hereunder, City may exercise all remedies

available at law or in equity. All such remedies shall be cumulative and non-

exclusive.

24.2. Default by City.

24.2.1. Events of Default; Right to Cure. City shall be in default under this Lease if City

fails to perform any of its obligations or breaches any of its covenants contained in

this Lease and said failure or breach continues for a period of thirty (30) days after

written notice from TBIC to City, provided this thirty (30) day cure period shall be

extended for such reasonable period of time as is necessary to cure the default, if

the default is not reasonably capable of cure within said thirty (30) day period and

City commences and continues to diligently cure the default.

24.2.2. TBICs Remedies. Upon Citys default hereunder TBIC may exercise all remedies

available at law or in equity. All such remedies shall be cumulative and non-

exclusive.

25. CONDEMNATION.

25.1. Condemnation. If during the Term, or any Renewal Term hereof, the whole of the

Premises are condemned or taken in any manner for public use, or if a portion of the

Premises are condemned or taken in any manner or degree to an extent that the
Premises are not suitable, as determined by TBIC in its reasonable discretion, for the
Intended Use, then in either event TBIC or City may elect to terminate this Lease as of
the date of the vesting of title in the condemning authority. As used in this paragraph, a
condemnation or taking includes a deed given or transfer made in lieu thereof.

25.2. Award. City shall be entitled to that portion of the condemnation award attributable

to Citys interest in the Premises, which includes the Building and the land. TBIC shall
be entitled to that portion of the condemnation award attributable to the loss of TBIC’s
leasehold in the Premises, TBICs improvements and fixtures on the Premises, its
operating losses and its relocation costs.
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26. DESTRUCTION OF BUILDING.

26.1. Restoration. If the Building is totally desfroyed by fire or other casualty or if the
Building is partially destroyed in an insured event then TBIC shall use the proceeds
from its property insurance to rebuild the Building to a condition similar to the
Building’s pre-event condition, or

26.2. Termination. If within the last two (2) years of any Lease Term then in effect, TI3IC may
deliver the non-personal property insurance proceeds without offset to the City as
reimbursement for loss of the Building and terminate this Lease within sixty (60) days
after such casualty loss, in which event all obligations herein shall cease as of the date of
such delivery, and neither City nor TBIC shall have any further obligations or rights
hereunder except for any obligations existing at the time of termination.

27. REPLACEMENT PREMISES. City is under no obligation to locate or provide a
replacement Premises or facilities under any circumstances, including but not limited to,
substantial damage to the existing improvements by fire, flood, hurricane, tornado,
earthquake or other form of natural disaster, or termination of this Lease.

28. REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES.

28.1. TBIC’s Representations and Warranties. TBIC hereby represents and warrants to City
that:

28,1.1. TBIC is a duly authorized and valid Florida non-profit corporation registered to
do business in the State of Florida.

28.12. TB1C has the full right and authority to enter into this Lease;

28.1.3. each of the persons executing this Lease on behalf of TBIC is authorized to do so;

28.1.4. this Lease constitutes a valid and legally binding obligation of TBIC, enforceable
in accordance with its terms and conditions.

28.2 City’s Representations and Warranties. City hereby represents and warrants to TBIC
that:

28 2.1. City is the fee simple owner of the Premises;

28.2.2. there are no agreements, contracts, covenants, conditions or exclusions which
would, if enforced, prohibit or restrict the operation of the Premises for the
Intended Use;

28.2.3. City is a duly authorized and existing municipal corporation under the laws of
the State of Florida and is qualified to operate in the State of Florida;
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28.2.4. City has the full right and authority to enter into this Lease;

28.2.5. each of the persons executing this Lease on behalf of City is authorized to do so;

28.2.6. this Lease constitutes a valid and legally binding obligation on City, enforceable
in accordance with its terms.

29. ENVIRONMENTAL. As of the Effective Date, the City is unaware of any violation of any
Environmental Laws concerning the City Property.

29 1. Definitions. For purposes of this Lease, the following words and phrases shall have
the following meaning except where the text clearly indicates a contrary intention:

29.1.1. “Environment’ shall mean soil, surface waters, groundwater, land, stream and
sediments, surface or subsurface strata, ambient air, interior and/or exterior of any
building or improvement and any environmental medium.

29.1.2. Environmental Condition” shall mean any condition of the environment with
respect to the Premises that results from TBIC’s possession, use, occupation,
construction and/or improvement to or operation of TBIC’s business on the
Premises.

29.1.3. “Environmental Law” shall mean the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of
1976, 42 U.S.C. Sections 6901, et seq., as amended (‘RCRA”); the Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C.
Sections 9601, et seq., as amended (original act known as “CERCLA” or
“Superfund’, the amendments are known as ‘SARA); the HSWA amendments to
RCRA regulating Underground Storage Tanks (“UST’s’), 42 U.S.C. Sections
6991-6991(1), as amended; the Clean Air Act of 1963 42 U.S.C. Sections 7401, et seq.,
as amended (‘Clean Air Act”); the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1977 and
1987, 33 U.S.C. Sections 1251, et seq., as amended (‘Clean Water Act”); the Toxic
Substances Control Act of 1976, 15 U.S.C. Sections 2601, et seq., as amended
(“TSCA”); the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. Sections 1801, et
seq., as amended (‘HMTA”); the Occupational Safety and Health Act, as amended
(“OSHA”), 29 U.S.C. Sections 651, et seq., the Florida Resource Recovery and
Management Act, Section 403.701, et seq., Florida Statutes; the Pollutant Spill
Prevention and Control Act, Section 376.011-376.17 and 376.19-376.21, Florida
Statutes, and Chapters 373, 376 and 403, Florida Statutes; and any other present or
future federal, state, or local law, regulation, rule or ordinance implementing or
otherwise dealing with the subject matter of the preceding federal and state
statutes, together, in each case, with any amendment thereto.

29.1.4. ‘Hazardous Material” shall mean without limitation (i) those substances included
within the definitions of ‘Hazardous Substances”, “Hazardous Materials’, ‘Toxic
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Substance, or “Solid Waste” in any Environmental Law; (ii) those substances
listed in the United States Department of Transportation Table (49 CFR 172.101 and
amendments thereto) or by the Environmental Protection Agency (or any successor
agency) as hazardous substances (40 CFR Part 302 and amendments thereto); (iii)
any materials, waste, or substance which is (A) petroleum, petroleum by-products,
residuals and petroleum degradation by-products; (B) asbestos; (C) polychlorinated
biphenyls; (D) flammable explosives; or (E) radioactive materials; and (iv) such
other substances, materials, and wastes which are or become regulated or
controlled under any Environmental Law, or which would trigger any employee or
community “right-to-know” requirements adopted by any federal, state or local
governing body, or for which such body has adopted any requirements for the
preparation of distribution of a hazard communication safety data sheet (“SDS”).

29.1.5. “Release” shall mean any releasing, spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting,
emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching, disposing, or dumping into
the environment.

29.2. TBIC’s Obligation. TBIC shall not use, store, generate, transport, dispose, nor cause the
release or discharge any Hazardous Materials in or upon the Premises, including but
not limited to into any ditch, stream, conduit, storm sewer or sanitary sewer connected
thereto or located thereon or knowingly permit any subtenants or other persons or
entities occupying the Premises to engage in such activities in or upon the Premises.
However, the foregoing provision shall not prohibit the use, storage, maintenance,
transportation to and from or handling within the Premises of substances customarily
used in the operation of the Premises, provided: (I) such substances shall be used,
stored, maintained, transported, handled and disposed of only in accordance with
Environmental Laws, (ii) such substances shall not be released or discharged in or upon
the Premises in violation of Environmental Laws and the National Fire Protection
Association (“NFPA’) Code and local fire codes as they may be amended from time to
time, and (iii) for purposes of removal and disposal of any such substances, TBIC shall
be named as the owner and generator, obtain a waste generator identification number,
and execute all permit applications, manifests, waste characterization documents and
any other required forms required by the appropriate state or federal environmental
authority and hold City harmless.

29.3. City Notification. TBIC shall promptly notify City of: (i) any enforcement, cleanup or
other regulatory action taken or threatened by any governmental or regulatory
authority with respect to the presence of any Hazardous Materials in or upon the
Premises or the migration thereof from or to other property, (ii) any demands or claims
made or threatened by any party relating to any loss or injury resulting from any
Hazardous Materials in or upon the Premises, and (iii) any matters where City is
required by Environmental Laws to give a notice to any governmental or regulatory
authority respecting any Hazardous Materials in or upon the Premises.
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29.4. Clean up and Remediation. If any Hazardous Materials are released, discharged, or
disposed of by TBIC or any other occupant of the Premises in violation of
Environmental Laws, TBIC shall immediately, properly and in compliance with
Environmental Laws clean up and remove the Hazardous Materials from the Premises
and any other affected property. Such cleanup and removal shall be at the TBIC’s sole
expense.

29.5. THIC Indemnity. Except for incidents occurring on the Trail, TBIC shall defend, pay on
behalf of, indemnify and hold harmless City, its officers, directors, agents, or employees
from and against all claims, damages, expenses (including reasonable attorneys’ fees),
liabilities and all other obligations including, without limitation, third party claims for
personal injury or real or personal property damage (collectively, “Environmental
Claims”) arising from or connected with the violation of any Environmental Laws by
TBIC or other occupants of the Premises except to the extent any of the foregoing
Environmental Claims are attributable to the violation of Environmental Laws by City,
its officers, directors, agents or employees. The City shall have control over the City’s
and TBIC’s involvement in legal proceedings resulting from an environmental violation
and covered by the indemnification agreement contained in this Lease. TBIC’s duty to
indemnify shall survive the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease.

29.6. Access to Premises. TBIC shall allow authorized representatives of the City or state
and federal environmental personnel, at a reasonable time, access to the Premises for
the following purposes:

29.6.1. Conducting an environmental audit or other inspections of the Premises.

29.6.2. Reviewing and copying of any records that must be kept under any
environmental permit.

29.6.3. Viewing the facility, equipment, practices, or operations regulated or required
under such permit.

29.6.4. Sampling or monitoring any substances or parameters at any location subject to
any environmental permit or federal, state or municipal environmental law or
regulation.

29.7. Termination by City. The City may unilaterally terminate this Lease immediately and
without notice for any violation of paragraph 29 of this Lease.

29.8. Survivability. The provisions of paragraph 29 of this Lease shall survive the expiration
or earlier termination of this Lease.
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29.9. No Limitation. Nothing in this lease shall be interpreted as limiting the City’s ability to
seek contribution from any potentially responsible parties for any environmental
violation.

30. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTIES. The relationship between the Parties is that of
landlord and tenant.

31. PARAGRAPH NUMBERS AND CAPTIONS. The paragraph numbers and captions
appearing in this Lease are inserted only as a matter of convenience and in no way define,
limit, construe or describe the scope or intent of such sections. All references to paragraph
numbers in this Lease shall include any subparagraphs.

32. ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Lease and any attachments hereto and forming a part hereof
set forth all the covenants, promises, agreements, conditions, and understandings between
City and TBIC concerning the Premises and there are no covenants, promises, agreements,
conditions or understandings, either oral or written, other than as herein set forth. No
subsequent alteration, amendment, change or addition to this Lease shall be binding upon
City or TBIC until reduced to writing, authorized by the City Council, and signed by City
and TBIC.

33. SEVERABILITY. If any term, covenant or condition of this Lease, or the application thereof
to any person or circumstances shall, to any extent, be invalid or unenforceable, the
remainder of this Lease or the application of such term, covenant, or condition to persons or
circumstances other than those as to which it was held invalid or unenforceable, shall not be
affected thereby and each term, covenant, or condition of this Lease shall be valid and be
enforced to the fullest extent permitted by law.

34. APPLICABLE LAW, VENUE AND JURISDICTION. This Lease shall be governed by and
interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of Florida. Venue for any action brought
in state court shall be in Pinellas County, St. Petersburg Division. Venue for any action
brought in federal court shall be in the Middle District of Florida, Tampa Division, unless a
division shall be created in St. Petersburg or Pinellas County, in which case the action shall
be brought in that division. Each party waives any defense of improper or inconvenient
venue as to either court and consents to personal jurisdiction in either court.

35. RECORDING. This Lease or a memorandum of this Lease, may be recorded in the public
records at the expense of the party so recording.

36. SUCCESSORS. The provisions of this Lease shall inure to the benefit of and be binding
upon the respective successors, and assigns of City and TB1C.

37. FORCE M.AJEURE. In the event that either party hereto shall be delayed or hindered in or
prevented from the performance required hereunder by reason of strikes, lockouts, labor
troubles, failure of power, riots, insurrection, war, acts of God, or other reason not the fault
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of the party delayed in performing work or doing acts (Permitted Delay ‘), such party shall
be excused for the period of time equivalent to the delay caused by such Permitted Delay.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, any extension of time for a Permitted Delay shall be
conditioned upon the party seeking an extension of time delivering written notice of such
Permitted Delay to the other party within ten (10) days of the event causing the Permitted
Delay, and the maximum period of time which a party may delay any act or performance of
work due to a Permitted Delay shall be sixty (60) days.

38. BROKERAGE FEES. TBIC and City warrant to each other that there is no broker or other
individual entitled to any commission by reason of this Lease. TBIC shall defend,
indemnify, pay on behalf of and hold City harmless from any and all loss, damage, cost and
expense, including reasonable attorney’s fees, which City may sustain or incur by reason of
any real estate commission or fee claimed to be due by, through or under TBIC. City, to the
extent permitted by law, shall indemnify, pay on behalf of and hold ThIC harmless from
any and all loss, damage, cost and expense, including reasonable attorneys fees, which
TBIC may sustain or incur by reason of any real estate commission or fee claimed to be due
by, through or under the City.

39. CITYS RIGHTS UNDER LEASE. All rights reserved to City under this Lease shall be
exercised in a reasonable manner and in a manner so as to minimize any adverse impact to
TBICs operations, use or enjoyment of the Premises.

40. TIME PERIODS. Time is of the essence. Time periods herein shall include Saturdays,
Sundays, and state and national legal holidays and shall end at 5:00PM local time.

41. CITY CONSENT AND ACTION.

41.1. For the purposes of this Lease, any required written consent, permission, approval or
agreement (‘Approval) by the City means the Approval of the Mayor or his designee
unless otherwise set forth herein and such Approval shall be in addition to any and all
regulatory approvals for permits and/or other licenses required by law or this Lease.

41.2. For the purposes of this Lease any right of the City to take any action permitted,
allowed or required by this Lease, may be exercised by the Mayor or his designee,
unless otherwise set forth herein.

42. NON—APPROPRIATION. The obligations of the City as to any funding required pursuant
to this Lease, shall be limited to an obligation in any given year to budget and appropriate
from legally available funds, after monies for essential services have been budgeted and
appropriated, sufficient monies for the funding that is required during that year.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City shall not be prohibited from pledging any legally
available non-ad valorem revenues for any obligations heretofore or hereafter incurred,
which pledge shall be prior and superior to any obligation of the City pursuant to this
Lease.
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43. NON—DISCRIMINATION. TBIC for itself and its successors and approved assigns, as a
part of the consideration hereof, does hereby covenant that TBIC shall not Tenant shall not
discriminate against anyone in the use of the Premises on the basis of race, color, religion,
gender, national origin, marital status, age, disability, sexual orientation, genetic
information or other protected category..

44. CITY AS A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION. Nothing contained herein shall be interpreted
to require the City to take any action or refrain from taking any action that would be
adverse to its status as a municipal corporation.

45. QUIET ENJOYMENT. Subject to the terms, covenants and conditions of this Lease, City
warrants and covenants that TBIC shall peacefully and quietly have, hold and enjoy the
Premises for the entire Term, or any Renewal Term hereof.

46. CONDITION OF PREMISES. TBIC has inspected the Premises and accepts the Premises in
AS IS condition.

47. ESTOPPEL CERTIFICATE. Either party, upon request of the other party, shall execute,
acknowledge and deliver an instrument, stating, if the same be true, that this Lease is a true
and exact copy of the Lease between the Parties, that there are no amendments hereto (or
stating what amendments there may be), that the same is then in full force and effect and
that, to the best of its knowledge, there are rio offsets, defenses or counterclaims with respect
to the payment of Rent hereunder or in the performance of the other terms, covenants and
conditions hereof on the part of TBIC or City, as the case may be, to be performed, and that
as of such date no default has been declared hereunder by either party or if so, specifying
the same. Such instrument shall be executed by the other party and delivered to the
requesting party within sixty (60) days of receipt of a request therefore.

48 NO WAIVER. The exercise by the City of any right or remedy to enforce its rights under
this Lease shall not constitute a waiver of, or preclude the exercise of, any other right or
remedy afforded the City by this Lease or by statute or law; nor shall the acceptance of Rent
or other payment be deemed to be a waiver of any such default. The failure of the City in
one or more instances to insist on strict performance or observations of one or more of the
covenants or conditions of this Lease, or to exercise any remedy, privilege or option
conferred by this Lease on or reserved to the City, will not operate or be construed as a
relinquishment or future waiver of the covenant or condition or the right to enforce it or to
exercise that privilege, option or remedy, but that right will continue in full force and effect.
No term, covenant or condition of this Lease shall be deemed to have been waived by City,
unless such waiver is in writing.

49. RADON GAS DISCLOSURE. Radon is a naturally occurring radioactive gas that, when it
has accumulated in a building in sufficient quantities, may present health risks to persons
who are exposed to it over time. Levels of Radon that exceed federal and state guidelines
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have been found in buildings in Florida. Additional information regarding Radon and
Radon testing may be obtained from your county public health unit.

50. NO CONSTRUCTION AGAINST PREPARER OF LEASE. This Lease has been prepared
by the City and reviewed by T13IC and its professional advisors. The City, TJ3IC and TBIC’s
professional advisors believe that this Lease expresses their agreement and that it should
not be interpreted in favor of either the City or TBIC or against the City or TBIC merely
because of its efforts in preparing it.

51. CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL. This Lease and any amendments thereto, are subject to
approval by the City Council, and execution by its Mayor or his designee.

52. NOTICES. Any notice, demand, request or other instrument which may be or is required to
be given or delivered under this Lease shall be deemed to be delivered (i) whether or not
actually received, five (5) days after deposited in the United States mail, postage prepaid,
certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, or (ii) when received (or when receipt
is refused) if delivered personally or sent by a nationally recognized overnight courier, all
charges prepaid, at the addresses of City and TBIC set forth in this paragraph. Such address
may be changed by written notice to the other party in accordance with this paragraph. The
Parties acknowledge that copies of any notice sent by facsimile or e-mail are for convenience
only, and shall not be deemed to be proper notice required hereunder.

TO CITY TOTBIC
City of St. Petersburg Tampa Bay Innovation Center
Real Estate & Property Management 7887 Bryan Dairy Road, Suite 220
1 — 4’ Street North Largo, Florida 33777
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 727.547.7340
727.893.7500 FAX 727.547.7350
FAX 727.893.4134

THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

SIGNATURE PAGES FOLLOW THIS PAGE
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties hereto have caued this Lease to be executed by
their duly authorized representatives on the day and date first written above.

WITNESSE

Sign:
Print: (ilLw ftkci,

_____

Sign: JZ_M..1
Print’ :ftV 1W.. Stçcn

AST

Print: L’j4ØiL L
Corporate Secretary

STATE OF FLORIDA )
COUNTY OF PINELLAS )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged pefore me this day of
2014, by Tonya Elmore an w2AAiLL) /4’4 as President/CEO and Secretary of Star-Tec
Enterprises, Inc., a Florida non-profit corporation d/b/a Tampa Bay Innovation Center,
respectively, on behalf of the corporation. They are personally known to me and appeared
before me at the time of notarization.

Notary Public - Stak of Florida

4Z
Notary ,$ignature

profit corporation d/b/a
Innov4ti()1’ Center

(

Star-Tec Enterprises, Inc., a Florida non-
Tampa Bay

By:
Fonya 5’more, President and CEO

MARy M RODRIGUEZ GORT
Notary P rIc . State at FlorIda

My Corn 1 spies Sep 29, 2011
Commission # FF 133089

Commission Expires
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WITNESSES CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA,

a Florida municipal corporation

Sign:
Print:__________________________

By:

Sign:__________________________ Rick Kriseman, as Mayor

Print:_______________________
ATTEST

Reviewed by: By:
Chandrahasa Srinivasa, City Clerk

Bruce Grimes, Director
Real Estate & Property Management

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this — day of

_____________

2014, by Rick Kriseman and Chandrahasa Srinivasa, as Mayor and City

Clerk, respectively, of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, a Florida municipal corporation,

existing under the laws of the State of Florida, on behalf of the corporation. They are

personally known to me and appeared before me at the time of notarization.

Notary Public - State of Florida

Notary Signature Commission Expires

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney (Designee) City Attorney (Designee)

By: By:

Assistant City Attorney Assistant City Attorney
Legal: 00199853.doc v.7
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EXI-HBIT A’ Premises Legal Description

Lot 1, ROYAL POINCIANA SUBDIVISION — KAMMAN PARTIAL REPLAT a subdivision
according to the plat thereof recorded at Plat Book 61, Page 91, in the Public Records of Pinellas
County Florida (30/31/17/77418/000/0010)
AND
Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, ROYAL POINCIANA SUBDIVISION, a subdivision according to the plat
thereof recorded at Plat Book H-7, Pages 8 and 9, in the Public Records of Hilisborough County,
Florida, of which Pinellas County Florida was formerly a part (30/31/17/77400/000/0010).
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EXHIBIT “B’ - Permitted Use

INCUBATOR SERVICES
Building a technology idea into a successful business takes subject matter experts,
experienced mentors, and trained professionals - all working collaboratively to help you
form a business strategy.

• The incubator program provides clients with an assigned mentor, educational
opportunities, networking and resources to help develop an executable business plan.

The Incubator program focuses on helping to build business by providing:
• Business coaching from an experienced mentor we hand-pick from our extensive partner

list and in-house staff.
• On-going cooperative marketing
• Continuous networking and training opportunities
• On-site amenities, including conference rooms, a training facility and cafeteria
• Free wi-fi access
• A furnished office
• Office equipment, including projectors, binding machines, etc.
• Fax machine service
• Access to partner organizations
• Invitations to the Innovation Center networking and training events
• Business resource and reference library
• Companies interested in becoming an Incubator client must meet the following criteria:
• A researched, viable technology
• Located in the Tampa Bay region
• Interest in growing their business
• Review by Tampa Bay Innovation Center Client Services Team
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EXI-IIBIT “B” — Permifted Use (continued)

ACCELERATOR SERVICES
The Accelerator program provides access to networks, experts, international markets, dedicated
space, like-minded individuals and peers, market research, service providers, university
support systems and funding.

The Accelerator program focuses on helping to grow business by providing;
• Business coaching from a team of experienced mentors hand-picked from our extensive

partner list and in-house staff
• Opportunities to access business expansion and funding partners
• On-going cooperative marketing
• Continuous networking and training opportunities
• Receptionist services
• Fax machine service
• On-site amenities including conference rooms, a training facility, free parking and a full-

service
• cafeteria
• Office equipment, including projectors, binding machines and more
• Access to the Microsoft Bizspark Program
• Free wi-fi access
• A dedicated furnished office

Admission Criteria
Companies interested in becoming an Accelerator client are reviewed by a vetting committee
and must meet the following criteria:

• Company headquartered in Tampa Bay
• Full-time commitment of operating executive
• Operating history of at least six months
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of November 6, 2014

To: The Honorable William H. Dudley, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Approving the donation of outdated fire extrication equipment that has exceeded its
useable life to the St. Petersburg College Firefighting Academy.

Explanation: It is recommended that 14 pieces of Hurst extrication equipment that are over 25
years old be donated to the St. Petersburg College Firefighting Academy. The equipment
includes two gas power units, two electric power units, two hydraulic reels, two cutters, two
combi tools, two spreaders, one ram with extension kit, and five sets of hose bags. This
equipment will be used in training and demonstration exercises for students at the fire academy.
St. Petersburg College Firefighting Academy will be responsible for transporting the equipment
and will accept all liability and maintenance upon pick-up.

The St. Petersburg College Firefighting Academy, located in Clearwater, prepares new
firefighters for careers in local fire departments through vocational certificate programs and is
accredited by the Florida Bureau of Fire Standards and Training.

CostlFundinglAssessment Information: This donation represents no cost impact as the city
would not be able to sell this equipment due to its age and condition.

Attachment: Resolution

Approvals:

AdministrrLive 1 Budget
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WI IERLAX, the City has I lurst extrication equipment that has exceeded its
useable life: and

WI IEREAS, the City desires to donate the extrication equipment to the
Si. Petersburg College Firelighting Academy for use in its training and demonstration exercises
for students at the academy; and

WHEREAS, the St. Petersburg College Firefighting Academy will be responsible
for transporting the equipment and will accept all liability and maintenance upon pickup.

NOW TI-IEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida, that the donation of F-lurst extrication equipment to the St. Petersburg
College Firefighting Academy is hereby approved and the Mayor or Mayor’s designee is hereby
authorized to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction.

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to Form and Substance:

y- 1s
City Attoriiey (Designee)


