
 
December 4, 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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December 4, 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.” 

Chief James J. Mitchell - December 25, 1905  

Officer James J. Goodson - December 25, 1947 

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. 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. 

1. Ordinance 1063-V approving a vacation of a 10-foot wide alley abutting Lot 1, Lot 3 and 

Lot 4 of the Welsh and Bennets Subdivision in the block bound by 11th Avenue 

Northeast, Beach Drive Northeast, 12th Avenue Northeast and North Shore Drive 

Northeast. (City File 14-33000008)  

2. Ordinance 145-H amending Article 6, Section 22 of the St. Petersburg City Code relating 

to the 1984 Supplemental Police Officer's Retirement System ('Plan') to provide a 

definition of the terms 'designated beneficiary' and 'survivor annuitant'; to provide that the 
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Police Chief may choose to participate in the City's Defined Contribution Plan; 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 and to increase the number of 

overtime hours included for pension purposes to 120 hours per fiscal year. 

3. Ordinance 147-H of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida amending Chapter 16 of the City 

Code of Ordinances; clarifying the types of parking garages that are regulated; creating 

stacking standards for emerging and existing parking garage technologies; and providing 

for additional definitions. 

4. Lease and Development Agreement with TLM Investment Group I, LLC, a Florida 

limited liability company.  ~CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING & RECESS CITY COUNCIL 

MEETING & CONVENE CRA MEETING~ 

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. 

5. 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)  [Executive Action Only] 

E. Reports 

1. Florida Department of Transportation Presentation of upcoming transportation projects in 

the Gateway area, presented by Eyra Cash, Project Manager.  (Councilmember Kennedy) 

2. License Agreement with the USF School of Architecture & Community Design-St. 

Petersburg Urban Lab at the Mirror Lake Complex. (Requires affirmative vote of at least 

six (6) members of City Council.) 

3. Warehouse Arts District Artist Enclave Project Update. (Councilmember Kornell) 

4. Water Storage Tank at the Southwest Water Reclamation Facility. (Councilmember 

Kornell) [DELETE] 

5. Awarding a contract to Thomas Sign and Awning Company, Inc. in an amount not to 

exceed $385,000 to design, permit and construct monument signs for the Skyway Marina 

District. (Engineering Project No. 14227-019; Oracle No. 13762) 

6. Approving seventeen (17) Forfeiture Fund Program/Projects awarded as a part of the 

FY2015 Law Enforcement Trust Fund Grant Award Program; authorizing the Mayor or 

his designee to execute agreements and all documents necessary to effectuate these 

awards; and authorizing a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $29,550 from the 
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unappropriated balance of the Law Enforcement Fund (1023) to the Police Department, 

Local Law Enforcement State Trust (140-2857) to fully fund the awards. 

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

Setting December 18, 2014 as the public hearing date for the following proposed Ordinance(s): 

1. Ordinance amending the Comprehensive Plan to implement legislative requirements of 

Chapter 163, Part II, Florida Statutes, related to the annual update of the Capital 

Improvements Element. (City File LGCP-CIE-2014)  

2. Ordinance amending St. Petersburg City Code, Chapter 16, Section 16.40.150, Land 

Development Regulations (“LDRs”) pertaining to Tree and Mangrove Protection and 

Section 16.40.060 pertaining to Landscaping and Irrigation; creating a definition for 

Grand Trees; providing regulations for trimming and removal of Grand Trees; providing 

minimum vegetation standards for new and existing one and two-unit properties; directing 

that monies received be placed in the Environmental Enhancement Fund; and providing 

an effective date. (City File LDR 2014-08)  

3. Ordinance of the City of St. Petersburg amending Chapter 20 of the City Code to 

eliminate security alarm permit requirements and application fees; amending definitions; 

clarifying existing language; and increasing fines. 

G. New Business 

1. Referring to the Public Services & Infrastructure Committee for discussion and potential 

action, a consideration to change City Code 16.70 to require that variance requests, after 

being voted on by the Development Review Commission (DRC) can be appealed to City 

Council. (Councilmember Kornell) 

2. Requesting a report regarding all technical updates to the Council Chamber. 

(Councilmember Kornell) 

3. Requesting City Council consider proposed changes to City Code Section 16.60.030.2, 

Nonconforming and Grandfathered Situations, and refer to the Public Safety & 

Infrastructure Committee for further discussion and a report from Legal Staff. 

(Councilmember Kornell) 

4. Referring to Public Safety & Infrastructure Committee a discussion to modify existing 

Ordinance to allow wet zone(s) on particular days and specific hours and to include in the 

discussion the opportunity for fund raising for the Arts endowment by requesting local 

Artists to design City approved disposable cups, bands, buttons, bracelets or other 

identification which would allow patrons to visit establishments in the specific wet 

zone(s) and allow patrons to move back and forth with the ability to carry beer, wine, 

and/or other alcoholic beverages. (Councilmember Kennedy) 

5. Requesting that Council allocate an additional $50,000, raising the City's commitment to 

$100,000, to the Artist Enclave Project on the condition that the other $250,000 is secured 

by the Artist Enclave Project. (Councilmember Kornell) 

6. Referring to the Public Services & Infrastructure Committee to consider mandatory use of 

the local hiring program on public construction projects exceeding $10 million. 

(Councilmember Nurse) 
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7. Requesting City Council to send for First Reading of Title and Setting of Public Hearing 

an Ordinance regulating the towing of vehicles from private property to provide for 

multiple forms of payments and providing penalties. (Councilmember Newton) 

H. Council Committee Reports 

1. Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee. (11/24/2014) 

2. Public Services & Infrastructure Committee. (11/24/2014) 

(a) Resolution accepting the New Historic Roser Park Neighborhood Plan (“New Plan”); 

which replaces the neighborhood plan approved in the early 1990s; and authorizing 

the Mayor or his designee to initiate projects and programs identified in the New Plan.  

3. Housing Services Committee. (11/24/14) 

I. Legal 

1. An Attorney-Client Session, to be heard at 1:30 p.m., or soon thereafter, pursuant to 

Florida Statute 286.011(8), in conjunction with the case of Karen Krause-Honsinger and 

Paul Honsinger  v. City of St. Petersburg, Case No. 14-000145CI-8.  

J. Open Forum 

K. Adjournment 

1. On Thursday, December 4, 2014, in City Council Chambers at 1:30 p.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 Karen Krause-

Honsinger and Paul Honsinger v. City of St. Petersburg, Case No. 14-000145CI-8.  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, Sharon Michnowicz, Assistant City Attorney, and Joseph 

P. Patner, 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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St. Petersburg 

Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) 

December 4, 2014 

 

 

1. City Council convenes as Community Redevelopment Agency 

2. Resolution finding that 1) the disposition of Lot 2, Block 1, TACRA PHASE III REPLAT 

at less than fair value will enable the construction of a commercial retail development 

providing necessary services to the City’s Midtown area which will further the 

implementation of the Tangerine Avenue Community Redevelopment Area Plan; and 2) a 

Public Hearing, in accordance with Florida Statute 163.380, has been duly noticed and 

held; recommending approval of the Disposition to the City Council of the City of St. 

Petersburg, Florida; and authorizing the Executive Director or his designee to execute all 

documents necessary to effectuate this Resolution. 

3. Adjourn Community Redevelopment Agency.  ~RECONVENE CITY COUNCIL 

MEETING~    City Council takes Executive Action on Resolution pertaining to the 

proposed Lease and Development Agreement with TLM Investment Group I, LLC, a 

Florida limited liability company. 
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Consent Agenda A 

December 4, 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. 

(Procurement) 

1. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Genuine Parts Company dba NAPA Auto 

Parts (NAPA) for onsite integrated inventory management services for the Fleet 

Management Department at an estimated annual cost of $3,507,375. 

2. Southwest Water Reclamation Facility Reclaimed Water Storage Project: [DELETE] 

(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) 

3. Awarding a contract to LEMA Construction & Developers, Inc. in the amount of 

$1,185,085 for the construction of the NS Aquatics Complex Restroom Project, rescinding 

unencumbered appropriations from the following project in the Recreation and Culture 

Capital Improvement Fund (3029); $50,000 from the Swimming Pool Imp FY15 (14645); 

approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $200,000 from the 

unappropriated balance of the Recreation and Culture Capital Improvement Fund (3029) 

to the NS Aquatics Complex Restroom Project. (Engineering Project No. 14221-117; 

Oracle No. 14145) 

4. Awarding a contract to LEMA Construction, in the amount of $949,811.47 for the design 

build services for the Twin Brooks Golf Course Renovation project and providing an 

effective date. (Engineering/CID Project Nos. 14228-019; Oracle Project Nos. 14536) 

5. Renewing the purchase of annual service agreements from Oracle America, Inc. a sole 

source supplier, for the Oracle eBusiness Suite, Oracle Work and Asset Management 

(WAM) applications, Oracle Spatial, and other Oracle and Solaris technology products at 

a cost of $567,526.06.  

6. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Rowland, Inc. for unscheduled utility 

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

$500,000. 
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(Public Works) 

7. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a one year contract extension and to 

increase the contract amount with Rowland, Inc., in the amount of $445,000 for the 

Sanitary Sewer Manhole Rehabilitation Annual Contract – FY 2015 Project, for a total 

contract amount of $873,500. (Engineering Project No. 14007-211; Oracle No. 14804) 

 



9 

 
Consent Agenda B 

December 4, 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. 

(Procurement) 

1. Renewing an agreement with Carmeuse Lime & Stone, Inc. for calcium oxide for the 

Water Resources Department at an estimated annual cost of $395,000. 

2. Awarding a contract to Thomas Sign and Awning Company, Inc. in an amount not to 

exceed $385,000 to design, permit and construct monument signs for the Skyway Marina 

District. (Engineering Project No. 14227-019; Oracle No. 13762) [Moved to Reports as E-

5] 

3. Accepting a bid from Fallbrook Credit Finance, LLC for the sale of Florida Department of 

Environment Protection Voluntary Cleanup Tax Credits (VCTC) at sales revenue of 

$167,465.84; and a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $167,465.84 from the 

increase in the unappropriated balance of the General Capital Improvement Fund (3001) 

resulting from these additional revenues, to the Dome Industrial Park Infrastructure 

Improvement Project (TBD) will be necessary.  

4. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Allied Universal Corp. for sodium 

hydroxide for the Water Resources Department at an estimated annual cost of $152,800. 

5. Awarding a contract to Symbiont Service Corporation, in the amount of $199,153 for 

design build services for a geothermal heating system for North Shore Pool. 

(Engineering/CID Project Nos. 14220-017; Oracle Project Nos. 14144) 

(City Development) 

6. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute an Amended and Restated Employee 

Parking License Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and the Salvador Dali 

Museum, Inc. for use of fifty (50) non-exclusive vehicular parking spaces to 

accommodate employee parking within the Albert Whitted Airport overflow parking area 

for use fee of $1,250.00 per month. (Requires affirmative vote of at least six (6) members 

of City Council.) 

7. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a Second Amendment to License 

Agreement with Leland Allenbrand d/b/a St. Petersburg Horse & Carriages dated 

December 6, 2012, for use of a portion of the public streets and a portion of the Beach 

Drive Parking Lot for operation of a horse carriage business. (Requires affirmative vote of 

at least six (6) members of City Council.) 

( 
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(Public Works) 

8. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Amendment No. 1 to Task Order No. 

12-04-GH/W with Greeley and Hansen, LLC in the amount not to exceed $196,000 for 

professional engineering construction inspection services for the relocation of 6,600 linear 

feet of conflicting city potable water, wastewater and reclaimed water in association with 

the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Gandy Boulevard Limited Access 

Roadway Improvement Project, for a total amount of Task Order No. 12-04-GH/W not to 

exceed $268,690 (Engineering Project No. 14069-111; Oracle No. 13853 And 13854); 

FPID 256913-2-52-01; and approving a corrected Appendix B to the Master Agreement to 

reflect the agreed upon overhead multiplier and profit calculations. 

9. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Change Order No. 2 in the amount of 

$108,334 to the contract with B.L. Smith Electric, Inc., for the Northwest Water 

Reclaimed Facility (NWWRF) Electrical Improvements Project (Engineering Project No. 

11039-111; Oracle No.13114) and approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount 

of $109,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Water Resources Capital Projects 

Fund (4003) to the WRF NW Electrical Rehab FY11 Project (13114). 

( 

(Miscellaneous) 

10. Approving seventeen (17) Forfeiture Fund Program/Projects awarded as a part of the 

FY2015 Law Enforcement Trust Fund Grant Award Program; authorizing the Mayor or 

his designee to execute agreements and all documents necessary to effectuate these 

awards; and authorizing a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $29,550 from the 

unappropriated balance of the Law Enforcement Fund (1023) to the Police Department, 

Local Law Enforcement State Trust (140-2857) to fully fund the awards. [Moved to 

Reports as E-6] 

11. Approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $109,200 from the 

unappropriated balance of the Law Enforcement Fund (1023), to the Police Department, 

Local Law Enforcement State Trust (140-2857) to obtain an unmarked vehicle with 

specialized technical equipment; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all 

documents necessary to effectuate this transaction. 

12. Approving the minutes of the City Council Meetings held on August 7, August 21 and 

August 28, 2014. 

13. Awarding a three-year blanket purchase agreement to Galls LLC for police uniforms at a 

cost not to exceed $340,000. 

14. Resolution declaring the 30th Annual National Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Drum Major for 

Justice Parade which is to take place on January 19, 2015, to be a special event within the 

meaning of Section 16.70.030.1.5. C. 1. of the St. Petersburg City Code; and delineating 

boundaries and time within which the declaration is to be effective. 
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Note:  An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings. Meeting Agenda 

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee 

Monday, November 24, 2014, 8:00 a.m., Room 100 

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

Monday, November 24, 2014, 9:15 a.m., Room 100 

Housing Services Committee 

Monday, November 24, 2014, 10:30 a.m., Room 100 

CRA/ Agenda Review & Administrative Updates 

Monday, November 24, 2014, 2:00 p.m., Room 100 
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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 December 4, 2014

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

SUBJECT: Ordinance approving a vacation of a 10-foot wide alley abutting
Lot 1, Lot 3 and Lot 4 of the Welsh and Bennets Subdivision in the
block bound by 11th Avenue Northeast, Beach Drive Northeast,
12111 Avenue Northeast and North Shore Drive Northeast (City File
No.: 14-33000008).

RECOMMENDATION: The Administration and the Development Review Commission
recommend APPROVAL.

RECOMMENDED CITY COUNCIL ACTION:
1) Conduct the second reading and public hearing; and
2) Approve the proposed ordinance.

The Request:
The request is to vacate a 10-foot wide alley that runs through the parking lot of an existing
apartment complex within the block northeast of Beach Drive Northeast and 1 11h Avenue
Northeast. The applicant intends to consolidate the property along with the alley to be vacated
to construct a new 7-unit multi-family development.

Discussion:
The alley is not needed for public use or travel. It dead-ends into a private parking lot. At 10-feet
wide, the alley is barely wide enough to accommodate one-way traffic. The minimum required
alley width within the City is presently 20 feet. The subject vacation will allow the applicant to
redevelop the existing property.

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. Staff is recommending approval of the proposed vacations
to City Council, subject to the special conditions in the proposed ordinance.

Agency Review:
The request has been reviewed by appropriate City departments and public utility agencies.
There are no objections or concerns to the requested vacation.



DRC Action/Public Comments:
On October 1, 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 to recommend approval of the proposed vacation.

RECOMMENDATION:
The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the alley vacation, subject to the following
conditions:

1. Lots 1 through 4, Welsh & Bennets Subdivision, as recorded in Plat Book 1, Page 2 of
the Official Records of Pinellas County shall be replatted as one lot or as multiple lots
consistent with an approved multifamily development plan.



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A VACATION OF A
10-FOOT WIDE ALLEY ABUTTING LOT 1, LOT3
AND LOT 4 OF WELSH AND BENNETS
SUBDIVISION IN THE BLOCK BOUND BY 11TH

AVENUE NORTHEAST, BEACH DRIVE
NORTHEAST, 12TH AVENUE NORTHEAST AND
NORTH SHORE DRIVE NORTHEAST; 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:

A 10-foot wide alley abutting Lot 1, Lot 3 and Lot 4 of the Welsh and Bennets
Subdivision, as recorded in Plat Book 1, Page 2 of the Official Records of
Pinellas County.

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. Lots 1 through 4, Welsh & Bennets Subdivision, as recorded in Plat Book
1, Page 2 of the Official Records of Pinellas County shall be replatted as
one lot or as multiple lots consistent with an approved multifamily
development plan.

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.



APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

tonomic Development Dept.Planning Date

i/ii
City Attorney (Designée) ate
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of December 4, 2014

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

SUBJECT: Deferral of 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, multifamily
residential development located at 176 4l Avenue Northeast
(Case No.: 14-31000015).

SUMMARY:
On November 6, 2014, City Council heard two appeals of the Development Review
Commission’s approval of a site plan with a height variance and F.A.R. bonuses to construct an
18-story, 80,080 square foot, 30-unit, multifamily residential development located at 176 4th

Avenue Northeast.

Council members Kennedy and Gerdes initiated a discussion regarding the City Code definition
of parking garage as it relates to a garage with a vehicle elevator and the stacking requirements
for a key fob entry system. At a vote of 5-3, City Council voted to defer the appeals and
directed the City’s Legal Department to amend the City Code’s parking garage and stacking
regulations.
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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 4th 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 (LDRs) 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 ll.B.)

Both appellants contend that the garage does not comply with Section 16.40.90.3.5., Parking
Garages, sub-section 1g., 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
streetscape”, vehicular ingress and egress is required to be from the alley.

Subsection 1 .g., 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 ently into a parking garage controlled by a key card

for garage use: two vehicle spaces per entty 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 Iwo 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, [he 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 4’ 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).

f:egarding 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 ncompliance 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 he designed and situated to a/low for air and light circulation
between adjacent buildings on site and off site. In some cases, this separation requirement wi/l
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
follows. Code specifies that the ‘width of the rights-of-way shall be included within the distance’



and “the ninimum 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-loot 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 FAR.

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 lntown
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: LUI 7B.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: 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.
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.

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:

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 7B. 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 E’ement
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 Citys 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. Retai4
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:
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. In town Redevelopment Plan;

Staff finds that the proposed building complies with the lntown 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 168 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
DRC decision should be denied and that the decision of the DRC 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.



I,

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 — 41h 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 — 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:

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.



APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:
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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 — 4” 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 — 4°’ 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 of 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 of the 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 olihe 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 us to whether the revision complies with requirements of the City Code.
Neither the Registered Opponent nor any witness or person opposing (he application had 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 Pla&’). Approval by DRC of the Revised Site
Plan and the granting of’ FAR bonuses related thereto are 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:

1. 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 oftralTic upon the right-of-way that would be caused by vehicles stopped in that right-of-
way while waiting For 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 ofcommercial delivery tnicks, 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 C’ity Stati report dated September 25. 2014, page 6, Special Conditions oF
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 1-lorn, 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 ofCity
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 ofthe 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.

DavidA.Ba
Christopher S. Furlong



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

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SEflVICES DIVISION

stpetershurq 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.: 19/31/17177238/000/0040

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 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 MDL

PAVING COVERAGE:
Existing: 13,040 square feet 65% of Site MDL
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:

I. 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

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 ott of
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the front property line to allow landscaping and green space between the building and the public

sidewalk along 41h Avenue Northeast. A private outdoor court yard will be located on the west

side of the building.

The ground floor of the residential lower 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 8 floor will have a common area with a roof-top terrace and

OflB 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 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 sublect 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 4 Avenue Northeast.

The City Is fortunate to have created and maintained a strong pedestrian-oriented streetacape

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 and in some cases

requires access to parking from an alley. 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 4t 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 4 Avenue Northeast. The commercial tenant space will have art active use that will

engage the pedestrian along the street and reinforce the purpose and intent of the City Code.

The applicant hired Kimley-Hom 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 entering/7 exiting) in the PM peak hour during the 4:00 to

6:00 PM time period and 20 two-way trip ends (3 entering/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

Fareham 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 4” 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 (HCIP) 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 stories of the parking garage along
4”' Avenue Northeast with a liner building and an architecturally compatible design above the
second floor. The entire four story garage is screened from 401 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 Staft
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 SUBMlTED 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 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 Whilted Field if the

crane height exceeds 190 feet. The applicant shall also provide a Notice of

Construction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), it 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
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:

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
ORG. The DRC grants the Planning & Economic Development Department
discretion to modify the approved landscape plan where necessary due to
unforeseen circumstances (e.g. stormwater requirerrients, utility conflicts,
confhcts with existing trees, etc.), provided the intent of the applicable
ordinance(s) is/are maintained. Landscaping plans shalt 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. CONSIDERAT1ONS 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 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 SWFWMD;

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 sites, and with properties in the neighborhood as outlined in

the Citys 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 arid 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 Ior 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 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 MalIszka, Intm’2onIng Official DA E
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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 5 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 4th 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 1 8-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 Fruitville Rd., Unit 1 30D W. Platt St., Ste. 100
Sarasota, Iloridu 34237 Tampa, florida 33606

941.365.3800 813.311L9000
800.380.3337 877.908.2800

Fax: 941.952.1414 www.mbrhrrn.com lax: 877,203,5748
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development bcing constructed on a relatively small 20,020 Square Foot site located one lot west
of Beach Drive, along the south side of 4th Avenue Northeast in the downtown waterfront zoning
district known as DC-3 (Downtown Ccnter-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.I.4(D)(1). This is more than a recommendation, it is a
legal requirement. Sec § 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, LU17B.3, LUI7B.4, LU17B.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 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:

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.

MooRE BOWMAN & Rix. r
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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.

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:

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.

. LU17B.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 LU 13:

All development proposals in community redevelopment areas shall be consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan’s 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:

MooRE BOWMAN & Rix,
EMNiN1 DOMAIN R)lF1 RIGH rs L,wvRs
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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

C
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.3

2 This is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan definition of Floor Area Ratio found in Chapter
1, 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

Mooiui BowiviN & 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 are 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 I 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

18 Floor is 88,654 Square Feet. With the 18th 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 Inn, 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 BowN & 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 LU I7BJ of the Comprehensive Plan.

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

City’s Comprehensive Plan that all development 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 LUI7 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:

Moop BOWMAN & Rix, PA
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DC-3

Dislanccs betwcen buildings

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

Exemptions: 25% of lot
For all conditions above 50 ft. on lots of record with an average lot width width or 15
equal to or less than 120 ft., the property shall qualify for this reduced ft.,
minimum building setback, as measured from the interior, shared property whichever
line. This reduction is not a substitute for the “distance between is greater
buildings” 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 Buildings
over the East Alley. Per measurements submitted by the Applicant, the Bliss building above 50
feet will be approximately 40 feet from the Birchwood Inn. This measurement is calculated by
using the Applicant’s 23-foot setback from its east property line, plus an additional 15 feet for
the East Alley, plus approximately 2 feet to the Birchwood building. As a result, the Bliss Site
Plan is in violation of the Distances Between Buildings requirement which flowed from the
City’s Comprehensive Plan to allow light and air circulation between adjacent buildings on-site
and off-site.

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

B. Section 16.40.90.3.5 — Parking Garages

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

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

MoolE BowMAN & RiX, I’A

rMININT t)UMAIN & Ift..)II RTY u(.Irs LAWYERS



DRC Appeal to City Council

Case No.: 14-31000015
October 11,2014
Page 8

A l’urther 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,” the
Revised Site Plan.

The DRC included conditions in its approval in an attempt to correct the Applicant’s
violation of Section 16.40.90.3.5. The supplemental conditions the DRC included, however, did
not cure the need for “two vehicle spaces per entry lane” at the entry point of the garage, as the
LDR’s require. Rathcr, the DRC accepted the proposal of three parking spaces to be designed on
the East side of the building around the corner from the parking elevators, and removed the
City’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 the
dedication of an additional 5 feet to the 15 foot East Alley. This condition was deemed important
by all reports submitted, as documented by the following:

I. See City Staff Report dated September 25, 2014, Page 6, Special Conditions of
Approval, 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’s
right of way”;

3. See Engineering Department Memorandum dated July 9, 2014 page 2, Paragraph
Number 7, stating: “Widening of Eastern Alley shall be in conformance with
current 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 will
expand to 22 feet. This 22-foot cross-section will be accomplished as the
developer is providing 7 feet to the existing 15-foot Alley the additional 7 feet of
Alley to be provided by the developer and is anticipated to improve future safety
and circulation conditions.”

The last minute exchange of site plans is an affront to due process. The Revised Site Plan
was 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 in
order to locate another vehicle on the Applicant’s property. The DRC did not notice this impact
and did not acknowledge the domino effect that the last-minute changes had on the original Site
Plan. Neither the Registered Opponent nor the Public was allowed to question or make comment
on this Revised Site Plan.

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

MOORE BOWMAN & RIX. PA
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engineering perspective, multiple turning movements will be needed to align a vehicle with the
entry lane to the elevators. These engineering issues were conveyed to the DRC at the Public
1-learing, but they were disregarded. Importantly, the 20-foot, ease-west alley (Fareham Place
Northeast) is too narrow to penTlit a 1 80 degree turn from the East, 1 5-Foot alley. Please see
Exhibit “E” attached hereto which is an excerpt from the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials, “Green Book,” that shows the necessary distance for
making a 180 degree turn in a standard passenger vehicle. The Turning Path diagram shows that
over 50 feet will be needed to make the 180 degree turn moving from east to west, and over 25
feet 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 optimum
turning paths.

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

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

CONCLUSION:

As the Intown Redevelopment Plan indicates,

[Aill 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 is
reflected in its Comprehensive Plan.

One final comparison demonstrates the out-of-scale proportions of the proposed Bliss
Condominium: When comparing the number of units per acre of the Bliss to its neighboring
residential condominium, Rowland Place, it is clear that the density of the Bliss is more than
double:

#UNITS ACRES UNITS/ACRE

ROWLAND PLACE 17 0.55 30.9

BLISS 30 0.46 65.2

There has been discussion that two units might actually be combined. With 29 units, the
density is 63.0 units per acre—still more than double Rowland Place.

Mooi BowM & Rix, ‘A
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Similarly, the Bliss project is by far more intense and dense than other condominium
projects that have been constructed relatively recently in the Downtown Center area: In this
density and intensity context, the table below demonstrates the stark contrast between the listed
projects and the proposed Bliss.

Project #UNITS ACRES UNITS/ACRE

CLOISTERS 32 0.74 43.2

FLORENCIA 50 1.10

PARKSIIORE PLAZA 117 2.39 49.0

400 BEACI-1 91 2.16 42.1

OVATION 45 1.2 37.5

ROWLAND PLACE 17 0.55 30.9

BLISS 30 0.46 65.2

Based on the reasons set forth above, the undersigned, on behalf of the named
Appellants, respectfully requests that you reverse the DRC decision on the grounds that it is in
violation of the City’s Comprehensive Plan and LDR’s. To allow the creation of this
development as proposed, with its excessive density and intensity, would be to forever violate
the 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 — 4th Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

EXHIBIT A
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

___

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st.piIersbnrq DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSIONwww.stpeto.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 shoud be declared upon the announcement of the item.
REPORT TO THE DEVELOPMENT REViEW COMMISSION FROM DEVELOPMENT REVIEWSERVICES DIVISION, PLANNING & ECONOM!C DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, for PublicHearing and Executive Action on October 1, 2014 at 2:00 PM. 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 18-story, 30 unit multifamily development, The appicant 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 FA.R.Proposed: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.AJR.Permitted: 80,080 square feet 4.0 F.A.R.

Exhibit “A”
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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: 1 5,420 square feet 77% of Site MOLProposed: 14266 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

PAVING 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 compted with theprocedural requirements of Section 16.10.0201 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 ste 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 ofAvenue Northeast in between Beach Drive Northeast and 1 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 an1 8-story residenUaf 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. l’l-31000015
Page 3 of 10

the front property line to allow landscaping and green space between the building and the publicsidewalk along Avenue Northeast. A private outdoor court yard will be located on the westside of the building.

The ground floor of the residential tower wilt 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 18111 floor will have a common area with a root-top terrace andone residential unit. Vehicular access to the first level of the parking garage will be from anexisting 15-foot wide northsouth alley that is located along the east side of the subject properly.The existing north-south alley connects to 41h 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-loot 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 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. 4 Avenue Northeast is a primary street. Further, not having ingress andegress from 41h 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 wilt have an active use that wiltengage 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 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. Consequentiy, 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 fromFareharn 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 4th Avenue Northeast. The upperportion of the lower 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 wilt integrateprojecting balconies along the 411 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) feel.
FLOOR AREA RATIO BONUSES:
The base Floor Area Ratio (FAR) within the DC-3 district is 2.0. The applicant is requesting abonus ol 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 along4” Avenue Northeast with a liner building and art architecturally compatible design above thesecond floor, The entire four story garage is screened from 41h Avenue Northeast by theproposed 18 story towe”. The criterion has been satisfied.
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Vat a nce:
Airport Zoning Overlay Height Standards

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

The 00-3 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 expressedsupporl. Concerns that were expressed by the residents have to do with the parking garagebeing accessed oft 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 shalt 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 rightof-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 materialshall 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 subjectapplication. Application of the conditions is subject to the scope of the subject projectand at the discretion of the Zoning Official. Applicants who have questions regarding theapplication of these conditions are advised to contact the Zoning Official.)

ALL SITE PLAN MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED BY THE DRC SHALL BE REFLECTEDON A FINAL SITE PLAN TO BE SUBMITFED TO THE PLANNING & ECONOMICDEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY THE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TOTHE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements:

1. The applicant shall contact the City’s Construction Services and PermittingDivision and Fire Department to identify all applicable Building Code andHealth/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 visibiNty 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 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 ol the trash container(s) shall be designated, screened,and approved by the Manager of Commercial Collections, City Sanitation. Asolid wood lence or masonry wall shall be installed around the perimeter of thedumpster pad.

Engineering Requirements:

1. The site shall he in compliance with all applicable drainage regulations (includingregional and state permits) and the conditions as may be noted herein. Theapplicant 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 shall meet the water qualitycontrols and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runoffrelease and retention shalt 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 shall 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 for approval.
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3. AN existing and newly planted trees and shrubs shall he mulched with three (3)inches of organic matter within a two (2) loot radius around the trunk of the Iree.
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 Stall 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 (Dli:

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 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;

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 includingtrees, 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;

0. 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 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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Project Narrative
Bliss Condominiums
176 41h Avenue NE
June 21, 2014

The proposed project consists of the redevelopment of a 20020 squarefoot lot located at 1 76 Avenue Northeast. The site has frontage to zJH
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 goats of the Land DevelopmentRegulations and the Intown Redevelopment Plan. Currently the sitecontains a one-story commercial building (last used as an ciii 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 residential unitsabove. There will be one unit per floor on the 2nd, 3cd and 4th floors andtwo units per floor on the 5th
— 1 7th floors. The 1 8t 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 oremade 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’-l”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 are 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 Oily’s



1 ciusing capitol in irov met ls project (HCIP) trust fund lot a bonus of 0.5EAR.; ticinsfer of development rights from a locally designated lcinclmcirkfor ci bonus of 0.5 F AR.: cinci by making structured parking not visible frompublic streets with ci liner for at the first two floors for a bonus of 1 .0 FAR. Inaddition the project provides an addilioncil 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 sciuare feet of development rights from the SnellArcade building located at 1105 Central Avenue, which is a locally
designated 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 and
residential units on floors Iwo 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 ore 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 building
exceeds the height limitation of the Albert Whitted Airport “Horizontal
Zone” and therefore requires a variance. A “Notice of Proposed
Construction” has been submiffed to the FAA and we are awaiting a“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation”. The proposed buiiding 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 attached Review Criteriaconcerning this variance.



As is common on /V’ Avenue North between Beach Drive and 2 Streetthe proposed building is setback from the north property line. This allows(or more generous lcindscciping along the public sidewalk. Iwo existingoak trees are maintained between the sidewalk and street curb. Newlanciscciping between the sidewalk and buildings consist of ground coverbeds with orncimentcil 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 l6l053 City Code)
bliss Condominium
I 76 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 at

I 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 20
feet, or 37 feet above sea level.

2. Public and private interests and investments.
The existing and proposed property and improvements are privately owned. The
proposed mixed-use project is consistent with the city’s redevelopment goals as
stated in the lntowri 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. The
ASN is 20l4-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 Whitted
Airport.

5. Whether the construction of the proposed structure would cause an
increase in the minimum descent altitude or the decision height at the
affected airport.

The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/2014. The
ASN is 201 4-ASO-6434-OE.

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



Review Criteria (Section 161053 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 61412014. 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 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 6/4/2014. TheASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE.

I 0. 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 thearea.

The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/4/2014. TheASN is 201 4-ASO-6434-OE.



Bliss Condominiums
1 76 4th Avenue NE
Public Participation Process Report
July 23, 2014

Brian Iciub of iciub Ventures, Inc., the developer of Bliss Candominiui-ns, has initialedand held the following meelings with neighbors of the proposed project:

1. Tuesclciy, June 10, 3 pm: Bob Glazer, owner of 330 Beach Drive NE.
2. Wednesday, June 11. 5 pm: Peter and Helen Wallace, owner of 1% e1 AvenueNE
3. Thursday. June 12, 12pm: Chuck Prather, owner of 340 Beach Drive NE and 1454H Avenue NE.
4. Thursday, June 1 2, 2 pm: Janet Crane, president of the Pcirkshore CondominiumAssociation, 300 Beach Drive NE.
5. Friday. June 13, 1 1 urn: Mike Cheezem, developer of Rowland Place, 146 4”Avenue NE.
6. Tuesday, June 17, 7 pm: Parkshore Condominium Association, 300 Beach DriveNE.
7. Friday. June 27, 5 pm: Augie (lost name?), owner of top floor of Rowland Place,146 4 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 Condominium Association.
12. Tuesday. July 22. 4 pm: Joan Peterson, manager of Presbyterian Towers, 430 BayStreet NE.
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Good afternoon Torn,

Please find the updated Bliss (unclominiLlIn Trip ti nerition Memorandum attached. In rsponse to the
comnient and gust ions from your August S cm ii, please find the following :sponses:

1. In Table 2 on page 3, how was the peak-hour peak direction LOS standard service volumedetermined? Please explain how the figures in FDOTtsgeneralized table were converted to2,858. 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 Windbook Tables.” The Class 11(35 mph or slower postedspeed) Level of Service D service volume for a 3-lane divided roadway of 2,520 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 SedSOfl volunie of 353 was determined by summing the eastboundhourly volumes at the intersection of th Avenue NE & Bay Street Northeast/North-South Alley(3’l’i’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.

Pease call or emai me should you have any additional comments or questions.

Thanks!

Kimley >Horn
Danni Hirsch Jorgenson, P.E.
Kimley-Horn I 655 orlh Fra lin Street. Suite 150, ::‘pa, Florida 33(502DecI 8136355533 Main 8136201460
Connie! wi(ii (Is vUir ;<f?dllEI Err: 5: ii

Proud to be one ol FORTUNE maqazr:e 100 Best Companies to Work For

From: Tom Whalen Tom,Whaicnstete.orq)

tile:’ ID: Users/cdmalyszJAppDataJLocaI/Temn/XPumwise :53 FF2EC8STPETE%2OMAIT... 9/10/2011



Kimley >Horn
Ariqust 7, 2014

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

RE: Bliss Condominiums
Southwest Quadrant of 4(11 Avenue Nod!? & 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 411 Avenue North & Beach Drive Northeast in the City of SI. Petersburg, Florida
Access to the project site will be provided via a north-south alley to Ihe east (which connects with 4(1

Avenue Northeast and Fareham Place North) and Fareham Place North to the south (which connects
with i 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 (411 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 Use
Code (LUC) 230, Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (iTE) Trip Generation Manual, gth Edition).

The new trip generation potential of the proposed development for the am. anc’ p.m. peak-hours
were estimated using information contained in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9(1 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
pin, peak hour of adjacent roadways during the 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. t:me period and 20 two-way
trip ends (3 enterirrg/17 exiting) in the am. peak-hour of adjacent roadways during the 7:00 a.m. to
9 00 a.m. 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

kimIey-hom.com j655 North Franklin Street. Suite 150, Tampa. FL 33602.: 813 620 1460



M Torn Whaler,

Auqiis( 7. 2014Kimley Horn
development repre ml less than 1% of the peak-hour, peakclirecIion roadway capacity of 4” Avenue
Northeast

TABLE I

AVfl Peak- AMPMTTAM[P
Land Use Type Size Hour Trips Hour Trips Peak-Hour. C

ri Out Total Trips

Residential 30
3 17 20230 dwellingCondominium/Townhouse

. [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, Speciafty
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
impacLng 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 Table 2 below, the link information outlined for the existing
daa 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(h Avenue Northeast & The Alley/Bay Street Northeast and Farehrim 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
corres.ond to the data collection dale.

655 North Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 813 620 1460
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TABLE 2

Peak- Hour, Existinq
. Volum&From Cross Peak Direction Peak AdequateRoad Name To Street CapacityStreet Section LOS Standard Season

R .

Capacity?
Service Volume Volume

a o

4’nu 4’StieI

OnewaY)j
2858 353 0.124 Yes

Source FOOT QJLOi 2013 HandbocI.. rooT Fioridi Trullic Online 12013)

As can be seen in Table 1, 4 Avenue Northeast currently has sufficient adequate capacity Inaddition, Rowland Place an adjacent 17 dwelling unit condominwm building which is currently underconstruction, is also antii.ipated to add 14 p M peak hour trips (9 nbound/5 outbound) to 4th AvenueNortheast madway.

Even after the trips anticipated to be generated from the Rowland Phce and Bliss Condominiumdevelopments are added to the adjacent roadway network, the 411 Avenue Northeast roadwaysegment will operate with adequate capacity.

Safety Evaluation and Site Circ’ ‘I tion An& sis
Site visits were performed during the A M. (7 00 A,M to 9 00 A.M) and P.M (4:00 PM. to 6:00 P M.)
peak hours During the site visits, the following observations were made with regard to existing trafficand circulation patterns and potential safety/circulation recommendations:

E,isling Conc.’iions Evaluation
Very little traffic was observed on 41h Avenue Northeast, Bay Street Northeast, 1 Street
North, and Beach Drive Northeast during the peak hours. There was relatively little traffic
observed in the aUey ways as well

• It was observed that Fareham Place North currently is used by commercial deivery vehicles
for 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 this
project.

Safely i’alua1ion 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 eft or southbound right turn. Installation of a “Stop Sign is

kimlny-horrr.com 655 North Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa. FL 33602 f 813 620 460
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thecelore recommended for the southbound approach on the North-South Alley. No Stop
Signs’ are recommended br either the westbound or eastbound approaches at the
intersection of Fareham Place North & (he North-South Alley.

• No Stop Signs’ were observed at the westbound approach to the Fareham Place North & 1
Street North and eastbound approuch to the Fareharn Place North & Beach Drive Northeast
i nt e rs oct or) s

• 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 Ptace
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 Fareharn 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 maLter please contact us as soon as
possible.

Very truly yours,

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

(yi

Christopher C. Hatton, RE. Danni H. Jorgenson, P.E.
Senior Vice-President Project Manager

CC Brian Taub (Taub Entlies — St. Pete, LLC)

ley:fom.com J 655 No1h Fankhin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 813 620 1460



IKimley >>Horn
1i.4r Toiii WIhiIori

Aciqus 7 2014
Page 5

Building to be demolished and existing alley. View from 41fl Avenue Northeast

frtmley horn comj 655 North Franklin Street Sui4e 150 Tampa FL 33602 813 620 1460
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Atiçjiis( 7. 2014
Pije 6

[ EsIng C mrnerci Ioading Zone sgn on the south stde of Fnretnm Place N

frmley-horn.com 655 North Franktin Street. Suite 10, Tampa, FL 33602 813 620 1460
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September 16, 2014

(Vir. urn Clemmons
Most, Architecture
ml: (727) 823-3760 ErnaI[- n.cmestr.wc

RE: llffl1flItisnf)w1gJ!-,

This letter Is to provide clarification to the questions / concerns below:

• What type of operating device Is used by lire dulverto call the elovator’? WE Response- A private key fob will be
used to swipe anti retlster a call. The programmIng con pwvirio access to airy ot tire parking level, or a irecilic
IondIiig This Is programmed by tire security subcontractor.

• Does tire (InIsrirloave iris vehicle during operation of 11w elevator? WE Flesponse- There is rio need 1w 11w drive to
get out of tire vehicle.

• Is there an exterior Iigtrt indicating ttrat the elevator Is In use? hi other words, will an approachIng driver know the
current location of lire two eievator’? WE Response- We can absolutely locate a position indicator by lire pedestal
where lIre call station / carti reader Is located.

• Can tire elevators be prograrrirned to return to the lint hour (street level) when not in ue7 ThE Response- Yes, car
lrornhnrg Is typical for all elevators.

• How tong does tire garage door take to open? ThE 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 of time. ln addition, be advised
the power operated doors wihi Include an infrared beam detection system that will not allow the doors to close if
there is art object interfering with the beam i.e. car not completely inside the elevator).

• What Is tire travel time fronu the 1” floor to tIre 415 floor (the travel distance is 35’)? ThE Response- 33.6 seconds.
Assuming the elevator is en the 1’ floor, what Is the total estimated time from when the elevator Is summoned try
an approaching driver until the car leaves [he elevator on the 4U floor? TKE Response. The average internal
waiilngtlrne loran elevatoris aiwaysthe majorvarlable. Based on the numberof trolls, nurnberol elevators, and
speed of the elevators, the average wait time is 27.2 seconds. Once an elevator arrives, the power doors will lake
7-8 seconds to open and 7.8 seconds to close. Estimate a travel time to tire 4>31 level of 33.6 seconds and 7-8 tot
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 Thomed at the 10 level, will be common for a bufldng with 5uch 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

Thyserri{tupp Elevator Company
51OOWstGmceSLieeI
Tampa,fl.. 33607
TeIptoe 1513)287 144out800)683 8380
Fat (8131288-1954
c-marl: Iml&m4lrwhyuexrupparm
Inlemet ww.tlrysseveievlor.com



rhjI Pmcessitt’. (‘cuter AelolutLItical Study No.

O / l’d_l Avititn \diniiiistrauuii 2() I.l—’\S( )—69)0—(.)l:,
Stitliest ReiZtoIiLil ()lTicc
Obstruction l7vakiaiion CIruup
2601 Meacluiiii I1otiIc’ird
Fort Worth. IX 76 I 03

I ssLled I)atc: 00/I 9/201

11iiaii 1mb
laub Veniures. Inc

92 I A nchorare Road
l’amp:i, FL 33602

l)ETERMINA’[ION OF NO HAZARD To AIR NAVIGATION

I he [ederal A v i:ihohi Adiitinisiation has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U S.C.,
Section 417 I 8 and I applicable Tit Ic I 4 of’ the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building bliss condominium SE cornet

Location: St Pniersburu!, FL
Latitude: 27-46-33.24N NAD 83
I.ongitude: 82-37-57. 8W
I IeiuThts: 13 flet sute elevation (SE)

211 feel above ground level (AGL)
224 fleet 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 aircrafl or on the operation of’air navigation Facilities,
There Fore, pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is hereby determined that the structure votiId not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the 1hlIowin!. 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.

IL 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 filed, as required by the FCC. within

Page I of’6



0 mouths of the date ol tins deteniiuiaIioii. In sticli case, (lie deterniiii lion expires on the date
ic’;crihed by the F( ‘C for eompleti( n of cuils(rLieOnii. or the date (lie FCC denies (lie ippliu;itioii.

fi( )‘I’F: RE()1tISl l()lt EX’l’FNSl()N ((III lIE ll’FiC’l l\’I. l>[ll([ (ill IllS l)EIIERMINAFION MLIS’l’
Ui I :iI I .l:u AT I FAS1’ I 5 i)A VS PR I’ )R 101111 iix Pt RATION [)ATF. A FIFR Rh—EVA Ll.JAIl(_)N

UI ( IJRR[NI UPI EAIIUNS IN liii ARL,\Ol IIILSIRtI( HIM 10 DIII RMIN[ ThAI No
Sl(,NlI I( AN I Al RON’\LJ I l( Al ( IIANGI S IIAVI OCCtJRRI I) OUR Dl II PMINA I ION MA’v IlL
IiLIC;Im.E H )R ONE EXl’ENSION OF II Iii El 1:ECl lvii PERiOD.

ibis deteriiuna(ion is subject to review Ian interested party tiles a petition tha is received by the FAA on
or belbre October 19. 2014. In the event a petition br 1ev lew is tiled. it must contain a liii statement ol the
basis upon which it is made and be submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & Aft Procedures Group.
Federal Aviation Administration, $00 Independence Ave. SW. Room 423, Washington, DC 20591

ihis (ietermintltiofl becomes final on October 29, 20 14 unless a petition is timely filed In which case, this
determination will not become hnal pendng disposition of the petition. Interested parties viIl be notified of the
rant 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 power. Any changes in coordinates. heights. and Ilequencics or use of greater power will
void this determination. i\nv future construction or alteration, including increase to heights. power. or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This detcnnination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., hich may be• used during actual construction of (lie structure. I-however, this equipment shall not excced the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than [lie studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

lhis determination concerns the etThct of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircrah 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 ftiilurc 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, notily 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 cuniuative
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 I’or the FAA’s decisior. in this matter can be found on the following page(s).

Page 2 of 6



It \\‘L’ can 1w I hiiiliii it;IIkc, pIc: cuiitacl Mich;icl IIii h. at (101) 305—7()t I. ( )n any kituw
cic;iauidciicc concerniim this nialtci, pIcac lcIi Acloflatitical Study Nurnhei 2() I —ASO—(0Q()( )E.

Sigiia(urc (.‘onI,-oI No: 22078O8W7—22)743322
( I )NII I )bun Pac

t’1inc, ()bstuction I:\aII tin (itnp

Attachmcnl(s)
/\cIdiIionaI tflI(Ffl1HIiOfl
v1ap( s)
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l(1(I it iona I lu bIll at ion br AS 201 $—ASO—6)9O—O 1

l’npusal: Ii’ construct a l)tiililiilg I iitlreast cuFfler) II) a lwiLlIt ol 21 I led above wtind level ( A(IL), :2l lcd
above mean sea level (/\ MS Li.

I oeatiorr: 11w structure will be Iocawd approximately (1.71 nautical miles (NM) northwest of (he Alber.
Whiued Airport (SlG) relerenee pnt.

I he proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards ot1 tIe 1 ol the Code ul Federal ReguIatiin ( 14
Ilk). Part 77 as billows:

Section 77. I 7(a)(2) by I I Feet — a height that exceeds 200 b.et above ground level within 0.71 NM as applied to
S PG.

Section 77.1 )(a) SPG: I lorizon(al Surface > Exceeds by 67 Feet.

Part 77 Obstrtictii 111 Standards are used to screen the many proposals submitted in urdet Lu identify those
which warrant Further aeronautical study in order to determine ii they would have signilicaiit adverse elThct
on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger Ibimal aeronautical study,
including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria fbr 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 bar a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study liar Visual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not atThci VFR
Ii LI ‘.1 gut ion.

[)etails of the poposerl 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 Ibtnnd to he 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 hER conditions at
existing and planned public use and military airports, as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered during
the analysis of the strucLure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have no
suhscntial adverse effect upon any terminal or en roue instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFR/VFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact of other existing
or proposed structures was considered and found o 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 aircrafl or on any navigaion facility and would not be a
hazard to air navigation.

Page 4 of 6
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\laiI Processiiig (_ciuer /\IHiLIIicHI Xtti&Iy l’1.
j:ejei.il A’iation ,?\dTIiinis1rtIoI I
SOUtlfl’vCS( Regi ui I ()flice
Obstruction E’ luation Group
26(11 Meacham Bon levard
lort Worth, TX 76193

Issued I )ate: (19/I )/2O I-I

I aLIt

laub Ventures, Inc
9) Anchoratw Road
Tampa. FL 33602

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAvl(:;vrIoN **

he Federal A viation Admitustration has conducted an aejoilatil cal study tinder the provisions 0! 49 U S.C.,
Section 447 I 8 and if applicable 1 itle 14 of the Code of Federal Regul lions. part 77, concerninu:

Structure: [3nilding bliss condominium
I ,ocation: St. Petersburg, FL
Latitude: 27-46-34.36N NAD 83
Longitude: 82-37-57.90W
l-1eihts: 16 feet site elevation (SE)

211 feet above ground level (AGL)
227 bet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no suhstanal adverse effect on the sab
arid cflicient utilization ol’ the navitable airspace by aircrall or on the operation 01’ air navigation facilities.
Therebre, pursuant to the authority delegated to me. it is hereby determined that the structure would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the Ibilowing condition(s) s(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 of Actual Construction or Alteration, be c-tiled 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 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 ol’flce

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing oflice.
(c) the construction is sub)ectto the licensing auLhority of the Federal Commu:icaiio:s Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within

Page I o16



( inoiiih i1 the tiate ol tlii leiL’FiflhI)iitlOil, In such uiise, tilt’ tItt riflhItatioil expires oil the date
prescribed by the l(( or Cuiliplet on ul cunstriittiun. ur ihie d:ift’ the FCC denies (lie pltctiuii

No I Es REQIIEXF OR EXi[.NSI()N OF III. LFFLCIIVE PIRIOl) OFF IllS DLIlERMINA1i()N MIJS1
1(1 E—FILEF) i\.T lEASh 15 Di\VS PRIOR lU Fl IE FXMRA1l()N DATE.. AIlER RE—EVALUATION
01 ( hJRlI i’1 I OIl R’\T lt I Ill \l<l \ 0)1 liii tJI( I IJRI I() DLI I RMINI DIAl 140
Sl(iNIFI(.ANI AERONAUTICAl. (1 IAN(iFS I IAVE ()CCURREL). YOUR DETERMINAIION MAY BE
FlI(i1:L Is F()l. OT4[ l\ I lNSkt4 ()F 11 IF EFFE( Ii\’E PERIOD.

his (le[C{iIlnhatiuIi ISsuhIL’ct to IcVie\V it au interested ar’ Ides a petition Unit is received by the FAA on
or liclore October U) 014. In the event a1)etitofl fur review is tiled. it must contain a ftill statement ol the
basis upon which it is uliaLle and be submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & ATC’ Procedures Group,
Federal Aviation Administration, 80() Independence Ave. SW, Room -123. \Vashington, DC’ 20591

1 his determination becomes final on October 2i. 204 unless a petition is timely tiled. In which case, this
determination will not become final pending disposition of the petition. Interested parties will be notified o the
giant of any review. For any questions regarding ‘our petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & ATC
Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or facsimile 202-267-9328.

Ibis determination is based, in part. on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,
hcquency( ics) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights. and hlequencies or use of’ greater power will
void his determination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to heights. power. or the
addition of’ other transmitters, requires separate notice to [lie FAA.

This determination clues include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
• used during actual construction of the strucniic. [lowevcr, this equipment shall not exceed the overall liciglits as

indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the clThct of’ this structure on the saf and efhicient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor ol’compliance responsibilities relating (0 any law, ordinance, or
regulation of’ any Federal. State. or local government body.

Any Failure or malfunction (hat 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 aircraft operating under both visual flight rules and instrument Ilight 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 vitIi the impact olother existing or proposed
structures. The study disclosed that (he described structure would have no substantial adverse effect on air
navigation.

An account olthe study findings, aeronautical objections received by die FAA during (lie study (if any), and the
basis for the FAA’s decision in this matter can be Ibund on the following par;e(s).

Page 2 of 6



I I we cii be ol further aisLanuc, pIe.e;z cou1ct MiehteI Iich, it (.101) 305—71)81. ( )u any Ititiuccor[espoiltlcltce uoncerniii! this matter, please reler to Atr nautical Study Number () I1—AS()—t0$7.-(l

Sigiin( ii ye ( oiitrol N: 22O7%0f8422t)7432I I
( I )Nl I )joint (‘age

Managci. ()hstrietiou Evaluation (wup

/\tlcliiiieiit( S

f\dd)tiunal Inloiiiatioii
rvIp(s)
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A(l(1i(iOIliIl ill hrinatioii fr ,SN 201 .AS()—6987_()F

Pio1wisal: jo construct a littildine (inrthvest corner) to a Itc’,cht ol ) II feet hove .I4iIihl level (A(dV ). 227feet above neaii sea level (A MSL).

I ‘iitiOW I he structine xviII be located approxiiiiatelv 0.73 nautical ittiles (NM1 northwest of the Alhert
W hitted A Irpolt (S PG cc ference pot at.

11w proposals would execed (lie Ubsiriicfii’ii Starol:irls ( 14 of the C od ot federal Regulations (I ‘I
(‘FR). Part 77 as

Section 77. I 7(a)( 2) by I I feet — a height that exceeds 200 feet above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied toSPG.

Section 77.I9(a. SPG: I lorizontal Surftice > Ixeceds by 70 feet.

Part 77 ()bstnicti ui Standards are used to screen the many proposals suhniiued in order to identift’ thosewhich warrant further aeronautical study in order to determine I they would have significant adverse e IThut
on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger foimal aeronautical study.including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identiflcation of hazards to airnavigation. Accordingly, the fiici that a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of’ Part 77 does notprovide a basis for a determination that the structure would constitute a hazard to air navigation.

An aeronautical study lbr Visual Flight Rules (VFR) disclosed that the proposed structure would not affect VFRnavigation.

Details of the proposed structure sere circularized to the aeronautical public lbr comment. No letters ofobjection were received during the comment period.

The proposed structures proximity to the airport was considered md found to he acceptahe.

‘Flie proposed structure was Ibund to have no substantial adverse effect on the VFR traffic patterns iii thevicinity of’ the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VFRIFR conditions atexisting and planned public use and military airports. as vell as aeronautical fcilities, was considered duringthe analysis olthe structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have riosubstantial adverse effect upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The curnuhitve impact (IFRIVFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact of other existingor 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 safeand efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation facility and would not be ahazard to air navigation.

Page 4 ofó
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lail l>ruucssiii (.cpit’r /\cr()I1:uitiual iii.I’ l1o.. 1 federal Aviaiioii i\dmiiiistration .() l/\S( ))6X-Ul
V Sotithc est Reiulal )Iuiee

..__— obstruction I-va kiation (.irotip
2601 Mcicluiiii Boulevard

fort Worli, I\ 76

Issued Date: (to! ‘)/20 I ‘I

It nan laub
It Ventures, lie

A ne hoi e Road
[ampa. FL 33(i02

** I)ETFRMINA1’ION OF NO lIAZARI) TO AIR NAVICATION

Ihe I-’ederat Aviation Adn nistration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions ot 49 ( S.C.,
Section 447 8 and ilapplicakle Title 14 olthe (ode of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building bliss condominium NE Corner
Location: Si. Peiershuni.. FL
Latitude: 27-46-34.36N NAD 83
Longitude: 82-37-57.33W
I 1eihts: 15 feet site elevation (SE)

211 feet above uround level (ACt.)
226 ket above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse eI’kct on the safe
and efficient utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraR 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 Ibilowing 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 of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-liled any time the
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 attachment for additional condition(s) or in formation.

This determination expires on 03192016 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 lbr a construction permit has been tiled, as required by the FCC, within

Page 1 of6



6 1114nIiis ol the date ol this teteigluimtlcIl. lii such case, tle d!teuminauoil epircs the dateprescribed by the I (( hr efflpleliUI1 01 construction. or the date the FCC denies the application

NUlL Rh:(,)LtEsI 4 )R EXFFNSION (IF 11 IF EFFECTIVE M,RlOl) (3) Fl 115 DL! ERMINATION MUS1BE I I (H U i\1 H A’ I I S DA S PRIOR I () liii I \PIRA I ION DAlE Al IL R RI I VAI UA I IONOF CLIRRFN1’ OPERATIONS IN II IF AREA (IF Ii IL s’FRU( URF: 10 DETERMINE II IA I NOsI(iNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CI IANGES )l,\VE OCCURRED, YOUR 1)LF ERMINAFION MAY [ILELIGIBLE F( IR ONE EXTENSION OF II IL LFFE(’I IVE PERIOD.

Ibis deteniiination is subject to review iVan interested party tiles a petition that is received by the iAA onor betore October I Q. 20)4. In the event a petit ion ftr review is Filed, it must contain a (uI I statement ot thebasis upon which it is made and he submitted tu the Manacer, Airspace Regulations & ATC Procedures Group.Federal Aviation Adn inisiralion, $0() Independence Ave. SW, Rooni 423. Washington, l)( 205) I

This deerminaiion becomes linal on October 2), 20) ‘I unless a petition is tiinel tiled. In which case, thisdetermination ‘iI I not become final pending disposition ol the petition. interested parties vi LI he notified ut’ thegrant ol any review. For any questions regardino your petition, please contact A iIspace Regulations & ATC’Procedures Group via telephone —- 202-267-8783 - or facsimile 202-26’7-9325.

Ilils deteniiination is based. in part, on the t’oregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,fiequency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and Ii’equencies or use of greater power willvoid this detennination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to heights, power, or theaddition oh other transmitters, requires separate 11011cc to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks. etc., which may be, use(l (luring actual construction 01’ 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 of’ this structure on the safe and efficient use olnavigable airspaceby aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, orregulation oiaiiy Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstructionligliL regardless ol’ 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 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 proposedstructures. 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 (bund on the tbllowing page(s).

Page 2 o16
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A(l(Ii(H)nal inhwm.ttioii tot ASN 2OL4—ASO—698COF

Pr01RsaI: In c4.nlstILIc( a Building (northeast corner) to a height of 2 feet above ciound level (i\(I), 22( letabove iiean sea level ( A lvi SF,).

I ucation: Ihe Irticlure vihI bi. located ippri.\iI11 tely ().7 u tilictil iuiles (NM) northwest 1)1 the Alber
Whuitted Airport (XPG) reference pumi.

he proposals .voi,ld exceed the C’ibslruciion Staiuii:nds of Title 14 of the (‘ode of Federal Regulations (14C FR), Run 77 as (ollnsvs:

Seeon 77. 7(a )(2) by I ket - a height that exceeds 200 flet above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied toS PG

Section 77.19(a) SP(i: lIoriiontal Surhice ——— > Exceeds by 69 feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen (lie many proposals submitted in order to identify thosewhich warrant further aeronautical study in order to determine ii’ they would have significant adverse e [feeton 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 airnavigation. Accordingly, the ltc (hat a proposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard of’ Part 77 does notprovi(le 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 alflct VFRnavigation.

Details of’ the proposed structure were circularized to the aeronautical public for comment. No letters of
objection were received during (lie 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 c1’hct on the VFR trafflc patterns in thevicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under \‘FR ‘I FR conditions atexisting and planned public use and military airports, as well as aeronautical facilities, was considered durintthe analysis of the structure. The aeronautical study disclosed that the proposed structure would have nosubstantial adverse efThct upon any terminal or en route instrument procedure or altitude.

The cumulative impact (IFR/VFR) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact of other existingor proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Theretbre. it is determined that the proposed structure would not have a substantial adverse effect upon the safeand cf’ticieii utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation Facility and would not be ahazard to air navigation.
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[\lail Proeessitie, (.‘entci ,\r;utLical Study Nb.. 1 lc&leral A\vi (un i\ilinmistra(ion 2() 4—AS( )(,()()..( )F
Southwest ecional (31 hue

‘—.._._. ( )hstruction I’ luatioii (r_ul
2601 M e:icluipn Hun levard
Fort W oh, ‘IX 76 03

Issued )ate I 9/20 I 4

lIiaI) li,
I auh Ventures, Inc
92 I A nuhorage Road
Tampa. FL 33602

I)ET[RMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION *,

The Federal ,\ viation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the Irovisions of’ 49 I. S.C.
Section 447 8 and it’ applicable i’iilc I 4 of’ the Code of’ Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: I3uildinu bliss condominium SW corner
Location: St. Ietersburg. FL
Latitude: 27-46-33.23N NAD 83
Lon!itucIe: 82-37-57.89W
Heights: 14 Feet site elevation (SE)

211 Feet above ground level (AGL)
225 Feet above mean sea level (ArvlSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the sale
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 strucwre would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided (lie 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 olActual Construction or Akeration. be c-tiled any time the
project is abandoned or:

At least 10 days prior to start ol construction (7460-2, Part I)
X_ Within 5 days alter 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 olActual
Construction or Alteration. is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to (lie licensing authority olthe Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within

Page I of6



h iiioiiilic ci the date ci tlii detcrniin tion. In nuh U,i.C, (lie tleieiiiiiiiitioii expires cii (lie date
icscr1ecl by the F(’C Icr ci lililetion ci ccnslrut:(,uii, ci (lie date (lii iC(’ denies (lie bThhicIticIi.

(iL: ll 1Xl[i1Slt.)i”h (iF 11 IF EFFLC1 lVh— PERI()1) OF I Ills DF1ERMINAhl()N 1v1 isI I F F—Fl I ED AT (FAST IS L)i\YS PR ICR 1(311 II—. EX P1 R,\llOT’J l)AlL. A lIER RL-hi\’i\LUA)I(_)NCI ( IRRI 1’.’ 1 ( 3M R\ I IONS IN I Ill ARI A ( )1 110 S I Rh ( I FlU I () DII LRMINF I IA I NOSiGN I FICANT AFRON’\ I JTICAL, (‘I IANGES I IAVE ()(‘(‘t I RREI), VOl IR I)FIERNI I NAI’ION MAy ll;ELIGII3LF FOR ONE EN [ENS ION OF ‘II lIE IEFFIEC’I’IVE PERICI).

his deieniuinatiun i’ subject to review lan interested party tiles a petition that is received by the F i\A onor be lore October I 9, 2(114. In the event a petition i’or review is filed, it must contain a lull statement ci thebasis upon which it is made and Lie submitted to the Manager. Airspace Regulations & AI( Procedures Group,Federal Aviation Administration, 80(1 Independence Aye, SW, Room 423, Wash ingion, DC 20591

This determination becomes hnal on October 29. 2014 unless a petiion is timely Ii led. In which case, thisdeterniiriation vtIl not become hnal pending disposition of the petition. Interested parties will be notified of thegiant of any review. For any questions regarding your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & A’l’CProcedures 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,fl’equency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights. and frequencies or use of greater power villvoid this determination. Any future construction or alteration, including increase to heights. power, or theaddition of oilier transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks. etc., vliicli 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 theFAA.

This determination concerns (lie effect of’ this structure on the safe and eflicient use of navigable airspaceby aircraR 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 malhlinction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstructionlight, regardless oh its position, should he reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as (he 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 I’or uircrall operating under both visual flight rules and instrument flight rules: the impacton all existing and planned public-use airports, military airports and aeronautical facihities and the cumulativeimpact resulting from tile studied structure when combined with the impact of other existing or proposedstructures. The study disclosed that (he 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 (ii’ any), and thebasis for the FAA’s decision in this matter can be found on the lbhlowing page(s).

Page 2 ofó



If \VC U1I1 I of luilhei S5iSIF1CC, (UIIILI MiuIiej liliuli. i( (-WI) 3O5—7O On i’ liituie
iri;iidcncc cnL:i nii this iuiItci, Ieasc icier to Acw iiticit Study Niiiithei 2()

c Cont rOf No: 22O78OH86-22)7433O I ( I )N I I )
John Page
Nianacer, ()hsti’iiuiion f Inaliun Group

At Each me lit(s)

.‘\dd itiOlia Ilift)tliiIt (Oil
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A(l(IitiOIlaI iiifoiiiiatioii for ASN 2(I14AS()—69t9—OE

Proposal: l i (oIlsIlnct a flhIildiuL. (suOhwcst corner) to a height 4 2! I Icet hove groinil level (A(1,), 225
ft’t above iiiean sea level (AMSL).

I cali(I1: ‘Fhe su uuUlie ‘iIl lie located approximately 071 nautical miles (NM) northwest ol the Albert
\Vhittcd Airport ( SP(_i) retrenee point.

I he proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards of litle I 4 of the (ode of Federal Regu luti (is (14
CFR ), Part 77 as 111 lows;

Section 77. I 7(a g2 ) by I Feet — a height that exceeds 200 let above ground level within 0.7! NM as applied to
SPG.

Section 77.1 9(a) SPG: I lorizontal Surface ——— > Exceeds by 68 het.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards aic used to screen the many proposals suhm;td in order to identify those
which warrant Iliriher aewnatitical study in order to determine ii they would have signi fir ant adverse effect
on protected aeronautical operations. While the obsLruction 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 pmposed structure exceeds an obstruction standard o Part 77 does not
provide a basis I’or 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 afflct VFR
navigation.

Details of the proposed structure vere circularized to the aeronautical public lbr 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 traffic patterns in the
vicinity of the site.

The impact on arrival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VFR/!FR conditions at
existing and planned public usc 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 (IER/VER) resulting for the structure, when combined with the impact of other existing
or proposed structures was considered and found to be acceptable.

Thereftre, 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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NI LMORAN 1)UM
C’II’V ()t’ SF. 1l’SBLJRC

[N(NELRIN( & CAPITAL IMPROVUMLNTS DEPARTMEN1

TO: Barbara Race. De’elopment Services Department

FROM: Nancy Davis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

i)ATE: July 9. 2014

SU B.JEC1: Site Plan Review

FILF: l4..31000015

LOCATION: 176 4” Avenue Northeast
PiN: 19/31/17/77238/000/0040
ATLAS: E-4
PROJECT: 1 76 4” Avenue Northeast

RFQUiST: Approval of site plan to construct an 18 story, 29 unit rnulti-lmily development. Theapplicant is requesting 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 comments are added asconditions of approval:

1. 1-labitable lloor 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 Ibotabove 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. Wastewater 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 Wastewater Tracking Form (availableupon request from the City Engineering department, phone 727-893-7238). If an increase in(lou’ of over 1000 gyd 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 fbund 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 theCitys 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 of the developer.
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3 ‘[he scope of this l)r(lect wi I Itigger compi iaiiue vi th the I)rainage and Surface \Vattr
Management Regulations as found in City Code Section 1 6.40.030. Submit drainagecalculations which con Form to the water quantity and the water quality requirements of CityCode Section 16.40.030. Please note ihe volume of’ runoff to be treated shall include all nil—siteand on—site areas draining to and co—mingiing with the runoff. from that portion of’ the site whichis redeveloped. Siormwatcr systems which discharge directly or indirectly into impaired watersmust pro’icle net improvement for the pollutants that contribute to the water both’s impairment.Stormwater runoff release and retention shall be calculated using the Rational formula and a 10year I hour design storm.

4, Public sidewalks are required by City of St. Petersburg Municipal Code Section 16.40.140.4.2unless specifically limited by the DRC approval conditions. The DC zoning district requires 10-loot ‘ide public sidewalk along 4’ Avenue Northeast. Existing sidewalks and new sidewalkswill require curb cut ramps for physically handicapped and truncated dome tactile surfuices (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 safe ADA compliant condition prior toCertificate of Occupancy.

5. Water and lire services and/or necessary backliow prevention devices shall be installed belowground in vaults per City Ordinance 1009-g (unless determined to be a high hazard applicationby the City’s Water Resources department or a variance is granted by the City Water Resourcesdepartment). Note that the City’s Water Resources Department will require an exclusiveeasement for any meter or backflow device placed within private property boundaries. Cityforces shall install all public water service meters. hackilow prevention devices, and/or fireservices at the expense of the developer. Contact the City’s Waler Resources department, KellyDonnelly, at 727-892-5614 or kell’.donnellvus1pete.or. All portions of a private liresuppression 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 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 4th 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 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 north/south segment of
sanitary sewer which extends into the private lots and will be reqwred 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 ol thePropertY owner.
Q. Proposed alley access to the garage must be coordinated and approved through MichaelFrederick (phone 727493-743) ol’ the City’s Neighborhood Iransportation and Parkingdivision.

I 0. ‘[lie stormwater out fall horn the detent ion area shall he piped to connect to (he publicstormwater conveyance system. Discharges to the alley or otherwise overland are not desirablein the downtown area.

STANDARD COMMENTS: Water service is available to the site. The applicant’s Engineershall coordinate potable water and ‘or lire service requirements through the City’s WaterResources department. Recent lire flow test data shall be utilized by the site Engineer oh’ Recordlhr design of lire protection system(s) for this development. Any necessary system upgrades orextensions shall he performed at the expense oh the developer.

Plan and prohile showing all paving, drainage, saiiiarv sewers, and water mains (seawalls ifapplicable) to be provided 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 easement. All workwithin right 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 Citys stormwater management requirements. A gradingplan showing the 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 Self’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 ot’Intent (NOl) (DEP form 62-
21 .300(4)(b)) to the NPDES Storrnwater Notices Center to obtain permit coverage if applicable.

The applicant will be required to submit to the Engineering Department copies of all permitsfrom other regulatory agencies including but not limited to FDOT, SWFWMD and PindllasCounty, 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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Chris and Bob Hilton
300 Beach Drive NE, Unit 1501

r’IfSt. Petersburg, FL 33701 JUL
July 29, 2014

NlNECUN0i!1

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 tlian reasonably assured that the property immediately to the west of Rowland Place(where the former galk’ry 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 of the alleys existing heavy traffic issues so we were more than shocked to learn thatan 1 8-story building with rooftop amenities was being considered for the property in question. The Blissproject is planning to only use the alley to access and exit the proposed building’s 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 that iscompounded by (he 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 tic flow problem in an already congested alley.

The current traffic volume on the 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 safety 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 traffichazard. 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 building’s garage elevator experiences mechanical failure?

We feet 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 different 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 the 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 of the alley.

Chris and Bob Hilton



July 292014

To: Planning and Economic Development Dept.
P0 Box 2842 J0ITY OF ST.
St Petersburg Fl 33731 1

J JUL31 2O1
From: Norman Peters

& 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 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 flow 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 Rowlands 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
_,z

Norman Peer



August 30, 2014

City of St Petersburg
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

Planning & Economic Development, PD Box 2842
JUL 31 2i

St Petersburg, FL 33731

PLANNlN & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTRE: Casefll4-31000015

Dear Planning Board:

We reside on the south side, #2 104, of Parkshore Plaza Condominium. As you are aware, we
egress through the alley between Beach Dr NE and 3rd 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.

/ V
- V

Maury and Betty Voumans



IIAROLI) FL WELLS

300 Beach Drive Northeast

Number 2304

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
TV OF ST. PETERSBURG

JUL 312014
I uly 30, 2014 PLANNINO & ECONOMIC UEVELOPMENJ
Planning Economic Development l)epirtmeiiL

Development Review Commission

Ref: Number 14-3100001 S

P0 Box 2842

St. Petersburg, llonda :33731

Dear Sirs:

We are writing in reference to the proposed Bliss Condominium project to be burt 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 pubflc hearing, we ask that you take our written
concerns under senous consideration. Thank you for your attention.

Yours truly,

8eclcya1-l.ld Wells



Kenneth R. Sa/ko, M.D.
00 I3eac/, / ,i’e N. F, /,,,t 306
Si. PeferVhu/g, J/oiida 33701

727.8Y1.3H/

July 30, 2014
JUL31 2014

Planmng & I .(Nk)ifliC [)eVClOlJIfleItI )CpaF(iflefltPC) Box 2842
St Petersburg. FL 33731

Rc File 1114-31000015
l3liss Building Project

Dear Sir/Madam,

The I3liss 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 trafOc generated by residents, guests and service companies for the Bliss project.

Please note that tile 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,

Kenneth R. Salko, M.D.



The Wallace ‘s
300 Beach Dr. NE apt 204
Saint Petersburg, FL 33701-3404
wes/eyrwo//ace@grnoit corn
•/oannerwa//ocef’grnoi/ corn
603-315 9363

luesday, July 29. 201 4

Planning & Economic Development Deparment
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg. FL 33731

Re File II #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 projectmoving 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 inthe abutting alley entrance to these elevators. The elevators open directly to thealleyway without significant setback. I am unaware of the cycle limes of theelevators but in high traffic times the likelihood of significant stacking of cars inthe alley seems high. Traffic studies and models of use might further elucidate
this. is the elevators are mechanical elements and parking in the garage obligatestheir use it would be well to predict cycle times and likelihood of times ofmechanical 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 theabutting building. This seems out of keeping with similar buildings with high riseprofiles.
• Character: While there are two high rise building nearby, 300 & 400 BeachDrive, both have more on street amenities and seem more in keeping with the ideaof opening vistas for view along sight lines to the water. This building seems to bemaximizing occupancy density at the expense of the neighborhood character.

Sincerely

Wesley Wallace

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

JUL 312014

PlANNING & ECONOMIC OEVELOpMENJ



July 2S,2014

PETURG

JUL31 2O1’
Planniu & lEccmornic [)evelopmeiit Department

P.O. Box 2842

Saint Petersburg, 1L 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 6’’ at 2:00 pm. (file 4114-31000015). 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 (5reenfield

300 Beach Dr Ne

Unit 301

Saint Petersburg, FL 33701



The Nikjeh Family
300 Beach Drive #1 701

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

July 30, 2014

Planning & Economic Development Dept.
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Re: File# 14-3 1000015

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
\d

The Nikjeh’s

ICITY OF ST. PETERSBtJR(I

JIIL3 1

PLANNING & ECONOMIC OEVE[(JFMENJ



100 Beach Drive NE, Unit it? 502
St Pete;hurg, FL 33701

July ‘0 01’

I’Iiiiriiiit and Lcor,ornic Development Iiepartirient
P0 Box 2842
St lh sbuC. L 33731

Re Case 1114-310000 5 (Bliss Site Plan application)

Dea’ Sir/Madam

The purpose of this letter is to express opposition to the proposal to build the Bliss condominium at176 4” Avenue Northeast in downtown St Petersburg. The Bliss proposal would cause a very seriousprobem with t’affir. and public safety in the alley behind Bliss.

The iley already is one of the busiest in St l’etersb[iig. At the large Parkshoie Plaza condominium, all
of the residents exit horn thou parking garage into the alley and there are numerous moving vans anddeliveries 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
new 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 front the alley up totheir parking spaces, Since Bliss would have 30 residences, there would be 50-60 more cars that would
be using the alley for both entering and exiting their parking area. The traffic problem would be
compounded by the need to wait far 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 ii5C 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 using the alley, as well as tourists and other pedestrians walking on the
sidewalk.

Sincerely,

‘•),. I 7’.
,

Barbara Burdge Geoffrey’Burdge



city of st. Petersburg

CITY OF SE PETERSBURGPlanning & Economic Development Dept.

JUL 302014Case U: 14 31000015

Address: 176 4 Avenue Northeast PLANNING & ECONOMIC OVEtOpMEfl

To whom it may concern:

I 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 essentialpubhc 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 3d and 4h Avenues Northeast known as Fareham Place N is currently they means of exit for the residents and businesses occupying the Parkshore Condominium• Fareham Place N is currently ghy congested with commercial delivery vehicles serving thebusinesses on Beach Drive
• The applicant’s site plan calls for using Fareharn 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.



I 01 2

lrhaia Race — Reasons why the request for approval of the site plan for the Bliss pIOiCCtproposal 511001(1 he denied. Case No: I 4—31000015

From: micliaellevy2 a
l3arbara.Race a sipeie.org , miclmcllcvy2• a ioLcouii

I)ate: 7/31/2014 11:51 AM
Subject: Reasons why the Icquest for approval of the site plan thr the Bhss pro)CCt proposal should hedenied. (use No: 14—3 I 00001 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 tower 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.

lile:///D:/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DA2DC7STPETE°020MA[LM... 7 312014
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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

Ii le:///D:/UsersblraceAppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise 53DA2DC7STPETE%2OMAI LM... 7 3120 4



300 Beach Di NI. 1114(12
St ‘‘l’iJii Ii 31701

C Iv ii St Piirshui

S alt of the t’hiiiiiiiiig & I fciilOflhlC Dept
P ) Lbs 21142
St Petrrtiiirg ft 33731

B Case 14 31000015

o ir jilt rr the Par kslicsr I Is a c ondorria ruin is di rest y across the a ll y from the pro pa spil build rig to
hi located at 176 4 Avenue Northeast li Projecti /lthin-th firmly supporlive of developing a
vi rare ilowntown area, we have several concerns rrflarilng tIre Bliss ‘mInd five of which are slated ri
lb S let I ii.

Ci e of itr major concerns is thc traffc congestion which wll result in the alley between the Partishore
Pt ira and lire proposerj Bliss Project Thi Parirshore Plaza condoroirriurn car exits iced into the a Icy
where heavy truck and car traffic already pose a safely pro[lein for exiting vehicles This situation w II
cii ly be made worse when tIre lii land cortiJomjrrium (which is located directly behind the Wits Project
ar across lIre alley from tIre [‘arkslrore Plata) it completerl (it rrnloriurrale the Planning and [corinrnric
Dr velopment Dept fated to adequately evaluate the siluat on Prior to approvinp Roland). It the
ad Jrtional trallic resulting from the 0lis Project is added jltere w Il b a siflnilrcant safety harard for
re dents ot all three buildings (Parkshore Plaza, Roland, and 01 ss)

In iddiliors to the traffic conrest iii, the Bl:s Project will add to the rrc’ise prob i’m generally existing ill
th. area between 3’ and 1 Avenue Not Only w Il the Bliss [lii Iding reflect noise 1mm the rooftop
for age and air conditioning un Is associated w th Thc LI rchwuod, but also acid additional noise
en anatirig front the rooftop t?nbc’rta inrnrenit area 11,5 unclear how the Bliss Project air conctit rifling w N
be handtud, but tins too could potenlially add one more sound pollution source

An niwr environmental concern, in addition to the noise po lution. is sun light blockage Although light
blcckaj’e is nevilable in urban high rise itriveoptuents tIn’ closeness of the Bliss Project to Roland and
thi Parkshore Plaza, as well as the building he ght, coitslitute an unwarranted light blockage to both
pri existing buntdngs

Re aled to thc surr ltght blockage issue is tIre obStruction of water Views from the ParIsliore Plaaa north
fac op unitS Other cliet with which we are familiar (such as Naples and Miamr) place emphasis on the
im act a parr cnilar development wiN have on obstruct ng the views from existag residential buildings
wh n evaltrat ng proposed new development projects In the past, St Petersburg itas reqri red offsets so
as o mm m ze the visual impact of new dew opments on existing bu kimrsgs (Parkshoe Plaza and (he
Clo tIers be ng an csamph’j



cilly, lw’ c visrirripigs developed h’ the fuss Project appirently or ciarkrr rig drill perhaps for PIirsiiiig
& cononlic Development DepI consumnplion arc’ misleading 1 he Utis l’rojocl rices 001 abut fueach [Ii

huwn in tour ilerdlure, arid is not a llosvinj; elonsion of the current arcliitecliiral molt Beach Dr is
import a it SI Pet erli urg asset 1 c visual impart of ml rids should he vIgor o usty p rose rs ii

Yr u havc a dill cult job balancing lb or onom IC ni irre 51 of rli’vs’ ot or, rt 11w nj;v 1 iv implic at OfiS
Icr ,urri’uidinI residcnt S Per hjjs Ilis ipplical ion Cdfl serve as an opportunity (or SI Ptss sluiry to
(Ti n nIl oily upgr ide its dove opine fir SI a ida rtt in (h a reiji of t ri I uic sfCIy, noise poll ii o fl sun light
UI )dt age. view preservation, and other areas Itect Ii (luitit vol life iii ciii City

Sincerely, -

f_) I)

Mary and Wllr lones



300 Buach Drive NE
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

July31, 2014

Planning arid 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 thai 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 oificials 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 han a few more stories on a high rise. Please do not approve the Bliss plan as
submitted.

Sincerely,

Marianne and Bill Ferrari



Kentieth R. Sqfko, M D.
$0() /kcj(IJ /)ril’c’ A L , ( nii $l1(

St 1’’i Isi)i1I. I /O)i(./d ii ;7) i
7. 7. M)4. 34-Il

//rirt’/kL’n U hUlL. (VIII

July 30. 2014

P1 ann i ng &. Lcononuc I )evelupmcnt Depart niclit
PC). 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 3373 I

Re: File 1114—31000015
Bliss Building Project

Dear Sir/Madam.

The l3Iiss 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
oltrallic generated by residents, guests and service Companies for the Bliss project.

Please note that the main alley. named Fareharn Place is well used by we residents
of Parkshore Plaza, the owners and employees of Parkshore businesses and service
vehicles w all, including The Moon Under Water restaurant and the Birchwood Hotel 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 foce
delays rying 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. Saliw, M.D.



30(1 Beach Drive
Unit 1802
St Pctcibiiig, Florida 33701

July 30, 2014

l)eclopment Review (.‘omiri ission
Planning & Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Fl 33731

Reference file #14-31000015

Dear Members of the Development Review Comntissiou

As the owners and residents of unit I 002 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 had announced and
begun construction on their building We bought our unit with the belief that the
open Buckley Moss properly was too small a footprint to build a Ingh rise. Since (lie
property is of similar size to that of Rowland Place, our expectation was that if any
building would be built there, ii 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 [lines
higher than Rowland Place, resulting in a major blockage of our view from our I 8
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 apartment’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 .aelIiottassociaqultcoast corn
To: barbara race@stpete org’ <barbara raco@stpele org
Date: 8/1/2014 6.31 AM
Subject: FW Bliss

Abby Elliott, (DMCAi
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.associagullcoast 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 confidential
and 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 constitute
a 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 any
attachment 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 electronic
transactions.

Original Message
From Joe [mailto:rosenthal.joe©grnail.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 addibonal 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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Irbaia Race — : Bliss Project tfpd:i(e .1 iii 29 2014

From: Abby LI liolt <ad IiottiuassoeiagiiI coast.com
To: ‘burbara.rucea)stpete.oig <hai’bai’a.i’ace(stpcle,org’
Date: 8/1/2014 6:31 AM
Succt: l W: Dhss Project I. Jpdale .l tilv 29 2014

Abby Elliot L MCA
I IC&IC(! flh1utflLI1iIty ASS1)(h)tft)n lVIin.igt

RN kshuw Pl,uja Lun(turuiirnuin A.’,iui it in

‘01) Et. h Di N[, ¶1 l-’iterbur. FL 33701
/27 32 •i22 , 1)

i’SOCI. I)i1,veriflq iIriclrfI((SsI’d f lii J(f1’13!eflt ciid Ii[’civh’ seruiire,s 11) (nnfouuhi!iu’,c v’ni Ihvidu’.
Learn more at www.assoclagulfcoast.com / Follow us at www.facebook.com/Associa Gull Coast
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From: Ashok Kairo [ashokkalrogmall.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

.9lsho/ Xa&o
II.Sil1)Iik(I!1I)(7’II1iIiI.COI11

727-329-&28!

To: The St. Petersburg Development Review Commission

Ii le:///D:/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/TempfXPgrpwise 53DB3449STPETE°020MM LMS... 8/1/2014
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Mv nanic is Ashok k;ilrL) and i am a icsidciit ol Hit I 801 iii (lie Paikslioie I>laja at 300 Beach I )rivc
Nll. St. P ishuig. II 33701 . I am writing this note to express my deep concern about the planned new
huildiiig ploject in Si. Petersburg Lilider the name RI 155 (file 1114—31000015) that you are scheduled todiscuss at your riiecting on Angust 4, 201—1. 1. Iiifiirtunately, I will not he able to attend this meeting
because ol oilier cominilments. I am ilieretore sending you this note to express my strong opposition to
(lie RI .155 project

I lie HI .155 building. which is intended 0) go up on -4th Avenue North and Reach Drive NE. will destroythe gicat ambience associated with this part ol the downtown area, create significantly more congestion
and destroy the privacy’ of the current residents of Parkshore Plaza. It will a iso significantly add to tiafficand congestion in the alley between 3rd Avenue North and 4th Avenue North. This is a narrow alley thatshould really he a one—way street because oh its traffic, parficularly in the evenings during the winter
months. It is also used for del i’eries and building services to the Parkshore Plaza building and the new
building that is currently under construction between 4th Avenue North and this alley. The alley is alsocurrently used ftr the entrance to the parking lot of a residential building whose front Faces 4th Avenue
North. There is also an office huikling on the corner ol this alley and 1st Street North that uses (lie alleyall the time.

The Bliss project has no plans For cars to drive up to their parking places. Instead, they intend to use
elevators to take residents’ automobiles tip to their parking levels and (he entrance to these elevators is
intended to be from 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 add
to the congestion in (he 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 diflicult.

I srongly urge you to reject the applicaiion from the Bliss project for the new building at this location.
Thank you for your consideration of this note.

4shoI .xa&o
(lNh1)AkllItUj1jjjjjI.ConI

727-329-8281

tile :///D:/Users/blrace/AppData/LocalfTemp/XPgrpWiSe/53DB3449S1PETE°02OMAI LM 5.. 8/1/2014



From: Abby Elliott <aetliottøjassociagulfcoast com
To: “barbara.iacestpete org’ <barbara race@slpete org>
Date: 8/1/2014 633 AM
Subject: FW. Bliss Project Updite July 29 2014
Attachments: 20140728_O93l46jesized ;pg, 20140728 092743 resized jpq;20140728_O92836jesized.jpg, 20140728 092601 resized jpg: 20140723 08554 1 resized jpg;20140723_O84753jesizecl jpg

Abby Elliott, CMCA©
Licensed Community Association Manager

Parkshore Plaza Condominium Association
300 Beach Dr. NE, St Petersburg, FL 33701
Office: 727.8234252 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. comlAssocia<hltp://www. faceboolc .comlAssocia> Gulf Coast

Notice: This e-mail message is (or 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 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 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 electronictransactions.

From’ concierge parkshoreplaza [rnailto:concierge.parkshoreplazagmail.com]Sent Thursday, July 31, 2014 720 AM
To Abby Elliott
Subject: Fwd: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014

Foarded message
From: ciebch2 <debch2@aol com<maitto: debch2@aol.com>>
Date. Wed, Jul 30, 2014 at 3:04 PM
Subject RE: Bliss Project Update July 29 2C14
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 6different 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 thedelivery ti-ucks use the parking alley between P buckley Moss and Birchwood to deliver safely Once blissis constructed, there will be rio areas that are sale to deliver
Also please consider having (he delivery trucks iii the alley the congestion of the Rowland plceresidence entering and exiting in the alley as well as parkshore resident entering and exiting in the alleythat’s normal traffic Now take into consider Parkshoie grill has valet parking to just add to the wholemess

Another major concern that I don’t believe has been addressed or evaluated is the wind vortex betweenLhe 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 free to call me at 727-43O-7466<tel727-43O-7466>.

Sent from my T-Mohile 46 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 l 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 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,



fEiT.PETERs9uRG

Daiiielle & Micliel AtnhLard AUG 01 2014Parkshorc Plaza
300 Beach Drive NE #902 PLANNNG&EcoNoMfcoEvE[QpMENr
St Petersburg, FL 33701

çPlanning arid Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 33731

(k.i jjoO0).

RE: BLISS site plan application Public [-[earing 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 fi 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.

1
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John 1. Majins
300 Beach L)rivc N F

Apt 2603
St. Petersburg, FL I

1 AUG 01 ZOt’i
Phone: 727-895-8780

F—in a il: njjjpjjpumccnm ECONOMOFVE1OPM

July 31, 2014

Re: File #14—31000015

Planning& Economic Department
P.O. Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 33731

Members of the Development Review Commission:

I am writing to object to rye proposed Bliss building. As a happy resident of
downtown St Petersburg, I support responsible development. 1 find the
current proposal lacking in two critical respects. Both relate to the numberof vehicles and the parking arrangement proposed.

The iroposed 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 isused by many vehicles and pedestrians; the overcrowding on Beach Drive
exacerbates the problem as entering or exiting the alley from/to Beach Driveis 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 outduring 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 elevatoronly 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 ofus.

Thank you in advance for protecting the safety and quality of living for all of us.



[ Glkivi
,

300 Beich LW NC

Unit 21.03

St Petrrshurg I L 4 1()

Planning & Economic Developirient Dept.

PUftox 2842

St Petersburg FL 33701

Reference#3 1000015

I have been a resident of Parkshore Pli37a, located at 300 Bei h Drive NE in St Petersburg FL since itfirst opened. During the past few years, trallr in thE ‘itav has in roased to a dangerous levelbetween Parkshore Plaza Valet driver’. 3irch’nd Inn uafic, cars coming and going from the B&Bfronting on 5 Ave., (with their parking lot entrancv an’J ent iiirj our alley), as well as cars whippingup and down the alley between BeachDr and IHrsl t, tr’jing lo shortcn their drive through round-the-block traffic.

Due to all the above factors, I am toal’/ af’:h 1’ ce ‘e n the Bliss project allowing aningress of 55 vehicles through two utu olcvaor i y u rj ihe edge of our 20 ft alley for it willclearly create unbelievable congestion, is vjel as Lc ng a rious safety issue.

Sincerely,

Grace B. Gallaway, 300 Beach Drf5)%t 2 :3



July 30, 201-1

300 Beach Unve NE Unit 401
St Petersburg, f:Iorida 33701

Barbara Race
Planning and Economic Development Department
City at 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 Towerdevelopers to secure variances needed for construction. This is File #14-31000015, for which we received a letter from you because we reside within 200feet of the proposed construction site.

We have three concerns about the request.

1. As resident homeowners of an apartment on the north side of PurkshorePlaza, we look directly onto the proposed construction site. Our view to thenortheast will be completely blocked by the structure. I guess this is an inevitableconsequence of urban life in a growing city, but it’s something that will affect ourproperty’s value.

2. Of greater concern is our apprehension about machinery sounds from thebuilding. We had the unfortunate experience with the Birchwood of being blind.
sided by the continuous machinery sounds of their HVAC system, 24/7, whenthey began operations. It seems our City’s sound restriction rules have no teethin 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 8liss. The architect says the proposed location of the HVAC condenserswill limit the disturbance risk, but the plans on PIe do not show where any of thisequipment will be placed.

3. Of greatest concern is the proposed provi$ion of Bliss resident parking. We
believe the.proposed scheme poses serious operational and safety issues, andfor those reasons should not be approved.

The Bliss plans call for a pair of car elevators to lift vehicles to the parking levelswhich 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 southof the proposed construction site). This mode of entry wilt occasionally require
cars to queue on Fareham Place--or even Beach Drive--to use the elevators, onecar at a time.



Firehiim Ptace Is already heavily used by delivery trucks, utility vehicles, and
cars cxii ig existing garages, valct operations, and parking lois Thr 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 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 Fareharn Place as another street,and that drivers exiting Fareham Place have to push out to make a torn, 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 Fareliam Place from Beach Drive where
pedestrian traffic is heaviest, arid more traffic turning out of Fareharn Place,

In reviewing the rile available for public inspection, I found reference to alley-use
data (not specific to Fareham Place) from 2008 suggesting that traffic density onFareham Place may not be an issue. Shouldn’t this topic be revisited in light ofcurrent conditions? The volume of downtown activity is many limes what it wassix 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 astreet.

We hope you will take these points into consideration in your deliberations.

Respectfully,

‘I’..

Kent and Toni Lydecker



Piie I of’ 1

Ba rha ra In ce — File II 1 4 ••3 I 000015

[coin: Bob (_‘hnruii <bchurutjaheachdrivereiai coin
“Barbara. Race uslpetc.org” Barhara.Racea stpcIe.org

flatc: 8/I /2() 14 2:05 PM
Subject: HIe #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 nowfiled 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 unprovenelevator system We believe we are uniquely qualified to understand the over all operation of this commercialalley as we (the Hamilton Family ) have owned Beach Drive Property since 1958 and now own all the retailspace in both the Parkshore Plaza and 400 Beach Drive and have been owner operator ince the developmenlstarted in 2003. We further believe that good planning would never have ingress from a commercial alley and thisdesign is only to gain FAR not further the safety or interest of the city or its residents We also suggest that thetiming of this hearing is thinly veiled attempt to have the hearing at a time when, according to or property managerof 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

flle:///D:/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal!Ternp!XPgrpwise 53DI39EA3STPETE°020MA1LMS... 8 I 2014



From: John l-lamilton Jr <jhamiltonbeachdriveretail coni:’
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 HamUton Partnership, LTD. the owner of the retail condominiums at both
Parkshore Plaza and 400 Beach Drive. We are opposing approval of Case number 14-3 1000015, 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 Lrucks 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 wilt 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
I l6 lutirtl .eoiie. t’l.

“it. l’ctcrshun. I! 33701

i\ugtiI I. 2111.1
V I A E-MA IL ON LV: Borhnrii.kaccstpete.org

3)evelopiuciit Revicv ( mom ion
(liv Il SI. lcter.hLJ[[:

Re: BOss Project
(‘nsc No.: 14-310000915

Dear ( oinm Issioners.

I o rite II) y no on helial l ol Ihe Ro s land 141:ice liomeoo ners in opposition to the proposed building
project known as Bliss. Our home, Rowland Place is immediately adjacent to the western property line nt
Bliss.

We horneov ners Urlal) zed three glctors: I) Density, 2) Intensity Impact and 3) Reasonableness nt
Property Use, and base decided to oppose this project and request that you do the same.

I) Density: In contrast is ith Roseland Place. which is a sis story condom ifliUtfl comple\ (eNpected to he
completed on or about January 201 5). and will contuin only 37 homes, the Bliss proj ccl is anticipated
to contain 29 homes. Roseland Place’s lot footprint is I 20 x 200’. ‘l’he Illiss will he on a lot size of
1(10’ N 2(11)’. Bliss on a smaller lot isill he double the square fliotatze and three (ime sour height. thus
creating an unreasonable density and intensity impact in a downtown designed per St. Petersburg’s
(‘ity (‘ode Section I 6.20.121)3.’I to “L’ncouralc an vi!/01cm i’i/lagc sculL’ along lleac’h Drive.” Setting
a precedent of high towers on small lot s does not seem consistent si itli the Intent ot ilte Dosvniown
(‘enter’s purpose.

2) Intensity Impact : In the development nt Rowland Place, no neighbor ever raised any issues
regarding traffic floss, or congestion. In kict. City 0 l’ticials praised Rowland Place lhr its scale and
design. Our main tral’tie hose is from Fourth Avenue and does not burden the Alleys in (he immediate
vicinity. In contrast, the scale and building design olliliss us it is proposed will rely heavily on two
alley isays that are congested isi lb pedestrians, delivery trucks, trc.h dumpsters, Parkshore vehicles
and other vehicles of visitors and is orkers.

Our concern about intensity lhcuses solely and e\clusivelv on the amount ol’traftic in (he Iast)West
Alley (“Alley”) near our adjoining p:iree Is of land, and the potentia I salty and liability issues
especially in an emergency requiring police. fire trucks or ambulances to have access. The potential
congestion that this huildins 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.



\‘lien silo add lie inteflItv Impact that currentI e\Ist ii the .‘\llc iiid the act liii Roo land Place
ssi)l add I? new families. Si\ iii ss)u,h is Ii haic cirite ages. ciiIcr ip mad esiling the Alley.
ap)ro\iniately IS yard’; isest runt the Bit car dci tnt. the IittCiisitV ImiIi,iCi that Itlis isill hiring is
1101 .isrt,thhe for its riquerty size and lucaticiti. Please seL’ it shed diigrain of Rttii land Pi;ite
pai king rages.

I cuiconnhleness of Prnperfysc: White sic understand diii the dcvclopei and pr tpertv hurter olthte
liss Project lime a right to bu Id. e bel ieee that any proposed construci ion should be esamined

closely or deosit intensity impact and reasonable use ol the property and the neiglihiorhood 1
shares. I he builder id I l tss states opcnI that he in 051 build hiur times IA R in order to justi Iv the
purchase price ol the land. and that ‘hould he he required to reduce the sue and scale oh the protect.
he could not at lord to mos e horivard due to the purchase price. While use empathize isithi his pitsitiori
the purchase price should not be ilte dri cing lorce behind this proeci.

lJiilile Rowland Place’s builder. JMC, ii is as II Bliss builder, Mr. l’aub is trying to flirce a square
pec in a round hole because ot the land cost. I hat is not a usli liable reason to add this level of’ density and
intensity to our neighborhood.

On behalf of’ the Rosuland Place homeousners. I thank you lbr your service to our City, and ask that
ou oppose Bliss’ request lbr mm increased I ‘AR density based on the intensity impact and unreasonableness
itt ptty lie.

Very truly yours.

Ago stinho .t. Riheiro, lsq.

I mc
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Gene and 1-enry Towery
300 Beach Ddve NE

SL Petersburg, I:Iorida 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 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 l.a 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,

\:4•1( ‘

Gene and Henry Towery



Gene and Henty To:eiy

St. Petersburg, Florida
AUG 14 2O!

August 11, 2014

Planning and Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731,e-’
Dear Sirs and Mesdames:

Enclosed please find a copy of the Rowland Place design. Thispictures 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 valetparking 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 theoveruse of the property and alley.

Sincerely,
/

—-

G’tiiTowery

/
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ST.PETERSBUR

AUG05 2OVi
july 30, 2014

PLANNING & ONOMIC OEVttOI’lAENT

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 withthe 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,

jtfrMt22iQA&L -

Mr. Patrick C. Murtha M s. 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 if 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 ‘Thigh-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 N, Taylor



[TY OF ST. PETERSBURGCITY OF ST PETERSBURG

SEP 23 2O1
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.

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 CONDSIDERATION

TONY AND CAROLYN BOND



Appeal of The I)cvcloprnent Review Corn misSion’S
Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Condo nil n in in

Case No.: 14-31000015
Address: 1764th

Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

EXHIBIT B



SITE PLAN
\ .‘l’

mesh
BLISS CONDOMINIUM
St. Petersburg, F1ordo

Exhibit “B” Toub Ventures. Inc.

October 1,2014



Appeal of The Development Review Corn mission’s
Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Condonil n in rn
Case No.: 14-31000015
Address: 176— 4” Avenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

EXHIBIT C



city at St Peteribur

Pail Olflci Box 2842
SI. Pe.bm, fIa,l 33131-2842

sLpim—u Channl 35 WSPF-W
Tuphoni: 127 8D3-7171

www.stpiti.rng

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) arid 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 F.A.R. that Is exempt. The F.A.R. proposed by the applicant, andexemptions, are In compliance with the Land Development Regulations (LDR5).

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”
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LI SPECIAL EXCEPTION

SITE PLAN REVIEW

DATA SHEET

ONLY COMPLETE APPLICATiONS WiLL SE ACCEPTED. FAILURE TO
COMPLETE ThIS FORM WILL RESULT IN DEFERRAL OF YOUR APPLICATION.

DATATABLE
.

I Zonkg ciassrnc]Z

__— __-__ ____

- ——

_________________

1.

______________________________

2. ExliULandUseType(a): € M(1*.L.. . -___

- sdUs9P$

4

__ __

- 5. Varlanc.(s)

____ _____________________
_____

6. - Gross
.

___- ___-

— - —

- Eet_O Sq II.

____________-—

—

____-

—

Sq. ft. .

______

Sq ft

________

7. Floor A o Ings) divided by the lquere’t of entire elle)

____

.

__
__

f—EFi ——___ —

8 BuHdhiCov gfreqfootageofbulldlng)

____--

Edilth9_ Sq 11 %ofslte

• Proosed: %ofelte
Permitted:

___

% of site

9. Open Green Space Ondude all green space on site; do not Indude any paved areas)

Existing: 4 Sq.ft. O%ofsIte
Proposed: 74.- Sq. IL % of site

ID. Interior Green Space of Vehicle Use Area (indude all green space within the parking lot and drive lanes)
Existing: Sq. ft. %ofvehicaiararea
Proposed: Sq. ft. % of vehicular area

11. Paving Coverage (including sidewalks within boundary of the subject property: do not include building footprint(s))
Existing: 1’o4c’ Sq. ft .Y of site -

Proposed: 4Z54-
- Zil— - %ofelte
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iLpeteribur
www.stpete.orG

L SPECIAL EXCEPTION

_

SITE PLAN REVIEW
DATA SHEET

‘*PøPd: Jl4J.’.

____

__frrfl__11

__

__

- 13. DInSkY(mKapar
-

—

-___ ?Lo!gdi....
Pamilttdd: —

14 a. ParklngjehicIe) Spaces

____

Existing: - iriciudes disabled parking spaces -

______

Propsed:
-- — — Includes disabled parking spaces - —Permitted: Includes . disabled parking spaces

——

4b Parkingjfllcycle) Spaces

_____ _____ExIsfin:

Spaces % of vehicular parking
_md o - Spaces

—— % of vehicular parking —Pérmitted: J2 Spaces %ofvehlcularparking

15 a. BuIldInj Helflht . — .
._

. — * —

Existina: Feet Stories
-- Proposed: Z04- Feel Stories

- -—Permitted: 3crP Feet Stories

15 b. Airport Hejht Regulations

____

Does the project exceed height reqs. of either the City or Co. Airport

.- No”

16. AlteratIons or Changes
-

-— How much of the site is the proposal altering or chagin (in sq. ft.)? OZc — -

Note See Drainage Orthnenco fore definition ofa(terabon 1fyes please be awa.thst this tnggera Drafr,ageOrdinance compliance. Please submft drainage calculations to the Engheedng Djwtn.nt for review at yourearliest convenience. The DRC must approve all Drainage Onlnance variances.

DATA TABLE (continued page 2)

aae iqre feet of all pevlng bulldInLfoorlnt and other hard surfaced areas1
%cifk.

8QjL % of site
-

______

No, of Emvlovees No. olCHenta(C.RJNome)
-— gxist ExIstij —

Propsed
--

-
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LI SPECIAL EXCEPTION
SITE PLAN REVIEW

DATA SHEET

________

F
E
F

__

F

18.

I

20:: Historic or 4
Onsiteor

21. Levels of Service

DATA TABLE (continued page 3)

i Plain

_____Feet

4— Flit
lCFIII

______

Feet
---——--1W

— ——

_______

No -

_____
___

No
YeS -- - What zone?

____

__

Aei

__

I, IO%preservation area: sq ft.___
1 proyed: Sq. ft.

p r

___

Yes

Level of Service

J No

22. ConstructlonYaluè

____

- Whafla the esumate of the total value o!ject uppn
-

23. Concurr.ny
-

Does the sfte meet concurrency u n7___
_ .._ -

QYea -- No

__jatjheconner?

< END >

UPDATED 08-23-2012



Project Narrative
Bliss Condominiums
176 4th Avenue NE
Jun.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 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 disiTict and Isdesigned to be consistent with the goals of the Land Development
Regulailons and the Intown Redevelopment Plan. Currenily the site
contaIns 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 uflh)zed 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 residentIal unitsabove. There will be one unit per floor on the 2’, 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 architecluralstyle. 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 romps. two automobile elevators will provide
access to the upper levels of the garage. The elevators are 11 ‘-4 x 20’-l N

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 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 residentialunits on these floors make the parking garage not visible from 4th AvenueNE and are therefore 25% exempt.

The base F.A.R. 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 capital improvements project (HC1P) trust fund for a bonus of 0.5F.A.R.; transfer of development rights from a locally designated landmarkfor a bonus of 0,5 F.A.R.; and by making sli’ctured parking not visible frompublic streets with a liner for at the first Iwo floors for a bonus of 1.0 F.A.R. 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 (HC1P) 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 SneilArcade building located at 405 Central Avenue, which is a locally
designated 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 retali space on the first floor and
residential units on floors Iwo 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 building
exceeds the height limitation of the Albert Whifted Airport ‘HorizontalZone and therefore requires a variance. A ‘Notice of Proposed
Construction” has been submitted 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 Isapprodmately 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 4th Avenue North between Beach Drive and 2nd Streetthe proposed building Is setback from The north properly 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 frees, 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 dllys right-of--way.



Appeal of The I)cvelopmcnt Review Corn mission’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 D
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Appeal of The I)evelopment Review Commission’s
Site Plan and Bonus Approval for the Bliss
Con d oin in i urn
Case No.: 14-3 1000015
Address: 1764thAvenue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust

EXHIBIT E
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Additional Information
176 4th Avenue Northeast

DRC Case No. 14-31 000015



ThyssenKrupp Elevator

September 16, 2014

Mr. Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
Tel: (727) 823-3760 Email- tim.c@mesh.wc

RE: ljss Condominium- St. Peersbiirg.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 register a 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? 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 other words, will an approaching driver know the
current locatIon of the two elevators? IKE 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? TKE Response- Yes, car

homing is typical for all elevators.

• How long does the garage doortake 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 of time. In addition, be advised
the power operated doors will include an Lntrared 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 lit floor to the 4th floor (the travel distance is 36’)? 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 intemal
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 powerdoors 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 for a 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 tnp 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

ThyssenKwpp Elevator Company
5100 West Grace Street
Tampa, FL 33607
Telephone: 1813) 287-1744 or 1800) 683-8880
Fax: (813)288-1954
E-mail: louls.cosmeiii@thyssekrupp.com
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

stpelersburg DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSIONwww.stpele.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 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 RM. 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 18-story, 30 unit multifamily development. The applicant 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.



Case No. 14-31000015
Page 2 of 10

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 MOLPermitted: N/A

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

PAVING 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:

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 1 8-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 of
4th 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 4t.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
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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 4 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 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/i 7 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 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 4Hi 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 wiN 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 411 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.

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 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 propertyshall be revised to provide the required back-out space of 24 feet.7. The proposed wall along the north side of the outdoor courtyard shallbe finished to match the building.
8. Landscaping shall be installed in the public right-of-way as required bySection 16.40.060.
9. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shallbe approved by Staff.
10. Building materials at the street level shall include materials such asmetal, stone, brick, precast masonry, glass, stucco or other similar hardsurface material. The use of dryvit, EIFS, or other artificial materialshall 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 unlessgeotechnical data supports a finding that such a method is impracticalor impossible.
15. The site plan shall be modified as necessary to comply with thecomments 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 subjectapplication. Application of the conditions is subject to the scope of the subject projectand at the discretion of the Zoning Official. Applicants who have questions regarding theapplication of these conditions are advised to contact the Zoning Official.)

ALL SITE PLAN MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED BY THE DRC SHALL BE REFLECTEDON A FINAL SITE PLAN TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING & ECONOMICDEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY THE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TOTHE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements:
1. The applicant shall contact the City’s Construction Services and PermittingDivision and Fire Department to identify all applicable Building Code andHealth/Safety Code issues associated with this proposed project.
2. All requirements associated with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) shallbe 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 thecrane height exceeds 190 feet. The applicant shall also provide a Notice ofConstruction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), if required by Federaland 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 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. Theapplicant 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 shall meet the water qualitycontrols and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runoffrelease 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 Pinellas 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 shall 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 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 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 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, historicand archaeological sites, and with properties in the neighborhood as outlined inthe City’s Comprehensive Plan;
J. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, including evaluating the impacts of aconcentration of similar or the same uses and structures, on property values inthe neighborhood;

K. Substantial detrimental effects of the use, including evaluating the impacts of aconcentration of similar or the same uses and structures, on living or workingconditions in the neighborhood;
L. Sufficiency of setbacks, screens, buffers and general amenities to preserveinternal and external harmony and compatibility with uses inside and outside theproposed development and to control adverse effects of noise, lights, dust, fumesand other nuisances;

M. Land area is sufficient, appropriate and adequate for the use and reasonablyanticipated operations and expansion thereof;
N. Landscaping and preservation of natural manmade features of the site includingtrees, 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, buildingmaterials, and other impacts;

1. The site is riot 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 thehurricane vulnerability zones;

Q. Meets adopted levels of service and the requirements for a Certificate ofConcurrency 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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Project Norrahve
Bliss CondomEniums
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 lntown 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 lot 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 andIwo 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 1 1 ‘-4” x 20’-l”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 are therefore 25% exempt.

The base F.A.R. 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 (HCIP) trust fund for a bonus of 0.5FAR.; Iransfer 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 tlrst two floors for a bonus of 1.0 FAR. Inaddition the project provides 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 025% 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 the
purchase of 10,000 square feet of development rights from the Snell
Arcade building located at 405 Central Avenue, which is a locally
designated 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 and
residential units on floors Iwo 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 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 WhiIled Airport “HorizontalZone” and therefore requires a variance. A “Notice of Proposed
Construction” 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 2 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 I 6- I 053 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 at

I 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 20
feet, or 37 feet above sea level.

2. Public and private interests and investments.
The existing and proposed property and improvements are privately owned. The
proposed mixed-use project is consistent with the city’s redevelopment goals as
stated 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. The
ASN is 20l4-.ASO-6434-OE.

4. Federal airways as designated by the FAA that lie within the radii
described 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 an
increase in the minimum descent altitude or the decision height at the
affected airport.

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

6. Technological advances.
The project was submitted to the FAA for an aeronautical study on 6/412014. The
ASN is 201 4-ASO-6434-OE.



Review Criteria (Section I 6- I 053 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-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. of
2.0 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 6/4/2014. The
ASN is 2014-ASO-6434-OE.

I 0. 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 11, 5 pm: Peter and Helen Wallace, owner of 196 4th Avenue

NE.
3. Thursday, June 12, 12pm: 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, 7pm: 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 1 7, 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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( orcy l’vlalyszka — ll: Bliss Condominium Trip ( encration Vlcmoraiidum

From: 1 )anni.Jorgenson(u’kimIey—horn.com:

lo: Ioi.WhaIen’astpcte.org>
I)ttc: 8/7/2014 1:38 PM
Subject: RI : HI iss Condominium I’rip (ieneration Memorandum
CC: <Christopher.l ltlttOnQlkin1lCy_hOrn.cOIY1>, <tauhvenluresi’a)verizon.ncl>
Aitaehments: inmgcO() 1 .jpg Bliss Condominiums 08071 4.pdF

Good afternoon Fom,

Please find the updated Bliss Condominium Trip Generation Memorandum attached. In response to the

comments and questions from your August 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 FDOT’s 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 adjLlstrnent), 0.9 (non-state signalized 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 & Bay 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 :Horn
2;ni Nirsch Jorgenson, P.E.
Kmley—Horn 655 oth Fr3nkhn Sree., Suite 150, iumpa, Fioda 33602
Direct: 813 635 5533 vIn: 813 620 1460
CofI’7et w!7 L?S i -

________ ________

Proud to he one of FORTUNE magazines 100 Best Companies to Work For

From: Tom Whalen [Tom.Whaten©stpete.orgj

file :1/ID :/Userslcdmalysz/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/5 3 FF2EC 8 STPETE%2OMATL... 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 Quadrant0f4t! 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 4m 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 4th

Avenue Northeast and Fareham Place North) and Fareham Place North to the south (which connects
with 1st 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 4th 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 Manual 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, 9th 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-horn.com 655 North Franklin Street Suite 150 Tampa FL 33602 813 620 1460
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development represent less than 1% of the peak-hour, peak-direction roadway capacity of 41h Avenue

Northeast.

TABLE 1

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 4 Avenue Northeast (from 4

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
4th 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.com 8136201460655 North Franklin Street. Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602
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TABLE 2

Peak- Hour, Existing
Volume/From Cross Peak Direction Peak AdequateRoad Name To Street Capacity

Street Section LOS Standard Season
Ratio

Capacity?
Service Volume Volume

Avenue 41 Street Beach Drive 3LD
2,858 353 0.124 YesNortheast North Northeast (One-way)

Source: FOOT QJLOS 2013 Handbook; FOOT Florida Traffic Onhin (2013)

As can be seen in Table 1, 4 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/S 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 41h 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 AM. 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, 1st 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 parking 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

655 Noith Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 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.

./ 7
-

Christopher C. Hatton, P.E. Danni H. Jorgenson, P.E.
Senior Vice-President Project Manager

CC: Brian Taub (Taub Entities — St. Pete, [[C)

[kimley-hom.corn 655 North Franklin Street, Suite 150, Tampa, FL 33602 813 620 1460



Kimley >> Horn
Rili i( )/i) 4//h 1(11

/‘\iicliu1 7. 2014

r 5

Building to be demolished and existing driveway to parking lot. View from 4 Avenue Northeast.

Building to be demolished and existing alley. View from 4th Avenue Northeast.

kimley horn 4w1 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.

655 North Franklin Street. Suite 150 Tampa FL 33602’ f 813 620 1460
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Type of peak hour hoinij reported Intersection Peak Method for deleiminrirq peak hour: Until Erileruig Voluirre

I O.A I ION: Bay St NE/Side Alloy - NE 4th Ave QC IOU II: 12742201

(:1 UYJS A lIE: St Petersburg FL DAlE: Wad Jul 16 2014

‘ Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM

0 I Peak 15-Mm: 5:15 PM -- 5:30 PM a a
00 00 00

.1 •

0 :i4 0 , .., 4
00 00 00 00

317 0.93 0 06 00

,. - C 4
. 0 322

a
00

06

° Quaity Counts no 00 oo

2 I
tfA *

(‘r :r.’’ rdi 00 00

12
1

-_*
a

11

3 3
3

0 ‘

&r7*
i a

16
H’

0

a *
NA —

NA

4, 4 ‘. —

4, a

, t. 4. 10 —

NA NA
NA NA

*r

NA
NA

4 *

15-Mm Count Bay St NElSide Alley Bay St NEISide Alley f NE 4th Ave NE 4th Ave Total Hourly

Period (Northbound) - (Southbound) — (Eastbound) — (Westbound) -. - Totals

Beginning At Left Thru_.jgPU Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right

4:00PM 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

4.30 PM 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 10 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 69

445PM1 01 0 3 3 0 0 7 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 258

500 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 13 67 1 0 0 0 0 0 83 277

Li1&PM_ 1. , 8. •Q ‘ 5 4 •p
9ij4

530 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 85 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 338

5:45 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 76 0 0 0 0 0 0 86 358

Peak IS-Mm Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Flowrates Left Thru Right Ii Left Thru Right U 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

cycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Railroad I
Stopped Buses:

ornr: s.

Report generated on 7/28/2014 1:41 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.quaIitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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I ipe of peak hour being I epot foci: tiiter section Peak Method for determining peak hour Total Entering Volume
I JCA I IUN: Bay St NE/Side Alley -- Fareham P1 NE CIC JOB II: 12742202
ctryI;1ArE: St Pete;sburg FL DATE: Wed Jul 162014

Peak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PM 200 00

0 Peak 15-Mm: 4:30 PM --4:45 PM • *
200 00 00

11) 1 2 7 • j
100 00 00 00

4 O.53j
00 •00

5 ii * 0
oo *

_____

00

0 Counts 00 00

00 0,0

0 0 0 0

____ ____
____

•1 4 t

_____

j ,.‘

2’i :

____ ____ ____ ____

i “ c___

___ ___ ____ ____ ___

0

• *
NA NA

—

.
NA:

NA

____

NA

NA NA

15-Mm Countl Bay St NEISide Alley Bay St NEISide Alley Fareham P1 NE Fareham P1 NE Total T Hourly
Period (Northbound) - (Southbound) (Eastbound) (Westbound) Totals

Beginning Ati Left Thru Right Ii Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
‘oL_o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o o of 0 1 0 0 1
4:15PM 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

L4aoeu_ o i 6 1 1 0 1 0 4 1 E
445PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 15
500PM 0 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 0 16
530PM 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

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 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 4 0 0 0 16 4 0 32
HeavyTrucks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pedestrians 12 0 0 ‘ 0 12

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses,

Csc3i?ec,

Report generated on 7/28/2014 1:41 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.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: Bliss Condominium- St. Petersburg. FL.

This letter is to provide clarification to the questions / concerns below:

What type of operating device Is used by the driverto call the elevator? IKE Response- A private key fob will be
used to swipe and register a call. The programming can provide access to any of the parking level, or a specific
landing. This Is programmed by the securfty subcontractor.

• Does the driver leave his vehicle during operation of the elevator? TRE 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? IKE 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? TKE 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 thatwill not allow the doors to close if
there Is an object interfering with the beam (i.e. car not completely inside the elevatol).

• What is the travel time from the 1 floor to the 4th floor (the travel distance Is 35’)? iKE 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 majorvariable. 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. Forexample, the
occurrence where the elevator(s) will be homed at the 111 level, will be common for a building with such a low
population. In this instance, the 21.2 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,

do eoue&
New Equipment Branch Manager

ThyssenKzupp Eievator Company
5100 West Grace Sueet
Tampa, FL 33607
Telephone: (813) 287- 1744 or (800) 683-8880
Fax: (813)288-1954
E-mail: louIs,cesmePIlethysseIwpp,coni
Internet ww.thyssenelenator.com



Vial I Pwcessing (‘enter Aeronautical Study No.

( lederal Aviation Administration 20 I 4—ASO—6990—Ol

Southwest Regiolia I ( ) lice
( )hstruction valuat ion ( iroup
26() I rv1each.ni Boulevard
lor( ‘Vorth, IX 76 )o)3

Issued I )ite: 0/ I 9/2() I 1

Lrian ‘laub
Taul’ Ventures, Inc
92 A nchorae Road
Tampa. Il, 33602

** I)[TERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of49 U.S.C.,
Section 447) 8 and ii applicable Title 14 oF the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building bliss condominium SE corner
I ‘ocation: St. Petersburg, FL
Latitude: 27-46-33.24N NAD 83
Longitude: 82-37-57.1 8W
I leights: 13 Feet site elevation (SE)

2 I I Feet 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 oair 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-i K Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters 4,5(Red),&l2.

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.

(h) 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 flied, as required by the FCC, within
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6 mouths of the date of’ this determination. In such case, the determination expires oui the date

presci’H’ed by the I”(’C 11w completion of’ construction, or the date the i’(’( denies the application.

No’l’l’:: REQtJES1’ 10k EX’I’ENXION OF ‘Ii ll EI”l”E(’l’lVF PlRR)l) 0111 lIS I)E’I’FRMINA’l’lON MIJS’l’

BE l’—l”lIil) A’F II’AX’I’ 15 l)AYS PRIOR ‘l’O ‘Ii IF EXPIRA’I’ION I)A’I’E. AI”I’ER RE—EVALUAtION

oi (‘UJRREN’l’ OPI’RA’l’IONS IN ‘H IL AREA 01’ ‘(‘lIE S’FRIJC’l’UJRE ‘10 DETERMINE ‘H IA’!’ No

SIGNII”l(’AN’l’ Al’IU)NAIJ’l’ICAI , (‘I IANGES I IAVE OCC’URRI’1), YOU JR l)E’I’ERMINA’l’ION MAY BE

El IGIBLE 10k ONE EX’I’LNSION OF ‘I’I IL LFFEC’FIVE PERIOD.

[his determination is subject to review it’ an interested party tiles a petition that is received by the FAA on

or beFore October I 9, 2014. in the event a petition For review is flied, it must contain a lull statement ol the

basis upon which it is made and he submitted to the Manager. Airspace Regulations & A’I’C’ Procedures Group,

I’ederai Aviation Administration, 80() Independence Ave. SW, Room 423. Washington, DC’ 20591

‘I’his determination becomes final on October 29, 201 4 unless a petition is timely lied. In which case, this

determination will not become final pending disposition of’ the petition. interested parties will be noti tied of the

grant of any review. [or any questions regarding your petition, please contact Airspace Regulations & A’l’C

Procedures Group via telephone -- 202-267-8783 - or facsimile 202-267-9328.

i’his determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates, heights,

I 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, 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 he

used during actual construction of the structure. 1—lowever, 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 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 FAAs decision in this matter can be found on the following page(s).
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II’ we can he oF further assistance, please contact rvlichael Blaich, at (40’i ) .05—70 I On any {•u(iire

correspondence concernilig (his nailer, please reFer to Aeroiiaiil cal Study N umber 201 4—AS( )—69)0—( )I

Signature Control No: 22O78O87-229743322 ( I)Nl I

.lolìii Page

N.lanaLZer, Obstruction I valua(ioii ( •oiij

A tlachinent( s)

i’\dditional Inlornation

N’la1,( s)
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Additional iii lorniat ion br i\SN 201 4—ASO—6990—OE

PIosal : In construct a l3ui Iding (southeast coiner) to a height of 2 l flet above ground level ( A( ii ), 224 Feet

above menu sea level (AMSI ).

I oca(ion : l’he structure will be located approximately 0.7 I nautical miles (NM) northwest ol the Albert

Wlutted Airport (SP( ) reli.rence point.

l’he proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards o F’Fitle 14 of the Code ol Federal Regulations (14

(‘FR), Part 77 as Follows:

Section 77.1 7(a)(2) by II let — a height that exceeds 200 Feet above ground level within 0.71 NM as applied to

SPG.

Section 77.1 (a) SP(I: I lorizontal Surface ——— > Exceeds by 67 lct.

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 signiflcant 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 Iutct 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 structLures’ 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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Mail Proccssiiig Center

Federal Aviation Administration

Soii(lives( Regional Office
( )hstruct ion I valuation Group
2(() I Meacliam Boulevard
Fort Worth, ‘IX 761 93

Issued Date: 09/I 9/2() 14

Brian ‘l’aub
‘l’auh Ventures, Inc

921 Anchorage Road

lam pa, FL 33602

i\ei ,naut ica I Study No.

20 I 4—ASO-6987—Ol

I)ETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of49 U.S.C.,

Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

S tru ct ii re:
Location:
Latitude:
Longitude:
1-leights:

Building bliss condominium
St. Petersburg, FL
27-46-34.36N NAD 83
82-37-57.90W
16 Feet site elevation (SE)

211 [èet 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, 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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6 months ol’ the date of’ this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date

prescribed by the I’( ‘( for completion of construction, or (he date the l’( ‘( denies the application.

NOW: Ri’Qt5ES’I’ FOR EX’Ii’NXION ()F’l’l ll I ‘l”I(’’I’lVE PERIOI) 0! Ii lix DE1’ERMINAl’ION MLJS’I’

fll l—l”lIEI) Al’ lFAX’I’ 15 i)AYS PRIOR fl) ‘I’! IF FXPIRA’I1ON l)A’l’l’. AF’liR RE—EVALtJA’l’ION

01” (‘1. JRRI ‘N’l’ Opt RA’I’lONX IN ‘II II AREA 01’ ‘Ii 111 S’FRUCl’(J RE TO DVWRMINI fl IA’l’ NO

SIGNII’ICAN’l’ AlRONAIJ’l’l[A1. (‘I IANGES I IAVE OCC(JRRI’D, YOUR DVWRMINA1’ION MAY BE

i”OR ONE EXTENSION 01” ‘l’I l1 I1’FEc’’IiVE PERIOD.

this determination is subject to review if’ an interested party Files a petition that is received by the l’AA on

or befbre October I 9, 2014. in the event a petition Fir review is filed, it must contain a liii! statement of the

basis upon which it is made and be submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & /-V[’C Procedures Group,

Federal Aviation Administration, 80() Independence Ave. SW, Room 423, Washington, DC 20591

‘this 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,

fi’equency(ies) and power. Any changes in coordinates, heights, and frequencies or use of’greater power will

void this determination. Any f’uture 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 sale and efficient use of navigable airspace

by aircraft and does not relieve (he 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 Ibund on the following page(s).
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I. we can he oF lirther assistance, please contact Michael Blaich, at (104) 305—70% I ( )n any Future

correspondence concerning this matter, please retir to Aeronautical Study N umber 20! 4—AS( )—69%7—Ol

Signaturc Control No: 220780884-229743211 ( L)Nl I

John Page
Manager, Obstruction kvalualion Group

Attachment(s)

Additional Inlormation

Map(s)
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Additional ifliormatlon 1r ASN 201 4—ASO—6987—OF

Proposal: to construct a Building ( northwest cooler) to a height oF 2 I I h.et aboVe ground level (AOl ), 227

leet above mean sea level (AMSI ).

I ocation: ‘I’he structure will be located approximately 0.73 nautical miles (NM) northwest of the Albert

W Ii itted Airport (S P( 1) rc I’erci ice poi lit.

the propOsLIls Would exceed the Obstruction Standards ol ‘Fitle 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14

CFR), Part 77 as Follows:

Section 77.1 7(a)(2) by II Feet — a height that exceeds 200 h.et above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied to

S PG.

Section 77. 19(a) SPG: I lorizontal Surlice ——— > [‘xceeds by 70 Feet.

Part 77 Obstruction Standards are used to screen (lie many proposals submitted in order to identif those

which warrant Further aeronautical study in order to determine if they would have signilicant adverse effect

on protected aeronautical operations. While the obstruction standards trigger formal aeronautical study,

including circularization, they do iiot constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria for identiflcation o hazards to air

navigation. Accordingly, (he 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 ‘or 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 VFRJ[FR 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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6 iiuuitlis oF the date ol this detenuiiiation. In such case, the determination expires on the date

prescribed by the I(( for coiiipletioii of constrUction, or the (late the l’( ( denies the appi ication.

NO’I’E: RlQtJEX’l’ FOR l’X’I’lNXION 01 ‘II II’ EI’l’EC’I’IVE PERIOI) OF ‘I’HIS I)E’I’ERMINAl’ION MIJS’l’

31 I—Il Ii l ) Al’ I I AS’l’ I 5 I)AY S PRIOR ‘10 ‘Ii I E EXPI RAI1ON I)ATE. AF’I’ER RI —I VAL(JA’I’lON

01” (‘tJRRVN’F OIThRA’l’IONS IN ‘l’l II AREA OF ‘Ii IE S’I’RUC’I’ URE TO DEl’ ERMINE ‘II IA’l’ NO

SIGNII”I(AN’l’ Al’R( )NA(J’l’I(’AI. CI IANGES I (AVE OCCURREI), YOUR DETERMINA’I’ION MAY BE

I I .I( I 311 [‘OR ( )N I I X’l’I NSI0N 0l’ ‘II I E 1111 CTl VE PERIOD.

‘l’his determination is subject to review ii an interested party files a petition that is received by the FAA on

or beFore October 9, 2014. In the event a petition (or 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 & ATC Procedures Group,

I”ederal Aviation Administration, 800 Independence Ave. SW. Room 423. Washington, DC 20591.

‘I’his detennination becomes final on October 29, 2014 unless a petition is timely (lied. In which case, this

determination will not become final pending disposition oFthe petition. Interested parties will be notified of the

ant oFany 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,

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. 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 aiid 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 ibund on the following page(s).
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Ii we can be oF Further assistance, please contact Michael lIiicli, at (101) 305—70 I ( )n my Future

correspondence concerning this matter, please ieflr to Aeronaut cal Study N umber 0 I l—AS( )—68—( )l

Signature Control No: 22O7O885-229743275 ( l)NI I

.Joliii Page
Manager, Obstruction I valuation (iroup

Attachment(s)
Additional Inlorniation

lvi a p( s)
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Ad(lit ional in fonnat ion for ASN 201 4—ASO—6988—OE

Proposal: lo construct a lhiilding (northeast coiner) In a height ol 2 I Feet above ground level (AG I ). 226 ftet

above mean sea level (AMSI ).

Location: the structure will be located approximately 0.73 nautical miles (NM) northwest oF the Albert

Wh ilted Airport (S P( ) re Ference point.

the proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards oF Title 14 oF the Code oF Federal Regulations (14

(‘FR). Part 77 as Follows:

Section 77.1 7(a)(2) by II Feet — a height that exceeds 200 liet above ground level within 0.73 NM as applied to

S P (1.

Section 77. I 9(a) SPU: I lorizontal SurFace ——— > Lxceeds 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 [he obstruction standards trigger formal aeronautical study,

including circularization, they do not constitute absolute or arbitrary criteria [‘or 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 aeronaLitical 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.

l’he 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.

Page 4 of 6



rvlail Processing Center Aeroiiau(ical Study No.

lederal Aviation Administration 20 I 4—AX( )—6988—( )I

Southwest Regional Ollice

( )hstruct ion I vaI nat ion (1 roup

260 I Meacham l3ou levard

Fort Worth, TX 76 I 93

Issued l)atc: 09/I 9/2014

13 nan l’aub
Taub Ventures, Inc
92 I A nchorage Road

Tampa, FL 33602

** I)ETERMINATION 01? NO I-IAZARI) TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of49 U.S.C..

Section 44718 and if 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.

ft 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 filed, as required by the FCC, within

Page 1 of 6
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IVlai I Pwcessing (‘enter Aeronautical Study No.

/ • Federal Aviation Administration 20 I 4—ASO—698S)—OI

South West Regional Office

()bst md ion I va I nat ion ( roup

2601 Meacharn Boulevard

tort Worth, TX 76193

Issued Date: 09/I 9/2() 14

Brian Ia1Ib

‘Fauh Ventures, Inc

921 Anchorage Road

Tampa, Fl. 33602

** DITIRMINATION OF NO HAZARD 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 o[the 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 c-filed any time the

project is abandoned or:

______

At least 1 0 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 filed, as required by the FCC, within

Page 1 of 6



( uioiitlis of the dale of this deterniiliatl()n, In such case, the detenninalion e\pires on the date

prescribed by the [(‘C for completion of coflstructioii, or the date the l’(’C denies the appl ication.

No’II’;: RI;cnJI:xi’ K)R l:xTl:NSION 01” TIlE Ei’i’l:(”I’ivE PI;RIol) UI” ‘I’IIIS l)VliRMlNA’liON MIJX’l’

BE E—[I EEl) Al’ I ,l;Ax’I’ 15 l)AYS PRIOR ‘I’() ‘Ii IE EXPIRAtION DAlE. AFTER RE—EVALUA’l’ION

01” (‘(JRREN’l’ ()PI’RA’I’IONS IN ‘I’l IE AREA 01” ‘II IE S’l’RLJC’l’URE’I’O i)E1ERMINE ‘II IAT NO

SIGNII”I(’AN’l’ AERONAU’FI(’AI, ClIANGES I IAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINA’l’ION MAY BE

I I i( I HI I”OR (iN I I X’I’ENSION OF’Ii IE IIFI C’l’I yE P1 RlOD.

‘[his determination is subject to review ilan interested party files a petition that is received by the FAA on

or beFore October 19, 2014. In the event a petition lbr review is flied, it must contain a lull statement of (lie

basis upon which it is made and lie submitted to the Manager, Airspace Regulations & ATC Procedures Group,

l”ederal Aviation Administration. 80() Independence Ave. SW. Room 423. Washington, DC 20591.

‘[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 noti tied 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,

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, po’Aer, or the

addition of oilier 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 stLldied 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 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 Ibund on the following page(s).

Page2of6



i we ciiii he ul hiither issistuiwe, please contact M chaeI laich, at (‘.104) 305—7081 ( )n any Iliture

corrcspoiìdence concerning this matter, please reler to Aeronautical Study Number 201 4—AX( )—)8)—OI

Signature Control No: 220780886—229743301 ( I )N II)

John Page

rvlaiuiger, Obstruction I va luatioii U roup

Attachment(s)
i\dditional Information

Vlap(s)
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Additional information for ASN 201 4-AS( )-6989-OI

Proposal: l’o construct a Building (southwest corner) to a height of 211 feet above ground level (A( 114, 225

feet above mean sea level (AMSIJ.

I .ocation: The structure will be located approximately 0.71 nautical miles (NM) northwest of the Albert

Whitted Airport (SP(i) refbrence point.

The proposals would exceed the Obstruction Standards o itle 14 of the (‘ode of Federal Regulations (14

(‘l’R), 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

Spa.

Section 77.19(a) SP( I: I lorizontal Surface ---> Hxceeds by 68 feeL

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 efibct

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 detennination 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 rival, departure, and en route procedures for aircraft operating under VPRIIFR 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 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 ofthe navigable airspace by aircraft or on any navigation facility and would not be a

hazard to air navigation.
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M EMORAN flU M
CITY OF ST. PETERSBti RC

Ii:NcINFilUN(; & CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS IWPARTMENT

Barbara Race, Development Services l)epartmcnt

FROM: Nancy Davis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

I)ATE: July 9, 2014

51.1 BJECT: Site Plan Review

FILE: 14-31000015

LOCATION: 1 76 4h Avenue Northeast
PIN: 19/3 1 / 1 7/7 723 8/000/0040
ATLAS: E-4
PROJECT: 176 4th 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 the
proposed site plan provided that the following special conditions and standard comments arc added as
conditions olapproval:

1. Habitable floor elevations must be set per building code requirements to at least one foot
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 L’pd 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 oi this project will trigger compliance with the l)rainagc and Suri’ace Water
Management Regulations as Found in City Code Section 1 6.40.030. Submit drainage
calculations which coniorm to the water quantity and the water quality requirements of City
(‘ode Section 16.40.030. Please note the volume oi runoif to be treated shall include all off—site
and on—site areas draining to and co—mingling with the runoti irom that portion of the site which
is redeveloped. Stormwater systems which discharge directly or indirectly into impaired waters
must provide net improvement Ibr the pollutants that contribute to the water body’s impairment.
Stormwaler runoli release and retention shall be calculated using the Rational lormula and a 1 0
year l hour design storm.

4. Public sidewalks are required by City of St. Petersburg Municipal Code Section 16.40.140.4.2
unless specitically limited by the DRC approval conditions. The DC zoning district requires TO
Iliot 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
reconstructed 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 backflow prevention devices shall be installed below
ground in vaults per City Ordinance 1009-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 lbr any meter or backflow device placed within private property boundaries. City
forces shall install all public water service meters, backflow prevention devices, and/or fire
services at the expense of the developer. Contact the City’s Water Resources department, Kelly
Donnelly, at 727-892-5614 or kell.donnelly’dstpete.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 4°’ 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



lf)lIi (III,’,? II 3? (?Ufl?/ 5
I,, ,,,‘‘rIgl, I?,’,,,’,, \‘,ii’,,tii’i’

I’i, 3 / 3

only service this development site will he abandoned to (he ownership/maintenance oc (he
properly owner.
9. Proposed alley access to the garage must he coordinated and approved through Michael
l”rederick (phone 727—893—7843) oF the City’s Neighborhood Iransportation and Parking
div is ion

10. ‘11w stormwatcr outlill from the detention area shall he piped to connect to the public
slormwater conveyance system. Discharges to (lie alley or otherwise overland arc not desirable
in the downtown area.

STANI)ARL) COMMENTS: Water service is available to the site. The applicant’s Engineer
shall coordinate potable waler and /or lire service requirements through the City’s Water
Resources department. Recent flre tiow test data shall be utilized by the site Engineer oF Record
for design of tire protection system(s) for this development. Any necessary system upgrades or
extensions shall be performed at the expense of the developer.

Plan and prolile 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
applicant’s 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 (NOT) (DEP form 62-
2 .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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V. ST.PETClii is arid Bob Hilton
300 Beach Drive NE, Unit 1501
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 JUL
July 29, 2011

FLRNNING & EcoNoMt0r!L

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 lo 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 toot 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.

..Mos ‘sincerely
‘-

C
Chris and Bob Hilton



July 292014

To: Planning and Economic Development Dept.
PC Box 2842 CITY OF St PETERsuJ
St Petersburg Fl 33731 1

J JUL31 2O1
From: Norm an Peters

jf.ANNINS & 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 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 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

Normnr



August 30, 2014

City of St Petersburg

Planning & Economic Development, P0 Box 2842

St Petersburg, FL 33731

RE: Case14-31000015

Dear Planning Board:

We reside on the south side, 442104, 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 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.

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

JUL 31 21

PL.ANNINIi & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Yours truly,

Maury and Betty Youmans
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300 Beach L)rive Northeast

Number 2304

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701
TY OF ST PETERSBURG

JUL 31 2014
july 30, 2014 PLANNING & ECONOMIC OEVE[OPMENT

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 ai )ld Wells



Kenneth R. Safko, MD.
30() Beach I )rri’u N. B. (lull 306
S’l. PL’fl’rsl)Ilrg, I’iorhlu 33701

727.94.34-1J
cLkii?,nicLccQ!n

CITyO ST PETERSBURG

July 30, 2014
JUL 31 2014

MMNG & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Planning & I cononi ic Development Department
P.O. l3ox 2842
St. Petersburg, II 3373 1

Re: File //14—3 10000 I 5
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 ‘i

Kenneth R. Safico, M.D.



The Wallace’s
300 Beach Dr. NE apt 204
Saint Petersburg, FL 33701-3404
wes/eyrwaiace&grnaiLcorn
•/oannerwaiace’grnaiL corn
6O3315-9363 CITY OF St PETERSBURG I
Tuesday, July 29. 2014

JUL 31 2014
Planning & Economic Development Department
P.O. Box 2842 & ECONOMIc DEVELOpMENT

St. PetersbtLrg, FL 3373 I

Re File # #14-31000015

Dear Sirs:
lam 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

Si PETERSBURG

JUL31 2014

Planning & Economic Development Department IJNG&EcoNoMIc DEVELOPMENT

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,

/tiAJ 2/tLL2
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 CflY OF ST. PETERsf3uRG

JUL 31 ui

July 30 2014 PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVElOPMENT

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 U, 2014

Planning 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 to the proposal to build the Bliss condominium at
176 th Avenue Northeast in downtown St Petersburg. The Bliss proposal would cause a very serious
problem with traffic and public safety in the alley behind Bliss.

The alley 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

iew Rowland Place condominium that is currently under construction. It will have some resident
parking naces 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 and 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 because 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 pedestrians walking on the

sidewalk.

Sincerely,

/, .

.,

. :
,..‘, A. . —

Barbara Burdge . Geoffrey Burdge



City of St. Petersburg
crry OF ST. PETERSBUiPlanning & Economic Development Dept.

JUL 302014Case It: 14-31000015

PLANNING & ECONOMIC OEVELOPAddress: 176 4 Avenue Northeast T

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 3d 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.



Page I of 2

Barbara Race — Reasons why the request for approval of the site plan for the Bliss project
I)fl)l)osill should be denied. Case No: 14—31000015

irom: <michael levy2c’thaol .com>
lo: <Barbara.Racc(a)stpete.org>, <:michaellevy2(uaol.corm->

I)aIc: 7/31/2014 11:51 AM
Subtect: Reasons why the request for approval of the site plan for the Bliss project pmposal shotild he

denied. (‘ase No: 14—3 1 00001 5

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 :1/ID :/Uscrs/blrace/AppDataJLocallTemp/XPgrpwise/5 3DA2DC7STPETE%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/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DA2DC7STPETE%2OMAILM... 7/31/2014



.100 Rea( h Dr NI, 111402
St Potersburg, Ft. 1101

C ly 01 St ‘ci (‘rsborg
S all of the Canning & Economic Dept.

P ) lox 2842
SI Pelershurg, IL 31/11

B Case ii 11000015

o ir unit in the Parkshore Plaza condominium is directly across the alley from the proposed building to
In located at 176 ith Avenue Northeast (Bliss Project). Although firmly supportive of developing a
vi Irant downtown area, we have several concerns regarding the Bliss Project five of which are stated in
th s letter.

Ci in of the major concerns is the traffic congestion which will result in the alley between the Parkshore
Pt ia and the proposed Bliss Project. The Parkshore Plaza condominium car exits feed into the alley
wl crc heavy truck and car traffic already pose a safety problem for exiling vehicles. This situation will
or ly be made worse when ttie Roland condominium (which is located directly behind the Bliss Project
ar I across the alley from the Parkshore Plaza) is completed (it is untortunate the Planning and Economic
Development Dept. failed to adequately evaluate the situation prior to approving Roland). If the
additional traffic resulting from the Bliss Project is added, there will be a significant safety hazard for
re dent’; of all three buildings (Parkshore Plaza, Roland, and Bliss),

In idd’tion to the traffic congestion, the Bliss Project will add to the noise problem generally existing in
th area between 3ii and 45 Avenue. Not only will the Bliss building reflect noise from the rooftop
loi rige 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 light
blc ckage is inevitable in urban high rise developments, the closeness of the Bliss Project to Roland and
th Parkshore Plaza, as well as the building height, constitute an unwarranted light blockage to both
po existing buildings.

Re ted to the sun light blockage issue, is the obstruction of water views from the Parkshore Plaza north
far ng units. Other cities with which we are familiar (such as Naples and Miami) place emphasis On the
im ‘act a particular development will have on obstructing the views from existing residential buildings,
whn evaluating proposed new development projects. In tho past, St Petersburg has required offsets so
as o minimize the visual impact of new developments on existing buildings (Parkshore Plaza and the
Clo stel’s being an example).



Fi ii1fy, lie rer ferings developed by the Bliss Projeci apf)arIntly for marketing and perhaps for Planning
& t coflomiC Development Dept. constiinplion are misleading. the Bliss Project does not abut Beach Dr
a shown in tlieii literature, and is not a flowing extension of the current architectural motif Beach Dr is
ai inipoildol St Petersburg asset, the vicoal impact of which should be vigorously preserveD

Yr u have a difficult job balancing the economic interests of developers against the negative irnplicrtions
Ic I surrounding residents. Perhaps this application can serve as an opportunity for SI Petersburg II)
nr iningfully upgrade its development standards in the areas of traffic safety, noise pollution sunlight
flsckage, view preservation, and other areas affecting quality of life in our city.

Sincerely,

Mary and Walter tones



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 1114-31000015 (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



Kenneth R.Sajko,MD.
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July 30. 2014

Planning & I COnOmic Development Department
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, ll 33731

Re: l’ile 1(14—31000015
Bliss Building Project

Dear Sir/Madam,

The Bliss building project as presently designed will create problems not only for
residents ol 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 traffic generated by residents, guests and service companies for the Bliss project.

Please note that the main alley, named Fareharn 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 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
tinit 1802
St Petersburg, Florida 33701

July 30. 2014

Development Review Commission
Plamiing & Economic Development Department
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Fl 3373 I

Reference file #14-31000015

Dear Members of the Development Review Commission I

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 (he 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, afier Rowland Place bad antiowiced 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 isI9 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 apartment’s value.

We therefore ask you to do everything in your power to stop the Bliss Project from
going forward.

Sincerely,

Diane Seligsohn & Deals Thuin



From: Abby Elliott <aelliottassociagulfcoast.com>
To: “barbara. race©stpete.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 / 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 7 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.
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BaIi)ara Race — l”’: Bliss lroject I. lpdate July 29 2014

Iroin: Abby l hoil iiel 1 iO11((IaSSOCia1U1 ICOHSL.COfll>
harbara.racc(uslpete.org’ 1’arlara.race(as(pete.r,>

Date: 8/1/20146:31 AM
Sub ject: lW: Bliss Protect ( Ipdac July 2) 2014

Abb Elliott, CMCA’’
.cn t ‘ii Continun ity AssoWtion Mnnager

Puk.Jioru Pliri Condorninurti A.’n h)t)()n
Id) Buflch Di, NE, St Pviurhurg, FL 3:,/O:1

C)tfk:c’ S 12/,823 .42t,2 F x. 5

Associ /1n’cnuq un.surpa.scd rnanciqt-’mcnt and fr,’s t)/k’ ci’rvices 1c cornrin ‘nit/cs wo’/dwdi,
Learn more at www.associagulfcoast.com oduw us at www.facebook.com/Associa Gulf Coast

Notice: 1 hi, einl fl”’,,I’t is foi th son we of thu iiioideii rni:ii.nnt(s) and may ion S1 dr ri and f)riv.iy,(r’ O(r”oit:’i’, Any
coauthor oct roview, use, disc nsure or ‘i ;rnhclion is proI’bt’o. If ‘,c;• are ricittFie intended renipierl :. di.st :o’’ ,;‘ the ‘.eriJ, hy

.lv -niiil ,nrl rJn’lrcy all i.pics of ho infpi,’iS 1(’Ssn;i -‘I ,r virus (hoOk if. hoc iieflts 10 prt’vnnt widespi’ ‘! Ui, mintini (it
fiks md utort I c’ cySt”riih.. [ho no itoi C 0 (COOSS, iso, di’:’,:.uri o dlti’ihu1.:or: of this mini mc co’isti:.uo a vii:,or of l:hoan noon fur .r-ruiCofion’, Privacy At of ;Ob and ‘inn tntr lawn. This (on r’:iiirI:at’on does not i” an intuition by tin
‘‘i oi mu s’ridpi’s nut or pru:ur.i.>tI ;‘,‘m1rS 1 1 a .r,: lion or r;co’ lay nina’nioni nfectronic In r1: . ‘‘ ‘thing containod in hut
riesr;nu’ or iii nov it Ci’inrnt ‘. ‘in, 0 ‘y [h olin I’ fm ,i ui hi’: ‘i nn:il.hing conh,iirrd ‘(Cii 0 shall to r(’tO’’ ((.‘.‘(“

OliirOilic signahuie uoi’ Elnctrunn ‘“an’s in f’ic’i anti, Cr inn’ on’ hi::., any version of tho Un form -Lt(C i 0
treurcai:[ion AcT or Ofl oi.hnr tuluic’ governing ‘,‘ul,ronnic ‘: i,:: ions.

From: Ashok Kalro [ashokkalro@gmall.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 !KaCro
as1lokka1r(,Ki1;InuiI. COffi

72 7-329-8281

To: The St. Petersburg Development Review Commission

file :///D :/Users/blrace/AppData!Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DB3449STPETE%2OMAILMS... 8/1/2014
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My name is Ashok Kairo and I am a resident oF L nit I () I in the Parkshore Plaza at 300 Beach I )rive
N I ‘. St. Petersburg, II 33701 . I am writing this note to express my deep concern about the planned new
building pro)ect in St. Petersburg under the name BlISS (File 111 4—3 100001 5) thai on are scheduled to
discuss at your meeting on August 4, 2014. (Jnlbrtunately, I will not be able to attend this meeting
because ol other commitments. I am therelore sending you this note to express my strong Opposition to
the I I 155 prolect.

‘I ‘he BlISS building, which is intended to go up on 4th Avenue North and Beach l)rive NI , will destroy
the great ambience associated with this part ot the downtown area, create significantly more congestion
and destroy the privacy of the current residents of Parkshore Plaza. It will also signihcanily add to irallic
and congestion in the alley between 3rd Avenue North and 4th Avenue North. ‘[his is a narrow alley that
should really be a one—way street because of its trafFic, particularly in the evenings during the winter
months. It is also used lbr 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. ‘[he alley is also
currently used lbr the entrance to the parking lot of a residential building whose front laces 4th Avenue
North. ‘[here is also an oH ice building on the corner of this alley and 1St Street North that uses the alley
all the time.

‘[he 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 difficult.

I strongly urge you to reject the application from the Bliss project for the new building at this location.
Thank you lbr your consideration of this note.

4shok XaCro
ashohkalro(agniaul. corn
727-329-8281

file :///D:/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DB3449STPETE%2OMAILMS... 8/1/2014



From: Abby Elliott <aelliott©associag ulfcoast. corn>
To: barbararace@stpete.org <barbara. race©stpete.org>
Date: 8/1/2014 6:33 AM
Subject: FW: Bliss Project Update July 29 2014
Attachments: 20140728_O93l46jesized.jpg; 20140728_092743_resized.jpg;
20140728_092836_resized.jpg; 20140728_092601_resized.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 atwww. 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 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 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 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 electronictransactions.

From: concierge parkshoreplaza [mailto:concierge. parkshoreplazagmailcom]
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. parkshoreplaza@gmail. com<mailto:concierge. parkshoreplazagmail.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 men come to pick up twice a week down the alley theres no access at all. Also many times thedelivery 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 safe 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 alleythat’s 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 betweenthe 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 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 free to call me at 727-430-7466<tel:727-430-7466>.

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
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J. Guillerrno 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 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 4th 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 1s1 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,



CITY OF ST. PETERssuRJ

Danielle & Michel Amblard I AUG 012014
Parkshore Plaza I

300 Beach E)rivc NE #902 NIN&ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
St Petersburg, FL 33701

P I an iii ng and Economic i)eve I opment Department
P0 Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 3373 1

tQ%j )_)OOD)

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 fiom
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.

Corning 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.



PR()JEC’F STYLE

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 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
300 Beach Drive NE

Apt 2603
St. Petersburg, FL I

33701 I AUG 01 2OVt
Phone: 727-895-878()

E-mil: rnaj orjo@msn, corn PLANNING & ECONDME0PM

JuIy3l,2014

Re: File #14-31000015

Planning & Economic Department
P.O. Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 33731

Members of the Development Review Commission:

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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Planning & Economic Developmem Depi..

P0 Box 2842

St Petersburg FL 33701

Reference#3 1000015

F have been a resident of Parkshore Pl;nu, In ratEd L 30f) Eeih Drive NE in SI: Petersburg FL since it

iirst opened. During the past ew years, traFfic in [u- aH .i I s weased to a dangerous level

jetween Parkshce Plaza ‘/ale drivr rs, IrChv.)d in C, *r’ E.umng and going from the B&B

fronting on 5l Ave., (with chair parkinp lot ?nl:rnr,L and ac cur aiiey), as well as cars whipping

up and down the alley between Be.chDr aud -rs 1t, zrt np to .hc tan thai: drive through round

:he-hlock traffic.

Due :o aN the above faczors, I arc c:al u air 1 cvn :. dci... a 3lss proec: alowng an

npress of 55 vehices throuch two •,uuco l . on uni: t ft frc’in hi: edge of our 20 ft aNey for t wiN

cearly create unbecvable conge:,on, i deN ni . g a serious ,eti ssia.

Sncerely,

Grace B. Gallaway, 300 Beach Dr



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-
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 recluest.

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 dont 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,

i’. ,4:.

Kent and Toni Lydecker
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Barbara Race — File # 14—31 000() 15

Irorn: Bob Churuti <bchurutFabeachdriveretail.com>
“Barbara.Raceustpete.org’ <Barbara. Raceastpcte.org>

I)atc: /l/20l4 2:05 PM
Subject: File # 14—3 1000015

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 :1/ID :/Users/blrace/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/53DB9EA3 STPETE%2OMAILMS... 8/1/2014



From: John Hamilton Jr <jhamiltonbeachdriveretaiI.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 14-31000015, 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 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 I”ourth A venue, N I

Xt. Petersburg. I I 33701

August I. 2014
VIA L-MAI L ON LV: Barbara.Race)stwte.org

Development Revie Commission
(‘it) 01. t. I >ete rsbu rg

Re: Bliss Project
Case No.: 14-310000015

Dear Commissioners.

I rite to y nu on behal I ol 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 homconcrs analyzed three factors: 1) Densih 2) Intensity Impact and 3) Reasonableness of
Property Use, and ha\ e decided to oppose this project and request thai 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 .Ianuary 2015). and will contain onk 17 homes, the Bliss proj ect is anticipated
to contain 29 homes. Rowland Place’s lot footprint is 120 x 200’. The Bliss will he on a lot size of
I (10’ 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 “encourage an intimate village scale along Beach Drive.” Setting
a precedent of high towers on small lots 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 fficials praised Rowland Place for its scale and
design. Our main traffic flow is from Foui’th 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 wi 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, fire trucks or ambulances to have access. The potential
congestion that this building will bring with 54 cat’ elevator parking spaces entering and leaving Bliss
through the Alley, will burden an already burdened traffic pattern in the Alley.



When you add the intensity impact that currently exists iii the Alle and the Ibct that Rowland Place

wi I add I 7 new inn lies. SiX ol which will have separate Lriigcs. entering and exiting the Al Icy.

ippl’o\unatelv 15 yards west horn the Bliss car elevator, the intensit impact that Bliss will bring is

nt reasonahl e lbr its property si/c and location. P lease see attached diagram 01. Row and Place

pa king garages.

3 1 Reasonableness of Property t se: While we understand that the devel opel and property owner o l the

Bliss Project have a right to build, we believe that an proposed construction should be examined

closely br density. intensity Impact and reasonable use (ii the property and the neighborhood it

shares. I he builder oF It I iss states openly that he in ust build bur times bAR in order to j usti l’ the

purchase price oh’ the land, and that should he he required to educe the size and scale ol’ the project.

he could not aliord to move lbrward due to the purchase price While we empathize with Ii is position.

the purchase price should not he the driving lorce behind this project.

Unlike Rowland Place’s builder, .IMC, it is as II’ Bliss’ builder, Mr. I’auh is trying to lbrce a squai’e

peg in a round hole because oF the land cost, I’hat is not a justiliahle reason to add this level oF density and

intensity to our neigh horhood.

On behal I’ ol’ the Rowland Place homeowners. I thank you lbr your service to our City, and ask that

you oppose Bliss request lbr an increased “AR density based on the intensity impact and unreasonableness

ol pioperty use.

Very truly yours.

Agostinho .1. Ribeii’o, Esq.

Uric.





Gene and Henry Towery
300 Beach Drive NE

St. Petersburg, F’orida 33701

August 5, 2014

Planning and Economic Development Department
P. 0. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
Re: File #1 4-31 000015

-

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}

iL/;”’- \-:‘.

Gene and Henry Tower,i



Gene and Henry Towery

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 AUG 14 2014

August 11, 201 4 PNNjN6 & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Planning and Economic Development Department

P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731

F//I /_3jc7(2o-i/:
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,

—
It

cn Towery //
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OF ST. PETERSBUR

AUG05 2014
july 30, 2014

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVEtOPUENI

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
shopping1dining 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
Unit4OZ
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 LIThE 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
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CASE NO.: 14-31000015
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.

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.

Francine 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 Digennaro, 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 lgel, 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

off of 4th Avenue North or in the North-South alley or the parking garage could be moved

further to the north.
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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 Linder ‘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 1/2 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.

2d 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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Development Review Commission (DRC)
Hearing Date OCTOBER 1, 2014

VOTING RECORD for (14-31000015) (E-4)
176 4 Avenue Northeast

II

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

“‘FLYNT
Vice_Chair
PUNZAK x x

Chair

Attendance
* Alternate

Staff PresentationFISHER

P PUNZAK

P SCHERER

A FLYNT

P DOYLE

P CRAVEY

?_ STOWE

P SAMUEL*

L GRINER*

A ROBISON*

Corey Malyszka made a presentation based
on the Staff report.

“Approved by a vote of 7-0”





































s[ PETERSB(JRC CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of December 4, 2014

The 1—lonorable Bitt I)udley. Chair, and Members ol City Council

SUBJECT: ORI)INANCE

___________

—H amending the Comprehensive Plan 10 implement
legislative requirements of Chapter 163, Part II. Florida Statutes, related to the
annual update of the Capital Improvements Element.

REQUEST: It is requested that a proposed modihcation to the Local Government
Comprehensive Plan related to the annual update of [lie Capital Improvements
Element be approved.

Detailed analysis of [he proposed modification is provided in the attached Stuff
Report to [he Coin in unity Planning & Preservation Commission (City File LGCP—
CIE-2014).

RECOM1\’IENDATION:

Administration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL of [lie proposed
ordinance.

Community Planning & Preservation Commission: On November 18, 2014 [lie
Community Planning & Preservation Commission (CPPC) conducted a public
hearing on this matter. Staff will provide the City Council members with a verbal
summary of the CPPC’s action, including the final vote.

Public 1njut: The Planning & Economic Development Department did not
receive any phone calls, visitors or correspondence regarding these amendments.

Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT the first reading of the
proposed ordinance; AND 2) SET the second reading and public hearing for
December 18, 2014.

Attachments: Proposed Ordinance including CIP schedules, Staff Report and
Roadway Data and Analysis.



ORDINANCE NO.

____-H

AN ORDINANCE MODIFYING THE CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG, FLORIDA BY UPDATING THE
FIVE-YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
SCHEDULE AND REPLACING ALL PREVIOUSLY
ADOPTED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
SCHEDULES; AI)OPTING FUND SUMMARIES
FOR THE GENERAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
FUND (3001), B ICYCLE/PEDESTR IAN SAFETY
GRANTS CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (3004),
NEIGHBORHOOD AND CITYWIDE
INFRASTRUCTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
FUND (3027), TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES
CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (3071), WATER
RESOURCES CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (4003),
STORM WATER DRAINAGE CAPITAL PROJECTS
FUND (4013), AIRPORT CAPITAL PROJECTS
FUND (4033), MARINA CAPITAL PROJECTS
FUND (4043), AND PORT CAPITAL PROJECTS
FUND (4093) FOR THE FISCAL YEARS 2014
THROUGH 2018; ADOPTING THE FDOT
DISTRICT 7 ROAD CAPACITY PROJECTS
REPORT FOR THE FISCAL YEARS 2015
THROUGH 2019; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg has adopted a Comprehensive Plan to establish
goals, policies and objectives to guide the development and redevelopment of the City; and

WHEREAS, the City has adopted level of service (LOS) standards for potable water,
sanitary sewer, drainage, solid waste, recreation and open space, transportation, and mass transit;
and

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan includes a Capital Improvements Element
containing five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources for capital
improvements necessary to achieve and/or maintain the City’s adopted LOS standards; and

WHEREAS, the Capital Improvements Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan,
including the five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources, must be
reviewed by the City on an annual basis pursuant to F.S. 163.3 177(3)(b); and



WIII3REAS, the City has reviewed the Capital Improvements Element for Fiscal Year
2013-2014 and hats revised the five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue
sources 11w Fiscal Years 2015 through 2019, as set forth in Exhibits A through I attached to this
ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources
br the Florida I)epartment of Transportation (FDOT) District 7 Road Capacity Projects have
been reviewed and revised for Fiscal Years 2015 through 2019. as set forth in Exhibit J attached
to this ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to modify its Capital Improvements Element to update the
five-year capital improvement schedules of costs and revenue sources for Fiscal Years 2015
through 2019; and

WHEREAS, modifications of the Capital Improvements Element to update the five-year
capital improvements schedules may be accomplished by ordinance pursuant to F.S. §
163.31 77(3Xb); and

WHEREAS, under F.S. § 163.31 77(3)(b), such modifications of the Capital
Improvements Element to update the five-year capital improvements schedules may not be
deemed to be amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Community Planning and Preservation Commission has reviewed the
proposed updated five-year capital improvements schedules of costs and revenue sources at a
public hearing on November 18,2014, and has recommended approval; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, after taking into consideration the recommendations of the
City Administration and the Community Planning and Preservation Commission, and the
comments received during the public hearing conducted by the City Council on this matter, finds
that the proposed modifications of the Capital Improvements Element to update the five-year
capital improvements schedules are in the best interests of the City; now, therefore,

THE CITY OP St PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1. Chapter 10, the Capital Improvements Element of the Comprehensive
Plan, is hereby modified and updated by deleting pages C115-C126 containing the existing fund
summaries for Fiscal Years 2014 through 2018, and by replacing such deleted pages with the
attached Exhibits A through J containing the fund summaries for Fiscal Years 2015 through
2019:

Exhibit Fund Summary

A General Capital Improvement Fund (3001)
B Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety Grants Capital Projects Fund (3004)
C Neighborhood & Citywide Infrastructure Capital Improvement Fund

(3027)



1) Transportation Impact lees Capital Projects Fund (307 I)
F Water Resources Capital Projects Fund (4003)
F Stormwater Drainage Capital Projects Fund (40 I 3)
C Airport Capital Projects Fund (4033)
I—I Marina Capital Projects Fund (4043)

Port Capital Projects Fund (4093)
J FDOT District 7 Road Capacity Projects

(Exhibit J lists projects for which the City has no funding responsibility)

Section 2. Severability. The provisions of this ordinance shall be deemed to he
severable. If any provision of this ordinance is deemed unconstitutional or otherwise invalid,
such determination shall not affect the validity of any other provision of this ordinance.

Section 3. Effective date. 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 (5w)
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 of 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.

REVIEWED AND APPROVED AS TO
FORM AND CORRECTNESS:

City Attorney! esignee

42

City File: LGCP-CIE-2014

(Ii3/
Date

1/-
Planning & Economic Development Dept. Date



GEER\L C\PITAL IMPROVEMEST Ft7D (FUND 3001)
2015-2019 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLAN

Exhibit “A”
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93 1) 157 0 1) 1) 1) 1) 250
1 0 25 II 1) 1) (1 (I 26
3 (I (56 (I (I (1 (1 II 159

10 (1 183 I) (1 (1 (1 (1 193
(98 0 I) I) (1 0 0 1) 198
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21)15.2)11’) ( .\l’IISI, I’uII’ICU’u [;‘uiiS I l’It()(Il.\l I’I.SN
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STORlWA’l’ER l)RAINGE CAPITAL PROJECTS FtM) (ELM) 41113)
2015-2019 CAPlT,-L INII’ROVENI ET PROCRl I’L.

Ixhibi1 “if”

[I lS()1 10(1:6
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lF\s\ Apron, ROll_s. Taxiivas D, Resist F Runivav
F A/s Construct Apron
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FDOF/State Funds
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A irpoil l—lanar F I Reltab
Anport l-laner F I FY14
Airport Hanper o2 l:\ 15
Airport l—lanper 03 F V 16
Airport l—tangar Development
Airport Runway 7 25 & TW I Stub Connectors
Airport Terminal l-latter
Master Plan U pdate
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Taxiwav C Relish
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0 0 0 0 10
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TOTAL RESOURCES

REQUIRLIENTS

Airport l-Ianoer s2 FY15 (also in 3027)
Airport Hannet s3 FY16
Airport Flancar Development
Ant port Runsva 7:25 & TW I Stub Connectors
Replacement ofT-Hanpars 5-8
Taxiwas C’ Reliab

Projects not in the Cl P Element

TOTAL Rt/QFIIRLMI/NTS

1,033 2,900 1.010 2,695 1,018 784 2,156 1.650 13,846

Appropriation as of

9/70 3

0 0 0 1,600 Ci 0 0 0 1,61)1)
0 0 0 0 L500 0 0 0 1,500
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 1,500
0 1.700 0 1,118 0 0 0 0 2,818
0 0 0 0 0 0 2.000 0 2,000
0 0 0 0 121 800 0 0 921

1.616 1.200 350 0 0 0 166 150 3,482

1,616 2,900 350 2,718 1,621 $00 2.166 1.650 13,821

Increase (Decrease) in Fund Balance
Besinnins Balance

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCI

0 660 (23) (3)
(583) (583) 77 54

(16) (10) 0
51 35 25

Note. SI 0000 sias included in the Neiohborhood and Citiw ide Infrastructure CIP Fund (3027) as a loan lbr the Airport Interniodal General Aviation Center

FY05 (10550) I’roiect. This piotect is now closed and no lonner shows on the fund summaries, hut repasment oftlie loan has not et bepun

a,

It 300 0 406 303 1,133

(5831 (583) 77 54 5 I 35 25 25
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RISOL’R(’IS

Itct1initi ia I talitice
I nii I9s on Ins esiments

ESIEl) Grants

Port Vi’harf’ Renovations
Port Camera Sec urit\ (3ra it

TC)TA[. RESOURCES

RIQV IRF’iIINI’S

I’ort Wharf Renovations (a! so in 3027/300

Projects not in the Cl P Element

lOTAL REQUIREMENTS

Incremse/( Decrease) in Fund Balance
F3eainnino l3alance

UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE

Prior ‘ ear
C’arrioryard BU(Iei (‘linilge BUDGEt’ Esliiu:ile Tolal

Actual 14 14 15 16 17 18 19 13—19
(000s Omhted)

221 221
8 8 0 9 9 9 9 9 61

67 50 2009 0 50 50 50 0 2,276
37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37

333 58 2009 9 59 59 59 9 2,595

Appropriat ion
as of 9/30/3

2290 101 100 0 101 101 101 0 2,794

(219) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (219)

2,07! 101 00 0 101 101 101 0 2,575

(43) .90) 9 (42) (42) (42) 9
(1738) (1.781) 128 137 95 53 II

(1,738) (1781) 128 137 95 53 II 20
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Exhibit

FI)OT District Se en’s, dopted Five-Year Work Progiani
Road Capacity Projects in the City ot St. Petershorg

Notes:
The project phase is construction.

2. Project phases include preliminary engineering. railroad & utilities, and design build.
3. LOS Leel of Service
4. LOS data is not available for Project No. I because the MPO staff does not calculate levels of service for interchange and

intersection impro clients.
5. LOS data is not available for Project No. 2 because the Gate a Express v ill be a ne road.

Project Project Project 2014
No. Roadway From To Description Phase(s) LOS

1 1-275 22 St. N 19th St. N Interchange Improvement See Note 1 Note 4
2 Gateway Express US 19 (SR 55) E. of 28e St. New Road Construction See Note 2 Note 5

Project Total Revenue Construction 2018
No. 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2015-2019 Source(s) Letting Date LOS

1 $1,904.1 38 $1904138 Federal, State 6/17/2015 Note 4
2 $25952350 $15,115,761 $337,928,237 $378,996,348 Federal, State 6/30/2016 Note 5
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st.petersburg
www.stpete..org

Staff Report to the St. Petersburg Community Planning & Preservation Commission
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department.

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on November 1 8, 2014
at 3:00 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Filth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

City File #LGCP-CIE-2014

Req nest

City Administration requests that the Comprehensive Plan be modified to implement legislative
requirements of Chapter 163, Part 11, Florida Statutes, related to the annual update of the Capital
Improvements Element (CIE). Florida law continues to require that the CIE and the schedule of
capital improvements, also referred to as the Capital Improvement Program (CIP), be reviewed
on an annual basis and modified as necessary.

Changes to the growth management laws in 2011 resulted in the following changes to the CIE
modification process from prior years:

1. The CIP is no longer required to be financially feasible. (Regardless of this change, the
City’s budget remains in balance and the CIP continues to be financially feasible as
explained further in this report and as reflected in the CIP schedules.)

2. While still considered a modification to the Comprehensive Plan, the annual CIE update
can now be adopted by ordinance. (Pursuant to the 2011 Community Planning Act, the
City can modify its CIE faster as there is no longer state and regional agency review of
the modification. The ordinance will continue to require public hearings at the
Community Planning & Preservation Commission and City Council adoption stages.)

3. Capital projects must be identified as either funded or unfunded and given a level of
priority for funding. (All projects listed in the City’s CJP are considered priority and are
fully funded. There are no unfunded or partially funded projects in the City’s budget.)

4. The statutory provisions for school concurrency were rescinded. At its September 7, 2011
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mccli nu the Pinelkis Schools Col lahonit ive recommended that the County and
municipal lies work toward an updated Public Schools lnlerlocal Agreement to reflect the
change. On .J uly 26, 201 2 the St. Petersburg City Council approved a new Public Schools
Interlocal Agreement which rescinded school concurrency requirements while continuing
the City’s residential development reporting and school planning coordination
responsihililics. On February 21, 2013 the St. Petershurg City Council approved
modifications to the Comprehensive Plan which deleted provisions related to the
implementation ol school concurrency, mel idi ng the. requirement to adopt the Pinellas
County School Board’s Five Year Work Program by reference in the CIE Annual Update.

The attached proposed ordinance, modifies the CIE and replaces the existing schedules with new
live—year capital improvement schedules (Exhibits A through J) for FY 2015 through Fl 2019.
These ten schedules itemize projects over $250,000 which maintain or improve the City’s
adopted LOS (level of service) standards for the following public facilities: potable water,
sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, roadways/mass transit, and recreation and open space. It
should be noted that several projects which fall below the $250.000 threshold have also been
included because they either support mobility or fund mobility within the City. Additional public
faci lily capital projects related to the City’s municipal airport, port and marina have also been
included.

Concurrency

Concurrency means that the necessary public facilities and services to maintain the adopted LOS
standards are available when the impacts of development occur. The schedules of capital
improvements that are part of the CIE contain prioritized projects meant to ensure that adequate
levels of service are maintained.

The City has adopted LOS standards for the following public facilities and services: potable
water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, recreation and open space, and roadways/mass
transit. The City is in the unique position of having excess public facility capacity, with the
exception of portions of the drainage system and approximately two percent of the major street
segments. The City’s CIP projects generally fall under the category of “replacement” and
“maintenance” rather than “new” facilities or even “expansion” of existing facilities, largely due
to the built-out nature of St. Petersburg. The adopted LOS standards for all of the City’s public
facilities and services are being maintained.

Potable Water

Under the existing interlocal agreement with Tampa Bay Water (TBW), the City’s 2013 potable
water demand is approximately 28.33 million gallons per day (mgd). While the City’s adopted
LOS standard for potable water use is 125 gallons per capita per day, it is estimated that the
actual per capita demand is 79 gallons per capita per day. With an overall potable water system
capacity of 68 million gallons per day, there is more than adequate capacity to meet demand.
Due to the excess capacity in the water system, no additional capital expenditures are anticipated
beyond those concerning replacement and maintenance (see Exhibit E, Fund 4003).
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The City’ s agereroiled sanitary sewer system capacity Ow its tour waslewater treatment mci lilies
is estiniated to he 6i.4 mgcl. In 201 3. the average low rate was estimated to he 35.39 mgd,
resulting n an estimated excess capacity of 33.0 I mgd. I)ue to the excess capacity at the foLir
Otcilities, 110 additional capital expenditures are ailtici pated beyond those concerning replacement
and maintenance (see Exhibit E, Fund 4003). Future plans include the closing ol the Albert
Whitted \VRF with the wastewater flow transl’erred to the Southwest WRI*

Sanitation/Solid Waste

Solid waste co/leci’ion is the responsibility of the City, while all solid waste disposal is the
responsibility of Pinellas County. The City and the County have, [lie same designated level of
service (LOS) of I .3 tolls per year per persolL while there is no generation rate. lou nonresidential
uses. The City’s actual demand for solid waste service is approximately 0.97 tons per person per
year, less than the adopted LOS standard. For 201 3, the ovei’all cotinty demand for solid waste
service was approximately 0,85 tolls per person per year. The County currently receives and
disposes of municipal solid waste, and construction and demolition debris generated throughout
Pinelias County. The Pinellas County Waste-to-Energy (WTE) facility and the Bridgeway Acres
Sanitary Lancilil I are the responsibility of Pinellas County Utilities. Department of Solid Waste
Operations. While [lie WTE facility incinerated 798,020 tons of garbage in 2013, it has the
capacity to burn 985,500 tons per year. The Bridgeway Acres landfill has approximately 30 years
remaining, based on current grading and disposal plans. There are no solid waste related iroiects
listed in tile capital improvement schedules.

Drainage/S tormwater

Prior to tile development or redevelopment of any property in the City, site plan approval is
required. At that time, tile stormwater management system for the site will be required to meet
all City and SWFWMD (Southwest Florida Water Management District) stormwater
management criteria. The City’s Stormwater Management Master Plan (SMMP) contains
detailed information on the 26 basins that comprise the stormwater management area. The
SMMP includes 85 projects. It is estimated that the City will spend an average of $6 million per
year over a 20 year horizon to complete the projects. SWFWMD grants are listed under funding
resources in Exhibit F, Fund 4013, with tile City match coming from “Penny for Pinellas” funds
which are listed in Exhibit C, Fund 3027.

Roadways

Data and analysis related to roadway levels of service is attached to this staff report. Since
the 2013 update to the CIP schedule, the City has not issued a development order or permit for a
proposed development deemed to have a de minimis impact. Consequently, a summary of de
minimis records is not applicable to this year’s annual update. A de minimis impact is one which
will generate less than 1% of the maximum average daily volume of traffic that a particular
roadway can carry without decreasing the level of service below the City’s adopted standard of
“D.” In addition, it should be noted that pursuant to 2009-96 Laws of Florida (Senate Bill 360)
the City is a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) in its entirety and thus is
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exempt liojil transportation concurrency requirements as well as (IC minimis recordfeejling
req ui remerits.

Recreation & Open Space

While the City has adopted a LOS standard of nine (9) acres of recreation and open space per
I ,000 resident population, it enjoys an estimated 27.8 acres per I ,000. There is no recreation or
cultural projects listed in the capital improvement schedules to address LOS deficiencies.

Financial Feasibility

While 20 I I legislative changes no longer require tile CIP to he financially feasible, the City
continues to demonstrate a balanced program. Financial feasibility means that sufficient funding
sources (revenues) are available br financing capital improvement projects (expenses) intended
to achieve and maintain tile adopted LOS standards. St. Petersburg accomplishes this by
following fiscal policies that are codified in the City’s Administrative Policies and Procedures:

General Fiscal Policy l.A,4. — “The city shall prepare and implement a Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) consistent with State requirements, which shall schedule tile
funding and construction of projects for a five-year period, including a one-year CIP
Budget. The CIP shall balance the needs for improved public facilities and infrastructure,
consistent with tile city s Comprehensive Plan, within the fiscal capabilities and
limitations of tile city.”

2. General Fiscal Policy l.A.5. — “The city shall maintain its accounting records in
accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP), applied to
governmental units as promulgated by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board
(GASB) and tile Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB). In addition, federal and
state grant accounting standards will be met.”

3. Fiscal Policy for Capital Expenditures and Debt Financing, Policy IV.A.l .a. — “Revenue
projections for the one-year Capital improvement Program Budget and five-year Capital
improvement Program Plan shall be based on conservative assumptions of dedicated fees
and taxes, future earnings and bond market conditions.”

4. Fiscal Policy for Capital Expenditures and Debt Financing, Policy IV.A.2.a. — “Capital
projects shall be justified in relation to the applicable elements of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.”

Capital Improvement Budget

Each year the City Council approves an operating budget and a capital improvement budget.
The capital improvement budget is the first year of the five-year Capital Improvement Program
(CIP). The Capital improvements Element of the Comprehensive Plan includes the five-year CIP
along with ten exhibits which are fund summaries for tile various capital improvement funds.
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The lund su mmaries pmvide detailed revenue sources and pro jeci expendiltuc amounis, by lund,
For FY 1 5 through FY 1 9. All linUs are balanced in all years.

Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

Early in each calendar year, the Planning & Economic Development I )epartment reviews the
proposed capital improvement projects br (lie next liscal year’s budget to make sure the projects
comply with the requiremenls ol the Comprehensive Plan objective and policies identiFied
below.

The attached proposed ordinance and CIP schedules have been prepared to update the Capital
improvements Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed ClI schedules do not commit
the City to any financial expenditure beyond those itemized in the annual Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) Budget. The Following objective, and policies From the Capital Improvements
Element of the Comprehensi \‘C Plan are applicable to this annual update.

Policy CIII:

Those proJects exceeding $250,000, identified in the other elements of the
Comprehensive Plan as necessary to maintain or improve the adopted level of service
standards and which are of relatively large scale and hiLTh costs, shall he included in the
Capital Improvement Element.

Objective C15:

To demonstrate the City’s ability to provide for needed improvements identified in the
other elements of the Comprehensive Plan, the City shall develop and adopt the capital
improvement schedule, as part of the Comprehensive Plan. The Capital Improvement
Schedule shall include: a schedule of projects; funding dates all costs reasonably
associated with the completion of the project; and demonstrate that the City has the
necessary funding to provide public facility needs concurrent with or prior to previously
issued Development Orders or future development.

Policy C15.l:

Proposed capital improvement projects must be reviewed by the Development Services
Department [now known as the Planning & Economic Development Department] based
on the following:

A. General consistency with the Comprehensive Plan - projects found inconsistent
with the Comprehensive Plan shall not be approved until appropriate revisions are
made to the project and/or the Comprehensive Plan to achieve consistency.

B. Evaluation of projects regarding the following eight areas of consideration from
the State Comprehensive Planning Regulations:
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I . Elimination ol Public I—lav.ards
2. l.Iimination of Existing Capaciiy Deficits;
3. Lo1 Budget Impact
4. L.ocational Needs Based on Projected Growth Patterns (Activity Centers);
5. Accommodation of New Development and Redevelopment Service Demands;
(i. Correction or replacement ul obsolete or worn—out facilities;

7. Financial Feasibility; and
8. Plans of State Agencies and Water Management Districts that provide public

Ilici lilies within the Local Governments .i uriscliction

The Development Services Department shall advise the Department of Budget and
Management of its findings regarding these eight areas of consideration to assist said
Department with the ranking and prioritization of capital improvement projects.

Recommended Action

Staff recommends that the Community Planning & Preservation Commission, in its capacity as
the Citys Local Planning Agency, recommend to City Council APPROVAL of the attached
ordinance modi [‘ying the Capital Improvements Element based on consistency with the
Comprehensive P1 an and compliance, with statutory requirements.

Attachments: Roadway Data and Analysis
Proposed Ordinance and Exhibits A through J (CIP Schedules)
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Roadway Data & Analysis

The lol lowing disctission relates to Fund 3027 (Exhibit C), Fund 3071 (Exhibit I)), and the
Fl)OT l)istrict 7 Road Capacity Projects spreadsheet (Exhibit J). These exhibits are attached to
the proposed ordinance. In previous annual updates to the Capital Improvements Element, City
stall’ listed Pinellas County road capacity projects in St. Petersburg. There are no Pinellas
County road capacity projects planned for the next five years in St. Petersburg.

Comprehensive Plan Policy T3. 1 states that all major city, county and state roads shall operate at
a level of service (LOS) D or better in the peak hour of vehicular traffic. The City’s major
roadways not on the Interstate system that currently do not meet the City’s adopted LOS
standard of “I)’ are listed in Table I , below. Three road segments in the City are deficient (LOS
“E’’ or “F’’). The total length of these four segments is 2.16 miles. The total distance of the
City’s major roadways not including the Interstate system is 207.54 miles, as shown in Table 2.
Consequently, only 1 .0% of the major roads not on the Interstate system are deficient. The vast
majonty of the major streets in the City (99,0%) function at the adopted level ol’ service (LOS)
standard of ‘D.’ This is undoubtedly due to the street network’s efficient grid pattern and history
of providing extensive road capacity improvements citywide.

Table 1
2014 Deficient Road Segments in St. Petersburg

Juris- Distance
Roadway Section From To diction LOS (Miles)

22” Ave. N 1-275 3411 St. N City F 1.16

54111 Ave. 5 34111 St. 31° St. City E 0.25

Gandy Blvd. Brighton Bay Blvd. 4” St. State F 0.75

Total 2.16

Sources: Pinellas County MPO’s “2014 Level of Service Report,” September 2014; St. Petersburg
Transportation and Parking Management Department, November 2014

Notes:
1. The Pinellas County MPO completed a corridor study for 22nd Avenue North in November 2003. FDOT

has programmed funding through their Highway Safety Program to construct an additional eastbound left-
turn lane on 22111 Avenue North to northbound 1-275. The project is scheduled to he let for construction in
June of 2015.

2. The Pinellas County MPO completed a corridor study thr 54th Avenue South in 2007. l-DOT has
programmed funding through their Highway Safety Program to construct a dedicated right-turn lane that
will serve eastbound to southbound traffic at the intersection of 54th Avenue South and 3 1st Street.
Construction is scheduled to begin in the fall of 2014. City staff is working with the MPO and l-i)OT to
identify other potential projects from the corridor study for finding.

3. The FDOT advanced $83 million in funding for the Gandy Boulevard (SR 694) improvement project from
west of Dr. ML King Jr. Street to east of 4th Street. Overpasses will be constructed at 94111 Avenue North.
Dr. ML King Jr. Street and Roosevelt 13oulevardJ4 Street. The proposed roadway will he an elevated,



controlled access facility and wil I be reconstructed to six hines Irom west ol Dr. ML King Jr. Street UJ) to
the Dr. ML King .lr. Street bridge and Four lanes from the Dr. Ml. King Jr. Street bridge to east of 4th Street.
This project will improve traffic flow on Gandy Boulevard between Brighton Bay Boule ard and 4th Street.
The project is anticipated to he completed by the spring of 2017.

Table 2
Miles of Major Roadway in St. Petersburg

Classification Distance (Miles)

Pri nci pal Arterial I 8.6 I

Minor Arterial

Collector 77.67

Neighbor Collector 20.44

Total 207.54

Source: Planning and Economic Development Depatttiient. July 2013

In 2008. DCA officials asked City staff to project levels of service on major roadways for the
current year and live years out. Due to slow growth and the built out nature of St. Petersburg, it
is unlikely that traffic conditions will change significantly over the next five years. However, in
an effort to anticipate possible deficiencies that may occur in the next five years, City staff has
reviewed the MPO’s draft 2014 Level of Service Report to determine if there arc any major road
segments in the MPO’s report that are currently operating at LOS “D” or better and have a
volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.90 or higher. There are two road segments that operate at a LOS
“D” and have a volume-to-capacity ratio that is greater than 0.90. These roads are 22 Avenue
North from 1—275 to 34it) Street and 3811) Avenue North from 341t) Street to 49 Street.

Roadway and traffic improvements are primarily located in Funds 3027 (Exhibit C) and 3071
(Exhibit D). Road capacity projects listed in FDOT’s work program are shown in Exhibit J.



ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting ol December 4,2014

The 1—lonorahie William H. I )udley. Chair, and Memhers of City Council

SUBJECT: City File LDR 2014—OS: Amending St. Petershurg City Code. Chapter 16. Land
Development Regulations (“LDRs’’). (City File LDR—2014—0S)

REQUEST: First reading ol the attached ordinance to amend St. Petersburg City Code,
Chapter I 6 (Land Development Regulations), Section I 6.40. I 50 titled “Tree and
Mangrove Protection’’ and Section 1 6.40.06() titled “Landscaping and Irrigation’’).

ANALYSIS: A detailed analysis is provided in the attached stall report prepared for the
Development Review Commission (DRC).

RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL, A text
amendment related to tree protection and landscaping for single-family or two
unit residential properties (Cii Code of Ordinances, Chapter 16, Land
Development Regulations ( “LDRs”), Section 16.40. 150 titled “Tree and
Mangrove Protection” and Section 16.40.060 titled “Landscaping and Irrigation”).
More particularly, an ordinance providing for the amendment of the tree
protection section of the St. Petersburg City Code; creating a definition for Grand
Trees: providing regulations for trimming and removal of Grand Trees; providing
minimum vegetation standards for new and existing one and two unit properties;
directing that monies received be placed in the Environmental Enhancement
Fund.

PS& I
Council Member Steve Kornell submitted, and the City Council subsequently
referred to the Public Service and Infrastructure Committee (“PS&I”), a request to
review possible ordinance changes and process adjustments concerning tree
protection. Staff initially presented a general overview of the existing regulations
and potential amendment discussions to the PS&l Committee on May 8, 2014 and
later presented a draft proposed ordinance to the PS&l Committee on September
25, 2014. Concurrent meetings with a community advocate group also took
place on April 25, May 30, and October 17, 2014 to discuss potential amendments
of the City’s tree protection ordinance. It was decided to approach the
amendment efforts in two phases and this application pertains to the first phase,
which is related to the permitting and regulation of tree removals and landscaping
on single-family or two unit residential properties.



l)evelopment Review Commission ( 1.)RC): The Commission conducted a public
hearing on Novemher 5, 2014 to consider the applicant’s request. The
Commission voted 7—0 finding that the request is consistent with the City’s
Co iii prehensi ye Plan.

Recommended City Council Action:
I) CONI)UCT the first reading;
2) SET the second reading and public hearing for December 18, 2014.

Attachments. Ordinance, DRC Stall Report,



AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR TIlE
AMENDMENT OF’ TI-IE TREE PROTECTION
SECTION OF TI-IE ST. PETERSBURG CITY
CODE; CREATING A DEFINITION FOR
GRAND TREES; PROVIDING REGULATIONS
FOR TRIMMING AND REMOVAL OF GRAND
TREES; PROVIDING MINIMUM VEGETATION
STANDARDS FOR NEW AND EXISTING ONE
AND TWO UNIT PROPERTIES; DIRECTING
THAT MONIES RECEIVED BE PLACED IN
THE ENVIRONMENTAL ENI-IANCEMENT
FUND; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE
DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1. Section 16.40.150 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to read
as follows:

16.40.150.1. Mangrove protection.

The City finds that mangroves, including red mangroves, black mangroves and white mangroves,
are an essential component of the estuarine food chain, supporting the commercial and
recreational fisheries of’ Tampa Bay. The State of Florida currently prohibits the City from
regulation in this area; however, that prohibition could change in the future. Therefore, if at any
time there is no preemptive state legislation regarding mangroves, then the trimming or cutting
of mangroves is hereby prohibited.

16.40.150.2. Tree protection.

16.40.150.2.1. Tree removal and trimming permits for one- or two-unit residential properties.

A. A permit is required for the removal of’ any tree from any one- or two-unit residential
property in any NS or NT zoning district, or an NT 1, NT 2 and NT 3 zoning districts.
For the purposes of this section, any reference to the term ‘tree’ shall mean any tree
which is four inches dbh or larger, and is one of the following species:

Maples. Acer spp. Tupelo, Nyssa spp.

Pignut Hickory, Carya g!abra Red I3ay, Persea borbonia

Sugarberry, Ce//is laevigaia Pines, Pinus spp.

Sea Grape. Cocco/oba uvifera Sycamore, Platanus occidenta/is

Buttonwood. Conocaipus erecta Chickasaw Plum, Prunus angustifolia

Dogwood, Cornus spp. Flatwoods plum, Prunus umbellata
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II oily, I/e.v spp. Oaks, (Jiwrcus spp.

Cedar, •Junipeius yp. Willow, Salix spp.

Sweet Gum, Liquidai,ibar .sti’raci/lua Cypress, Taxocijuin .vpp.

M agno ii a, Ala gnolia •vpp. lii ms, U/urns spp.

Red Mulberry. A torus mubru Prickly Ash (Wild Lime), Zan!hoxvliiin/igama

B. A permit is required for the removal of any royal palm (Rovsionea Rejia) or sabal palm
{ji cabbage palm) (.S’abal Pairneilo) which has four feet or more of clear trunk.

C. A permit is required to trim any branch 4 inches or greater in diameter or to remove any
grand tree. For the purposes of this section, any reference to the term “grand tree” shall
mean any tree which is 30 inches dbh or larger and is one of the species listed in
subsection A. The term “grand tree” shall not include laurel oaks (Quercus Laurifolia).
The term “grand tree” shall also be considered to be a “specimen” tree as that term is
used in Florida Statutes.

BD. The applicant shall submit to the POD an application in such form as required by the
POD and pay the fee established by City Council. All fees and other monies received as a
result of this section shall be paid to the City’s environmental enhancement fund.

GE. Any person who removes or causes to be removed a tree without first obtaining the
required permit may be issued an after-the-fact permit. An after-the-fact permit shall be
issued if the applicant can demonstrate that the factors for removal would have been met
at the time the tree was removed. All requirements for replacement trees shall apply to
property issued an after-the-fact permit. The fee for an after-the-fact permit shall be
established by City Council $100.00 for each tree. If the applicant cannot demonstrate
that the criteria for removal would have been met, then no after-the-fact permit shall be
issued and the person shall be in violation of this section. If another violation of this
section occurs by a person previously issued an after-the-fact permit or on a site on which
an after-the-fact permit was issued within five years of the date of the second violation, a
second after-the-fact permit shall not be issued.

F. If a tree has been removed from a property without the issuance of a required tree
removal permit, no development permits shall be issued until a tree restoration plan has
been submitted to and approved by the POD. A tree restoration plan shall specify the
type, specification and location of trees to be planted on the property.

1-G. For each tree removed which makes the property under the minimum required tree
standard, one tree of the species set forth in subsection A of this section which is a
minimum of eight ftet in height at time of planting shall be planted on the property from
which the tree was removed. In lieu of planting a tree on the property from which the tree
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was removed, at the discretion of the property owner, a sum of $500.00 ll-S—1-OOGO
mav be paid to the City’s environmental enhancement fund.

DII. In emergencies such as hurricane, windstorm, flood, freeze or other disaster, the
requirements of these regulations may be waived by’ the POD upon a finding that such
waiver is necessary so that public or private work to restore order in the City will not be
impeded.

@1. A tree removal permit is not required to remove trees of any species not required lobe
permitted by listed in subsections A and B of this section.

16.40.150.2.2. Factors for evaluation of a tree removal or trimming permit application for one- or
two-unit residential properties.

A. After an application is filed to remove a tree and all applicable requirements are complied
with, a permit shall may be issued if one or more of the following criteria is met:

1. Removal of Grand Trees. A grand tree may be removed if:

a. The grand tree presents a safety hazard to public or private property or is diseased,
injured, or in declining condition with no reasonable assurance of regaining vigor, and the
applicant provides a written report bearing the signature of a certified arborist: or

b. The grand tree is located in an area where a structure or improvement will be placed. or
which serves as an access point to a site, according to an approved plan and the applicant
provides a written report bearing the signature of a licensed architect or licensed engineer
providing a determination that the proposed structure, improvement, or access point cannot be
reasonably redesigned to preserve the grand tree.

2. Removal of Other Trees. A tree may be removed if:

-1-a. The tree is located in an area where a structure or improvements will be placed according
to an approved plan;

2b. The tree is located in an area which serves as the access point for a structure or
improvement according to an approved plan, or is located in an area which presents an
imminent hazard to an existing or proposed structure;

3-c. The tree is diseased, injured, or in declining condition with no reasonable assurance of
regaining vigor; or

4d. The tree is within a site which has sufficient trees protected by this section and removal
of the tree will not adversely impact the abutting properties.

c. The removal of the tree is reasonably necessary to allow solar access ibr the efficient
operation of solar dependant technologies including solar collection and solar hot water
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systems. The applicant shall provide supporting documentation from a solar collection and
solar hot water system installer, or other credible source, such as a government agency
with expertise in solar dependent technologies or an architect or engineer registered to
practice in the State of Florida, confirming there is no practicable trimming or location
alternative.

l In addition to the above criteria for tree removal applications, where a property exceeds
the minimum lot size in the zoning district in which it is located (whether vacant or
occupied by a structure or use the minimum number of trees required to remain on site
shall be equivalent to the number of minimum lots, or portions thereof, which could be
created from the property. For example, the minimum lot size in NT-l is 5,800 sf and
requires two trees. If the property is 11,600 sf. this would be equivalent to two lots of
minimum lot size and therefore four trees would be required.

B. After an application is filed to trim a grand tree and all applicable requirements are
complied with, a permit shall be issued if one or more of the following criteria is met:

1. The limb, or limbs, proposed for removal is diseased, injured, in declining condition,
creates a danger of damaging an existing structure or improvement, creates an unsaiI. line
of sight on a right-of-way or other vehicular use area, or creates a hazardous situation; or

2. Removal of a specific limb, or limbs, is necessary to promote the general public health,
safety or welfare or the health of the tree.

3. Trimming permits for grand trees shall be subject to the condition that all related work be
done in a manner consistent with the “American National Standard for Tree Care
Operations. ANSI”. The POD may allow variations from these standards if the variation
reduces the amount of trimming otherwise required pursuant to ANSI standards and will
not adversely affect the health of the tree being trimmed or the public health safety or
welfare.

16.40.150.2.3. Application of section to tree removal companies; construction companies; tree
removal; permits.

All provisions of this section shall apply to all persons, including but not limited to any person
who removes, cuts down, damages, poisons, destroys or causes to be destroyed any trees on
behalf of any other person, including all tree removal companies, construction companies or
persons in the business of removing trees or construction. It shall be unlawful ibr any person to
remove or cause to be removed any tree, unless a valid permit therefore is in effect; such removal
shall constitute a violation of this section and shall subject the person violating this section to all
penalties provided in this section for such violation, both civil and criminal.

16.40.150.2.4. Penalties.

Any person who violates any provision of this section shall be subject to the following penalties:
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I. The penalty Ibr each conviction of a violation shall be a fine of $500.00.

2. Replacement trees shall be required as mitigation when there are insufficient trees on the
site to meet the requirements of this Chapter. The number and size of the replacement
trees will be not less than the number of the illegally removed trees necessary to meet the
requirements of this Chapter and shall be equivalent to the total estimated inches in dbh
of the largest illegally removed trees.

3. In lieu oI’replanling trees, the total value of those trees illegally removed or damaged, as
computed using the International Society of Arboriculture shade tree value formula, may
be paid to the City. Any such payment shall be paid to the City’s environmental
enhancement Fund. be used to purchase and plant new trees in the right of way or on
other City property.

4. A combination of money and tree replacement of total value equal or greater than the
minimum penalty may be required.

Section 2. Section 16,40.060.2.1.3 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:

A; New single-family or duplex properties, that meet the minimum lot size for the zoning
district, shall meet the following landscape requirements prior to issuance of the certificate of
occupancy:

I. A minimum of two trees a minimum of eight feet in height shall be located on the lot
which shall be Florida Grade No. 1 or better, and shall be of the following species:

Cedar, southern red (.Juniperus virginiana).
Crape myrtle (Lagersiroem ia indica).
Holly, american (flex opaca).
1-lolly. dahoon (flex cassine).
Holly, east palatka (Ilex attenuate “east palalka’9.
Holly. yaupon (flex vomitoria).
Magnolia, little gem (Magnolia grandi/lora ‘little gem”).
Any shade tree listed in this section. (See, currently, 16.40.060.2.1.6.)

2. A minimum often shrubs, accent plants or ornamental grasses a minimum of 18 inches
in height, shall be located in the front yard. Shrubs, accent plants and ornamental grasses shall be
Florida Grade No. I or better.

3. Existing vegetation of the above species and height shall be eligible to meet this
requirement.

4. Each property shall have an irrigation system for all landscaped areas.
5. All required yards shall be maintained as permeable landscaped vegetative green

space.
6. When the property exceeds the minimum lot size requirements of the zoning district,

the tree and shrub requirements herein shall be increased proportionally based on the size of the
property or portion thereof in excess of the minimum. For example, the minimum lot size in NT
1 is 5,800 sf and requires two approved trees and ten shrubs. If the property is 11 .600 st this
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would be equivalent to two lots of minimum lot size and therefore four approved trees and
twenty shrubs would be required.

Section 3. The St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended by adding a new Section
16.40.060.2.1 .4.F to read as follows:

F. Vegetation, existing one and two unit properties.
Any single family or duplex property that meets or exceeds the tree and/or shrub

standards set forth in the previous section for new single family or duplex properties, is required
to maintain the minimum standards for the property. This does not mean that existing single
family or duplex properties that do not meet the requirements set forth in the previous section for
new single family or duplex properties are required to install vegetation to meet those
requirements.

Section 4. 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 subsections are generally not underlined.

Section 5. 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 6. 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:

City Attorney (D gnee)
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PUBLIC HEARING

st.pelersburq
www. stpete - org

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department

For Public Hearing on November 5, 2014
at 2:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

APPLICATION: LDR 201 4-08

APPLICANT: City of St. Petersburg
175 5 Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

REQUEST: A text amendment related to tree protection and landscaping for single-family
or two unit residential properties (City Code of Ordinances, Chapter 16, Land
Development Regulations (“LDRs’2, Section 16.40.150 titled “Tree and
Mangrove Protection” and Section 16.40.060 titled “Landscaping and
Irrigation”). More particularly, an ordinance providing for the amendment of the
tree protection section of the St. Petersburg City Code; creating a definition for
Grand Trees; providing regulations for trimming and removal of Grand Trees;
providing minimum vegetation standards for new and existing one and two unit
properties; directing that monies received be placed in the Environmental
Enhancement Fund.

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 2014-08: Text Amendments to Sections 16.40.150 & 16.40.060
Tree and Mangrove Protection & Landscape and Irrigation
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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

The City of St. Petersburg is committed to improvement of the appearance, environment,
character and value of the total urban area within the City by protecting, promoting and

maintaining a healthy, diverse and mature canopy of native and naturalized hardwood and
evergreen tree species.

Council Member Steve Kornell submitted, and the City Council subsequently referred to the
Public Service and Infrastructure Committee (PS&l”), a request to review possible

ordinance changes and process adjustments concerning tree protection. Staff initially
presented a general overview of the existing regulations and potential amendment

discussions to the PS&l Committee on May 8, 2014 and later presented a draft proposed

ordinance to the PS&l Committee on September 25, 2014, Concurrent meetings with a
community advocate group also took place on April 25, May 30, and October 17, 2014 to
discuss potential amendments of the City’s tree protection ordinance. It was decided to
approach the amendment efforts in two phases and this application pertains to the first

phase, which is related to the permitting and regulation of tree removals and landscaping on
single-family or two unit residential properties. The following code comparison chart

provides detailed information related to the proposed changes.

LDR 2014-08: Text Amendments to Sections 16.40.150 & 16.40.060
Tree and Mangrove Protection & Landscape and Irrigation
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Code Comparison Chart

Tree removal permits for -

one or two unit residential
properties

Factors for evaluation of
permit application.

Current Code
Specifies NT 1, NT 2 and
NT 3 zoning districts

When permits are not
required

Establishes standards for
removal

Proposed Code
Clarification: Delete separate
reference to each NT district
and just reference NT
generally

Clarification: Permits not
required if tree is not on the
listed species table
Adds standards for when a
grand tree can be removed,
requiring report by certified
arborist if diseased or
declining, or if located in an
area of proposed development,
a report by Licensed architect
or encjineer

Increases minimum number of
trees to be protected for larger
lots in single-family zoned
districts

LDR 2014-08: Text Amendments to Sections 16.40.150 & 16.40.060
Tree and Mangrove Protection & Landscape and Irrigation
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Section TitleCode Section
16.40.150.2.1 A.

16.40.150.2.1 B

16.40.150.2.1 C.

16.40.150.2.1 D.

16.40.150.2.1 E.

16.40.150.2.1 G.

16.40.150.2.1 I.

No reference to scientific Clarification: adds scientific
names for Royal and names
Sabal Palms
No special standards to Establishes Grand tree
preserve large, specimen standards — defines grand tree
trees for one or two unit as a tree on the listed species
residential properties table, 30” diameter or greater,

with the exception of Laurel
Oaks and requires permits for
trimming and removal

Outlines application and Specifies that fees received will
fees be paid to the Citys

environmental enhancement
fund

Fees for after the fact Removes reference to specific
permits = $100 dollar amount, to allow

adjustments by Council
Fee for payment in lieu of Increase to $500 per tree
planting =$100 per tree

16.40.150.2.2

16.40.1 50.2.2.A.2.f. N/A

Establishes standards for Requires trimming to be done
trimming in accordance with ANSI

standards.

16.40.060.2.1 .3.A Development and Establishes landscape Proportionately increases
redevelopment of new one standards — two trees and minimum number of trees
and two unit properties ten shrubs required for larger lots in

single-family zoned districts
16.40.060.2.1.4.F. Additional requirements for Requires permeable green Adds a new requirement that

new and existing private space, specifies type of existing landscaping must be
one and two unit family ground cover, limits mulch maintained and clarifies that
properties existing deficiencies to not

need to be remedied



Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

The following objectives and policies from the Comprehensive Plan are applicable to the
proposed amendment:

Objective LU8: The City will continue to revise and amend the land development
regulations, as necessary, to ensure compliance with the requirements of Chapter
163.3202, Florida Statutes [and Chapter 9J-24 FAd1. The City will amend its land
development regulations consistent with the requirements of Chapter 163.3202, Florida
Statutes [and Chapter 9J-24 F.A.C]. so that future growth and development will continue to
be managed through the preparation, adoption, implementation and enforcement of land
development regulations that are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Policy LU8.1: Pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 163.3202 F.S. and Chapter 9J-5
F.A.C. the land development regulations will be amended, as necessary, to ensure
consistency with the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

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.

Policy LU252: The City shall continue to enforce landscaping and tree preservation
standards that increase shade and mitigate heat island effects.

Objective C8:
The City shall implement the Urban Forestry Plan and other existing programs to replant a
specified number of new trees in rights of way and other public property, and in an annual
amount to equal or exceed the hardwood trees removed per year from rights of way areas,
through implementation of the Environmental Enhancement Fund.

Housing Affordability Impact Statement

The proposed amendments will have no impact on housing affordability, availability or
accessibility. A Housing Affordability Impact Statement is attached.
Or do we need to say that if there is a grand tree, there will be additional cost???
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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:

• First Reading
• Second Reading and Public Hearing

Exhibits and Attachments

1. Ordinance
2. Housing Affordability Impact Statement
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ORDINANCE

AN ORI)INANCE PROVII)ING FOR TI IF
AMENI)MENT OF THE TREE PROTECTION SECTI()N
OF THE ST. PETERSBURG CITY COI)E; CREATING A
I)EFIN ITION FOR GRAND TREES; PROVII)ING
REGULATIONS FOR TRIMMING AND REMOVAL OF
GRANI) TREES; PROVIDING MINIMUM
VEGETATION STANDARI)S FOR NEW ANI)
EXISTING ONE ANI) TWO UNIT PROPERTIES;
I)IRECTING THAT MONIES RECEIVEI) BE PLACED
IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL ENHANCEMENT FUNI);
AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, I)OES ORDAIN:

Section I . Section 16.40. 150 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to read as
follows:

I 6.40. 150. I . Mangrove protection.

The City finds that mangroves, including red mangroves, black mangroves and white mangroves, are an
essential component of the estuarine food chain, supporting the commercial and recreational fisheries of
Tampa Bay. The State of Florida currently prohibits the City from regulation in this area; however, that
prohibition could change in the future. Therefore, if at any time there is no preemptive state legislation
regarding mangroves. then the trimming or cutting of mangroves is hereby prohibited.

16.40.150.2. Tree protection.

1 6.40. 150.2. 1. Tree removal and trimming permits for one- or two-unit residential properties.

A. A permit is required for the removal of any tree from any one- or two-unit residential property in
any NS or NT zoning district, or an NT 1, NT 2 and NT 3 zoning districts. For the purposes of
this section, any reference to the term “tree” shall mean any tree which is four inches dbh or
larger, and is one of the following species:

Maples. Acer spp. Tupelo, Nyssa spp.

Pignut Hickory, Carva glabra Red Bay, Persea borbonia

S ugarberry, Celtis laevigata Pines, Pinus spp.

Sea Grape, Coccoloba uvfera Sycamore, Platanus occidentalis

Buttonwood, Conocarpus erecta Chickasaw Plum, Prunus angustifolia

Dogwood, Cornus spp. Flatwoods plum, Prunus umbellata

Holly, hex spp. Oaks, Quercus spp.

Cedar, Juniperus spp. ‘Willow, Salix spp.
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Sveet Gum, Liquithinibur sf\’ru(l//ila Cypress, 7axodiuin .Sp/).

lvi agnol in. A/!uç’IioIiu ‘‘pp. Elms, . . (Ilnius .‘pp.

Red Mulberry, Moms mit/mi Prickly Ash (Wi Id Lime), tuiiiho.n’Iuin/aga,u

B. A permit is required (or the removal of any royal palm (Rovsloneu Regiu) or sahal palm ( aka
cahhage palm)jSubul Pu/nieio) which has tour feet or more of clear trunk.

C. A permit is required to trim branches measuring 4” in diameter or greater or remove any grand
tree. For the purposes of this section. any reference to the term “grand tree” shall mean any tree
which is 30 inches dbh or larger and is one of the species listed in subsection A. The term “grand
tree” shall not include laurel oaks (Quercus Laurifo/in). The term “grand tree’’ shall also he
considered to he a “specimen” tree as that term is used in Florida Statutes.

D. The applicant shall submit to the POD an application in such farm as required by the POD and
pa’ the fee established by City Cotincil. All fees and other monies received as a result of this
section shall he paid to the City’s environmental enhancement fund.

CE. Any person who removes or causes to he removed a tree without first obtaining the required
permit may he issued an after—the—fact permit. An after—the—fact permit shall be issued if the
applicant can demonstrate that the factors for removal would have been met at the time the tree
was removed. All requirements for replacement trees shall apply to property issued an after-the-
fact permit. The fee for an after-the-fact permit shall be established by City Council $100.00 for
each tree. If the applicant cannot demonstrate that the criteria for removal would have been met,
then no after-the-fact permit shall he issued and the person shall be in violation of this section. If
another violation of this section occurs by a person previously issued an after-the-fact permit or
on a site on which an after-the-fact permit was issued within five years of the date of the second
violation, a second after-the-fact permit shall not he issued.

F. If a tree has been removed from a property without the issuance of a required tree removal
permit, no development permits shall be issued until a tree restoration plan has been submitted to
and approved by the POD. A tree restoration plan shall specify the type, specification and
location of trees to be planted on the property.

EG. For each tree removed which makes the property under the minimum required tree standard, one
tree of the species set forth in subsection A of this section which is a minimum of eight feet in
height at time of planting shall be planted on the property from which the tree was removed. In
lieu of planting a tree on the property from which the tree was removed, at the discretion of the
property owner, a sum of $500.00 shall $100.00 may’ be paid to the City’s environmental
enhancement fund.

DH. In emergencies such as hurricane, windstorm, flood, freeze or other disaster, the requirements of
these regulations may be waived by the POD upon a finding that such waiver is necessary so that
public or private work to restore order in the City will not be impeded.
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G-!. A tree removal permit is not required to remove trees ol any species not required to he permitted
jy •l-Fs+efl—F1+ snhsections A and B of (his section.

16.40.150.2.2. Factors for evaluation of a tree removal or trimming permit application for one— or
two—unit residential properties.

A, After an application is filed to remove a tree and all applicable equirements are complied with, a
permit shall i-i-’ he issued if one or more of the following criteria is met:

Removal ot Grand Trees. A grand tree may be removed if:

a. The grand tree presents a safety hazard to public or private property or is diseased, injured, or in
declining condition with no reasonable assurance of regaining vigor, and the applicant provides a written
report bearing the signature of a certified arhorist or licensed landscape architect providing a
determination that no other reasonable alternatives to removal exist; or

h. The trand tree is located in an area where a structure or improvement will he placed, or which
serves as an access point to a site, according to an approved plan and the applicant provides a written
report hearing the signature of a licensed architect or licensed engineer providing a determination that
the proposed structure, improvement, or access point cannot he reasonably redesigned to preserve the
grand tree.

2. Removal of Other Trees. A ti-ce may he removed if:

-1-a. The tree is located in an area where a structure or improvements will be placed according to an
approved plan;

h. The tree is located in an area which serves as the access point for a structure or improvement
according to an approved plan, or is located in an area which presents an imminent hazard to an
existing or proposed structure;

c. The tree is diseased, injured, or in declining condition with no reasonable assurance of regaining
vigor; or

4d. The tree is within a site which has sufficient trees protected by this section and removal of the
tree will not adversely impact the abutting properties.

e. The removal of the tree is reasonably necessary to allow solar access for the efficient operation of

solar dependant technologies including solar collection and solar hot water systems. The applicant
shall provide supporting documentation from a solar collection and solar hot water system
installer, or other credible source, such as a government agency with expertise in solar dependent
technologies or an architect or engineer registered to practice in the State of Florida, confirming
there is no practicable trimming or location alternative.

f. In addition to the above criteria for tree removal applications, where a property exceeds the
minimum lot size in the zoning district in which it is located (whether vacant or occupied by a
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structure or use) the minimum number of trees reciuired to remain on site shall he equivalent to
the number of minimum lots, or portions thereof, which could be created from the property. For
example, the minimum lot size in NT—I is 5,800 sf and requires two trees. If the property is

I .60() sf, this would he equivalent to two lots of minimum lot size and therefore four trees would
he required.

B. After an application is filed to trim a grand tree and all applicable requirements are complied
with, a permit shall he issued if one or more of the following criteria is met:

The limb, or limbs, proposed for removal is diseased, injured, in declining condition, creates a
danger of damaging an existing structure or improvement, creates an unsafe line of sight on a
riaht-of-way or other vehicular use area, or creates a hazardous situation or

2. Removal of a specific limb, or limbs, is necessary to promote the general public health, safety or
welfare or the health of the tree.

3. Trimming permits for grand trees shall be subject to the condition that all related work he done
a manner consistent with the “American National Standard for Tree Care Operations, ANSI”.
The POD may allow variations from these standards if the variation reduces the amount of
trimming otherwise required pw’suait to ANSI standards and will not adversely affect the health
of the tree being trimmed or the public health safety or welfare.

i [I

16.40.150.2.3. Application of section to tree removal coflipanies; construction companies; tree
removal; permits.

All provisions of this section shall apply to all persons, including hut not limited to any person who
removes, cuts down, damages, poisons, destroys or causes to be destroyed any trees on behalf of any
other person, including all tree removal companies, construction companies or persons in the business of
removing trees or construction. It shall he unlawful for any person to remove or cause to he removed
any tree, unless a valid permit therefore is in effect; such removal shall constitute a violation of this
section and shall subject the person violating this section to all penalties provided in this section for such
violation, both civil and criminal.

16.40.150.2.4. Penalties.

Any person who violates any provision of this section shall be subject to the following penalties:

I. The penalty for each conviction of a violation shall be a fine of $500.00.

2. Replacement trees shall be required as mitigation when there are insufficient trees on the site to
meet the requirements of this Chapter. The number and size of the replacement ti-ees will be not
less than the number of the illegally removed trees necessary to meet the requirements of this
Chapter and shall be equivalent to the total estimated inches in dbh of the largest illegally
removed trees.
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3 In lieu ol replanli ng trees, the total value ol those trees illegally removed or damaged, as
computed using the International Society of Arhoriculture shade tree value formula, may he paid
to the City. Any such payment shall be paid to the City’s environmental enhancement fund. be
used to purchase and plant new trees in the right of way or on other City property.

4. A combination ol money and tree replacement ol total value equal or greater than the minimum
penalty may be req iii i-ed.

Section 2. Section 16.40.060.2. I .3 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to read as
follows:

A- New single—l’amilv or duplex properties, that meet the minimum lot size for the zoning
district, shall meet the Following landscape requirements prior to issuance of the certificate of
occupancy:

I . A minimum of two trees a minimum of eight feet in height shall be located on the lot which
shall be Florida Grade No. I or better, and shall he of the following species:

Cedar, southern red (.Juniperus wrguana),
Crape myrtle (Lagerstroe,iiiu nidica).

Holly. american (flex opaca).

Holly, clahoon (flex cassine).
Holly, east pal atka (flex attenuate “east palatka”).
Holly, yaupon (flex coin itoria).
Magnolia, little gem (Magnolia graizcii/iora ‘‘little gem”).
Any shade tree listed in this section. (See 16.40.060.2. 1.6.)

2. A minimum of ten shrubs, accent plants or ornamental grasses a minimum of 18 inches in
height, shall be located in the front yard. Shrubs, accent plants and ornamental grasses shall be Florida
Grade No. I or better.

3. Existing vegetation of the above species and height shall be eligible to meet this requirement.
4. Each property shall have an irrigation system for all landscaped areas.
5. All required yards shall be maintained as permeable landscaped vegetative green space.
6. When the property exceeds the minimum lot size requirements of the zoning district, the tree

and shrub requirements herein shall be increased proportionally based on the size of the property or
portion thereof in excess of the minimum. For example, the minimum lot size in NT-I is 5,800 sf and
requires two approved trees and ten shrubs. If the property is 11 ,600 sf, this would be equivalent to two
lots of minimum lot size and therefore four approved trees and twenty shrubs would he required. If the
property is 6.800 sf (the portion of a lot over the minimum lot size is 1000 sf) three approved trees and
twelve shrubs would be required.

Section 3. The St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended by adding a new Section
16.40.060.2.1 .4.F to read as follows:

F. Vegetation, existing one and two unit properties.
Any single family or duplex property that meets or exceeds the tree andlor shrub standards set

forth in the previous section for new single family or duplex properties, is reciuired to maintain the
minimum standards for the property. This does not mean that existing single family or duplex properties
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that do not meet the requirements set lbrth in the previous section fir new single Family or duplex
properties are required to install vegetation to meet those requirements.

Section 4. Coding: As used in this ordinance, language appearing in struck through type is
language to he deleted Irom the City Code, and underlined language is language to he 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 lull force and elTect unless the context clearly indicates
otherwise. Sections of this ordinance that amend the City Code to add new sections or subsections are
general iy not underlined.

Section 5. The provisions of this ordinance shall he 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 6. 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 noti lies 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:

City Attorney (Designee)
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ATTACHMENT
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 2013-05).

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
d epartm9P.tc)/

7! :___--__-

Ddpnent Director (signature) Date

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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