
 
April 2, 2015  

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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April 2, 2015  

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 officer depicted today was killed in the line of duty during this 

month.” 

Officer James A. Krupp - April 15, 1964 

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. 

Quasi-Judicial Proceedings 

Swearing in of witnesses.  Representatives of City Administration, the applicant/appellant, 

opponents, and members of the public who wish to speak at the public hearing must declare 

that he or she will testify truthfully by taking an oath or affirmation in the following form: 

"Do you swear or affirm that the evidence you are about to give will be the truth, the 

whole truth, and nothing but the truth?" 

The oath or affirmation will be administered prior to the presentation of testimony and will 

be administered in mass to those who wish to speak.  Persons who submit cards to speak 

after the administration of the oath, who have not been previously sworn, will be sworn prior 

to speaking.   For detailed procedures to be followed for Quasi-Judicial Proceedings, 

please see yellow sheet attached to this agenda. 

1. Appeal of the Development Review Commission (DRC) approval of a modification to a 

previously approved Site Plan to construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development 

located at 176 – 4th Avenue Northeast. (City File 15-31000003 Appeal)  

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

Setting April 16, 2015 as the public hearing date for the following proposed Ordinance(s): 

1. Amending St. Petersburg City Code, Chapter 16, Section 16.30.070, Land Development 

Regulations (“LDRs”) pertaining to the Historic Preservation Ordinance. (City File LDR 

2014-07) 

(a) Ordinance amending Section 12-6(8), Section 16.30.070, and Section 16.70, Chapter 

16 (Land Development Regulations), St. Petersburg City Code.  

(b) Resolution “A” proposing an alternative recommendation pertaining to the pre-

requisite for initiating an application to designate a local landmark district.    

(c) Resolution “C” proposing to create an exemption for window replacement, when such 

replacement is proposing to use impact resistant glass, is Energy Star qualified for 

southern climate zones, and matches existing visual qualities. 

2. Ordinance amending Chapter 27 of the St. Petersburg City Code by deleting Section 27-

609 relating to performance bonds. 

3. Ordinance of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida amending Section 21-54 of the Municipal 

Code of Ordinances; strengthening the protections available to plant life in City parks. 

This request was originated by the City Beautiful Commission. 

G. New Business 

1. Requesting City Council fund the Boley Centers "Read to Me" initiative with an 

additional $50,000 for a total of $100,000 to provide 20 after school jobs for at-risk youth. 

(Councilmember Newton) 

2. Referring to Budget, Finance and Taxation Committee for consideration to add the City's 

purchase of the Kuttler Estate adjacent to Abercrombie Park on the Boca Ciega Bay 

waterfront to the Weeki Wachee list of projects. (Councilmember Gerdes) 

3. Referring to a Council Workshop for discussion the anticipated Memorandum of Use 

Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and the Tampa Bay Rays and requesting a 

member of the Rays organization to attend the Workshop. (Councilmember Nurse) 

H. Council Committee Reports 

1. Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee (ENRS). (03/19/15) 

2. Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee. (03/26/15) 

3. Public Services & Infrastructure Committee. (03/26/15) 

(a) Ordinance amending the St. Petersburg City Code; applying parking limitations to all 

streets where signs are officially posted; providing that moving a vehicle from one 

space to another on the same block face without traveling through an intersection 

constitutes a continuous parking period; providing for definitions; and providing for 

additional clarifying language. [Setting May 7, 2015 as the public hearing date.] 

4. Housing Services Committee. (03/26/15) 
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5. Committee of the Whole - Wage Theft Ordinance. (03/26/15) 

(a) Ordinance amending the St. Petersburg City Code by adding Article III to Chapter 15, 

prohibiting wage theft; providing for definitions; establishing a procedure for the 

processing of wage theft complaints; providing for a hearing; and providing for 

penalties. 

I. Legal 

1. Announcing an Attorney/Client Session for April 9, 2015 in the case of Edward Chabala 

v. City of St. Petersburg, Case No.14-000771CI.   

2. Approving the issuance by the Maryland Health and Higher Educational Facilities 

Authority of its Revenue Bonds, The Johns Hopkins Health System Issue, Series 2015A, 

pursuant to and in accordance with Section 147(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 

as amended. 

J. Open Forum 

K. Adjournment 

A 
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Consent Agenda A 

April 2, 2015 

 

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 the School Board of Pinellas County, a sole 

source supplier, to provide transportation services for the Parks and Recreation 

Department at an estimated annual cost of $628,000. 

(Public Works) 

2. Authorizing the Mayor of his designee to execute Task Order No. 12-06-CH2/UIW, to the 

Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and CH2M Hill, Inc. in the amount of 

$548,341, for rehabilitation services for the Southwest Water Reclamation Facility 

(SWWRF) Injection Well System Acidization. (Oracle No. 14827) 

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

$119,614.19 to the Agreement with Rowland Inc. for Sanitary Sewer Force Main Repairs 

at Gandy Boulevard between Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street (9th Street) and Roosevelt 

Boulevard (“Agreement”) for a total contract amount of $685,905.64. (Engineering 

Project No. 14068-111, Oracle No. 14498) 
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Consent Agenda B 

April 2, 2015 

 

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. Awarding a contract to Kelly Brothers, Inc.  in the amount of $294,402.56 for the 

construction of the Central Avenue Over Booker Creek Bridge Rehabilitation (Bridge 

157123) project (Engineering Project No. 13052-110; Oracle No. 13720); approving a 

rescission of $225,000 from the unencumbered appropriation in the Neighborhood and 

Citywide Infrastructure Capital Improvement Fund (3027) for the MLK St South over 

Booker Creek Project (14548); and approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount 

of $225,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Neighborhood and Citywide 

Infrastructure Capital Improvement Fund (3027), resulting from this rescission, to the 

Central Ave Bridge/Booker Creek Project (13720). 

2. Accepting a proposal from Boley Centers, Inc. for the management of the Summer Youth 

Intern Program (SYIP) for the Community Services Department at an estimated annual 

cost of $275,000. 

3. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Pinellas County Schools Food Service for 

the after school snack program for the Parks & Recreation Department at an estimated 

annual cost of $163,059. 

(City Development) 

4. Resolutions approving issuance of the historic property ad valorem tax exemption for the 

following properties and forwarding to the Pinellas County Board of County 

Commissioners: 

(a) Cade Allen Residence located at 3601 Foster Hill Drive North. (City File AVT #14-

90400001)  

(b) Washington-Harden Grocery Building located at 901-03 22nd Street South. (City File 

AVT #13-90400002A)  

(c) Moure Building located at 909-13 22nd Street South. (City File AVT #13-90400002B) 

5. Plat of Colonnade: 

(a) Approving a plat of Colonnade, generally located near the intersection of 5th Street 

North and 53rd Avenue North. (City File 14-20000007)  
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(b) Approving the termination of an agreement and waiver and release of any reversionary 

rights to the previously vacated 5th Street North, generally located within the 30-foot 

vacated right-of-way of 5th Street North between 52nd Avenue North and 53rd 

Avenue North. (City File 14-20000007) 

( 

(Public Works) 

6. Resolution finding that $11,641.64 is an amount sufficient to pay for the maintenance of 

the City of St. Petersburg On Street Bicycle Lanes Project (“Project”), on Bayshore Drive, 

from Dali Boulevard / 5th Avenue South to 1st Avenue South, over its useful life of 

fifteen (15) years; authorizing a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $11,641.64 

from the unappropriated balance of the General Fund to fund future maintenance required 

by the Local Agency Program Agreement (“Agreement”) between the State of Florida 

Department of Transportation (“FDOT”) and the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”); 

providing that the maintenance funds shall be considered encumbered for the useful life of 

the project with only authorized expenditures being for maintenance of the Project; 

finding that execution of the Agreement shall not be considered an unlawful act under 

Florida Statute §166.241; authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute the Agreement 

between the City and FDOT for participation by FDOT in the construction activities of the 

Project in an amount not to exceed $893,600; and authorizing a supplemental 

appropriation in the amount of $893,600 from the increase in the unappropriated balance 

of the Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety Grants CIP Fund (3004), resulting from these additional 

revenues, to the Priority Projects (13966). (FPN 424532 1 58/68 01) (Engineering Project 

No. 13030-112; Oracle No. 13966) 

( 

(Miscellaneous) 

7. Approving the City’s Local Housing Assistance Plan under the State Housing Initiatives 

Partnership (“SHIP”) Program For FY 2015/16 through FY 2017/18 (“Proposed Plan”); 

accepting the SHIP Affordable Housing Advisory Committee’s Affordable Housing 

Incentives Recommendations Report (“Report”); authorizing the submission of the 

Proposed Plan, including the Housing Incentive Strategies recommended in the Report, to 

the Florida Housing Finance Corporation; authorizing the Mayor or his designee to 

execute all documents necessary to effectuate the Proposed Plan; and to expend funds in 

accordance with the Proposed Plan upon its approval by the Florida Housing Finance 

Corporation; finding that five percent (5%) of the SHIP Local Housing Distribution plus 

five percent (5%) of Ship Program Income is insufficient to pay the administrative costs 

of the City’s SHIP Program; authorizing up to ten percent (10%) of the City’s SHIP Local 

Housing Distribution plus ten percent (10%) of the City’s SHIP Program Income for 

administrative costs of the City’s SHIP Program; establishing a procedure whereby the 

FHA Mortgage Limits or the results of a SHIP approved methodology; whichever is 

lower, shall be used to establish the City’s maximum purchase price under the SHIP and 

HOME programs; and providing that new City maximum purchase price limits shall be 

established in the future by the Administration without further action by the St. Petersburg 

City Council when a new maximum purchase price limit is determined using this 

procedure.  

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

Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles (“FDHSMV”) and the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
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Administration (“FMCSA”)  in the amount of $45,000 to fund the Police Department’s 

purchase of  portable computing devices and mounting hardware to enable the department 

to increase e-crash reporting,  and to execute a grant agreement and all other documents 

necessary to effectuate this transaction; and approving a supplemental appropriation in the 

amount of $45,000 from the increase in the unappropriated balance of the Operating Fund 

(0001), resulting from these additional revenues, to the Police Department, Information & 

Technology Services (140-1401), Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 

(“FMCSA”) Safety Data Improvement Project (“SADIP”) Grant (tbd). 

9. Confirming the appointment of Carol Jones as a regular member to the Social Services 

Allocations Committee to fill an unexpired three-year term ending September 30, 2016; 

and confirming the appointment of Armanda Lampley as a regular member to the Social 

Services Allocations Committee to serve an unexpired three-year term ending September 

30, 2015. 

10. Confirming the appointment of David L. Herzik as a Code Enforcement Special 

Magistrate to serve an unexpired three-year term ending December 31, 2016.  
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Note:  An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings. Meeting Agenda 

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee 

Thursday, March 26, 2015, 8:00 a.m., Room 100 

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

Thursday, March 26, 2015, 9:15 a.m., Room 100 

Housing Services Committee 

Thursday, March 26, 2015, 10:30 a.m., Room 100 

CRA/ Agenda Review and Administrative Update (for 4/2) 

Thursday, March 26, 2015, 1:30 p.m., Room 100 

Committee of the Whole - Wage Theft Ordinance 

Thursday, March 26, 2015, 2:00 p.m. or immediately following Agenda Review, Room 100 

City Council & CPPC Workshop - Downtown Waterfront Master Plan 

Friday, April 10, 2015, 10:00 a.m., Room 100 
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Board and Commission Vacancies 

Arts Advisory Committee 

5 Regular Members 

(Terms expire 9/30/15, 9/30/16 and 9/30/18) 

Civil Service Board 

3 Alternate Members 

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

Commission on Aging 

5 Regular Members 

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

City Beautiful Commission 

3 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 Regular Member 

(Term expired on 12/31/14) 



11 

 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 April 2,2015

TO: The Honorable Charlie Gerdes, City Council Chair, and Members
of City Council

SUBJECT: Appeal of the Development Review Commission (DRC)
approval of a modification to a previously approved Site Plan
to construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development
located at 176 — 4th Avenue Northeast. (City File 15-31000003
Appeal)

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

INTRODUCTION: The subject property is located on the south side of 41h Avenue Northeast,
between Beach Drive Northeast and 16t Street North. On October 1, 2014, the DRC approved
the application request for a Site Plan approval to construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family
development with floor area ratio bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay
Height Standards, subject to amended special conditions, by a vote of 7-0. (Case #14-
3100015). The decision was subsequently appealed, and the appeal was heard before City
Council on November 6, 2014 and December 4, 2014. The DRC decision was upheld upon
appeal. Please see attached staff report dated 09/23/14 and staff memo for the November 6,
2014 City Council meeting prepared for the previous case and the City Council appeal.

CURRENT PROPOSAL: In response to concerns expressed by the neighbors at the prior City
public hearings, the applicant submitted an application to modify the previously approved Site
Plan to construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development, to relocate the access to the
parking garage elevators from the east/west alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley.
Staff found that the modification to the previously approved Site Plan complies with the
applicable provisions of the Land Development Regulations (LDRs) and the Comprehensive
Plan, and recommended approval to the DRC. The Transportation and Parking Management
Department reviewed the modified site plan, and determined that the modified locations of the
garage entrance, car elevators and car waiting zone will have a minimal impact on the road
capacity and traffic operating conditions of 4th Avenue NE, Fareham Place NE and the north
south alley. Pursuant to 16.40.090.3.5, the modified site plan with vehicular access to the
parking garage elevators on the north/south alley meets the requirement for two stacking
spaces per vehicle entry point. The modification to the site plan has no other material effects on



Staff Memo
Appeal of DRC Case 15-31000003

_____________

Page 2

the previously approved plan and all considerations related to the previous review remain in
effect. The DRC staff report dated 02/26/15 is attached.

DRC REVIEW AND DECISION: The DRC considered the modification to the previously
approved Site Plan during the public hearing on March 4, 2015. The DRC heard testimony from
City staff, the applicant, 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 conditions of approval as set forth in the staff
report, by a vote of 7 to 0.

THE APPEAL: The City Clerk’s Office received an appeal from Jackson H. Bohman, Esq. of
Moore, Bowman and Rix, P.A., representing Mr. Michael Levy, a resident of Parkshore Plaza.
Staff’s analysis of the appeal is provided in this report.

STAFF’S ANALYSIS: Staff has reviewed the arguments set forth in the attached appeal letter.
The Administration recommends that the City Council deny the appeal and uphold the DRC
based on the following analysis. Appellant’s issues are outlined below followed by staff analysis
and response.

Issue #1: Compliance with Land Development Regulations required application
submittals
Appellant argues that the required application submittals pursuant to 16.20.120.7 and 16.90.010
were not provided.

Staff Response: Revised site plans, floor plans and elevations were provided. All plans
relevant to the requested modification to relocate access to the parking garage elevators from
the east/west alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley were provided. The request did
not include a modification to the F.A.R. as previously approved, and therefore, no further staff
review of the plans was performed in association with the application to modify the site plan, as
such a review was not relevant to the requested modification.

Issue #2: Revision to the Site Plan
Appellant argues that a revised Site Plan was presented at the hearing, with no notice of these
changes to the public in advance of the hearing.

Staff Response: Staff accepted a revised Site Plan immediately prior to the hearing. The Site
Plan revision was limited to the relocation of the building’s emergency generator from outside of
the building to the interior of the building. This revision had no material effect on the requested
modification, and per Section 16.70.040.1.H., such minor modifications can be approved by the
POD.

Issue #3: Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan/F.A.R. calculations
The appellant argues that the F.A.R. is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Response:
Staff finds the proposed modification to the location of the parking garage elevators in
compliance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. As previously noted, the request did not
include a modification to the F.A.R., and therefore, no staff review of the plans was performed in
association with the application to modify the Site Plan, as such a review was not relevant to the
requested modification. Further, staff provides only a cursory review of F.A.R. during the Site
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Plan Review approval process, and detailed review is not performed by staff until Building Plans

are submitted. Performing a cursory review at the entitlement phase with detailed review at time

of building permit submittal is a common standard planning practice. Consistency of the

modification to the Site Plan with the Comprehensive Plan was limited to a review of the

modification, and the modification was found consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including,

but not limited to, the following Policies:

1. Policy LU19.2.1: Land use patterns that impair the efficient functioning of transportation

facilities shall be avoided through implementation of land development regulations that

provide for site planning practices that limit curb cuts, provide for common access points

and ensure safe and convenient on-site traffic circulation without adversely affecting the

operational integrity of adjacent roadways;

2. Policy T T7.1: The City shall, to the extent practical, reduce or prevent direct access from

driveways to principal and minor arterials by prioritization of primary access. When a site is

adjacent to a principal or minor arterial, the priority of primary access shall be, to the extent

practical, to local roads first, neighborhood collectors second, collectors third, minor

arterials fourth and principal arterials fifth. Access from nonresidential development onto

local roads shall be designed to minimize the intrusion of traffic in adjacent residential

areas; and

3. Policy T7.2: All development or redevelopment projects shall be required to provide safe

and efficient access to the public road system, accommodate on-site traffic movements,

and provide parking for motorized and non-motorized vehicles as required by

implementation of the Land Development Regulations.

Prior evaluation of the consistency of the approved Site Plan with the Comprehensive Plan, as

cited in the staff memo for the November 6, 2014 City Council meeting, remains in full force and

effect and is incorporated by reference herein.

SUMMARY: Staff found that the application for a modification to the previously approved Site

Plan to construct an 18-story 80,080 square foot, 29-unit multi-family residential development,

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 modification to the Site Plan by a vote of 7 to 0. Given the findings

set forth in this report, staff recommends that the appeal 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” to deny the

appeal, thereby upholding the decision of the DRC to approve the application to modify the

previously approved Site Plan.
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION DENYING THE APPEAL
RECEIVED ON MARCH 13, 2015 (MICHAEL
LEVY APPEAL) AND UPHOLDING THE
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION’S
APPROVAL OF A MODIFICATION TO A
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SITE PLAN TO
CONSTRUCT AN 18-STORY, 29-UNIT
MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT LOCATED
AT 176 - 4TH AVENUE NORTHEAST. (CITY
FILE 15-31000003); MAKING FINDINGS
BASED ON THE EVIDENCE; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2015, the Development Review Commission (DRC) held a
public hearing for a modification to a previously approved Site Plan to construct an 18-story, 29-
unit multi-family development located at 176 — Avenue Northeast; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is appropriate to deny the appeal by upholding
the DRC’s approval of the modification to a previously approved Site Plan.

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 modified Site Plan complies 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 modified Site Plan, 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 nova and appellate authority, based
upon the foregoing findings of fact based on evidence, this Council approves the modified Site
Plan, 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:

Planing and ‘Economic Development Department Date

-

City Attorney Date
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RESOLUTION NO.________

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE APPEAL
RECEIVED ON MARCH 13, 2015 (MICHAEL
LEVY APPEAL) AND OVERTURNING THE
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION’S
APPROVAL OF A MODIFICATION TO A
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SITE PLAN TO
CONSTRUCT AN 18-STORY, 29-UNIT
MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT LOCATED
AT 176 — 4TH AVENUE NORTHEAST. (CITY
FILE 15-31000003); MAKING FINDINGS
BASED ON THE EVIDENCE; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2015, the Development Review Commission (DRC) held a
public hearing for a modification to a previously approved Site Plan to construct an 18-story, 29-
unit multi-family development located at 176 — 4th Avenue Northeast; and

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

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

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

2.

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 modified Site Plan
and approves the appeal herein; and

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

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

-/ ft__
Planning and Economic Development Department Date

3(19(15
City Attorney Date
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Commission Members:
Chuck Flynt, Chair — P
Chris Scherer, Vice Chair - P
Lynn Cravey - P
Richard Doyle - P
Ben Fisher - P
David Punzak - P
Darren Stowe - P

Alternates:
1. Joseph Griner Ill - P
2. Calvin Samuel - P
3. Vacant

A — Absent
P = Present

City Staff Present:
Elizabeth Abernethy, Zoning Official
Corey Malyszka, Urban Design and Development Coordinator
Michael Dema, Assistant City Attorney
Pamela Crook, Administrative Clerk, Development Review Services
Vicky Davidson, Administrative Assistant, Planning & Economic Development

EXCERPT FROM MINUTES

AGENDA ITEM #5 CASE NO. 15-31000003 E-4

REQUEST: Approval of a Modification to a previously approved Site Plan to
construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development, to
relocate the access to the parking garage elevators from the
east/west alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley.

OWNER: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust
105 Dogwood Lane
Raford, VA 24141-3917

ARCHITECT:

ADDRESS:

Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
33 6’ Street South
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

176 4th Avenue Northeast

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION
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Conference Room 100, City HaIl March 4, 2015
175 — 5th Street North Wednesday
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 2:00 P.M.

First Alternate: Joseph Griner Ill Second Alternate: Calvin Samuel Third Alternate: Vacant

PARCEL ID NO.: 19-31-17-77358-000-0040 & 0050
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File

ZONING: DC-3

PRESENTATIONS: Elizabeth Abernethy made a presentation based on the Staff
Report. Brian Taub, the contract purchaser, spoke to the
application.

PUBLIC HEARING: Two Citizens spoke in opposition to the request.

MOTION: To approve the modification to a previously approved Site Plan to
construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development, subject to
the Special Conditions in the Staff Report.

VOTE: Yes — Cravey, Doyle, Fisher, Punzak, Stowe, Scherer, Flynt.
No — None.

ACTION TAKEN ON APPROVAL of the modification to a previously approved Site Plan

15-31000003: to construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development, subject
to the Special Conditions in the Staff Report; APPROVED 7-0.

The Chairman read the notice of hearing.

Elizabeth Abernethy’s presentation:

The request is for a modification to a previously approved Site Plan to construct an 18-
story, 30-unit multi-family development. The request is to relocate the access to the
parking garage elevator from the east/west alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south
alley.

On October 1, 2014, the DRC unanimously approved the application to construct an 18-
story, 30-unit multi-family development with floor air ratio bonuses and a variance to the
Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards. That was case No. 14-31 000015.

The decision was subsequently appealed. The appeal was heard before City Council on
November 6, 2014, and December 4, 2014. The DRC decision was upheld upon appeal.

An aerial view of the subject location of 176 4th Avenue Northeast was shown. Handouts
of the site plan were handed out indicating the modification of the garage doors
previously were on the alley to the rear and are now facing the north/south alley. There
remains an entrance to the parking entrance to the ground level parking spaces from the
Fareham Place EastlWest alley.

The modification has a minimal effect on the elevations, but the applicant provided the
revised elevations. The east elevation garage doors are visible now. The renderings
shown were similar to what was approved last time. The change is ground level on the
alleys and has minimal impact to the street view.

Staff reviewed the modifications and our transportation reviewed the changes and found
no concerns.
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Regarding considerations for approval, the Transportation and Parking Management
Department reviewed the modified site plan. They determined that the modified locations
of the garage entrance, car elevators, and car waiting zone will have a minimal impact on
the road capacity and traffic operating conditions of the 4th Avenue NE, Fareham Place
NE and the northlsouth alley.

We did review the modification for compliance with our recently amended parking garage
section of code, and pursuant to 16.40.090.3.5, the modified site plan with vehicular
access to the parking garage elevators on the north/south alley meets the requirement
for two stacking spaces per vehicle entry point.

The purpose of the applicants request to amend the location of the garage elevators was
a result of concerns expressed by neighbors on the other side of the Fareham Place
alley about congestion on the alley, so as a response to that concern, the applicant has
proposed this redesign to address that concern.

Staff finds that the modification to the site plan has no other material effects on the
previously approved plan and all considerations relating to the previous review remain in
effect.

Staff finds the application to modify the previously approved site plan to be consistent
with the standards for review, subject to special conditions of approval. And Staff finds
the modification to be consistent with the comprehensive plan.

All previous conditions remain in effect. There is one new condition that Staff work with
the applicant and with added condition that the applicant may elect to withdraw this
application if within 30 days of approval of the modification if any party appeals today’s
approval. Then he would revert back to the site plan which has been previously
approved.

The applicant and developer Brian Taub was then sworn in and submitted two letters in
support of his application. He reiterated that he appeared before the DRC on October 1st

and his application for this development was unanimously approved. The neighbors
were not happy with the decision of the DRC and appeal the DRC decision to City
Council. On December 4, 2014, City Council unanimously upheld the DRC decision to
approve the site plan.

Taub: Once again the neighbors remain unhappy. Just before Christmas, Mr. Bacon,
through his attorney, presented us with a revised suggested site plan which relocated
the garage elevators from Fareham Place to the north/south alley. That was in exchange
for filing a lawsuit. This design was by George F. Young Civil Engineers.

My architect, Tim Clemmons, responded to their request articulating five reasons why
this plan was not feasible.

Park Shore filed a petition for Cert on January 5th Finding this unacceptable, I
requested my architect to review Park Shore’s request to see if there was any way that
we could meet their intentions of their desire to relocate the garage elevators.

Several weeks later, Tim successfully designed a site plan which complied with their
request while not adversely affecting our condominium design and meeting City’s design
guidelines.
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I would like to highlight some of the changes that differentiate this site plan from the
already approved one.

1. The relocation of the garage elevator from Fareham Place to the north/south alley.
2. The north/south alley which was widened by seven feet is now widened by nearly

ten feet from the retail south.
3. The four car waiting area that we have for vehicular elevators are now all located

of the north/south alley as compared to being split between the north/south alley
and Fareham Place.

4. The first floor parking garage entrance is on Fareham Place. That garage entrance
is recessed nearly 32-feet.

This design was presented to Mr. Bacon of Park Shore, and he indicated that there was a
desire to settle as a result of this redesign.

This is why I am here before you today — to try to accommodate our neighbors, and
satisfy their desires, and wishes and try to be a good neighbor.

As you may know, I have faced another challenge which is a suit that was filed by Mr.
Levy against the City which contends that the City unlawfully approved the Site Plan and
that the development order was inconsistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
because we exceeded the maximum allowable F.A.R.

The City Attorney has already asked for this suit to be dismissed.

As you know, St. Petersburg’s site plan review process does not include evaluations or
calculations of the F.A.R. However, to fast forward, we have submitted as recently as
last week submitted a complete set of building plans to the City for a building permit. I
understand that the Planning Staff has reviewed these and is comfortable that we are
within the allowable F.A.R.

We made changes to our plans for this F.A.R. calculation which we consider to be overly
conservative. We are counting now un-air-conditioned areas in the garage, which
include the electrical room, janitor’s closet, communication room, emergency generator
room, pump room, and trash room towards the F.A.R. calculation which were not
included previously in our last plan review. As a point of reference, these un-air
conditioned spaces that we did include were not included in F.A.R. calculations in our
neighboring properties.

I understand that the City is amending the Comprehensive Plan to clarify any ambiguity
as it relates to Mr. Levy’s concerns related to the F.A.R.

As you can see, I have gone way out of my way in an effort to be a good neighbor and to
try to accommodate our neighbor’s concerns and issues. I met with all four of my
neighbors to the east of the northlsouth alley and each one has indicated that they do
not have any objections to this revised plan. The two letters that were submitted were
indications of as much.

Chair Flynt: Questions of the Applicant?

Abernethy: A revised staff report was distributed, and an email from a neighbor with
objections was distributed. There was a change from 45 days to 30 days.
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Mr. Taub was asked if he was comfortable with the 30 days, and he said he thought the

appeal period was ten days.

Assistant City Attorney Dema said that this timeframe would take the appeal period out

to the City Council date where it would be heard.

Taub: This redesign has cost me in excess of $250,000 in design and construction costs.

I am only doing this if I do not receive an appeal. If I receive an appeal, I have an

approved plan.

Dema: The idea here is that his condition recognizes the applicant’s good faith attempt

to resolve an issue that formed the crux of the public hearing that was before the DRC in

October and it is also the aid of a potential settlement of one of the two open lawsuits on

this property against the City right now. If he is going out of his way to address one of

the two major issues, then he should be afforded the opportunity to maintain either his

old site plan or this. It would take him passed the first Council meeting next month, and

an appeal could potentially be heard.

Taub: As long as I am outside the appeal period, I am fine.

Commissioner Griner: The ten feet that you mentioned, you are doing that?

Taub: We are doing that to widen the alley which is already congested and help with the

maneuverability into and out of the garage.

Chair Flynt: Other Questions? Thank you very much, sir.

Public Comment Cards

Ryan Reese was called and asked for his name and address. He passed out material for

the DRC members and was reminded that he had three minutes to speak.

Ryan Reese: Resides at 4601 West Ostrella Street in Tampa and I have been sworn in.

(The clock was started after everyone received a copy of his material) I am standing in

today for Jackson Bowmen on behalf of the law firm and representing Mr. Levy in this

matter. As Ms. Abernethy and Mr. Taub stated that their two appeals of the DRC’s

decision that went to the City Council were both denied and there are two matters of

pending litigation currently set forth in the circuit court. I am here today as part of one of

the circuit court matters and that simply is to object on the record to the modified site

plan by the Bliss developer. We are here to simply preserve our objections and also to

incorporate the record for all previous challenges that were heard both before the DRC

and the City Council into the record here today.

The crux of our opposition to the plan is simply because it is too big for the site. In other

words, it is too intensive of development that is allowable under the City’s

Comprehensive Plan. As you know, Comprehensive Plans are the constitutions that

guide City’s in the community development processes, both statutory and case law.

Statutory and case law provides that all development must be consistent with the

Comprehensive Plan. That is a mandatory requirement. There is no discretion. I’ll make

this simple. The development intensity in this case is measured by floor area ratio.

Under the City of St. Petersburg’s Comprehensive Plan future land use element, floor

area ratio is defined as a measure of the intensity of development, the ratio of gross

floor area to the area of the lot. Section 1.7 defines gross floor area as the area of the
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structure measured by the total area of all floors including stair wells, elevator shafts,

etc., measured from the outside base of enclosing walls and supports. The land
development regulations may exclude parking areas.

The Comprehensive Plan latest policy LU 17.b.3 places a cap on the floor area ratio for

buildings within the waterfront district, the DC-3 zoning district; the area where the Bliss

development is proposed. Under that policy, the floor area ratio shall not exceed 4.0.

As applied to Bliss, under the Staff Report prepared by the City, the total site area is
20,020. The proposed F.A.R. by the applicant is 80,080 which will have you believe it is
within the 4.0. However, if you will see there are certain areas that are not counted on

the construction plans that we have received for the 4.0.

(Three minutes have passed, and Attorney Reese was afforded more time to wrap it up.)

The City has failed to comply with its Comprehensive Plan and doing that is not legally

permissible under the current law. So, we are here again to oppose the granting of the
approval for modification. It has come to my attention earlier that a new site plan has
been submitted earlier, but we are not aware of that. We need a copy of those.

The site plan is before the body now.

With the new F.A.R. calculations?

Mr. Bowman has already made that public records request.

And that is why we are here just to preserve the issues for appeal. That is the problem
with doing this kind of as we go. This is the only public forum. The building permit
stage is not a public forum, and there is not process given to lay people to oppose.

Chair Flynt: The next comment card — Board members can ask questions if they need
clarification at some point.

The next card that we do have is Mr. Churiti, but he left awhile ago. The next card is
William Ferrari, who waived. The last card is Vincent Pusateri.

Vincent Pusateri: I am resident of Park Shore Plaza. I am an owner there for eight years
and I think I have seen a lot of change because of the fine work that this development
commiftee has done, and I a very happy to live here. But I didn’t move to Shanghai,
Tokyo, or Hong Kong. I moved here because of the eco-balance of Beach Drive. Having

an 18 story building wedged in between other structures destroys the charm and balance
of the City. And you know that, and I know that. We are following the money but not
doing what is right for the citizens of this City. This is a 14 foot alley. I walk it every day.
I walk with my dog. Having the egress dump into this 14 foot, now 24 foot, there is a big
problem. This is a congested alley today. As Commissioner Flynt said, it is a service
alley. It is not a street. It is not a thoroughfare. It is a service alley. Having cars
consistently come in and out of this alley at the expense of other cars waiting and trucks

who are delivering goods is a real problem. I am concerned as a citizen of walking down
that alley. There is no sidewalk. What about the dangers involved. What about
emergency vehicles that need to come. God forbid there is a fire in the kitchen in one of
these poor buildings. How do they get in? What happens when the elevator breaks? Do

we all back-up onto 4 Street? These are all questions that need to be seriously
examined. This albatross of a building will haunt us for the next 50 years. There are
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other locations in town to build a wonderful building like this. I’m all for it. It’s just the
wrong location gentlemen. This is not the right time and the right spot. We are building
a city of character, not a city of greed. As a resident, as an owner, as someone who
walks those alleys every day, that’s not a great location. If you want egress onto 4th

Street, that’s a better idea; but the north alley or Fareham alley: bad idea. And I have
been in business development for 30 years. I know what you are up against. But there is
all kind of alternatives that need to explored before we just dive in and build an 18 story
structure on a postage stamp lot, which is going to cause a lot of traffic congestion. I
don’t care who signs petitions. Go ahead. There are six refuse dumpsters in that alley. I
have pictures which I submitted of the traffic congestion that already exists. There have
been four accidents in the last 60 days.

Chair Flynt: We will have to wrap it up here.

Pusateri: My final appeal to you is to look at the citizens and look at that site and tell me
that that is a good location for an 18 story building. I don’t think so. I am very concerned
about the future if these kinds of decisions are made. And I know you are going to do
the right thing. This gentleman has put up a great argument, spent a lot of money, and I
appreciate that. Just find a different site.

Chair Flynt: We do not have any further cards at this point. Would Staff like to take
cross-examination?

Abernethy: Waive.

Chair Flynt: Would the applicant like to take cross-examination?

Taub: Yes.

Chair Flynt: Please do.

Taub: Thank you.

Chair Flynt: You can ask questions of anyone who has spoken here today.

Taub: I would like to make some points. Thank you.

Chair Flynt: This is cross-examination.

Taub: Not for rebuttal?

(Someone from the audience asked if he could ask a question.)

Chair Flynt: We are moving on and can ask some questions later on. Thank you. Would
the Staff like to make a rebuttal or closing argument?

Abernethy: Yes. Just a point of clarification about the F.A.R. It’s common planning
practice to review the specifics of F.A.R. at building plan review. But as an abundance of
caution working with this applicant, they did submit some detailed calculations for our
examination, and we met with the applicant’s architect to go through in detail the CAD
drawings and how the calculations were done. The applicant and architect have
indicated that there are some revisions to the calculations as a result of our discussion,
and they will be forthcoming to staff.
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But, the F.A.R. is not part of today’s modification of the previous site plan. It is specific

to the relocation of the elevators, which is why we didn’t address F.A.R. specifically on

our Staff Report.

Chair Flynt: If during permitting and the building department comes back and it is 4.1

F.A.R., they would have to shave off to get within that 4.0?

Assistant Attorney Dema: That is right.

Chair Flynt: We are not today saying that this is 4.0. It could be 4.1 as determined by the

building department. Correct?

Assistant Attorney Dema: It is not part of your review today of what the F.A.R. is. They

have a maximum F.A.R. allowed of 4.,0 and at building plan review that will be evaluated.

Chair Flynt: Thank you.

Commissioner Doyle: Liz, you have more patience than I do. I have one big picture

question. On this box here, it says the land development regulations may exclude

parking areas. What do our LDRs actually do?

Abernethy: So in the case of this garage, they do exclude it. There are other parts of

code where only portions of garages are excluded, so I think the reason it is worded that

way is to allow some discretion depending on how it is applied and what zoning code or

what context, whether or not we exclude it or not.

Chair Flynt: Any further questions of the City? Applicant, would you like to participate

in rehttaI, closing argument?

Taub: Thank you. In reiteration of what Liz said, this is not the appropriate forum to

discuss details of calculations and evaluations of F.A.R.

With regard to access, our opponent said that the first complaint back in October and

November and December was Fareham Place was the inappropriate as access. It was

Park Shore and their attorney represented me with the revised plan suggesting the

vehicular elevator access off the north/south alley. That was not my suggestion. We

took that suggestion and ran with it because they filed a writ of cert. Now I understand

that the north/south alley is not acceptable. I cannot be denied access to this property.

It is normal and customary to access. As far as congestion is concerned, we are talking

about 29 units. This is not a huge high-rise that is going to be highly congested. And,

lastly I would just like to a typical argument of, “I am here in a 24 story and 120 unit

building and I don’t want anybody else to block my view.” That’s all I have to say. Thank

you very much.

Chair Flynt: Any questions of the applicant at this point? OK. We are ready to go out

and close out the public hearing session and go into executive session. Any questions

or comments at this point? I was not here as was Mr. Fisher back in October, so I am not

privy to a lot of the conversation back then, but I went to the site on Saturday at about

11:30 to get an idea of what is going on there. That north/south alley is pretty tight and it

was blocked off by a canopy. You had dumpsters, but they had large trucks. I was

concerned with this, but looking at this, they were adding to the alley so you would

actually be able to get around it. The concern I had was a box truck making deliveries

apparently for the restaurants at 300 and Strive that was blocking the eastlwest alley.
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Park Shore Tower appears to have a loading dock area that I am assuming is for the
restaurant space, but it looked like they had personal passenger vehicles parked there
for at least an hour and a half, because I came back an hour and a half later and their
loading dock was blocked by passenger vehicles. Is that loading dock for Park Shore
Tower for deliveries to the restaurant, because that was what was blocking the eastlwest
alleyway. Any information on that?

Pusateri: The loading dock in my understanding is for the residents when they move in
and move out and unload furniture for deliveries. It is not used by the restaurants — the
loading dock at Park Shore.

Chair Flynt: There was a Jaguar. It wasn’t a moving truck.

Pusateri: You might see a Porsche, because people use that to wash their car or... It’s
residents, not delivery for the restaurant.

Chair Flynt: How do they deliver to it? Do they block the aisle?

Pusateri: I don’t know how the restaurants get their food. I really don’t. I assume the
same thing happens for the Park Shore Grill like the other restaurants, they just park
their truck.

Chair Flynt: With the fire access and everything, but I’m seeing the loading dock is
blocked by passenger vehicles and the way those vehicles are blocking the alley.

Pusateri: Like you said earlier, Mr. Commissioner, an alley is for deliveries. It is not a
thoroughfare. This gentleman wants to make the alley now a street a thoroughfare. It’s
not. It should be an alley. It is a delivery alley.

Chair Flynt: Where are the accesses to Park Shore? The residential parking spaces?

Pusateri: On 3ft1, not on 4th We enter on 3id And if you go around and look at every
condo in the City, you don’t have alleys as the exit and entry to a condominium, whether
there is 29 residents or 100 residents.

Chair Flynt: I am trying clarify what the issue is here.

Pusateri: The issue is the congestion that is going to be created.

Chair Flynt: There are roll-up gates to residential vehicles on the alley.

Pusateri: That is exit only. The entry is off of 3td and the exit is off of the alley of
Fareham Place. That is why we are so concerned as residents of creating whether it is 29
residents with two cars each, it doesn’t matter. It’s a narrow alley and it is congested
today.

Chair Flynt: We will move onto Staff. Will you have a seat please.

Commissioner Punzak: At the risk of stating the obvious, we are here today to consider
a modification to an approved site plan. That is procedurally what we have. We have
heard this. I don’t want to go backward. I suppose we could, but you have got an
approved site plan. The human cry of the neighbors, properly is that they have got
issues, and the applicant re-designed the entry way for the elevators on that basis. They
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have properly conditioned the approval here that if it gets appealed that they can go back
to the one they already have. They are entitled to this. I don’t want to go down and
repeat a lot of the discussion we had in October. Our decision was upheld twice by city
Council. They’re vested, and it strikes me that we are kind of getting off track. I don’t
want to cut off discussion, but I am going to make a motion to approve the modification
to a previously approved Site Plan to construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family
development to relocate the access to the parking garage elevators from the east/west
alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley, subject to the conditions in the staff
report.

Commissioner Doyle: Second

Chair Flynt: Roll Call please.

Clerk: Cravey—Yes; Doyle—Yes; Fisher—Yes; Punzak—Yes; Stowe—Yes; Scherer—
Yes; Flynt — Yes.

Chair Flynt: The site plan is approved. It looks like added driveway solves a lot of
issues.

Taub: Thank you very much.
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

___

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st.petersburq DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION

www.stpele.org REVISED STAFF REPORT — 02126/15

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 should 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 March 4, 2015, at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 15-31000003 PLAT SHEET: E-4

REQUEST: Approval of a Modification to a previously approved Site Plan to
construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development, to
relocate the access to the parking garage elevators from the
east/west alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley.

OWNER: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust
105 Dogwood Lane
Raford, VA 24141-3917

ARCHITECT: Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture
33 6” Street South
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

ADDRESS: 176 4th Avenue Northeast

PARCEL ID NO.: 19-31-17-77238-000-0040 & 0050

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 11 .9 % of Site MDL
Proposed: 9,127 square feet 46 % of Site MOL
Permitted: 19,019 square feet 95 % of Site MOL

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

OPEN GREEN SPACE:
Existing: 4,600 square feet 23 % of Site MDL
Proposed: 4,073 square feet 20 % of Site MOL

PAVING COVERAGE:
Existing: 13,040 square feet 23 % of Site MDL
Proposed: 5,974 square feet 20 % of Site MDL

PARKING:
Existing: 34; including 2 handicapped spaces
Proposed: 62; including 1 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 (AMSL)
Permitted: 300 feet from grade; 158 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:

The Request: The applicant seeks approval to modify the previously approved Site Plan to
construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development, to relocate the access to the parking
garage elevators from the eastlwest alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley.

History: On October 1, 2014, DRC approved the application request for a site plan approval to
construct an 18-story, 30-unit multi-family development with floor area ratio bonuses and a
variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards, subject to amended special
conditions, by a vote of 7-0. (Case #14-3100015). The decision was subsequently appealed,
and the appeal was heard before City Council on November 6, 2014 and December 4, 2014.
The DRC decision was upheld upon appeal.
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Current Proposal: In response to concerns expressed by the neighbors, the applicant has
revised the site plan, to relocate access to the parking garage elevators from the east/west alley
(Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley.

Staff Analysis:
The Transportation and Parking Management Department reviewed the modified site plan, and
determined that the modified locations of the garage entrance, car elevators and car waiting
zone will have a minimal impact on the road capacity and traffic operating conditions of 4th
Avenue NE, Fareham Place NE and the north-south alley. Pursuant to 16.40.090.3.5, the
modified site plan with vehicular access to the parking garage elevators on the north/south alley
meets the requirement for two stacking spaces per vehicle entry point. The modification to the
site plan has no other material effects on the previously approved plan and all considerations
related to the previous review remain in effect.

Please see attached Staff report prepared for the previous case for additional information
regarding the prior approved F.A.R. bonuses and Airport Zoning Overlay variance requests, and
the staff report prepared for the City Council appeal relating to the proposed parking garage
orientation.

Public Comments: Staff received one call on 02/26/15 requesting clarification of the
modification. There was a public records request for all documents related to the case.

Ill. RECOMMENDATION:
A. Staff recommends APPROVAL
B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: Subject to the special conditions as

follows:
1. The project shall be subject to final review and approval by the Community

Redevelopment Agency.

2. The structured parking shall be screened from 4” 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 approve 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.

6. The proposed wall along the north side of the outdoor courtyard shall be
finished to match the building.
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7. Landscaping shall be installed in the public right-of-way as required by
Section 16.40.060.

8. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shall be
approved by Staff.

9. 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.

10. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by Section 16.40.090.

11. Exterior lighting shall comply with Section 16.40.070.

12. Mechanical equipment shall be screened from the abutting rights-of-way.

13. 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.

14. The site plan shall be modified as necessary to comply with the comments
in the Engineering Department’s Memorandum dated February 11, 2014.

15. The applicant may elect to withdraw this application for modification of a
previously approved site plan, at his sole discretion, within 30 days of
approval of this modification, if any party appeals this approval. If said
application is withdrawn, the previously approved application and site plan,
Case #14-31000015 shall remain in full effect, in accordance with all
previous conditions of approval.

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 SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY THE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements:

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

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

3. All site visibility triangle requirements shall be met (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,
Section 16.40.160).

4. No building or other obstruction (including eaves) shall be erected and no trees
or shrubbery shall be planted on any easement other than fences, trees,
shrubbery, and hedges of a type approved by the City.

5. The location and size of the trash container(s) shall be designated, screened,
and approved by the Manager of Commercial Collections, City Sanitation. A
solid wood fence or masonry wall shall be installed around the perimeter of the
dumpster pad.

Engineering Requirements:

1. The site shall be in compliance with all applicable drainage regulations (including
regional and state permits) and the conditions as may be noted herein. The
applicant shall submit drainage calculations and grading plans (including street
crown elevations), which conform with the quantity and the water quality
requirements of the Municipal Code (Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section
16.40.030), to the City’s Engineering Department for approval. Please note that
the entire site upon which redevelopment occurs shall meet the water quality
controls and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runoff
release and retention shall be calculated using the rational formula and a 10-
year, one-hour design storm.

2. As per Engineering Department requirements and prior to their approval of any
permits, the applicant shall submit a copy of a Southwest Florida Water
Management District (or Pinellas County Ordinance 90-17) Management of
Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption to the Engineering Department and
a copy of all permits from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to
FDOT and 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.
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Landscaping Requirements:

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

plan approved by the DRC and includes any modifications as required by the

DRC. The DRC grants the Planning & Economic Development Department

discretion to modify the approved landscape plan where necessary due to

unforeseen circumstances (e.g. stormwater requirements, utility conflicts,

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

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

Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060 of the City Code entitled

“Landscaping and Irrigation.”

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

Services Division for approval.

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. RESPONSES TO RELEVANT 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, including, but not limited to, the

following Policies:

1. Policy LU19.2.1: Land use patterns that impair the efficient functioning of

transportation facilities shall be avoided through implementation of land development

regulations that provide for site planning practices that limit curb cuts, provide for

common access points and ensure safe and convenient on-site traffic circulation

without adversely affecting the operational integrity of adjacent roadways;

2. Policy T T7.1: The City shall, to the extent practical, reduce or prevent direct access

from driveways to principal and minor arterials by prioritization of primary access.

When a site is adjacent to a principal or minor arterial, the priority of primary access

shall be, to the extent practical, to local roads first, neighborhood collectors second,

collectors third, minor arterials fourth and principal arterials fifth. Access from

nonresidential development onto local roads shall be designed to minimize the

intrusion of traffic in adjacent residential areas; and

3. Policy T7.2: All development or redevelopment projects shall be required to provide

safe and efficient access to the public road system, accommodate on-site traffic
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movements, and provide parking for motorized and non-motorized vehicles as
required by implementation of the Land Development Regulations.

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 FDOT 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;

Compatibility of the use with the existing natural environment of the site, historic
and archaeological sites, and with properties in the neighborhood as outlined in
the City’s Comprehensive Plan;

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

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

L. Sufficiency of setbacks, screens, buffers and general amenities to preserve
internal and external harmony and compatibility with uses inside and outside the
proposed development and to control adverse effects of noise, lights, dust, fumes
and other nuisances;
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M. Land area is sufficient, appropriate and adequate for the use and reasonably
anticipated operations and expansion thereof;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Attachments: Aerial, Location Map, Site Plan (01-23-15), Transportation and Parking
Management Department correspondence, Staff Report — Case #14-31000015, Memo to City
Council regarding Appeals

REPORT PREPARED BY:

ELIZABETH ABERNETHY, AICP, Zoning Official (POD) DATE
Planning and Economic Development
Development Review Services Division
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Staff Memos

Transportation & Parking Management Department

Engineering & Capital Improvements Department
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Elizabeth Abernethy - Case No. 15-31000003

From: Tom Whalen

To: Abernethy, Elizabeth

Date: 2/20/2015 4:00 PM

Subject: Case No. 15-31000003

CC: Development Review Group

The Transportation and Parking Management Department has reviewed the following case:

Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust
176 4th Avenue Northeast
15-31 00OOO
Approval of a modification to the 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.

We have reviewed the site plan and anticipate that the modified locations of the garage entrance, car elevators
and car waiting zone will have a minimal impact on the road capacity and traffic operating conditions of 4th
Avenue NE, Fareham Place NE and the north-south alley.

Tom Whalen, AICP
Planner III
City of St. Petersburg Transportation and Parking Management Dept.
One Fourth St. N, 8th floor
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
Phone: (727j3-7333
Fax: (Zi51:?

file :///C:/Users/ERAberne/AppDatalLocal/Temp/XPgrpwise/54E75AO2STPETE%2OMAI... 2/26/2015



MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

ENGINEERING & CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS DEPARTMENT

TO: Pamela Crook, Development Services Department

FROM: Nancy Davis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: February 11,2015

SUBJECT: Site Plan Review

FILE: 15-31000003 (formerly 14-31000015)

LOCATION: 176 4th1 Avenue Northeast
PIN: 19/3 1/17/7723 8/00O/0O40 19/3 1 / 17/77238/000/0050
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.

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 gpd is proposed, the ADF information will be forwarded to the City Water
Resources department for a system analysis of public main sizes 10 inches and larger proposed
to be used for connection. The project engineer of record must provide and include with the
project plan submittal 1) a completed Wastewater Tracking form, and 2) a capacity analysis of
public mains less than 10 inches in size which are proposed to be used for connection. If the
condition or capacity of the existing public main is found insufficient, the main must be
upgraded to the nearest downstream manhole of adequate capacity and condition, by and at the
sole expense of the developer. The extent or need for system improvements cannot be
determined until proposed design flows and sanitary sewer connection plan are provided to the
City’s Water Resources department for system analysis of main sizes 10” and larger.
Connection charges are applicable and any necessary system upgrades or extensions shall meet
current City Engineering Standards and Specifications and shall be performed by and at the sole
expense of the developer.

3. The scope of this project will trigger compliance with the Drainage and Surface Water
Management Regulations as found in City Code Section 16.40.030. Submit drainage
calculations which conform to the water quantity and the water quality requirements of City
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Code Section 16.40.030. Please note the volume of runoff to be treated shall include all off-site
and on—site areas draining to and co—mingling with the runoff from that portion of the site which
is redeveloped. Stormwatcr systems which discharge directly or indirectly into impaired waters
must provide net improvement for the pollutants that contribute to the water body’s impairment.
Stormwater runofi release and retention shall be calculated using the Rational formula and a 10
year 1 hour design storm.

4. Public sidewalks are required by City of St. Petersburg Municipal Code Section 16.40.140.4.2
unless specifically limited by the DRC approval conditions. The DC zoning district requires 10-
foot wide public sidewalk along 4” Avenue Northeast. Existing sidewalks and new sidewalks
will require curb cut ramps fbr physically handicapped arid 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 backtlow prevention devices shall be installed below
ground in vaults per City Ordinance l009-g (unless determined to be a high hazard application
by the City’s Water Resources department or a variance is granted by the City Water Resources
department). Note that the City’s Water Resources Department will require an exclusive
easement for any meter or backflow device placed within private property boundaries. City
forces shall install all public water service meters, backflow prevention devices, and/or fire
services at the expense of the developer. Contact the City’s Water Resources department, Kelly
Donnelly, at 727-892-5614 or ke1ly.donne1Iy(stpctc.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 4th Avenue Northeast is hexagon block. It is the responsibility of the
contractor to protect and not damage hexblock during construction. 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 north/south segment of
sanitary sewer which extends into the private lots and will be required to relocate services as may
be necessary to maintain all public sanitary sewer flows. All public sanitary sewer mains shall
be contained within public right of way or public utility easement. Private mains which only
service this development site will be abandoned to the ownership/maintenance of the property
owner.
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9. Proposed alley access to the garage must be coordinated and approved through Michael
Frederick (phone 727-893-7843) oC the City’s Neighborhood Transportation and Parking
d ivi SlOfl.

1 0. The storrnwater outfall from the detention area shall be piped to connect to the public
stormwater conveyance system. Discharges to the alley or otherwise overland are not desirable
in the downtown area.

STANDARD COMMENTS: Water service is available to the site. The applicant’s Engineer
shall coordinate potable water and br fire service requirements through the City’s Water
Resources department. Recent fire flow test data shall be utilized by the site Engineer of Record
br design of fire protection system(s) bor this development. Any necessary system upgrades or
extensions shall be performed at the expense of the developer.

Plan and profile showing all paving, drainage, sanitary sewers, and water mains (seawalls if
applicable) to be provided to the Engineering Department for review and coordination by the
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 stonrnvater 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-
21 .300(4)(b)) to the NPDES Stormwater Notices Center to obtain permit coverage if applicable.

The applicant will be required to submit to the Engineering Department copies of all permits
from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to FDOT, SWFWMD and Pinellas
County, as required for future development on this site. Plans and specifications are subject to
approval by the Florida state board of Health.

NED/MJRJjw

pc: Kelly Donnelly
Reading File
Correspondence File
Subdivision File - ROWLANDS, E. B. SUB
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

___

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st.petershur 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 should 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.: 14-31 000015 PLAT SHEET: E-4

REQUEST: Approval of a site plan to construct an 18-story, 30 unit multi
family development. The applicant is requesting floor area ratio
bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay
Height Standards.

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

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

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

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 MOL

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

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

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

APPLICATION REVIEW:

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 site plan to construct an 18-story, 30-unit multi-family
development. The applicant is requesting a floor area ratio bonus and a variance to the Albert
Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards. The subject property is located on the south side of
4th Avenue Northeast in between Beach Drive Northeast and 1st Street North.

Proposal:
The existing property is developed with a 2,380 square foot commercial building and a 30 space
surface parking lot. Ingress to the parking lot is from 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 located along the front of the subject property and the parking
garage will be located along the rear of the subject property. The building will be set back off of
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the front property line to allow landscaping and green space between the building and the public

sidewalk along 4th Avenue Northeast. A private outdoor court yard will be located on the west

side of the building.

The ground floor of the residential tower will consist of a lobby and retail space. Floors two

through four will have one (1) residential unit per floor. Floors five through 17 will have two (2)

residential units per floor. The l8t floor will have a common area with a roof-top terrace and

one residential unit. Vehicular access to the first level of the parking garage will be from an

existing 15-foot wide north-south alley that is located along the east side of the subject property.

The existing north-south alley connects to 4th Avenue Northeast and an existing east-west alley.

The first level of the parking garage will have nine (9) parking spaces, owner storage, dumpster

room and bicycle parking. Vehicular access to the second through fourth levels of the parking

garage will be from an existing 20-foot wide east-west alley (Fareham Avenue NE) at the rear of

the subject property. The second through fourth levels of parking will have 18 parking spaces

per floor for a total of 54 parking spaces. Access to the upper levels of parking will be from two

automobile elevators, instead of a traditional ramp. The applicant will be widening the existing

north-south alley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access within the alley system. Pedestrian

access to the building will be from the public sidewalk along 4” Avenue Northeast.

The City is fortunate to have created and maintained a strong pedestrian-oriented streetscape

that is a key asset in the downtown. Development should reinforce the pedestrian scale by

protecting the right-of-way through selection and location of pedestrian-oriented businesses at

the street level and restricting vehicular access. The City Code encourages 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. 4” Avenue Northeast is a primary Street. Further, not having ingress and

egress from 4th Avenue Northeast is good urban design because it 1) promotes a walkable,

pedestrian friendly sidewalk system, and 2) allows for a pedestrian oriented commercial tenant

space on 41h Avenue Northeast. The commercial tenant space will have an active use that will

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

The applicant hired Kimley-Horn and Associates to prepare a trip generation study. According

to the study dated August 7, 2014, the proposed condominium development is projected to

generate 22 two-way, trip-ends (15 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 4th 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 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
4th Avenue Northeast with a liner building and an architecturally compatible design above the

second floor. The entire four story garage is screened from 4th Avenue Northeast by the

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

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

The DC-3 zoning district has a maximum building height of 300 feet, measured from grade. The

Albert Whitted Airport Zoning Ordinance permits a maximum building height of 158 feet AMSL

by right. The proposed building will be 204 feet from grade and 224 AMSL. The applicant is

requesting a variance to allow for a height of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has submitted an

application to the Federal Aviation Administration requesting approval of the height

encroachment. The FAA issued a Notice of No Hazard to Air Navigation on September 19,

2014, for a building of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has secured FAA approval and provided

sufficient responses to each of the review criteria required by the Code. The DRC has granted

a number of variances for similar projects elsewhere in the downtown area. To promote an

urban downtown and urban form, variances to the airport zoning restrictions are appropriate

where no safety concerns are identifiable related to airport operations. Given these

considerations, Staff recommends approval of the variance.

Public Comments:
Staff has heard from residents of Parkshore Plaza, which is located directly south of the

proposed project. Some residents have expressed concerns and some have expressed

support. Concerns that were expressed by the residents have to do with the parking garage

being accessed off of the alley, increased traffic congestion in the alley, and potential for

vehicular accidents.

Ill. RECOMMENDATION:
A. Staff recommends the following:

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

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

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

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

with a liner that provides a use for a minimum of the first two stories,

and provide an architecturally compatible design above the two story

base as required to receive the F.A.R. bonus. The final design shall be

subject to approval by staff.
3. The applicant shall provide one-quarter of one percent or more of the

total construction cost to the HICP Trust Fund. The funds shall be

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

Development Rights prior to the release of building permits.
5. The public sidewalk abutting the subject property shall be widened to a

minimum of 8-feet.
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6. The surface parking spaces along the east side of the subject property

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

7. The proposed wall along the north side of the outdoor courtyard shall

be finished to match the building.
8. Landscaping shall be installed in the public right-of-way as required by

Section 16.40.060.
9. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shall

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

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

surface material. The use of dryvit, EIFS, or other artificial material

shall not be permitted.
11. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by Section 16.40.090.

12. Exterior lighting shall comply with Section 16.40.070.

13. Mechanical equipment shall be screened from the abutting 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. App//cation of the conditions is subject to the scope of the subject project

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

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

ALL SITE PLAN MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED BY THE DRC SHALL BE REFLECTED

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

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY THE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO

THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements:

1. The applicant shall contact the City’s Construction Services and Permitting

Division and Fire Department to identify all applicable Building Code and

Health/Safety Code issues associated with this proposed project.

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

be satisfied.

Zoning/Planning Requirements:

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

2. The applicant shall submit a notice of construction to Albert Whitted Field if the

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

Construction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), if required by Federal

and City codes.
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3. All site visibility triangle requirements shall be met (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,

Section 16.40.160).

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

or shrubbery shall be planted on any easement other than fences, trees,

shrubbery, and hedges of a type approved by the City.

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

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

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

dumpster pad.

Engineering Requirements:

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

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

applicant shall submit drainage calculations and grading plans (including street

crown elevations), which conform with the quantity and the water quality

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

16.40.030), to the City’s Engineering Department for approval. Please note that

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

controls and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runoff

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

year, one-hour design storm.

2. As per Engineering Department requirements and prior to their approval of any

permits, the applicant shall submit a copy of a Southwest Florida Water

Management District (or Pinellas County Ordinance 90-17) Management of

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

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

DRC. The DRC grants the Planning & Economic Development Department

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

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

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

Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060 of the City Code entitled

“Landscaping and Irrigation.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

IV. CONSIDERATIONS BY THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FOR REVIEW
(Pursuant to Chapter 16, Section 16.70.040.1.4 (Dfl:

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 FDOT 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 City’s Comprehensive Plan;

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

the neighborhood;

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

conditions in the neighborhood;

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

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

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

and other nuisances;

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

anticipated operations and expansion thereof;

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

trees, wetlands, and other vegetation;

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

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

materials, and other impacts;

1. The site is not within an Archaeological Sensitivity Area (Chapter 16,

Article 16.30, Section 16.30.070).

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

Section 16.40.050).

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

hurricane vulnerability zones;

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

Concurrency by complying with the adopted levels of service for:

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

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

The land uses of the surrounding properties are:

North: Central Business District

South: Central Business District

East Central Business District

West: Central Business District
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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 4’ 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, PA. [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 Il.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.

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

garage:

16.40.90.3.5.1. g. Minimum vehicle stacking requirements at entry points:

(1) Free flow entries means an entry into a parking garage without controls, such as

attendants or automatic ticket dispensing controls: one vehicle space per entry lane.

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

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

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

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

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

for garage use: two vehicle spaces per entry lane.

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

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

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

not contemplated when this code section was written.

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

into one of these waiting spaces until one ol 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).

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

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

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

access throughout Downtown.

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

continuous vehicular movement, including pedestrian and bicycle travel with minimal

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

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

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

designed or maintained for pedestrian and bicycle use’.

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

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

compliance with the purpose and intent of this subsection.

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

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

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

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

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



Condilion 01 Approval number 16 that requires the three additional waiting spaces along the
east side ci the building. The applicant provided an exhibit, referred to as Exhibit A that
illustrates the additional waiting spaces.

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

Staff Response:
Per City Code Section 16.70.040.1 .4.C.2.b., the DRC may impose conditions upon its approval
of a site plan application, including a modification to the site plan as proposed by the applicant.
The applicant will need to demonstrate compliance with all applicable City codes during the site
permitting process. The modifications made at the hearing in response to public comments did
not cause any material conflicts with code, and technical details will be addressed on the
construction drawings.

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

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

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

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

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

Staff has determined that the proposed building does comply with the required distance

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



and ‘the minimum dis[ance between buildings shall be split equally along a shared property

line”. In this instance, ‘the shared property line” is the centerline of the 15-foot wide alley. The

equal split ol the recluired 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 FAR. 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



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

Furthermore, F.A.R. bonuses and exemptions are precisely the types of innovative tools in the
LDRs that the City shall use, per the Comprehensive Plan, to effectuate its goals in the 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 interpretat/on 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 LU2I:
The City shall, on an ongoing basis, review and consider for adoption, amendments to existing
or new innovative land development regulations that can provide additional incentives
for the achievement of Comprehensive Plan Objectives.

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



innovations to identify potential solutions to development issues that provide incentives

for the achievement of the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Policy: LU2.2 The City shall concentrate growth in the designated Activity Centers and

prioritize infrastructure improvements to service demand in those areas. (Note: Site is located

within Intown Activity Center established in LU2. 1.)

Policy: LU2.3 To attract large scale quality development and assure the proper coordination,

programming and timing of City services in the activity centers the City shall continue to

develop, evaluate and implement appropriate activity center development incentives.

Policy: LU3. 1. B.3. Central Business District (CBD) - Allowing a mixture of higher intensity retail,

office, industrial, service and residential uses up to a floor area ratio of 4.0 and a net residential

density not to exceed the maximum allowable in the land development regulations.

Increased floor area ratios may be permitted as a bonus for developments that provide

additional amenities or other improvements that achieve CBD design and development

objectives. Application of this category is limited to the Intown Sector. This category shall not be

applied without development of and CPA approval ol 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:
LU1 78.1 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.

LU1 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.

LU1 7B.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 Element
2.3
The basic physical framework of Neighborhoods, Corridors and Centers provides three

fundamental areas where second generation growth may occur. The City is already

experiencing this trend as Traditional Neighborhoods undergo reinvestment and revitalization,

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

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

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

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

is:

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

come together for shopping, entertainment, work and play.

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

dynamic 24-hour activity center. The downtown offered all aspects of living. Housing was a

large component of the downtown with numerous tourist oriented hotels and apartment

buildings.

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

sidewalks and substantial commercial style buildings which created a pleasant pedestrian

environment. Alleys allow utilitarian functions to take place separately from the public

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

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

and civic buildings.

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

restaurants and entertainment uses favored suburban locations. National solutions to

redevelopment such as the creation of business centers, major sporting venues and

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

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

traditional setting with large scale, mixed use commercial buildings, renovated historic

buildings, and an active street life.

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

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

development on the peninsula, there is new activity in downtown housing. This is a

result of several factors including available land, frustration with extensive auto



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

This practice of decreasing the physical distance between home, work, shopping and

schooling is a highly sustainable practice that leads to innumerable benefits to the City.
Resulting reinvestment into downtown’s historic structures and neighborhoods is being

coupled with new infill development in traditional urban formats such as townhomes and

mixed use apartment buildings that have not been offered for decades. Refurbishment of
the Vinoy Hotel, the recently constructed Baywalk shopping center, and an anticipated grocery
bring new activity to downtown as evidence of the rebirth. As in the decades before, commercial
activities are following housing growth and the result is the renewal of the public realm:

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

Center Recommendations:
Downtown Recommendations:
• Protect and enhance the unique character of the downtown including the waterfront parks
system, and wide pedestrian oriented streets.
• Encourage mixed use projects which provide appropriate densities, buildings with
continuous street edges and share amenities such as parking.
• Streets should be lively, active, pedestrian oriented, safe and clean.
• There should be a variety of transit opportunities including pedestrians, trolleys, taxies,
bikes and vehicles.
• Surface parking lots should be encouraged to be redeveloped with urban style buildings.
Encourage shared parking in well designed structures featuring retail and other pedestrian

activities on the first floor.
• Civic uses should be reinforced, protected and expanded and should be available to all
members of the community.
• Preserve noteworthy buildings through renovation and adaptive reuse.
• Where existing buildings are replaced, quality redevelopment shall occur which is
consistent with the context of St. Petersburg. Architecture which is generic or utilitarian should
be discouraged.
• Evaluate existing redevelopment plans to reflect desired community form and development

potential.

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

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



Intown Redevelopment Plan:
LUI3. 1 Development proposals in community redevelopment areas shall be reviewed for
compliance with the goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and the goals,
objectives and policies of the applicable adopted redevelopment plan including:
1. Intown Redevelopment Plan;

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

Other buildings of comparable mass and scale which surround the project include Parkshore
Plaza, located directly to the south, 400 Beach Drive, located to the northeast and the approved
Silhouette, located to the northwest of the subject property; all were approved with a maximum
(see additional information, Elevator Exhibit).F.A.R. of 4.0. Parkshore Plaza is 29-stories and
was approved with a building height of 351 feet, 400 Beach Drive is 30-stories and was
approved with a building height of 320 feet, Silhouette was approved with 14-stories and a
building height of 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.R. 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.
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March 13, 2015
Via iland 1)elivcry Only

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

Re: Notice of Appeal of 77w I)evelonient l?evieu’ (‘onunission ‘S .1pprot’al of a
Modi/ìca!ioii to a prei’iou.sTi’ approved Site Plan to cons/rite! the Bliss
C 011(10111 111111111

(‘ase No.: 15-31000003
Address: 176 4th renue Northeast
Applicant: Patricia B. A’Ioss Revocahie Trust

Dear City Council Members,

This Notice oF Appeal concerns a decision made on March 4th, 2015. by the
Development Review Commission (DRC) that approved a Modification to a previously
approved Site Plan For a project known as the Bliss Condominium.

The City is tasked with ensuring development occurs consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. This is evident by virtue of Section 163.3194 oF the Florida Statutes, the
case law interpreting this statute, as well as the City’s own regulations. The City, so Far, has not
followed this clear legal mandate.

Our Firm represents Appellant. Mr. Michael Levy, a resident of Parkshore Plaza, located
immediately north of the proposed Bliss Condominium. Our Client is an adjacent property owner
and qualifies as an aggrieved and adversely affected party given that the DRC’s above-
referenced approval was and remains inconsistent and incompatible with the City of St.
Petersburg’s Comprehensive Plan. This Appeal thus seeks to have the DRC approval reversed
for the reasons set forth below.

BAsis FOR THE APPEAL

I. Procedural History of the ‘Bliss’ Development Project

On October 1, 2014, by a decision of 7-0, the DRC approved the initial application
request for a Site Plan approval to construct an 18-story, 30-unit multi-family development

Sarasota Office Tampa Office
3277 Fruitville Rd., Unit F :31)0 W. Platt St., Ste. 10(1
Sarasota, Florida 34237 Tampa, Florida 33606

941.365.3800 ui :1:1 i 8.9000
800:1110.3337 077.908,2800

Fax: 941.952.1414 www.mbrfirm.com Fax: 1177.203.5748
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known as the “Bliss condominium building (one of the units has been designed as a two—story
unit, making the unit count 29). ‘l’he decision was subsequently appealed h two opponents. and
the appeal was heard heibre City’ Council on November 6, 2014. This appeal was refrrecl to as
Case No.: 14—31000015. ‘l’he DRC decision was upheld on appeal. As a result, two independent
legal actions were initiated in the circuit court and these actions remain pending.

‘I’he Applicant has now submitted an application for a Modi lication to tile previously
approved Site Plan, which was ultimately approved by tile I)RC on March 4th, 2015. This
appeal follows. It should be noted that this appeal is similar to Mr. Levy’s first appeal related to
Case No.: 14-3 1000015, as the project as submitted to tile DRC by City Staff is still excessive
with regard to the Floor At-ca Ratio set forth ill the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

City Staff’ has also not required compliance with the City’s Land Development
Regulations (“LDRs”) with regard to required application submittals. 3cc’ [DR Sections
16.20.120.7 and 16,90.010. For example, “building dimensions, including a dotted line denoting
overhangs” were not submitted: accessory building dimensions were not provided; and the
“Building Ellvelope” dimensions were not provided. These are key onlissions because such
dimensions would enable tile Floor Area Ratio, which is at issue here. to be calculated and
scrutinized.

As with the first appeal, a due process issue is appareilt here as well. At the March 4th
hearing tile Applicant substituted a new version of a site pian that varied the site plan submitted
as part of its publicaliy-noticcd application package. Areas were reconfigured on the new site
plan, however, no notice of’ these changes was provided in advance to the public. Additionaiiy,
n history of revision dates were shown on tile site plan as required (LDR Section 16.90.010).

II. Applicable comprehensive Plan Provisions

Under the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan, development intensity is gauged
by Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The Plan defines FAR as:

A measure of/he intensity of development. The ratio of’gross floor area to
the area of/he lot,

The key component used to calculate FAR is thus Gross Floor Area. Gross Floor Area is
delined with emphasis added in the City’s Plan both particularly and unambiguously:

Gross floor area of a structure shall be the total area of all floors,
including .ctairwells, elevator shafts, etc., ineasuredfroin /1w outside face
of enclosing walls or supports. The Land Development Regulations may
exclude parking areas.

Mooi BQWtvtN & Rix,
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Chapter One, Section 1.3.1 .3 oF the City’s Plan provides “Guidelines f’or Plan
Interpretation. ‘Ihat section states that the word “Shall” is indicated to be mandatory. As such, it
is a mandatory requirement that the ‘total area of all floors’ be included in any Gross Floor Area
calculation. As noted above the definition only provides fbr one “permissive” potential
exclusion, and that one exclusion is limited to prl<in areas. Put most simply, all areas of a
structure must be included in the Gross Floor Area calculation, with the possibility of an
exclusion for parking areas on1’.

According to the City’s (‘omprehensive Plan and incorporated Future Land Use Map, the
proposed Bliss Condominium project is located in an area with a l’uture land use designation of’
Central Business District (CBD), with a Special l)esignalion of Activity Center (AC) overlaying.
The zoning of the proposed development is Downtown Center—3 (DC—3). Comprehensive Plan
Policy LU17B.3 provides with emphasis added:

Floor Area Ratio /ör buildings ui/h/n the downtown wateifront area (DC—
3 zoning cl/strict) shall iiot exceed 4.0.

The City’s Land Development Regulations (LDR’s) provide the ability to increase
development intensity beyond a “base” FAR threshold. In the DC-3 zoning district the base

threshold Floor Area Ratio is 2.0. Any additional area beyond the base area is referred to as a
“Bonus.” With bonus approval via a public hearing in front of the Development Review
Commission, the “Maximum Intensity” permitted in the DC—3 zoning area is still 4.0 FAR.

III. Areas of Inconsistency with the City ‘s Coinpreh ensive Plan

The inconsistency issue is manifested in two obvious ways: First, area specifically
identified by the Comprehensive Plan as being Gross Floor Area is not counted, and second,
Gross Floor Area that should be counted fully in order to be consistent with the plain wording
recited above is improperly considered by City Staff and the DRC to be “exempt” and is not
counted fully. These inconsistencies are depicted by color on the applied-for site plan, attached
hereto as Exhibit “A.”

As with the first appeal, the City received an application for Site Plan Review related to
the “modification” of the proposed Bliss Condominium. See Exhibit “B.” attached hereto.
Based upon the maximum FAR allowable in the DC-3 area, permissible development intensity of
the lot would be 80,080 square feet (4.0 x 20,020 square feet of lot area). The application for the
proposed Bliss project indicates that the proposed Gross Floor Area was indeed this maximum
80,080 square feet, and that the proposed Floor Area Ratio was 4.0.1

The intensity is greater than the base 2.0 FAR as the Applicant took advantage of the bonuses
offered by the City’s LDR’s.

Moo BOWMAN Rix,
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While the hare asserhons reflect compliance with the 4.0 maximum intensity, [lie actual
Floor i\rca Ratio remains greater than 4.0. ‘(‘he 80,08() square l’eet indicated in the Bliss
application does not include square footage that was defined as Gross l1oor Area under the
C’itvs C’oniprehensive Plan provisions. This omitted Gross Floor Area includes at least: the
elc’i’atoi l0li’L?1 111(11 L’XtL’ilds’ (lhO)’L’ f/ic’ eitJiieeiit/i /1001 ((11(1 the first—floor elevator equipnlen!

storage, pump. c’llleigc’ncl’ ç’eneralor, and electrical rooms. The Citys Comprehensive Plan
requires this area to he counted as Gross Floor Area as defined by its Comprehensive Plan.

Iii addition to the omitted (iross Floor Area identified in the above paragraph, au
additional area of at least 3.160 square fl2et has not been counted as Gross Floor Area.2 The
reality is more than this area has not been counted, but because City Staff did not follow its own
rules and require exterior dimensions, it is impossible to determine with certainty the extent of
the excess.

The exempt area issue is exacerbated because stairwells and elevator shafts are
exempled’ and excluded li’om Gross Floor Area in addition to the areas provided for in the
LDRs as exempt area. This latter issue helps underscore City Stairs and the DRC’s errors
because stairwells and elevator shafts are specifically listed as area to be counted as Gross Floor
Area iii the Comprehensive Plan.

The City’s acceptance of the Applicant’s exclusion of the “exempt” area from the Gross
Floor Area creates a blatant inconsistency with the City’s Comprehensive Plan as the specific
and particular Gross Floor Area definition only provides for the permissive exemption of parking
areas. It also should be noted that if the exemptions the City improperly accepted are included,
which effectively lowers the Gross Floor Area, the Floor Area Ratio limitation of 4.0 is still
exceeded.

2 This assertion is based on Excel spreadsheets provided to the City by the Applicant. Attached
hereto as Exhibit “C.” The attached Excel spreadsheets show two scenarios. The first sheet
shows a total of 83,247 square feet of ‘Gross AC Area.” Gross AC Area is found nowhere in
either the City’s Comprehensive Plan or its regulations. The second sheet shows a total of
84,006 square feet of “Gross AC Area.” This area includes some of the excluded area found in
the parking garage. In both scenarios, [lie entire Gross AC Area receives the exempt multiplier.
In the second sheet even the areas found in the parking garage receive the multiplier. This
interpretation by City Staff is not supported by the plain meaning of the words used in the
Comprehensive Plan. In fact, if the City’s interpretation is permitted to stand, the result will
create an inconsistency with Pinellas County’s Countywide Plan Rules. A definitive maximum
intensity is required by the Countywide Plan. Set’ Section 4.2.3 of the Countywide Plan. The 4.0
FAR set forth in the City’s Comprehensive Plan is a definitive maximum intensity. The
exemptions permitted by the City Staff and approved by the DRC do not consider any
threshold—they enable the maximum intensity to be exceeded by variable and potentially
unlimited extents measured by the floor area considered to be exempt. This is illegal and
impermissible.

MoopE BowMAN & Rix,
I N. I )()MAIN & I’ (jIIiU’y i,,! IT, LAWYI RN



I )R( Appeal to City (‘ouncil
Case No.: 15—31 00(003
March 13, 2015
Page 5

Co N (‘ LUS ION

C’itv Staff’ and the DRU chose to accept the Applicant’s unsupported assertions of the
building’s ultimate size rather than to lest the assertions based on concrete submissions that in
fact demonstrate that a signi [leant exceeclance exists. This resulting approval categorically
shows that the City so far has intentionally disregarded its Comprehensive Plan rules.

City Stall and the DRC have repeatedly overlooked clear and explicit inlhrmation that
the proposed Bliss Condominium reflects an excessive building size. They have failed to
scrutinize the Applicant’s Gross Floor Area and FAR submittals in relation to its Comprehensive
Plan definitions, which clearly and particularly limit the FAR maximum intensity. In short, the
Applicants proposed development reflects a FAR greater than the allowable maximum FAR of
4.0, which renders it inconsistent with the St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan.

Given the reasons set forth above, the undersigned. on behalf’ of’ the Appellant.
respectfully requests that the City Council reverse the DRC decision on the grounds that it is in
violation of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Sincerely,

Jackson I-I. Bowman, Esq.
Attorney for the Appellant

MOORE BowN & Rix. PA

MIN! NI IN)MAIN & l’IU)J’I RTY il(III LAWYI ILS
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__
__

LI SPECIAL EXCEPTION

__

REi: D SITE PLAN REVIEW

I JAN232015
Application No. LoooOO3iEVELOpMENT REVliw

SEFVjC
All applications are to be filled out compleTely and correctly. The application shall be submitted to the City of St.
Petersburg’s Planning and Economic Development Department, located on the floor of the Municipal Services
Building, One Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

GENERAL INFORMATION
NAME of APPUCANT T
- Cjty, State, Zip: d1’A__2.’t1-f1 i7..-_‘vt3__

Email Address:

_____

_________ __________

Street Address:

____________ _______
________

y1tt
Tele_phoneNo:

- Email Address: +Ic. r-k w&. -
—.... -

NAME of ARCHITECT or ENGINEER: T ‘tM
Street Address:

-. City, tJLejp•

__

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
-

-

pi_lc4f fl 7ooo, DOAQ tO
4i14

, r

AUTHORIZATION

____________________

SITE PLAN REVIEW (SPR)
Site Plan Review (SPR), General, By Commission
Site Plan Review (SPR), General, By POD
Site Plan Review (SPR), General, Related to SE
Site Plan Review (SPR), Modification, By Commission
Site Plan Review (SPR), Modification, By POD
Concurrency

Cash, credit and checks made payable to the City of St. Petersburg’

NOTE: IT IS APPLICANT TO SUBMIT CORRECT INFORMATION. ANY MISLEADING,
INCORRECT INFORMATION MAY INVALIDATE YOUR APPROVAL.

Signature: Date: ‘2- ‘Los 5

r

stpeter•shn
www..stpete.,ni

SPECIAL EXCEPTION (SE)
Special Exception (SE), General Application:
Special Exception (SE), Modification:
Concurrency

$1,000.00
$ 500.00

$ 25.00

$1000.00
$ 500.00
$ 0.00
$ 500.00
$ 250,00

$ 25.00

UPDATED 08-23-2012

Exhibit “B”



SITE PLAN REVIEW
DATA SHEETtOJ9;1

ONLY COMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL BE ACCEPTED. FAILURE TO
COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL RESULT IN DEFERRAL OF YOUR APPLICATION.

DATA TABLE

1. Zoning Classification: t-3

____——____

2. Existing Land Use Type(s):

3 Proposed Land Use Type(s)

4. Area of Subject Property: OZO.r
-

5. Variance(s) Requested:

6. Gross Floor Area (total square feet of building(s))

_______
______

__________

Existing: Sq.ft.

Proposed: z:.:(o.c3p Sq.ft.
Permitted:

-- 1t2 Sq. ft.

7. Floor Area Ratio (total square feet or building(s) divided by the total square feet of entire site)
Existing:
Proposed:

- -

Permitted: f.o

8. Building Coverage (first floor square footage of building)
Existing: . Sq.ft. fl %ofsite

-.Proposed: 11i Sq. ft. %of site -

- Permitted:
-

Sq.ft. %ofsite

9. Open Green Space (include all green space on site; do not include any paved areas)
Existing: Sq. ft

- % ofsite

- -

- Proposed: .4-,D7 Sq.ft %of site

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

11. Paving Coverage (including sidewalks within boundary of the subject property; do not include building footprint(s))
Existing: 4oSq.ft. -

-._. 5.1
rop9sed: Sq.ft. %ofsite - -.



LI SPECIAL EXCEPTION
LI SITE PLAN REVIEW

DATA SHEET

DATA TABLE (continued page 2)

12. Impervious_Surface Coverage_(tolsqua faflpavinbugfootprintandotherhardsurfadarnas) -

T1 Sq.ft. 77 %ofsite
Proposed: (47 Sq.ft. %ofsfte

____-

Permftted: Sq.ft. %&site

13. Densjyunits per x”)
-.. —-.--

_____—

Sq. Ft. or Acre(s) No. of Employees No. of Clients (CR. / Horrig)
- Existing_ — Existing: —

Propsed: Proposed: Proposed:
Permitted: —

14 a. Parking (Vehicle) Spaces
Existing: includes . disabled parking spaces
Prqposed: includes I disabled parking spaces

______

— - - Permitted:
-— includes _3 disabled parking spaces

14 b. ParkingjBicycleLSpaces
Existing: . Spaces % at vehicuTar parking

— .ps6d: Spaces _%ofvehicuiarparking

____

Permitted: j Spaces % at vehicular parking

15a. iIØgjg_
..

-
Exjpg_ Feet I Stories
Prqposed: Feet
Permitted: Feet — Stories

15b. A!rportHeightReguiations . . --

Does the project exceed height reqs. of either the City or Co. Airport Zonin Ordinance? -

-- Yes ENo zzzzz:z
16. AfteratlonsorChanges

-

— — -

How much of the site is the proposal altering or changin (in sq. ft)? ‘O

Note: See Drainage Ordinance for a definition of alteration.” If yes, please be aware that this triggers Drainage
Ordinance compliance. Please submit drainage calculations to the Engineering Depaflment for review at your
earliest convenience. The DRC must approve all Drainage Ordinance variances



__ __

El SPECIAL 1XCEPTICM
Li ITLPLAREVW

ptrsbu
wwstetenl DATA SHEET

DATA TABLE (continued page 3)

17. 100 Year Flood Plain
Flood Zone. Feel
Existüig Lowest Floor Elevatiorv Feet
Proposed Lowest Floor Elevabon: Feet
Required Lowest Floor Elevat on Feet

18 Hurricane Vulnerability Zone Yes J No
Coastal High Hazard Zone: Yes

‘ No
Hurricane Evacuation Zone: Yes No What zone?

19. Preservation Areas
Total Sq ft. Acres
Maximum developable area permitted 10 o/ preservaton area: Sq. ft
Proposed area being developed, altered or improved: Sq ft % otte

20. Historic or Archaeological Resources
On site or within 200 feet? Q No

21. Levels of Service
Name of Roadway Level of Service

22. ConstructIon Value
What is the estimate of the total value of the project upon completion? $

23 Concurrency
Does the site meet concurrency requirements?

El Yes fl No

What is the concurrency number?

< END >

UDAT&! 08-23-2012
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_______
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tptersbur
wwwstpeteorg

Cy o{ St. Pbui
tYviIopmen Services

e1ficcite @ #rwev

1. GEtERAL INFORMATION {fiUei ut by oøIictn)

owner Nm &Addrcss

]. Q fr1!rJ t4i

Rpresentative Nc*rr & Addre

T -

Ft. 41t4

Property Addr cind Lai Descrp1on
4r 1tgs/

4, i, .ri&i _- FrciZ c

Is he ubjed property pri ol a prciI rpproieed I& p1w2
If yes provide cosw numbcr .,,..

b thc subt.t pcopfy pert cii rn opprov DRI?
If, provide DRI øne

_________________________________

I Yes

TYPE Of ACT1VTh

New Ci ucicr3
Adthtiot’

__________

Chcirig f Ue
R*vaprncrt

NON PESIDNTJ4I

RE5JDENTZAL

Ne.SireDmi1JM_.__,...
t.ewMutti-Forn UM 2 ——

tit New- Ntrther

______

Exsfirg U_3L—
E1rg Bk. Ar . it.) .

isii9 L’ie -.

zrstit e.klg. ?%reO (sq. i4,

Pioed Use ... .

Pvped Edg. Arci ft.J .- .

Propd{Je

_____

...

Proposed B4j. Area {q. .)

Apfcuit owrer o pr perj iiatuc
1zk

1 there rear qu.estion 1ng iIiis pliatian, pIee ccl. onurr1 o drnotr ci 893 9 f. Fkace d2
jfill out 1h second portiort of thts form (op1iosite

H
// AppIlrNmbr

Site FiDr1?E Numb Lii Number______________

6Id -iiit N.___ c_C. .
Other_____________

____________

1’crneNci- Sec . RSu

______Btkbt_______

jMifl
.,. .

___

. Phoii



—

____

Ii SIMPLE CONCURRENCY DETERMINATION (filled out by Concurrency Coordinator)

A. Test Queshons
1. Is the project locoted çtside of Traffic Restriction and Concern Areas?
2. Is the project ci single family home or a duplex?
3. Is the project located in the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area

(ICEA), or on approved DRI?

B. If the answer to of the above three questions is the project is approved for concurrency.

C. If the answer to all of the above questions is g, refer application to the Planning Programs Division for complex
concurrency determination.

D. If the project is located in the TCEA on a mciior street that is operating cit ci LOS that is lower than the City’s
adopted standard, and is protected to generate mare than 50 new p.m. peak hour trips, the project shall require
special exception approval.

Reviewer Signature of Approval Dote Amount Due

III. COMPLEX CONCURRENCY DETERMINATION (filled out by Concurrency Coordinator)

Traffic Study lequired ciYes dNa Public Utilities Review dYes dNa

ahjs of Facility/Service:

Traffic
Circulation

Acceptable
Traffic Concern
Traffic Restriction

l?ecrecstion &
Open Space

Acceptable —

Unacceptable

Solid
Waste

Mass
Transit

Acceptable —

Unacceptable

Acceptable —

Unacceptable

Area

________

Finding: Approved

_______

Conditionally Approved

_____

Denied

_______

Comments:

$

Yes
0
ci
ci

No
ci
ci
ci

Water
Supply

Sanitary
Supply

Dependent upon
final site plan
review

Acceptable
U nocce p table

Acceptable
Unacceptable

Drainage

Service
Provider —

Service
Provider
Service

Rev ewer S gnature Do Amount Due



www.spete.DrgJ

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVlSIOt1
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION

TO:

FROM:

Planning & Economic Development Department — Development Review Services

..— J,

14!A3
<Applicant / Agent Name>

RE:
Project Name:

Street Address(s): J (0 ‘‘ri- q / rL
City Case No.

I certify that a complete copy of the application form (including data sheets, site plans, etc.) has
been provided to the affected neighborhood and business association(s). This information was
provided to the following individuals on behalf of the indicated organization:

Recipient

Neighborhood Association

Date of Receipt

Method of Delivery

Please be aware that applicants are responsible for providing the required public notices prescribed
by Chapter 16.70 010 4 of the City Code.

If you have any questions call (727) 892-5496

This completed form must be returned to the Planning & Economic Development
Department within one week after your DRC Application Deadline.
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
!- PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

sI.pelersburg DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
www.stpete.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 should 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 March 4, 2015, at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 15-31000003 PLAT SHEET: E-4

REQUEST: Approval of a Modification to a previously approved Site Plan to
construct an 1 8-story, 29-unit multi-family development, to
relocate the access to the parking garage elevators from the
east/west alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley.

OWNER: Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust
105 Dogwood Lane
Raford, VA 24141-3917

ARCHITECT: Tim Clemmons
Mesh Architecture

6 Street South
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

ADDRESS: 176 4th Avenue Northeast

PARCEL ID NO.: 19-31-17-77238-000-0040 & 0050

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.



Case No. 15-31000003
Page 2of7

BUILDING COVERAGE:
Existing: 2.380 square feet 11.9 % of Site MDL
Proposed: 9,127 square feet 46 % of Site MOL
Permitted: 19,019 square feet 95 % of Site MDL

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

OPEN GREEN SPACE:
Existing: 4,600 square feet 23 % of Site MDL
Proposed: 4,073 square feet 20 % of Site MDL

PAVING COVERAGE:
Existing: 13,040 square feet 23 % of Site MDL
Proposed: 5,974 square feet 20 % of Site MDL

PARKING:
Existing: 34; including 2 handicapped spaces
Proposed: 62; including 1 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 (AMSL)
Permitted: 300 feet from grade; 158 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:

The Request: The applicant seeks approval to modify the previously approved Site Plan to
construct an 18-story, 29-unit multi-family development, to relocate the access to the parking
garage elevators from the east/west alley (Fareham Place N) to the north/south alley.

History: October 1, 2014 DRC, approved the application request for a site plan approval to
construct an 18-story, 30-unit multi-family development with floor area ratio bonuses and a
variance to the Albert Whitted Airport Overlay Height Standards, subject to amended special
conditions, by a vote of 7-0. (Case #14-3100015). The decision was subsequently appealed,
and the appeal was heard before City council on November 6, 2014. The DRC decision was
upheld upon appeal.
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Current Proposal:
In response to concerns expressed by the neighbors, the applicant has revised the site plan, to
relocate access to the parking garage elevators from the eastlwest alley (Fareham Place N) to
the north/south alley. Pursuant tol6.40.090.3.5, the revised site plan with vehicular access to
the parking garage elevators on the north/south alley meets the requirement for two stacking
spaces per vehicle entry point. The modification to the site plan has no other material affects on
the previously approved plan and all considerations related to the previous review remain in
effect. Please see attached Staff report prepared for the previous case for additional information
regarding the previous FAR bonuses and Airport Zoning Overlay variance requests.

Public Comments: There have been no comments or calls as of the date of completion of this
report.

Ill. RECOMMENDATION:
A. Staff recommends APPROVAL
B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: Subject to the special conditions as

follows:
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

linear 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.

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

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

8. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shall be
approved by Staff.

9. 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.

10. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by Section 16.40.090.
11. Exterior lighting shall comply with Section 16.40.070.
12. Mechanical equipment shall be screened from the abutting rights-of-way.
13. Construction of piers andlor caissons shall be by auger method unless

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

14. The site plan shall be modified as necessary to comply with the comments
in the Engineering Department’s Memorandum dated February 11, 2014.

15. The applicant may, at his sole discretion, within 45-days of approval of this
modification, elect to withdraw this application, hereby modifying the
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previously approved site plan. If said application is withdrawn, the
previously approved application and site plan, Case #14-31000015 shall
remain in full effect, in accordance with all previous conditions of approval.

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 SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT BY THE APPLICANT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS.

Building Code Requirements:

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

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

ZoninglPlanning 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.

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
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release and retention shall be calculated using the rational formula and a 10-
year, one-hour design storm.

2. As per Engineering Department requirements and prior to their approval of any
permits, the applicant shall submit a copy of a Southwest Florida Water
Management District (or Pinellas County Ordinance 90-17) Management of
Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption to the Engineering Department and
a copy of all permits from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to
FDOT and 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
DRC. The DRC grants the Planning & Economic Development Department
discretion to modify the approved landscape plan where necessary due to
unforeseen circumstances (e.g. stormwater requirements, utility conflicts,
conflicts with existing trees, etc.), provided the intent of the applicable
ordinance(s) is/are maintained. Landscaping plans shall be in accordance with
Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section 16.40.060 of the City Code entitled
“Landscaping and Irrigation.”

2. Any plans for tree removal and permitting shall be submitted to the Development
Services Division for approval.

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 16.40.0602.1.1 of City Code.
Development Services Division Staff shall inspect and approve all tree protection
barricades prior to the issuance of development permits.

IV. RESPONSES TO RELEVANT 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.
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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 FDOT 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;

I. Compatibility of the use with the existing natural environment of the site, historic
and archaeological sites, and with properties in the neighborhood as outlined in
the City’s Comprehensive Plan;

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

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

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

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

N. Landscaping and preservation of natural manmade features of the site including
trees, wetlands, and other vegetation;
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0. Sensitivity of the development to on-site and adjacent (within two-hundred (200)
feet) historic or archaeological resources related to scale, mass, building
materials, and other impacts;

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

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

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

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

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

Attachments: Aerial, Location Map, Site Plan (01-23-15), Elevations, Staff Report — Case #14-
31000015

REPORT PREPARED BY:

- 0-IS
ELIZABETH ABERNETHY, AICP, Zoning Official (POD) DATE
Planning and Economic Development
Development Review Services Division
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Elizabeth Abernethy - Case No. 15-31000003

From: Tom Whalen

To: Abernethy, Elizabeth

Date: 2/20/20 15 4:00 PM
Subject: Case No. 15-31000003

CC: Development Review Group

The Transportation and Parking Management Department has reviewed the following case:

Patricia B. Moss Revocable Trust
176 4th Avenue Northeast
15-31000003
Approval of a modification to the 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.

We have reviewed the site plan and anticipate that the modified locations of the garage entrance, car elevators
and car waiting zone will have a minimal impact on the road capacity and traffic operating conditions of 4th
Avenue NE, Fareham Place NE and the north-south alley.

Tom Whalen, AICP
Planner III
City of St. Petersburg Transportation and Parking Management Dept.
One Fourth St. N, 8th floor
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
Phone: (727) 893-7883
Fax: (727) 551-3326

file:///C:flJsers/ERAbeme/AppData/LocallTemp/XPgrpwise/54E75AO2STPETE%2OMAJ... 2/20/2015



MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

ENGiNEERING & CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS DEPARTMENT

TO: Pamela Crook, Development Services Department

FROM: Nancy Davis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: February 11,2015

SUBJECT: Site Plan Review

FILE: 15-31000003 (formerly 14-3 1000015)

LOCATION: 176 4th Avenue Northeast
PIN: 19/31/17/77238/000/0040; 19/31/17/77238/000/0050
ATLAS: E-4
PROJECT: 176 4’ 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.

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 j’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.

3. The scope of this project will trigger compliance with the Drainage and Surface Water
Management Regulations as found in City Code Section 16.40.030. Submit drainage
calculations which conform to the water quantity and the water quality requirements of City
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9. Proposed alley access to the garage must be coordinated and approved through Michael
Frederick (phone 727-893-7843) of the City’s Neighborhood Transportation and Parking
division.

10. The stormwatcr outfall from the detention area shall be piped to connect to the public
stormwater conveyance system. Discharges to the alley or otherwise overland are not desirable
in the downtown area.

STANDARD COMMENTS: Water service is available to the site. The applicant’s Engineer
shall coordinate potable water and br fire service requirements through the City’s Water
Resources department. Recent fire flow test data shall be utilized by the site Engineer of Record
for design of fire protection system(s) for this development. Any necessary system upgrades or
extensions shall be performed at the expense of the developer.

Plan and profile showing all paving, drainage, sanitary sewers, and water mains (seawalls if
applicable) to be provided to the Engineering Department for review and coordination by the
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-
21 .300(4)(b)) to the NPDES Stormwater Notices Center to obtain permit coverage if applicable.

The applicant will be required to submit to the Engineering Department copies of all permits
from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to FDOT, SWFWMD and Pinellas
County, as required for future development on this site. Plans and specifications are subject to
approval by the Florida state board of Health.

NED/MJRJjw

pc: Kelly Donnelly
Reading File
Correspondence File
Subdivision File - ROWLANDS, E. B. SUB
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PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st.petershurg DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION

www.slpeteorg 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 should be declared upon the announcement of the item.

REPORT TO THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FROM DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

SERVICES DlVISION 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.

CASENO.: 14-31000015 PLATSHEET: E-4

REQUEST: Approval of a site plan to construct an 18-story, 30 unit multi
family development. The applicant is requesting floor area ratio
bonuses and a variance to the Albert Whiled Airport Overlay
Height Standards.

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

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

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

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.
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BUILDING COVERAGE:
Existing: 2,380 square feet 12% of Site MOL
Proposed: 10012 square feet 50% of Site MDL
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 MDL
Permitted: N/A

OPEN GREEN SPACE:
Existing: 4,600 square feet 23% of Site MDL
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.

IL DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

Request:
The applicant seeks approval of a site plan to construct an 18-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
41h Avenue Northeast in between Beach Drive Northeast and l Street North.

Proposal:
The existing property is 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
1 8-story residential tower and a 4-story parking garage.

The residential tower will be located along the front of the subject property and the parking
garage will be located along the rear of the subject property. The building will be set back off of
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the front property line to allow landscaping and green space between the building and the public

sidewalk along 4th Avenue Northeast. A private outdoor court yard will be located on the west

side of the building.

The ground floor of the residential tower will consist of a lobby and retail space. Floors two

through four will have one (1) residential unit per floor. Floors five through 17 will have two (2)

residential units per floor. The 1 8th floor will have a common area with a roof-top terrace and

one residential unit. Vehicular access to the first level of the parking garage will be from an

existing 15-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 subject property. The second through fourth levels of parking will have 18 parking spaces

per floor for a total of 54 parking spaces. Access to the upper levels of parking will be from two

automobile elevators, instead of a traditional ramp. The applicant will be widening the existing

north-south alley to 20-feet to improve vehicular access within the alley system. Pedestrian

access to the building will be from the public sidewalk along 4th Avenue Northeast.

The City is fortunate to have created and maintained a strong pedestrian-oriented streetscape

that is a key asset in the downtown. Development should reinforce the pedestrian scale by

protecting the right-of-way through selection and location of pedestrian-oriented businesses at

the street level and restricting vehicular access. The City Code encourages 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 4th Avenue Northeast is good urban design because it 1) promotes a walkable,

pedestrian friendly sidewalk system, and 2) allows for a pedestrian oriented commercial tenant

space on 4 Avenue Nartheast. The_commercial tenant space will have an active use that will

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

The applicant hired Kimley-Horn and Associates to prepare a trip generation study. According

to the study dated August 7, 2014, the proposed condominium development is projected to

generate 22 two-way, trip-ends (15 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.



Case No. 14-31 000015
Page 4 of 10

The proposed architectural style of the building will be contemporary. The base of the tower will

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

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

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

projecting balconies along the 4th 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
4th Avenue Northeast with a liner building and an architecturally compatible design above the

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

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

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

The DC-3 zoning district has a maximum building height of 300 feet, measured from grade. The

Albert Whitted Airport Zoning Ordinance permits a maximum building height of 158 feet AMSL

by right. The proposed building will be 204 feet from grade and 224 AMSL. The applicant is

requesting a variance to allow for a height of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has submitted an

application to the Federal Aviation Administration requesting approval of the height

encroachment. The FAA issued a Notice of No Hazard to Air Navigation on September 19,

2014, for a building of 224 feet AMSL. The applicant has secured FAA approval and provided

sufficient responses to each of the review criteria required by the Code. The ORG 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. REC0MMENDAT1ON
A. Staff recommends the following:

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

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

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

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

with a liner that provides a use for a minimum of the first two stories,

and provide an architecturally compatible design above the two story

base as required to receive the F.A.R. bonus. The final design shall be
subject to approval by staff.

3. The applicant shall provide one-quarter of one percent or more of the

total construction cost to the HICP Trust Fund. The funds shall be

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

Development Rights prior to the release of building permits.
5. The public sidewalk abutting the subject property shall be widened to a

minimum of 8-feet.
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6. The surface parking spaces along the east side of the subject property

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

7. The proposed wall along the north side of the outdoor courtyard shall

be finished to match the building.
8. Landscaping shall be installed in the public right-of-way as required by

Section 16.40.060.
9. The final streetscape and hardscape plan for the abutting streets shall

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

metal, stone, brick, precast masonry, glass, stucco or other sImi’ar 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 identify all applicable Building Code and

Health/Safety Code issues associated with this proposed project.

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

be satisfied.

ZoninglPlanning Requirements:

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

2. The applicant shall submit a notice of construction to Albert Whitted Field if the

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

Construction to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), if required by Federal

and City codes.
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3. All site visibility triangle requirements shall be met (Chapter 16, Article 16.40,
Section 16.40.160).

4. No building or other obstruction (including eaves) shall be erected and no trees
or shrubbery shall be planted on any easement other than fences, trees,
shrubbery, and hedges of a type approved by the City.

5. The location and size of the trash container(s) shall be designated, screened,
and approved by the Manager of Commercial Collections, City Sanitation. A
solid wood fence or masonry wall shall be installed around the perimeter of the
dumpster pad.

Engineering Requirements:

1. The site shall be in compliance with all applicable drainage regulations (including
regional and state permits) and the conditions as may be noted herein. The
applicant shall submit drainage calculations and grading plans (including Street
crown elevations), which conform with the quantity and the water quality
requirements of the Municipal Code (Chapter 16, Article 16.40, Section
16.40.030), to the City’s Engineering Department for approval. Please note that
the entire site upon which redevelopment occurs shall meet the water quality
controls and treatment required for development sites. Stormwater runoff
release and retention shall be calculated using the rational formula and a 10-
year, one-hour design storm.

2. As per Engineering Department requirements and prior to their approval of any
permits, the applicant shall submit a copy of a Southwest Florida Water
Management District (or Pinellas County Ordinance 90-17) Management of
Surface Water Permit or Letter of Exemption to the Engineering Department and
a copy of all permits from other regulatory agencies including but not limited to
FOOT and Pinellas County required for this project.

3. A work permit issued by the
commencement of construction within dedicated rights-of-way or easements.

4. The applicant shall submit a completed Storm Water Management Utility Data
Form to the City’s Engineering Department for review and approval prior to the
approval of any permits.

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

Landscaping Requirements:

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

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

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

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

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

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

IV. CONSIDERATIONS BY THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FOR REVIEW
(Pursuant to Chapter 16. Section 16.70.040.1.4 (D)):

A. The use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

B. The property for which a Site Plan Review is requested shall have valid land 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 FDOT or Pinellas County, respectively;

D.----- Location— and-- relationship—of-- off-streeparking--biGycle—parking1—and—offstreet
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 City’s Comprehensive Plan;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

R— Availablity—of-hurricane—evacuatioft facilities—for--developments--located--in--the---
hurricane vulnerability zones;

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

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

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

The land uses of the surrounding properties are:

North: Central Business District

South: Central Business District

East Central Business District

West: Central Business District
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REPORT PREPARED BY:

Corey MaIszka, Intnoning Official DA E
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ST. PETERSBURG (‘[[V ()LJN(IL

Meeting of ApnI 2, 2015

Fhe I lonorable Charlie (.ierdes. Chair, and Members ol C’i1 Counci

S I I B.J [(I’: ( ‘ity File: I l)R 20 14—07: C’it\ —initiated application proposing amendments to Sectii m
I 6.30.070 titled “I Iistoric and Archaeological Preser ation (iveria’ and other historic
and archaeoloeical preser ation related amendments in Section I 2—6(X) and Section
I 6.70. Chapter 16 1 Land Development Regulations). St. Petersburg Cii Code. A
detailed annE sis ol the request is pros ided in the attached stall report.

REQ( ESI’: First readinu ol’ the attached Ordinance and substitute Resolutions. The application
n ci u ci e 5:

(A) ORDINANCE

________

amending Section 12—6. Section 16.30.070. and Section
16.70. Chapter 16 (Land De elopment ReLIlations). St. Petersburg Cit Code.

(B) RESOLUTION

________

(Resolution “A’) proposes an alternatE e recommendation
pertaining to the pre—t’equisite tor initiating an application to designate a local
landmark district. Whereas the draft ordinance requires 50 percent (%) plus one
(1) of the affected tax parcels, the alternatE e recommendation requires 50
percent (%) plus one (I) of returned ballots. The Cit) Council ma) substitute the
Resolution’s alternative language into the linal Ordinance. thereb replacing the
requirement for 50 percent (%) plus one (I) of the affected tax parcels.

(C) RESOLUTION

______

(Resolution “C”) proposes to create an exemption for
window replacement. when such replacement is proposing to use impact resistant

glass. is Energ Star qualified lbr southern climate zones, and matches existing
visual qualities including: dimensions. profiles. and placement. The Cit Council
may insert the Resolution’s language into the final Ordinance.

SPECIAL NOTE:

The attached staff report. which was prepared fr the Cit’s Community Planning and
Preservation Commission (CPPC), includes reference to Resolution “13” modil\’ing the
Certificate of’ Appropriateness (“COA”) Approval Matrix. The CPPC is authorized to
approve changes to the COA Approval Matrix and voted unanimousl) (7—0) to approve
the Resolution. The vote was final and does not require additional action b) the City
Council. The approved Resolution will help mitigate the potential impacts ot’ approving
Resolution

________

(Resolution “A”). and it will help improve efficiencies w ithin the COA
program described later in the report.



kl(OM NI EN l)A’I’ION:

j\dnunistration: [he Adniin istration recommends:

/PPR( )VAL: ( )rdinance

____________

2. APll.( )\//\I RCS(1ILI[iOIl (“A)
3. I)ILRRAI.: Resolution (“C”)

Comniunit Plannine & Preservation Commission ( CPPC ): On lebruar 10. 2015. (lie
C PPC conducted a public hearing regarding these amendments and made a finding of
consistency. voting:

ORE) Ni\ NCL

____________

: Affirmed 6—to—I
2. lUOLUllON (“A”): Aflirmed 5-to-2
3. RFi()LUTION (“C”): Denied 7—to—0

lhe prevailinu usdlication to den\ Resolution “C”) \\ usa general
concern about the impact on St. Petersburg s status as a “Certi fled Local
Government (Cl G).” A orkshop on this sublect. separate lioni the L’od ol
(lie Ordinance. as recommended. ihis solution ould allo the Ordinance
(ci receive a final ote. hi Ic stall researches the impact ol pre—emption
to the revie criteria. The attached Resolution (“C”) includes additional
literature and infiarniation to assist your understanding of the request.

Recommended Cit Council Action:

I. CONDUCT (lie first reading oF lie proposed Ordinance and Resolutions: and
2. SET (lie second reading and adoption public hearing for April 16. 2015.

Attach mc nts:

I. Ordinance
2. Resolutions
3. CPPC Minutes
4. CPPC Stall Report and Attachments
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AN ORI)INANCI AMIN1)ING ‘ii II I IISI’ORIC ANI)
ARCI IAIX)1X)(iIC’AI. PRFSFRVA’IION OVERLAY SLCI’ION
OF ‘II II Si. P1 ii RSI3UR(i CITY C( )1)I ; PR( )\‘I I)ING I( )R
SI BS’I’ANI’IAL INCREASI S IN II IF REQI. IRI MFN’I’S UI
MANY ASPECTS 01 I IIS’IORIC PRFSLRVAl’ION;
DECREASING ‘Ii IF REQ. I IREMENI’S FOR 1)1 :SIGNA’lIoN
OF AN I IISTORIC DIS’FRICT; ADDING NO’I’IFICATION
REQ( IIREMENTS [‘OR NON-OWNER INITIATED
APPLICATIONS; PROVI I)ING I”OR ADDITIONAL
CONSIDERATION OF Ii IF. SEVEN FACTORS OF
IN’I’EGRIi’Y; PROVIDING [‘OR DESIGNAliON oi SPLC’IAI.
PROPERTIES: PROVIDING FOR A PROCESS To MODIFY
1-IISTORIC DISTRICTS; PROVIDING FOR ADDITIONAL
REQUIREMENTS BEFORE ALLOWING TI IE DEMOLITION
OF EXISTING STRUCTURES; PROVIDING FOR
ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR GROUND
DISTURBING ACTIVITY AT ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES;
REQUIRING A CERTIFICATE TO DIG FOR POSSIBLE
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES; PROVIDING FOR PROI-IIBITED
PRACTICES AT ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES; MODIFYING
PROCEDURES ANI) REQUIREMENTS TO OBTAIN AD
VALOREM TAX EXEMPTIONS; AMENDING DEFINITIONS
AND PROVIDING FOR NEW DEFINITIONS; MODIFYING
PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSFERS OF
DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS FOR HISTORIC PROPERTIES;
PROVIDiNG FOR FEES; PROVIDING FOR PENALTIES;
PROVIDING FOR CLARIFICATION OF EXISTING
LANGUAGE; CORRECTING TYPOGRAPHICAL
INCONSISTENCIES: PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1. Section 16.30.070 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:

SECTION 16.30.070. I-[1STORJC AND ARC[-IAEOLOGICAL PEU SERVATION OVERLAY

16.30.070.1. Generally

A. The City Council declares as a matter of public policy that the preservation, protection,
perpetuation and use of local landmarks, landmark sites and historic districts is a public
necessity because they have a special historic, architectural, archaeological, aesthetic or



cultural interest and value and thus serve as visible and tangible reminders of (he history
and heritage of this City, the state and nation. The eCouncil Finds that (his section
benefits the (liv’s residents and property owners and declares as a matter ol public policy
that tli is section is required in (he interest of the health, prosperity. sa kt, wel hire and
economic well—being o C the people.

B. ‘Ilie purpose of this section is to:

Eflici and accomplish the preservation. protection. perpetuation and use of jjil
landmarks, landmark sites, thematic groupings and historic districts having a
special historic, architectural, archaeological, aesthetic or cultural interest and
value to this eCity, the state and nation;

2. Promote the educational, cLiltural, economic and general welfare oftlie people and
to safeguard the City’s history and heritage as embodied and reflected in such
local landmarks, sites and districts;

3. Stabilize and improve propetty’ values in historic districts and in the City as a
whole;

4. Foster civic pride in the value of notable accomplishments of the past;

5. Strengthen the economy of the City;

6. Protect and enhance the City’s attractions to residents, tourists and visitors and
serve as a support and stimulus to business and industry;

7. Enhance the visual and aesthetic character, diversity and interest of the City;

8. Provide lbr incentives to renovate or rehabilitate historic structures by
implementing State law (currently F.S. §* 1 96.1997 and 196.1 998 relating to
exemption of certain ad valorem taxes for historic properties.

16.30.070.2.2. Definitions.

Definitions shall be as provided in the rules of interpretation and definitions section and Chapter

16.30.070.2.3. Designation of Community Planning and Preservation Commission.



It is hereby established that the Corn nun Ly Planning and Preservation (omm ission shall serve
as the Commission responsible (or matters pertaining to historic and archaeological preservation
as provided in this overlay section. It IS the City Councils intent that this Commission shall meet
the requirements ul the state and federal eC’crti lied j)cal g(overnment program. When a new
member is appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by City Council, the professional education
and quali licalions of the new member should be considered to ensure that the requirenients ol’ the
eCerti lied Thocal g(iovernment program are met. When necessary, persons serving on the
Commission shall attend educational meetings to develop a special interest, experience or

knowledge in history, architecture, or related disciplines.

16.30.070.2.4. Powers and duties of the Commission.

A. In addition to [lie powers and duties staled elsewhere. the Commission shall take action
necessary and appropriate to accomplish [lie purposes of this section. These actions may
include, but are not I im i ted to:

Continuing the survey and inventory of historic buildings and areas and
archaeological sites and the plan for their preservation;

2. Recommending the designation of historic and thematic districts and individual
local landmarks and landmark sites;

3. Regulating alterations, demolitions, relocations, and new construction to local
landmarks designated property;

4. Recommending specific design review criteria for local landmarks designated
property;

5. Working with and advising the federal, state and county governments and other
departments or commissions of the City city government;

6. Advising and assisting property owners and other persons and groups including
neighborhood organizations who are interested in historic preservation;

7. Initiating plans for the preservation and rehabilitation of individual historic
buildings; and

8. Undertaking educational programs including the preparation of publications and
placing of historic markers.

3



I). The Commission shall review all nominations of a local property to the National Register
of ilistoric Places (NRI-IP) following the regulations of the Florida Division of I listorical
Resources state division of historical resources of the department of state. The
Commission shall also ask the Mayor and the chairman of the board of county
commissioners for their written opinion as to whether or not each property should he
nominated to the NRI—IP National Register. The Commission shall conduct a public
hearing to consider the nomination and publish and mail notice as provided in b.c
supplemental notice section of the application and procedures appeals section. When
necessary, the Commission shall seek expert advice before evaluating the nomination.
The Commission shall forward to the state historic preservation officer its action on the
nomination and the recommendations of the local officials.

When a property owner objects to having their property nominated to the National
Register, a notarized written statement fI’om the property owner must be requested by the
POD submitted to the Commission before the nomination is considered. The Commission
may then continue its review, forwarding its recommendation to the state historic
preservation officer noting the property owner’s objection or it may cease any further
review process and notif’ the state historic preservation officer of the property owner’s
objection to the proposed listing.

C. In the development of the certified local government program, the City Council may ask
the Commission to perform other responsibilities that may he delegated to the City under
the National Historic Preservation Act.

D. The Commission shall conduct at least four public hearings a year to consider historic
preservation issues. Applicants shall he given written noti lication of the Commission’s
decisions. The Commission shall prepare and keep on file available for public inspection
a written annual report of its historic preservation activities, cases, decisions,
qualifications of members and other historic preservation work.

E. The Commission shall receive assistance in the perlormance of its historic preservation
responsibilities 1iorn the POD who which shall provide expertise in historic preservation
or a closely related field. Other eCity stall members may be asked to assist the
Commission by providing technical advice or helping in the administration of this
section.

16.30.070.2.5. Designation of local landmarks, landmark sites and historic districts and
fhomnfir rounins.
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A. &L’IILi(I!/r. L Ipon recommendation o I. the Comm issioii, (lie City [oulici I shall consider
local landmark designation by ordinance ol individual buildings, structures, objects,
landmarks, landmark archaeological sites, thematic groupings and local historic districts
and in 11 Itiple property landmarks. An application for the creation of’l’l)R, II credits
and/or br a historic ad valorem tax exemption may he processed simultaneously with an
application lbr designation. I uch designation ot a landmark shiil I include a designation ol
a landmark site. When an owner objects to an application involving designation of their
property. other than a historic district, approval by the Commission and City Council
shall require a ;uper majority vote.

[3. App/icuuioii 1equireln’II!s. Consideration ot the designation of a jpgjl landmark ++i4
landmark site, thematic grouping or a historic district shall he initiated by the filing of an
application br designation by the properly owner, any resident of the City or any
organization in the City. including the City. The City shall charge a fee for each
application, which reflects processing costs tbr the application except that such Such fee
shall he waived tbr City—initiated applications and properties listed in, or, upon
demonstration ofa pendin application, proposed to he listed in the NRHP. The POD
shall determine when an application is complete and may request additional information
when such application is determined to he incomplete.

I. Generally. The applicant shall complete an application form provided by the POD
which shall include:

-i-a. A written description of the architectural. historical, or archaeological
significance of the proposed local landmark and landmark site or structures in (he
proposed thematic grouping or historic district and specifically addressing and
documenting those related points contained in the criteria of this section;

2b. The date D4e of construction of each of the structures on the property;

3c. Photographs of the property; and

4d. Iegal description and a map of the property to be designated as a local
landmark or upon which the local landmark is located, landmark site, thematic
grouping or historic district.

2. Additional requirements lbr historic districts. On applications lbr the designation of
historic districts, the applicant shall also submit:
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-1-a. I vidence o I the support of the histore district 1mm the owners of’ Ii fly percent
plus one lax parcel ( 50%+ I ) (e.g. if’ there are 20 I tax parcels 50% = 100 Lax
parcels, plus one would equal I Dl V2 which would mean 102 tax parcels must vote
in favor), Iwo thirds of the properties tax parcels except for eCity initiated
applications. Such evidence shall be obtained in the tbllowing manner: the
app! icant shall mail or hand deliver to all property owners of’ each tax parcel
within the proposed historic district, as listed in the Public Records of Pinellas
County, a City issued ballot requesting the owner to return by mail or hand
del iver a signed ballot showing support or opposition/nonsupport for the
apphcation the applicant shall provide the POD with a certificate of mailing
within ten (I 0) days of the date of the mailing, or for hand delivery an affidavit of’
the deliverer which includes the addresses to which the ballot was delivered, and
only City issued ballots that have a postmark within 180 days of the date of
mailing, or have been physically received by the POD within 180 days the date of
mailing and have been date stamped, shall be counted; the response for each tax
narcel shall he counted as one vote, if more than one owner of a tax parcel
responds and one or more owners show opposition/nonsupport then the property
shall not be found to support the application; each tax parcel (which may be more
than one lot) shall be a propertv’; City owned tax parcels shall not have a vote
and shall not be counted toward the total number of tax parcels; the POD shall not
accept an application which does not meet this requirement; once a signed ballot
is received by the City, the signors position may not be changed for the purposes
of meeting the requirements of the application minimum (such persons may
express any change of opinion or vote in any other legal manner);

2b. Justification for the formation of the historic district based on the criteria for
designation;

c. A written description ol’the boundaries of the district which shall include a map;
and

d. A list of contribLiting and noncontributing resources.

The POD shall determine when an application is complete and may request additional
information when such application is determined to he incomplete.

C. Additional requirements.
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I. When an owner ohiects to an application involving designation of their property,
other than when in a local historic district, approval by the Commission and City
Council shall require a super majority vote.

2. A designation application made by a nonowner shall not be made or accepted for a
property with an unexpired site plan approval.

3. 1 fa designation application for an individual property has been made by a nonowner

and has been denied, no application to designate the same property (unless it is part of
a local historic district designation application) shall be accepted by the POD fcr live
(5) years from the date of the final public hearing unless initiated by the property
OWI1 C1.

4. One complete copy of a nonowner initiated designation application for an individual
property shall be pro icled by the applicant to each property owner (and may be made
to any legal person of interest) as shown in the Public Records of Pinellas County, by
certi lied mail. The application shall not be complete until proof of mailing has been
provided to the POD and the POD shall not process the application until complete.
The applicant of a nonowner initiated designation application for an individual
property shall mail notice oteach public hearing at least thirty (30) days prior to each
public hearing, to each property owner as shown in the Public Records of Pinellas
County by regular mail. The applicant shall provide proof of mailing to the POD at
least fourteen (14) days prior to the public hearing.

Public hearings for designations. The Commission shall schedule a public hearing on the
proposed designation within 60 days of the submission of a completed application.
Notice of the public hearing and notice to the owner shall state clearly the boundaries for
the proposed historic district or the proposed landmark and landmark site.

D. CriteriaJbr designation ofproperty.

1. The Commission shall recommend the designation of property as a local landmark;
landmark site, thematic grouping or historic district after the public hearing based
upon if the principal structure is at least tifty (50) years old and it meets one or more
of the following criteria:

-1-a. Its value is a significant reminder of the cultural or archaeological heritage of the
City, state or nation;
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2h. Its location is a site ol a signi licant local, state. or national event:

c. 11 ix identified with a person who significantly contributed to the development of’
the City, state. or nation

4d. It is identi lied as the work of a master bui Icier, designer, or architect whose
individual work has influenced the development of the City, state, or nation;

e. Its value us a hui Idmg is recognized liar the quality of its architecture, and it
retains sufficient elements showing its architectural significance;

4[ It has distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for the study
ofa period, method of construction, or use of indigenous materials:

g. Its character is a geographically definable area possessing a significant
concentration, or continuity of sites, buildings. objects or structures united in past
events or aesthetically by plan or physical development;

h. Its character is an established and geographically definable neighborhood, united
in culture, architectural style or physical plan and development; or

i. It has contributed, or is likely to contribute, information important to the

prehistory or history of the City, state, or nation.

2. If a property meets the criteria for designation set forth in paragraph (I) above, then the
Commission shall also consider the following seven (7) factors of integrity as they apply to
the prope1y:

a. Location - the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the
historic event occLlITCd.

b. Design - the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and
style of a property.

c. Setting - the physical environment of a historic property.

d. Materials - the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular
period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.

e. Workmanship - the physical evidence oLthe crafts of a particular culture or people during
any given period in history or prehistory.
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Ih — the property s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense ola pwticu!ar period
oltime.

g. Association — the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic
p n )pcrt y

In order to be designated as a local landmark, a property shall meet at least one (1) ol’
the foregoing factors of integrity; however, feeling aiid association, without meeting
at least one other factor, are insuClcient to support designation.

3. Special Properties: Cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures, structures
that have been moved from their original locations, reconstriictions of’ historic
buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and properties that have
achieved significance within the past fifly (50’) years shall not be considered eligible
lbr designation unless it is an integral part of a historic district that meets the criteria
above or ii it thlls within the following categories:

a. A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves of persons of
signilicance either from its age, from its distinctive design features, or from its
association with historic events;

h. A birthplace or grave of’ a historical figure of significance if there is not an
appropriate building or site directly associated with the historical figure’s life:

c. A building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant
primarily for its architectural value or which is the surviving structure most
importantly associated with a historic person or event;

d. An accurate reconstruction of an historic building or structure which was
destroyed by catastrophic causes, located in an environment which is compatible
with its historic location, presented in an academic manner, and no other building
or structure with the same historic significance has survived;

e. A property primarily commemorative in intent if its design, age, tradition, or
symbolic value has created its own exceptional significance: or

f. A property achieving significance within the past fifty (50) years ii’ it is of
exceptional importance and meets one or more of the general criteria.

4- 4. Additional criteria lbr designation of hexagon block sidewalk preservation areas.

4-a. Evidence of approval ol’the property owners of-l- greater than 50 percent ol’the
linear lineal ll’ont Ibotage of property abutting the sidewalks (right—of—way) within
the area designated in the application at the time the application is submitted to
the POD. For the purposes of this subsection and unless otherwise directed by
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City (‘ounci I. the City shall be presumed to approve of the application lbr

designation ol’ hexagon block sidewalk preServation areas ibr all eCity owned
property, excluding rights—olway, within an area designated in the application.
‘lii is presumption shall not a flct the power of City Council to deny an
app! ication. City Council may initiate the designation o [‘a hexagon block
sidewalk preservation area without the approval of any owners.

h. ‘Ihe hexauon block sidewalk preservation area contributes an aesthetic or cultural
interest and value which enhances the character of the City.

c. A proposed hexagon block sidewalk preservation area shall contain a minimum of
tour abutting city blocks or a minimum of I ,500 linear lineal feet of sidewalk.
Preservation areas should contain at least 66 percent of’ the total linear lineal feet
in hexagon block sidewalk after measuring all sidewalks along the streets within
the pi’oposed district.

E. UpdaIin (hid h)IOdIfVlflg hs/oi’ic disiricls.

The status of properties as either contributing or non—contributing resources within a
historic district may be changed by following the same process as required for the
initial designation.

2. The boundaries of a historic district may be expanded to include (an) adjoining
property(ies) at the request of the property owner if the property(ies) meet(s) the
designation criteria.

3. The boundaries of a historic district may be contracted to exclude (a) property(ies)
if the property(ies) no longer meet(s) the criteria for designation and if the contraction
does not create an ‘enclave’ within the historic district or make any portion of’ the
historic district noncontiguous with the remainder of the historic district.

4. Approval of the expanded or contracted boundaries shall Ibilow the same process as
required for the initial designation, as described in this section. ‘I’he Commission and
City Council shall only consider the properties to be added or removed and shall not
re-evaluate the designation of the entire historic district or other properties which are
not included in the request.

F. Public hearings for designations. The Commission shall schedule a public hearing on the
proposed designation within sixty (6 days of the submission of a completed application.
Notice of the public hearing and notice to the owner(s) shall clearly state the boundaries
for the proposed local landmark and notice shall include mailed notice to the owner, and
written and posted notice as provided in the applications and procedures section except
that no posted notice for an application fhr a historic district shall be required.
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(i. ( ()IiIIili’SIUIi I(’CViII)IWli(/(IIiOIl t/t-ti-tf)H. /\ Her evaluating [lie testimony, evidence. s±wv-e-y
in Ibnnat ion and other material presented to the Commission at the public hearing, the
Corn mission shall:

I. Recommend approval, denial or approval with modilications of’ approve, modily.
deter or deny the application within sixty (60) days. The Commission may consider
the relationship of’ the proposed designation to the existing and Future plans [or the
development 01’ the City. The

2. Within this sixty 60) day period. the (_omrnission niav vote to deFer its
recom fliendation decision it’ adequate in Ibrination is not available to make a
recommendation decision hut shall reconsider the application at the earliest

opportLin tv a tier adequate in [‘ormation is made available.

3. A written report to the City Council on the Commissions recommendation shall be
sent For Council’s thei+ review and action. If the Commission recommends a
designation, it shall explain hov the proposed local landmark, thematic grouping p1’

historic district qualities [or designation under the criteria contained in this section.
This evaluation may include references to other buildings and areas in the City and
shall identiFy the signilicant ICatures of’ the proposed local landmark and landmark
site, thematic grouping or historic district. The report shall include a discussion ofei
the relationship between the proposed designation and existing and future plaiis for
the development of the City. The POD shall promptly notify the applicant and the
property owner of the Commission recommendation decision.

(N-i. Permit issuance. If the Commission recommends designation, When a complete (as
determined by the POD) application for designation of a local landmark has been
submitted, no permits shall he issued for any exterior alteration, new construction,
demolition, or relocation on the property which is the subject of the recommendation
until one Øf f the following has occurred:

1. City CounciI designates the property and a certilicate of appropriateness is issued; Øf

2. The application is withdrawn; or

3. The designation is denied by City Council.

4. This prohibition shall not apply to a noncontributing resource within the boundaries
of an application for local landmark designation for a local historic district nor shall it
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apply to erni its br ord mary repair and maintenance of contributing resources, as
determined by the P01).

I—li. CTh’ ( ‘oiinciI ic’ik’ii iiiul deigiiui’ion. ‘[he City Council shall schedule a public hearing on
lie proposed designation within sixty (60) days of the Commission recommendation.

Notice ol the public hearing and notice to the owner(s) shall clearly state the boundaries

For the proposed local landmark and notice shall include mailed notice to the owner, and
written and posted notice as provided in the applications and procedures section except
that no posted notice For an application lbr a historic district shall be required. After
evaluating the testimony, evidence, and other material presented to the Council. and
considering the criteria For desianation, the Council shall:

1. Approve, deny or approve with niodilcations oFthe Commission recommendation.

2. Within this sixty (60) day period, the Council may vote to defer its decision if
adequate information is not available to make a decision, but shall reconsider the
application at the earliest opportunity after adequate information is made available.

3. In addition to the criteria for designation, Council may also consider the relationship
oF the proposed designation to the existing and future plans for the development of
the City.

The City Council shall approve, modify conditions and/or the designation application,
defer oi. disapprove the proposed designation within 60 dav of the Comm k.inn

- f’ f’ - - fc - -,
- r

_______________________

.,

tiiizii iii fr,iinfiriiirecomrnenclatiuii. i iw city uuncii may vui.. uecI1uI1 -

I’ lint nvnilnh!p tn rnnI n rh’ricinn hut chn11 rrnn’ir1pr 11w Cnmrniinn rprnrn’ini1ntin”

at the earliest opportunity after adequate information is made available.

4. A decision to reverse a eCommission recornmendation or to approve the designation
over an owner objection shall be by a super majority vote. Modilication olthe
boLmdaries of a proposed local landmark is not a reversal of a Commission
recommendation so long as a substantial portion of the recommended area is
approved.

5. If a designation is made, the Comprehensive Plan including the land use 11’lap shall
automatically be amended to show contain the designation with no 1111111cr action by
City Council necessary.

The POD shall notify the ea€1 applicant and property owner of the decision relating
to h-is property and shall arrange that notice ofthe designation of a property as a
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local landmark or as a part of a historic district is provided to (lie property appraiser
and lax collector so that they may include this intoniiation in their public records
recorded in the official record books of the county and with the City Clerk.

J. /inwm/Illc’n/s and rescissions. The designation of any local landmark and landmark site,

theniatic grouping or thematic district may he amended or rescinded through the same
procedure utilized for the original designation. Where a physical portion of a local
landmark remains, the Commission ma’y consider \ hether the local landmark has lost its

significance as a result of’ the approval of a COA which required the retention of a portion
of the original local landmark.

16.30.070.2.6. Approval of chaiiges to local landmarks, landmark sitcs, and propcrty in

historic (liStflctS.

A. Cer//!ica/e o/applvpl’ia/enes5 (CO/i). No persoti may undertake any of the following
actions aflecting a local designated landmark, a designated landmark site or a property in
a designated thematic grouping or in a designated historic district without lrst obtaining
a COA eertiflcate of appropriateness:

Alteration of a designated archaeological site;

2. Alteration to the exterior part of a building, structure or object within the

desigiiated boundary of a local landmark -te;

3. New construction;

4. Demolition; or

5. Relocation, including the relocation of a building into a historic district.

Review of new construction and alterations to designated buildings and structures shall
be limited to exterior changes. Whenever any alteration, new construction, demolition or
relocation is undertaken on a local designated landmark, a designated landmark site or
property in a designated thematic grouping or in a designated historic disirict without a
COA certificate of appropriateness, the POD l3uilding Official is authorized to issue a
stop work order.

A COA certificate of appropriateness Shall be in addition to any other building permits
required by law. The issuance ola COA certificate of appropriateness shall not relieve
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the property owner of the duty to corn ply with other Ibderal, state and local laws and
regulations.

( )rd i nary repair and ma in tenance that is otherwise permitted b law ma he undertaken
With(ilIt a C( )A certificate of appropriateness. Ihe final delerm ination oljg work i-hat
is considered ordinary repair and maintenance shall be niade by the PoD. Property
owners may request the IN )l) to review amiy scope of work to (letenhl inc if a COA is
i-eq u ired at no charte.

Owners of properties which are subject to a COA cciii ficate of appropriateness review
shall wi-l4 make all at-ti Eicts li-om archaological sites available to the investigating
archaeologists for purposes of analysis and for the reasonable period of time needed for
the analysis.

No COA cciii ficate of appropriateness approved by the Commission shall be effective for
a period of ten clays from the date of approval. If cI wing that ten—clay period an appeal is
made, the decision shall automatically he stayed during the appeal.

13. 4pp//cal/on procedures br a COA certificates/or appropriateness. Each application for a
COA cciii ficate of appropriateness shall he accompanied by the reqtnrecl fee. No permits
shall be issued Ibr an alteration, new construction, demolition or relocation atThcting a
local designated landmark, a designated landmark site, a property in a designated
thematic grouping, or a property in a designated historic district without first directing the
applicant to the POD to determine if a COA certificate of appropriateness is required.
The applicant shall complete an application form provided by the POD Gi-ty which jjtl1
includes the following intbrmation:

1. Drawings of the proposed work;

2. Photographs of the existing building or structure and adjacent propel-ties;

3. A complete written description of the proposed work which clearly describes sha-14
include information about the building materials to be used;

4. In the case of archaeological sites, a site plan that illustrates the archaeological
site boundary and clearly describes any potential impacts or disturbances to the
site.

5. The POD shall determine when an application is complete and may request
additional information when such application is determined to be incomplete.
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6. lor relocations, a written statement from the applicant shall be included in the
application addressing:

a. I-low the proposed relocation of the local landmark will impact the
NRI-IP seven (7) factors of integrity which contribute to its: and

h. Why the relocation is necessary.

C’. Review o/a CO-I cerli/icates ofapproprialeness/bi nct’ cons!ruciion

Ihe Commission shall hold a public hearing and approve, by resolution, a COi\
certiflcate of appropriateness approval matrix for local landmarks and
archaeological sites designated buildings, structures, sites and contributing and
non coiilributing structures in a thematic grouping or a historic district. The
matrix shall identify which approvals shall be made by the POD and which shall
be made by the Commission. Changes to the matrix shall be made in the same
manner. Approval of any action which is not speci lcal ly identi lied on the matrix
shall he macIc by the Commission.

2. The decision to approve, approve with conditions, or clen’y any disapprove each
application, shall be based on the criteria contained in this section.

3. The Commission shall hold a public hearing after providing mailed aiid posted
notice as required in the application and procedures sectioii for each COA request
requiring Commission approval. The Commission may vote to defer its decision if
adequate information is not available to make a decision but shall reconsider the
application at the earliest opportunity after adequate information is made
available. The Commission shall act within sixty (60) days alter the close of the
public hearing unless an extension is agreed to by the property owner.

4. The decision by the POD to approve, approve with conditions, or deny any
application shall be provided to the owner, and the applicant. if ditTerent than the
owner. The POD’s decision shall be in writing and shall state the reasons for such
approval. The POD’s decision may he appealed to the Commission by following
the procedures lbr appeals in the Applications and Procedures section, however,
only the owner may appeal the POI)’s decision under this paragraph. The POD
shall provide nialled notice to the owner as required in the Application and

Procedures Section for each COA request requiring POD approval at least ten
days before making a decision unless this lime frame is waived by the owner.
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I). Ahuli/ìcouions’ /0 u (YM ‘lodilications to i

certi licates ol appropriateness shall he made only by the Commission or P()1), based on
the approval matrix, alter receipt ol a completed application by lol lowing the procedures
(or approval ol a (‘CA approving authority. ‘[he P()l) shall determine when an action
aiThets a local designated landmark, designated landmark site, or a properly in a
designawd thematic groupmg or in a designated historic district. Modi licat ion to any
work or materials approved by the (‘CA or any condition ol the COA is prohibited
without receipt ol an approval as set lorth herein. l”ees lbr review ol’ a COA certi flcate of
appropriateness shall he established by the City Council.

F. (Jeiwrcil Lriieriu/n givil/ilig ci CO,l c’c’r/iJlcaIe o!appropria/circ’,s. In approving or
denying applications br a COA certi licates of appropriateness (hr alterations, new
construction, demolition, or relocation, the Commission and the POD shall evaluate the
following:

The effect of the proposed work on the I landmark or the property upon which
such work is to be don’’’

2. The relationship between such work and other structures on the property
landmark site or, if within a historic district, other property in the historic cI istrict;

3. The extent to which the historic, architectural, or archaeological signilicance,
architectural style, design, arrangement, texture, materials and color of the local
landmark or the property will he affected;

4. Whether the denial of a COA ccrticate of appropriateness would deprive the
property owner of reasonable henelicial use of the h-i-s property;

5. Whether the plans may he reasonably carried out by the applicant;

6. A COA Certificates of appropriateness lbr a noncontributing structures in a
historic district shall be reviewed to determine whether the proposed work would
negatively impact a contributing structure or the historic integrity of the district.
Approval of a COA certificate shall include any conditions necessary to mitigate
or eliminate the negative impacts.

F. Additional guidelinesfor alterations. In approving or denying applications lbr a COA
certilicates of appropriateness lbr alterations, the Commission and the POD shall also use
the following additional guidelines which are based on the United States Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards tbr the Treatment of 1-listoric Properties:
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A loca landmark property should be used br its historic purpose or he placed in a
new use that requircs in inimal change to the defining characteristics of’ the
(wild ma and its site and environment.

2. [he distinguishing historic qualities or character of’ a hui Icling, structure. or site
and its environment shall be preserved. The removal or alteration ol any historic
material or distinctive architectural features shall he aoided when reasonable
possible.

3. lh property shal be recognized as a physical record of its time, place. and use.
Changes that create a tilse sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings shall not be
undertaken.

4. Most properties change o’’ei’ time; those changes that have acquired historic
signi licanee in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

5. Distincti\ e features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of’
craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved;

6. Deteriorated historic features shall he repaired rather than replaced. Where the
severity of’ deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new
feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and,
where reasonable possible, materials. Replacement of missing 1iatures shall be
substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to
historic materials shall not be used. The surthce cleaning of structures, ii’
appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and
preserved if designated pursuant to this section. If such resources must be
disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

G. Additional guidelines for new construction. In approving oi. denying applications fbr a
COA certilicates of appropriateness lbr new construction (which includes additions to an
existing structure), the Commission and the POD shall also use the following additional
guidelines:
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I . Ihe height of (he propoSed new consti’uction b-H-FId-l-n-g shall be visually cOIU[Xltible
with contributing resources in the district.

2. Ihe relatioiiship ol the width of the new construction 1%H-kl-1-1-1-’ to the heh.ht of’ the
front elevation shall he visually compatible with contributing resources in the
di st r jet.

3. ‘l’he relationship oF the width ol’the windows to the height ofthe window s in a the
new construction building shall be visually compatible with contributing
resources in the district.

4. The relationship of solids and voids (which is the pattern or rhythm created by
wall recesses, projections, and openings) in the Front Facade oF a building shall be
visually compatible with contributing resources in the district.

5. The relationship of the new construction building to open space between it and
adjoining buildings shall he visually compatible with contributing resources in the
district.

6. The relationship oFth entrance and porch projections to sidewalks of’ the ne’A
construction a building shall be visually compatible with contributing resources in
the district.

7. The relationship of the materials, texture and color oithe fttcade of’ the new
construction a building shall he visually compatible with the predominant
materials used in contributing resources in the district.

8. The roof shape oF the new construction a building shall be visually compatible
with contributing resources in the district.

9. Appurtenances of the new construction a building such as walls, wrought iron,
fences, evergreen, landscape masses, building facades, shall, if necessary, form
cohesive walls of enclosures along a street, to ensure visual compatibility of the
new construction building with contributing resources in the district.

10. The size of the new construction a building, the mass of the new construction a

building in relation to open spaces, the windows, door openings, porches and
balconies shall be visually compatible with contributing resources in the district.
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I . [he new construction -A——I-wi-Id-iRa shall be visually compatible with contributing
resources in ihe districi in us directional character, whether this 1e is the vertical
charaetei’, horizontal character or nondirectional character.

12. New construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the local

landmark property. [he new construction should he di lThrentiated (i’om the old
and shall he compatible with the massing, size, scale. and architectural ftatures to
protect the historic integrity ol’ the local landmark property and its environment.

1 3. New construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that ii’ removed in the
Iliture, the essential form and integrity of the local landmark historic property and
its environment would be unimpaired.

II. Addi/knuil !L’/ui!’eI!a’I1Is/n’ dc’moliiion. In approving or denying applications flr a COA
certilicates ol appropriateness lbr demolition, the Commission and the POD shall also
use the Iil lowing additional gLlidelines:

I . [he purpose and intent of’ihese additional requirements is to determine that no
other feasible alternative to demolition oF the local landmark historic structure can
be found.

2. No COA certilcnte of appropriateness For demolition shall be issued by the
Commission until the applicant has demonstrated that there is no reasonable
henetkial use of the property or the applicant cannot receive a reasonable return
on a commercial or income-producing property.

The Commission may solicit expert testimony and should request that the applicant
furnish such additional information believed to be necessary and relevant in the
determination of whether there is a reasonable beneficial use or a reasonable return. The
information to be submitted by a property owner should include, but not be limited to, the
following information:

a. A report from a licensed architect or engineer who shall have demonstrated
experience in structural rehabilitation concerning the structural soundness of the
building and its suitability for rehabilitation including an estimated cost to
rehabilitate the property.

b. A report from a qualified architect, real estate professional, or developer, with
demonstrated experience in rehabilitation, or the owner as to the economic
feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the prope. The report should explore
various alternative uses for the property and include, but not be limited to, the
following information:
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i. ‘[he amount paid for the pi’operty, dale ol’ purchase, remaining mortgage
amount ( including other existing liens) and the party from whom
purchased, including a description of the relationship, if any, between the
owner ol record or applicant and the person from whom the property was
purchased, and any terms of linancing between the seller and buyer.

ii. the most recent assessed value of the property.

iii. Photographs of the property and description of its condition.

iv. /-\nnual debt service or mortgage payment.

v. Real estate property taxes for the current year and the previous two
years.

vi. An appraisal of the property conducted within the last two years. The
City may hire an appraiser to evaluate any appraisals. All appraisals shall
include the professional credentials of the appraiser.

vii. Estimated market value of the property in its current condition;
estimated market value after completion of the proposed demolition; and
estimated market value after rehabilitation of the existing local landmark
for continued use.

viii. Evidence of attempts to sell or rent the property, including the price
asked within the last two years and any offers received.

ix. Cost of rehabilitation for various use alternatives. Provide specific
examples of the infeasibility of rehabilitation or alternative uses which
could earn a, reasonable return for the property.

x. If the property is income-producing, submit the annual gross income
from the property for the previous two years as well as annual cash flow
before and after debt service and expenses, itemized operating and
maintenance expenses for the previous two years, and depreciation
deduction and projected five year cash flow after rehabilitation.

xi. If the property is not income-producing, projections of the annual gross
income which could be obtained from the property in its current condition.

xii. Evidence that the building can or cannot he relocated.

c.The Commission may request that require the applicant t provide additional
inlbrmation to be used in making these determinations of reasonable beneficial
use and reasonable return.
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d. If the applicant doeS not provide the requested in lormation, the applicant shall
suhnì it a statement to the Commission detail urn the reasons why the requested
in formation was not provided.

3. The (‘omm ission may ask interested individuals and oreanizations for assistance
in seeking an alternative to dernol ition

4. l’he (‘onimission shal review the evidence provided study the question of
economic hardship fbr the applicant and shall determine whether the property can
be put to n reasonable beneficial use or the applicant can receive a reasonable
return without the approval of the demolition application. The applicant has the
burden of proving that there is no reasonable beneficial use of the property or that
the owner cannot receive a reasonable return. I fihe applicant fails to establish the
lack ofa reasonable beneficial use or the lack of a reasonable return, the
Commission shall deny the demolition application except as provided below.

5. [he Commission may condition any demolition approval upon the elt of
plans and building permits for any new structure and submission of evidence of
financing in order to ensure that the site does not remain vacant after demolition.

6. The Commission may grant a CO/\ certificate of appropriateness for demolition

even though the local designated landmark, designated landmark site, or property

within a local the designated historic district has reasonable beneficial use or
receives a reasonable return if:

a. The Commission determines that the property no longer contributes to a
local historic district or no longer has significance as a historic,
architectural or archaeological local landmark; or

b. The Commission determines that the demolition oithe designated
property is necessary to achieve the purposes of a community

redevelopment plan or the Comprehensive Plan.

7. The Commission may, at the owner’s expense, require the recording of the
property for archival purposes prior to demolition. The recording may include, but
shall not be limited to, video recording, photographic documentation with
negatives and measured architectural drawings.

Additional guidelines for relocation. In approving or denying applications lbr a COA
When an applicant requests a certificate of appropriateness lbr the relocation of’ a local
landmark, a building or structure on a landmark site, or a building or structure in a
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l+isk—wi—dv4rtc-t or k) ftIOcI(c a bu i Id i ng or structure to a -h+ndmark site or to a l)roPertY in
historic district, the (‘omm ission and the P( )l ) shall also use consider the Ibilowing
additional guidelines:

Ihe contribution the local landmark designated building or structure makes to its
present setting:

2. Whether there are de unite plans lbr the lwoperty the local landmark designated
sti’uctu re is being IlloVed liom

3. Whether the local landmark designated building or structure can he moved
without sign i licant damage to its physical integrity: and

4. The compatibility ol’ the local landmark building or structure to its proposed site
and adjacent properties in the historic district.

5. 11’ the structure is a noncontributing resource, the compatibility and impact of the
noncontributing resource on abutting contributing resources and the historic
diStrict.

6. ‘[he property owner may he required to obtain an approved site plan before permits
may he issued to relocate a local landmark.

.J. Additional guide/ines/r construction in hexagon block sideii’a/k preservation areas.
In approving or denying applications ibr a COA ftr construction in hexagon block

sidewalk preservation areas, the Commission and the POD shall also use the following
additional guidelines:

I. The responsibility for proper repair of hexagon block sidewalks within a
preservation area shall be governed by eCity policies and ordinances.

2. All construction shall be done in accordance with eCity sidewalk specifications
and shall be inspected by the POD.

3. All construction must obtain all required permits.

4. The replacement and/or repair of existing hexagon block sidewalks shall be made
with hexagon block.
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5. l’he iplacement aiid/or repair ol existing concrete sidewalks shall be made with

K.

hexagon block.

6. All new sidewalk construction shall be made with hexagon block.

7. I he abutting properly owner shall be responsible kr the expenses associated with
(lie construction and repair ol hexagon block sidewalks as set lbrth in city policies
concerning sidewalk assessments.

5. For a major disturbance which occurs when preservation of ‘-

archaeological resources in place is not reasonable, a professional archaeologist
shall be used to survey the site to determine the potential impact and exact
location of significant archaeological resources prior to any ground disturbing
activities. If avoidance of an impact is not possible, a professional archaeologist

— O1.LLLLLS.44LL

.4ddiiioiial guidcliiu’s’för archaeological sites. In approving or denying applications for a
COA lbr activit’ on archaeological sites, the Commission and the POD shall also use the
lollowing additional guidelines which are based on the United States Secretary of the
Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties:

I. Any ground disturbing activity reciuires approval of a COA. Archaeological
resources should be left undisturbed. The existing foim, integrity, and materials of

the archaeological site should be retained. Ground disturbing activity should be
located to avoid known archaeological sites. Where avoidance of around
disturbing activity on or near the archaeological site is not possible, projects shall
be designed to avoid or minimize ground disturbance.

2. Stabilization of an archaeological site to arrest and inhibit deterioration is
recommended and should be done in such a way as to detract as little as possible
from its appearance and significance and not adversely affect its research
potential unless adequate data recovery has occurred. Stabilization by vegetation,
installation of rip rap or landscape netting, burial, or other alteration will be
undertaken only after sufficient research or experimentation to determine the
probable effectiveness of the action and only after existing conditions are fully
documented. A complete record of stabilization work shall be provided to the
City.

3. Ground disturbing activities should be employed oniy when necessary to provide
sufficient information for research, interpretation, and management needs.
Excavated areas should be backfilled or otherwise stabilized.

4. The use of heavy machinery or equipment is discouraged and such equipment
shall be used in a manner to reduce the impact to known archaeological resources
on an archaeological site. The applicant shall provide justification for their use
when necessary and their use will be subject to conditions of approval to
minimize the impact on known archaeological resources on an archaeological site.
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shall document the site, shall monitor construction activities, and shall be given an
opportunity to excavate and preserve any archaeoJoicaI resources. Such work
shall be performed by a prolessional archaeologist who meets the professional
quail [ication standards set lorth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (36 (‘JR pt. 61).

6. For a minor disturbance which occurs when preservation o I’ significant
archaeological resources in place is reasonable hut ground disturbing activities
will occur on the site, a pro fessiona I archaeologist or individuals certi lied by the
Florida Department of’ State, Bureau of Archaeological Research, Archaeological
Resource Management Training shall monitor construction activities.

7. Recovered archaeological resources shall be recorded, cataloged, and curated or
reinterred on site when possible. A complete record as to their original location,
location to be stored or reinterred, and the stabilization of the site shall be
provided to the City.

8. Signiflcant archaeological resources affected by ground disturbing activity shall
be protected and pi’eserved.

L. Eiiiergenn conditions; designated pivpellies. In any case where the Building Official
POD determines that there are emergency conditions dangerous to life, health or property
affecting a local landmark, a landmark site, or a property in a thematic or historic district,
the Buildina Offlcial POD may order the remedying of these conditions (including
demolition) without the approval of the Commission or issuance of a required COA
certitkate of appropriateness. The POD shall promptly noti1v the chairman of the
Commission and the stall liaison for the Commission of the action being taken.

16.30.070.2.7. Appeals.

Decisions of the POD may be appealed to the Commission. Decisions of the Commission may be
appealed to City Council.

16.30.070.2.8 9. Conformity with the COA certificate of appropriatcness.

All work performed pursuant to a COA certilicate of appropriateness shall conform to all
provisions of such COA ceilifcate. The POD may inspect any work being performed to ensure
such compliance. In the event work is not in compliance with such COA certilicate, the Building
Oflicial POD may issue a stop work order. No additional work shall be undertaken as long as
such stop work order is in eliëct.
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l6.30.070.2.94O. Maintenance and repair of local Ian(lmarks, landmark sites, and property

iii historic districts.

A. I very owner ol a local landmark, a landmark site, or a property in a thematic grouping or
a historic district shall protect the local landmark against any ftuilt, def’ect, or condition
ci’ the local landmark which renders it structurally unsalè or not watertight and shall keep
ii iii ()Od repair including:

Al I ci’ the exterior portions ot such buildings or structures including hut not
limited to all rooting materials and root components. window glass, window
II’amcs and sashes, exterior doors and doonames;

2. Al I interior portions thereof’ which, ii’ not so maintained, may cause such buildings

or structures to deteriorate or to become damaged or otherwise to Fall into a state
ol’disrepair: and

3. In addition. where the Landmark is au a designated archaeological site. the owner
shall be required to maintain the property in such a manner so as not to adversely
aiThct the archaeological integrity of the site.

B. The Commission may refer violations of this section to the POD for enlbrcernent
proceedings on any designated building or structure so that such building or structure shall be
preserved in accordance with the purposes of this section.

Compliance. The property owner and any other person having possession or control of a
local landmark shall comply with the City’s minimum building standards and repair the local
landmark if it is found to have any of the defects listed above. In addition, the property owner
and any other person having possession or control of the local landmark shall keep all property,
including vacant property, clear of all fallen trees or limbs, debris, abandoned vehicles, and all
other refuse as specified under the City’s minimum building codes and ordinances. The
provisions of this section shall be supplemental to any other laws recluiring buildings and
structures to be kept in good repair.

C. The provisions of this section shall be in supplemental to any other laws requiring
buildings and structures to be kept in good repair.

Enforcement.

1. The POD and the Commission may work with the property owner to encourage
maintenance and stabilization of the structure and identify resources available
before taking enforcement action under this section.

2. The POD or the Commission may lile a complaint with the POD performing code
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enflwcemeii requesting that the POD ISSUe a citation to require repairs to any
local landmark so that the local landmark shall be preserved and protected in
accordance with this section.

16.30.070.2.8 10. Emergency Expedited actions; stop work order; nondesignateci
properties.

A.. [he City Council may call a special an emergency meeting to review a threat to property
that has no yet been designated by the City.

B. [lie POD may issue a temporary stop work order br a maximum oil 5 days or until City
Council conducts the special emergency meeting or discusses the property at a regular
City Council session within [hat period. The City Council may I+eH request that a stop
work order he issued br up to 120 days to provide time to negotiate with the property
owner to remove the threat to the property.

C. During the stop work order period the City Council may initiate steps to designate the
property. The City Council may issue a stop work order for up to 120 days. Within the
stop work order period the Commission shall meet and seek alternati es that may remove
the threat to the property, cleterm inc ii’ the property should be designated and make a
recommendation to City Council.

D. If a stop work order is requested by an individual or group and the City Council issues a
stop work order, the requesting individual or group shall submit a completed designation
application thrm and bee within 30 days from (lie date the City Council stop work order is
issued. If the City Council or eCommission does not receive adequate information and
documentation concerning the property or if a completed application and fees are not
flIed within this period, the City Council may lift the stop work order or allow it to expire
without taking further action.

16.30.070.2.11. Demolition of historic resources Identification of potentially eligible
landmarks which are not locally designated.

In order to protect and preserve the City?s historic resources, the City shall discourage the
demolition of historic resources which are listed or eligible for listing on the NRI IP or National
the St. Petersburg Register of Historic Places or as a local landmark.

1. The property records and planning and permitting database should identify all
properties listed individually or as a contributing resource in a historic district or on the
National on the St. Petersburg Register of historic Places or the NRI-IP. The property
records and planning and permitting database should also identify all properties which are
potentially eligible lbr designation as aan individual local landmark or eligible for
individual listing on the National Register of! listoric Places. The P01) shall notify the
property owner when a property is identified as eligible for designation as an individual
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it)eal-lftnd
P1 aces.

2. pun receipt of a complete appl ication (or subsi mtial ly complete as detenn med by the
P( )D) for demo! ilion, the l’( )l) shall delay the issuance of a permit For the demolition of a
property htFFk4-l-l-+g or site, which is potentially eligible br designation as an individual
local landmark or eligible for individual listing on the National Register of l—listoric

Places and which is identi lied as such in the property records and planning and permitting
database. for 30 business days.

3. ‘[he City will noti l\’ by e—mail or letter mailed first class mai to the members of the
Community Preservation Commission and any resident or community group who
annually files their name with the PO[) development services department requesting
notice of any applications for a demolition permit for a property building or site which is
potentially el ble for designation as an individual local landmark or eligible for
individual listing on the National Register of 1—lisloric Places and which is iclenti lied as
such in the property records and planning and permitting database.

4. The requirement for delay and notice set forth in subsections I through 3 of this section
shall not app1 when:

a. The Building Oflicial or Fire Chieldetermines that it is necessary to demolish all
or part ofa building to protect the safety of the public;

b. The Building Oblicial determines that the building is structurally unsalè;

c. The property building or site has been the subject of an application for historic
designation which has been denied and which is not on appeal; and

d. The property building or site has been the subject of an application for a site plan
which has been approved and which is not on appeal, and the site j)Ian approval
has not expired or been withdrawn.

16.30.070.3. Archaeological protection and preservation.

In order to protect and preserve the City’s historical resources, the City discourages the
destruction of any archaeological resources. The POD may authorize archaeological
investigations including, but not limited to, survey of archaeological site boundaries, survey of
specified properties in order to locate any previously unrecorded sites, site assessment in order to
determine landmark status, and mitigation of archaeological resources in cases where
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preservation of a res )U rce is determ I nid by [lie iiim ission to be in liasibIe. 1’hese
investigations may be in conjunction with existing or proposed designations or (‘OA certi flcate

of appropriateness app! ications. Public records requests made of the City recarding the location
of archaeological sites may he subject to F.S. Sec. 267.135. as it may he amended from time to
till-ic.

16.30.070.3.1. Certificate to Dig on property which has not been designated Demolition of
archncoio”” 1

The purpose lbr requiring a CertiIcate to Dig on property which has not been designated as an
archaeological site is to assist in identifying archaeological resources before they are disturbed,
and if necessary, to allow sufficient time to conduct any investigations to determine the location,
to evaluate the signiflcance of and to protect significant archaeological sites and resources in
areas identi fled as potentially having such sites.

Any project that obtains a site plan or building permit which will include ground
disturbing activity in a Sensitivity Zone is required to obtain a Certificate to Dig if it is on
property which has not been designated or is not required to obtain a COA. Sites with a
sensitivity level 1, as determined by the archaeological resources management plan,
which includes those determined landmarlc eligible or potentially eligible, al-id sites with a
sensitivity level 2, which includes sites which have not been completely evaluated but
with a high probability of landmark eligibility, shall be identified in the property records
and planning and permitting database.

2. An application for a Certificate to Dig shall be on the form required by the POD which
shall include an aerial, a site plan, a description and the location on the site of all
proposed ground disturbing activity, and the tie established by City Council. An
application for a commercial property or a three or more unit residential property shall
not be considered complete unless it includes a report from a professional archaeologist
identifying the boundaries of the site, the significance of the site, an analysis of the
impact of the proposed activity on the archaeological resources on the site (if any), and
recommendations concerning avoidance of adverse impacts or mitigation. Such work
shall be perlbrmed by a professional archaeologist who meets ti-ic professional
qualification standards set lbrth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards fbr
Archaeology and 1-listoric Preservation (36 CFR pt. 61 ).Upon receipt of a complete
application (or substantially complete as determined by the POD) lbr a development
permit with a sensitivity level I or 2 site, ti-ic POD may delay issuance of the certificate
permit for LIP to 30 days to allow a local landmark designation application to be filed. A+
application shall not he considered complete unless it includes a report from a
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pfe4-es-s1-1i-al--areh-aeo-k+g+s1-—1-den1-14y-H+g—the--l*)undaries of the site, (he signilicat-l4he
site, and i’cconiiiiendations concerning mitigation 01’ ctinition ol arti ltcts.

3. II a local landmark designation application has not been filed within 30 days, or has been

Filed and denied, he Certificate to Dig shall be issued which may any development

jerm it which is issued shall contain conditions providing lot’ the curation of’ any
recovered artifacts and, where the archaeological site, or any portion (hereol, is not being

developed, (he avoidance or reduction of’ ground disturbing activities. Such work The

curation of’ any recovered arti facts should be performed by a pro fssiona I archaeologist

who meets the professional qualification standards set forth in the Secretary of’ the
Interiors Standards lot’ Archaeology and I listoric Preservation (36 CER pt. 6 I).

4. Decisions to deny, approve, or approve with conditions Certificate to Dig shall be made
by the POD. Decisions of the POD require at least ten days public notice to the applicant
prior to the decision but shall not require notice to any other person. Appeals of POD
decisions shall be made to the Commission, may be macfe only by the applicant, and shall
follow the procedure for appeals set forth in the Application and Procedures Section.

5. The POD shall inspect any work being performed to ensure compliance with the

Certificate to Dig. In the event work is not in compliance with such certificate, the

Building Official may issue a stop work order. No additional work shall be undertaken as

long as such stop work order is in effect. The POD may refer violations of this section to

the POD for code enforcement for citation.

16.30.070.3.2. Human remains.

If human skeletal remains are found, the property owner, person in possession, or applicant for

any permit or certificate shall notify the POD and comply with all relevant State Laws (currently

see F.S. Sec. 872.05).

16.30.070.3.3. Prohibited practices and penalties.

Any person who conducts removes or attempts to remove, or defaces, destroys, or otherwise
alters any archaeological site or archaeological resource located upon, any land owned or
controlled by the City or within the boundaries of a local landmark or Sensitivity Zone, except in
the course of activities allowed under an approved COA or an approved Certificate to Dig is
subject to a $500 per day fine for each violation and, in addition, shall forfeit to the City all
archaelogical resources collected, together with all photographs and records relating to such
material. No individual shall be allowed to use a probe, metal detector, or any other device to
search or excavate fbi’ archaeological resources on public property without the written
permission of the City.

16.30.070.4. Procedure for ad valorem tax exemption for historic properties.
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/\. (ic11(’malh’. Stale statutes (currently 1.5. Sect ions I 96. I 997 and I 96. I 998) authorize the
City to adopt an ordinance allowing certain ad valoreni tax exemptions under the state

(‘oust liii ion br historic properties which meet certain requirements.

B. DL’/ulilio!Is’. lor the purposes of this section, the lol lowing words shall have the following
mean jugs:

,,S’S(’SsC(/ value means the total value of a tax parcel (including the structures, land and any other
rights appurtenant thereto) as determined by the cotinly property appraiser and shown on the
property tax bill sent to the owner ol record by the county.

Loieiiui,l means the II istoric Preservation Property ‘Fax Lxemp[ion Covenant required to he
recorded to obtain an exemption pursuant to this chapter.

Eveinplion means the ad valorem tax exemption lbr historic properties authorized pursuant to
this chapter.

Qua/liming unplov(’Inc’nl means:

Any change in the condition ola qualifying property which is sympathetic to the
architectural and/or historical integrity of the structure as determined by a review for a

COA certiflcate olappropriateness which i’nay include additions and accessory structures
(e.g.. a garage, cabana, guest cottage, storage/utility structure) so long as the new
construction is compatible with the historic character of the building and site in terms of
size, scale, massing, design, and materials and preserves the historic relationship between
a building or buildings, landscape features and open spaces; and

2. Which occurs as a result of the expenditure of money on labor or materials for the
restoration, renovation or rehabilitation of such property; and

3. Which expenditures the property owner can document to the satisfttction of the City; and

4. Which improvements were made on or after the original adoption of this section, July 21,
1994; and

5. That the total expenditure on the qualifying improvement was paid within the two years
prior to the date of submission of the request ibr review of completed work; and
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6. Iliat the k)tal expenditure equals or exceeds ten percent ol the assessed value ol the

properly in the year in which the qua! i Fying improvement was initiated (expenditures br
interior and exterior work, including construction ol additions but excluding all
recreational Faci it ies, shall he included in (he meaning ol improvement br purposes o F
this section): and

7. llia( the quali lying improvement coniplies with the COA City’s certificate of

appropriateness criteria and the Secretary oF the Interior’s Standards For Rehabilitation

and Guidelines lir Rehabilitating I listoric Buildings (Revised 1990) U.S. Department ol
interior, National Park Service and F.A.C. ch. I A—38.

Qualifying properly niean real property which is:

Property designated as a local landmark or part oF a multiple prol)ertv landmark thematic

grouping:

2. A contributing resource to a local historic district:

3. A property listed in ai tile NRI-1P National Register of Historic Places:

4. A contributing resource in a historic district listed in e the NRI-IP National Register of

Historic Places: or

5. A property proposed for listing as an individual or contributing resource oii either historic

register. “Proposed” in this instance means that a e-i-ty local landmark application or

NR1-IP National Register nomination designation report has been submitted to tile City

for review or an agreement has been signed by tile City or other parties to prepare tile

local landmark application or NRI-IP National Register nomination. A property must be

officially designated as a local historic landmark or contributing resource by tile City or

by the federal government’s keeper of the NRI-IP National Register before tile City

Council will approve tile ad valorem tax exemption request.

C. Ad valoreni tax exemption for historic properties. A quali1’ing property that has

completed a qualifying improvement may be granted an exemption from that portion of

the ad valorem taxation levied by the City 011 100 percent ol the assessed value of the

qualiFying improvement. This exemption shall not he allowed For that portion olthe

assessed value of a qualifying improvement which exceeds $100,000.00 br singie famiiy

residential properties and $1,000,000.00 br other propertie; unless City Council, after

hearing the evidence and testimony ol the applicant and tile P01), finds:
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I. That the qualifying property is of great—+i-gn eame based on the criteria met for
historic designation and the historic signiflcunce, value, character and
contribution of the property and the qualifying improvement to the City and that
the assessed value oithe qualifying improvement is equal to or exceeds 25
percent of the total assessed value of the property as improved

2. That the additional exemption is necessary to save the property From destruction
and to ensure the rehabilitation, renovation or restoration o3the property: or

-, That the addit! exemption is necessary to meet city. c:’ c!t:! !!cc!

Btnldin Code requirements to ensure the rehabilitation, renovation or restoration

of the property.

Ihis exemption shall not apply to taxes levied br the payment of bonds or to taxes authorized by
a vote of electors pursuant to section 9(b) or section 12, article VII of the state Constitution.

D. Ad valorem lax even/p/ion period. Any exemption granted shall remain in effect lbr up to
ten years, with the effective date being January 1 of the year following substantial
completion of the qualify ing improvement. ‘the exemption shall continue in lbrce ifthe
authority of the City to grant exemptions changes (unless the City is preempted by state

or ifownership of the property changes (including any change from a tax exempt
entity to a lax paying entity except as set forth in the following subsection).

E. Ad va/orem tax exemptions for historic properties open to the pub/ic. If a qualifying

improvement is for a qualifying property that is used for non-profit or governmental

purposes and is regularly and frequently open for the publics visitation, use and benefit,
the City may exempt 100 percent of the assessed value ofthe property as improved from
ad valorern taxes levied by the City provided that the assessed value of the qualifying
improvement must he equal to at least 50 percent of the total assessed value of the
property as improved. This subsection applies only if the qualifying improvements are

made by or lbr the use of the existing property owner. A qualifying propeily is

considered used for non-profit or governmental purposes if the occupant or user of at
least 65 percent of the useable space of the building is an agency of the lèderal, state or
local government or a non—profit corporation whose articles of incorporation have been
filed by the Department of State in accordance with F.S. § 617.0125. Useable space
means that portion of the space within a building which is available for assignment or
rental to an occupant. A property is considered regularly and frequently opened to the
public if public access to the property is provided not less than 52 days a year on an
equitably spaced basis, and at other times by appointment. This exemption does not
prohibit the owner from charging a reasonable nondiscriminatory admission lee. If a
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property that qual I lies lr this exemption is no longer used br non—prolit or

govenimenta purposes or is no longer regil larly and ll’equenhly opeii to the puhi ie or i
ownersiup is transhrred then (Ii is exemption shall he revoked.

I. /1pplicaun1 pivLess’.

P,ecvns/rue/ion application. Consideration ol the exemption shall be initiated by
the ii ling of a precunstruetion application by the property owner on the bbrm

provided by the City prior to the initiation of any vvork on a quail fying
i luprovemeni. Qual i lying improvements or any portion thereot initiated prior to
approval o I’ the preconstrueton appl cation shall not be eligible for the exemption.

a. l’he property owner shall also provide all in bonnation required for a COA
certilicate of appropriateness review, the proposed cost of the qualifying
improvement based on a licensed contractors price estimates or other city
approved cost estimate method, and a copy of the most recent tax
assessment and hill lor the property.

b. The POD shall revie\ and appro e or deny the preconstruction application
and shall hal lov the review and appeal procedures for a COA certiticate of
appropriateness. In addition to the foregoing, After such review, the POD
shall notify the property owner in writing of the following within 21 day’s
of receipt of a completed preconstruction application:

(I) Whether the proposed work is a quaIiI’ing improvement;

(2) Whether the work, as proposed, is consistent with the criteria for
the certificate of appropriateness and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings (Revised 1990) U.S. Department of Interior,
National Park Service and F.A.C. ch. IA-38 and any additional
criteria required by the codes and ordinances p1’ the City; and

(3) Making recommendations lbr correction of work which is not
consistent with the foregoing.

c. Any changes made to the qualifying improvement after approval of’ the
preconstruction application must receive prior approval by the P01) or the
Commission to ensure compliance with the criteria set lbrlh herein.
Failure to obtain prior approval may result in denial of the exemption.
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d. The property owner must complete the qualil,’ing improvement within
two years Ibilowing the (late ol approval ola preconStruction application.
A preconstructiofl application al)provai shall automatically be revoked ii
the property owner has not submitted a request br review ol completed
work within two years bol lowing the date o F approval o l.a preconstruction

application. The PO[) may grant an extension to this provision For up to
six months ii such request is made in writing prior to the expiration oF the
initial period. Any other extensions must be approved by the Commission
and shall require a public hearing and noti lication as set lbrh For appeal oF

a C’OA decision certificate oF appropriateness determination.

2. Request/ar review o/ coinpieleci u’ork. A request For review ol completed work
(post construction application) shall be submitted to the POD by January 1 5 For
work completed by December 3 1 of the prior year upon completion of the
qual i l’ing improvement and The request For review oF the completed work shall
include documentation acceptable to the City showing the total cost oi and an
itemized list of expenses for, the qualifying improvement. Appropriate

documentation may include paid contractor’s bills, canceled checks, an approved

building permit application listing cost oF work to he perFormed and any other
inFormation required by the POD. The POD may inspect the qualifying

improvement to determine compliance with this section. Within 2 1 days
fbI lowing submission ola properly completed req uest for review of completed

work Following the Property Appraiser’s established time frames, the POD shall

recommend that City Council grant or deny the exemption and shall notify the
property owner in writing of the recommendation and the date which the City

Council shall consider the exemption.

a. If the completed qualifying improvement complies with the requirements

set forth in the preconstruction application approval, as amended, this
section, the COA cciii licate of appropriateness, the Secretary of the

Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating

Historic Buildings and any additional conditions required by the City, then
the POD shall recommend that City Council grant the exemption.

b. if the completed qualifying improvement does not comply with the

requirements of subsection F2a ol this section, then the POD shall provide

a written summary of the reasons lbr that determination, including

recommendations to the property owner concerning changes to the
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i)iOPOSed work necessary to coniply and shall recommend that City

Council deny the exenlpt ion.

c. II the property owner is noti lied that the improvement does 1101 comply
‘A/jill the requ irenients of subsection I2a Of this section, the property owner
silal I have Ii Iteen 1-el-i j__ days lrom the date of the P()IYs noti lication to

respond iii writing describing the speeilic actions to be taken by the
property owner to comply. II’ the P01) receies a written response within

Ileen 1-es jJ days, the property owner shall ha e thirty (30) O days
[Will receipt ol the written response to comply with the requirements ol
subsection F2a oF this section. ‘liie POD may grant an extension to this

provision tbr up to an additional sixty (60) -Q days i[ such request is made

prior to [lie expiration oF [lie initial period. At the end oF this period a-144

any extension thereof the POD shall review the qualifying improvement

and make a recommendation to City Council to grant or deny the

exemption based on the requirements of this section.

3. Historic preservation proper!)) tax exemption covenant. A covenant in the form

approved by the City Attorney must be executed by the property owner For the

term of the exemption be Ibre an exemption is approved by tile City Council. The

covenant shall provide that the property owner shall maintain and repair tile

property so as to preserve and maintain tile historic architectural qualities or

historical or archaeological integrity oithe qualifying property for which an

exemption was granted. lithe exemption is granted, tile property owner shall have

the covenant recorded with the deed [hr tile property in tile official records oF the

county prior to tile effective date of the exemption which shaii be binding on tile

property owner, transferees, and their heirs, successors or assigns.

The applicant shail provide a certified copy of the recorded covenant to tile POD

by June 15 within 30 days of the City Council approvai of the exemption or said

approvai by tile City Council shall be void.

If the property changes ownership during tile exemption period, the requirements

of tile covenant must be transferred to tile new owner. Tile property owner may

sign a waiver which discontinues tile exemption on the property. The exemption

will be discontinued beginning with the tax year ill which tile waiver was received

with no penaity to the property owner. The exemption may not be reinstated aller

the waiver has been delivered to the POD.
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4. (‘i/i’ council ,‘c’i’ic’ir and (i/)/)i01’(i/ oil/ic’ I’L’qiWSl/OP rc’viclV/oi’ coinplc’lioii of

i’oih. ‘Ihe City Council shall approve. moW fy, defer or deny the exemption by
resolution within sixty (60) 34-) days of the PoDs recommendation. I [‘approved

the resolution shall include hut 1101 he limited to (lie Following: the period of time

the exemption shall he in effect and [lie expiration date of that period, apl)roval of

the covenant, any conditions of approval, the name of the owner and address of

the property lbr which (lie exemption is granted and a lnding that the property
meets the requirements of F.S. § I 96.1997. Said approval shall he conditioned

upon receipt by the POD of a certified copy of the recorded covenant.

5. Reapplication. A property owner previously granted an exemption may undertake

additional quali l’ing improvements during this period or apply for additional

exemptions lbr quali l ing improvements following its expiration. A property

owner may not reapply for an exemption for a qualifying improvement which has

been denied by City Council.

6. Notice to property appraiser. Within lifteen 1 j.Ihusiness days following

receipt of a certified copy of [lie recorded covenant, the POD shall transmit a copy

of the approved request br review of completed work to the county property
appraiser. The property appraiser shall implement the exemption as provided by

state law.

7. Revocation proceedings. The City Council may revoke an exemption at any time
in the event that the property owner, or any subsequent owner or successor in

interest to the property, violates the covenant, flhils to maintain the qualifying
property according to the terms, conditions and standards of the covenant, the
historic character of the property and improvements which qualified the property

for the exemption are not maintained or if the qualifying property has been

damaged by accidental or natural causes to the extent that the historic integrity of
the features, materials, appearances, workmanship and environment, or

archeological integrity which made it eligible lbr listing or designation have been

lost or damaged so that restoration is not possible. The POD shall provide written

notice of such proceedings to the owner of record ol’the qualilying property g.

least ten (10) days before the public hearing. The City Council shall hold a public

hearing and determine whether or not the exemption shall be revoked. The POD
shall provide written notice of the decision to the owner of record and the county

property appraiser.

8. Civil penalties. If an exemption is revoked for violation of the covenant required

hereby, the property owner shall pay an amount equal to the total amount of taxes

36



that would have been due in March in each of the previous years in which the
covenant was in effect had the property not received the exemption, less the total

amount of taxes actually paid in those years, plus interest on the difference

calculated as provided in F.S. 2 12.12(3). This payment shall be made to the City

within thirty (30) days of the effective date of the revocation. If the City initiates
an action in any court to cnlbrce this provision, the property owner shall be liable

lbr all administrative expenses, attorneys fl.cs and all other costs associated with

such action.

16.30.070.5. Civil penalties.

A. In addition to any other penalties, any person who violates any provision of this section
shall ft)rlbit and pay to the City civil penalties equal to the ltir market value of any
property demolished or destroyed in violation ol this section or the cost to repair or

rehabilitate any property that is altered in violation of this section. In lieu of a monetary

penalty, any person altering property in violation o [the provisions of this section may be
required to repair or restore any such property.

B. If an exemption is revoked for violation of the covenant required hereby, the property

owner shall pay an amount equal to the total amount of taxes that would have been due in
March in each of the previous years in which the covenant was in effect had the property

not received the exemption, less the total amount of taxes actually paid in those years,

plus interest on the difference calculated as provided in F.S. § 212.12(3). This payment

shall be made to the City within 30 days of the effective date of the revocation. If the City

initiates an action in any court to enforce this provision, the property owner shall he liable
for all administrative expenses, attorneys’ fees and all other costs associated with such

action.
Section 2. The following definitions in Section 16.90.020.3, Definitions, of the St.

Petersburg City Code are hereby amended to read as follows:

Archaeological site means a property or location which has yielded or may yield

information on the City’s history or prehistory designated pursuant to the reQuirements in the

historic and archaeological preservation overlay section. Archaeological sites may be found

within archaeological sensitivity zones, historic sites, historic districts, and on any private or

public property. Archaeological sites are evidenced by the presence of archaeological resources.

the land on or under which prehistoric or historic artilhcts and features are located.

CertfIcate ofappropriateness or COA means, with respect to historic and archaeological

preservation, a certificate issued lbr any exterior alteration to a designated local landmark

landmark site or property in a designated thematic grouping or local historic district lbr the
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pul’posc ol protecting the integrity and character of’ the local landmark, landmark site, thematic
grouping or Ii isloric d strict.

LILt/will means any portion ol’ a structure or other physical/visual element
located on or within a landmark, landmark site, thematic grouping or designated historic district
which by its physical/visual character, architectural character and/or quality, and/or historic
importance is a significant element to the historic integrity of the landmark, landmark site,
thematic grouping 01. historic district.

Coii/i’thuiiig IL’S’OUi’L’e means a building, landscape feature, site, structure, object or

archaeological resource that adds to the historic importance, architectural qualities, historic

associations, or archaeological significance f’or which a local landmark site or object in a historic

district which adds to the historical/architectural qualities, historic associations or archaeological

values [or which a historic district is signi licant because:

I ) It was present during the period ol signi licance ol the district. and possesses historic

integrity reflecting its character at that time:

(2) It is capable of’ yielding important inf’ormation about the period; or

(3) Ii independently meets the National Register of’ Historic Places criteria for evaluation

set lbrth in 36 ClR 60.4, and as the same may be amended;

(4) It possesses historic integrity, reflecting its character at that time; or it is capable of

providing important information about the period.

Designation means the process by which a building, structure, site, obiect, multiple

property thematic grouping or local historic district is formally recognized by the City as a
historically, architecturally and/or archaeological ly signilicant local landmark.

Local historic Historic district means a a geographically defined area designated
pursuant to the requirements in the historic and archaeological preservation overlay section.

Local Landmark means a building, structure, obiect, archaeological or historical site
local historic district or multiple property landmark designated pursuant to the requirements in

the historic and archaeological preservation overlay section. A “local landmark” may include the
location of significant archaeological features or of a historical event and shall include hexagon
block sidewalk preservation areas designated under this chapter. The designation ordinance shall
include a geographic description of the area included in the designation.

Landmark site means the land on which a landmark and related structures, or

archaeological features and artifacts are located and the land that provides the grounds, the
premises or the setting fbr the landmark.
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()rdi,utry repair (111(1 Inanl/c’Ilancc’ means work on a designated local landmark, landmark
s-i-t-e--or a property located in a local designated thematic grouping or historic district, that is
otherwise permitted by law, and does not alter the exterior appearance ol the structure, does not

disturb the contents olan archaeological site, and does not alter elements significant to its
architectural, historical or archaeological integrity, including, hut not limited to the replacement
of windows, siding, or root, with the same material and style as exists presently (any chanRe in
material or style would require a C’OA or the use of the original matenals or style). Ordinary

repair and maintenance in a hexagon block sidewalk preservation area shall mean sidewalk

repair or replacement that is consistent ith the established pattern and idtli presently existing

within the designated area.

Thc;naiic grouping means a multiple listing of historic properties bound together by a

particular historic theme or context rather than geographically.

Section 3. The St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended by adding the tbllowing

delinitions in Section 16.90.020.3, Detinitions, in the appropriate alphabetical order, to read as
Follows:

Archaeological Monitoring means the observation, after the start of construction, to

determine if archaeological resources exist in an area or, when such resources are known to exist.

the observation, recording and incidental recovery of site features and materials to preserve a

record of the affected portion of the site. Only a professional archaeologist who meets the

professional qualification standards set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for

Archaeology and 1-listoric Preservation (36 CFR pt. 61) or individuals certified by the Florida

Department of State, BureaLl of Archaeological Research, Archaeological Resource Management

(ARM) Training shall monitor construction activities for archaeological resources.

Archaeological resources means artifacts or fiatures below the ground surface that

indicate the past use of a location by people.

Archaeological Resources Management Plan means the plan titled City ofSt. Petersburg

Archaeological Resources Management Plan prepared lbr the Planning Departmenl of the City

of St. Petersburg, Florida by Piper Archaeological Research Inc. in May, 1991, as amended.

Archaeological Testing means the limited subsurfitce excavation or remote sensing of a

proposed disturbance (or a portion thereof) to determine the potential, type, or extent of the

archaeological site. Testing may include angering and establishing archaeological excavation

units and can include the screening of excavated material for artittct recovery.

Building means a walled and roolCd structure created principally to shelter any lbrm of

human activity.
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(L’r/i/lcaIL’ iv Dig- means a written docuiiient perni hung certain ground disturbing

activities that may involve the (I iscovery of’ as yet unknown or known archaeological sites within
a Sensitivity tone as identi lied on the Archaeological Sensitivity Zones Map included in the
Archaeological Resources Management Plan, as amended.

(jroiind (1/sf iir/nng acfii’ify means any excavation, filling, digging, removal of vegetation
and/or trees, or any oilier activity that may alter or reveal an archaeological site and may include,
hut is not limited to, excavating soil lbr the placement or removal ol’pilings, posts, looters,
power poles. lL’nce posts. large frees or plants. septic tanks, in ground water laiures. ponds.

Swimmilw. pools, hot tubs. water and sewer lines, drainage ditches. and the extensive grading of’
\irgin soil.

Landscape /ature means any improvement or vegetation on a site. Examples of’
landscape liatures include. but are not limited to. outbuildings, walls. courtyards. fences.

fountains, ponds, shrubbery, trees, sidewalks, curbs, planters. plantings. gates, private streets or
vehicLilar use areas, and exterior lighting.

Major disturbance means a ground disturbing activity that occurs on a commercial

property or a three or more unit residential property, which requires penetration into the ground
of more than three inches, and encompasses an area of’ two hundred fill (250) or more square
liet.

Minor disturbance means a ground disturbing activity that occurs on a commercial

property or a three or more unit residential property, which requires penetration into the ground

of more than three inches, and encompasses an area between one hundred (100) and two hundred
fifty (250) square feet.

Multiple property landmark means a group of local landmarks or an application thr a
group of local landmarks related by common theme and period of time, not geographical area.

Multiple property landmarks do not form a contiguous district or cohesive cluster and al-c also
known as a “thematic grouping.”

Non-contributing resource means a building, landscape feature, site, structure, object or
archaeological resource that does not add to the historic architectural qualities, historic
associations, or archaeological values lbr which a landmark or district is significant because:

It was not present during the period of significance ol’ the district;

2. Due to alterations, disturbwices, additions or other changes, it no longer possesses
historic integrity reflecting its character at that time, or is incapable of yielding important
inlbrmation about the period.

Non—ground disturbing activity means any activity that will not impact an archaeological
site. Examples may include, but are not limited to, slab on grade construction, driveway
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placcilicilt, shed i ilSta I at ion, spri nk icr i mgat ion systellis, on grade pat os, above ground pools,
landscaping (shrubbery, seedlings, or plugs) except as identi fled as ground disturbing activity,

placement of liii soil, placement of underground condu it two inches in diameter or less, and

building on an existing loundation.

oh/ed shall mean those structures that are primarily artistic in nature or are relatively

sinai I in scale and simply constructed. A though an Object may be movable, by nature or design,

it shall be associated with a specific setting or environment. Objects should be located in a
setting appropriate to their significant historic use, roles, or character. Sinai I objects not designed

for a specific location are normally not eligible lbr local landmark status. Such works include
transportable sculpture, furniture, and other decorative arts that, unlike a fixed outdoor sculpture,

do not possess association with a specific place. Objects relocated to a museum are not eligible

for local landmark status.

Si’il,siIil’Th zone means a geographical area which has or may reasonably be expected to
yield in formation on local history or prehistory based upon broad prehistoric or historic
settlement patterns and existing archaeological knowledge as identified on the Archaeological

Sensitivity Zones Map (Sensitivity Level I and Level 2) within the Archaeological Resources

Management Plan, as amended.

Si. Petersburg Register of Historic P/aces means the list of local landmarks and
archaeological sites that have met the criteria for significance and have been designated by the
pursuant to the provisions in the 1-listoric and Archaeological Preservation Overlay Section.

Structure means a functional built item made for purposes other than creating human
shelter. Examples include bridges, roadways, railroads, and gazebos.

Section 4. Sections 16.70.060.2 through 4 of the St. Petersburg City Code are hereby
amended and renumbered to read as lbllows:

16.70.060.2-i. Historic designation of property.

A. Applicability. Designation of individual local landmarks, landmark sites, thematic
groupings and local historic districts shall be reviewed by the commission designated in Section
16.70.15.

B. Application. Applications for designation of property shall be submitted in a form
promulgated by the POD.

C. Procedures. Applications for designation of property shall be processed in accordance
with the historic and archaeological preservation overlay section.

I 6.70.060.2. Certificate of appropriateness fbr historically designated property.
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/\. ‘l/)/)IiL(lI)iII!I’. No person may undertake certain work. idenli lied in (he historic and
archaeoloiica I prcscrVatioii overlay sect ion, without having first obtained a cciii licate of’
appropriateness.

13. /lpf)/w(l/w1I. Applications for a certilicate ol appropriateness shall be submitted in a
lonn prom ulgated by the P( )I ).

C. PIvc(’(/urL’s. Applications br certilicate ol appropriateness shall be processed in
accoftiance with the h stone and archaeological preservation overlay section.

I 6.70.0(().45. Ad valorem tax exemption for historically designated propeliy.

A. Applicu/i/i/y. Ad valorem tax exemptions for designated qualifying historic properties
niay be granted for qual i lying improvements.

B. .lpplitu/ion. A pp1 icat ions for ad alorem tax exemption shall be submitted in a fbnn
prom LI Igated b) the POD.

C. ProcL’dIIJ’es. Applications For ad valorem tax exemption shall be processed in
accordance with the historical and archaeological preservation overlay section.

Section 5. Section 16.70.040.1 . 17 oF the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended

to read as Follows:

16.70.040.1 .17. Transfer of development rights, historic.

A. Puipose and intent. Transfer of development rights, historic (TDR, H) [hr local
landmarks locally designated historic structures and sites is an economic development incentive
intended to l preserve historically significant buildings within our community. The City
recognizes that locally significant i.ci landmarks exist on sites which have potential for larger
development to occur. For this reason these buildings are under constant threat of being
demolished and replaced with larger structures. The TDR program allows local landmark ste4e
property owners to benefit from the development potential by allowing the sale of the
development rights with the condition that the local landmark building or site be restored and
retained. The TDR program is not applicable to contributing or non-contributing properties in a
historic district.

B. Applicability. Transfers of development rights, historic, are allowed from any locally’
designated individually designated local landmark or landmark site as part of an overall plan to
preserve the historic resource but may not be transiI.rred from any property contrihuting
resources (other than a local landmark or landmark site) in a historic district or a hexagon
preservation district. TDR, H credits may only be transIi.rred to property located within the DC
(downtown center) and CCS (corridor commercial suburban) districts. TDR. 1-1 credits may not
be transferred from any government owned l)iOperty.
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U. 4pplicu/ioii. An application to estabi ish. or Iransler. development iights Irom a k)cal
landmark or landmark site shall include the in Format ion the P( )l ) generally requires liar a
planning and toning decision and shall include a current title commitment, ownership and
encumbrance report, or other su Flicient evidence, acceptable to the P()l), ol all persons with a
property interest (e.g.. mortgagor. I ienholder, joint owner, etc.) in the property. II the apphcation
involves work to a landmark or landmark site, then an application br a U()A cciii licate oF
appropriateness br the work shall he submitted and processed simultaneously’. The property
owner shall provide access to the site For both an internal and external inspection by the POD to
determine the condition ol the property. lhe establishment and transfer of TDR. Ii credits may
occur at separate times. but each action shall be required to be approved Fol lo\\ ing this
procedure.

1). Procec’/nrc’. The procedure to establish and transfer ‘FDR, II credits shall he as follows:

AFter the POD has reviewed the application and completed the inspection, the POD
shall establish an historic preservation plan for the property which shall identify any work that
must occur in order to adequately preserve and rehabilitate the exterior of the landmark or
landmark site which shall be based on the Secretary’ of the Interiors Standards for Preservation
and Rehabilitation. The plan shall also establish a maintenance program br the landmark or
landmark site.

2 The P01) shall approve, approve with conditions or deny the requested credits based
on compliance with this section. An historic preservation plan shall he required for each
landmark or landmark site. Each landmark or landmark site shall be required to complete any
restoration or rehabilitation work required by the plan. The POD may require a release, or other
documentation determined to be sufficient by the POD, from any person with a property interest
in the landmark or landmark site.

3. Simultaneous consideration for historic designation. Applications for local landmark
historic designation and TDR, H credits may be processed simultaneously; however, no TDR, 11
credits shall ea he issued transferred until the property is historically designated.

4. Issuance of TDR, I-I credits certificate. Upon approval by the POD and compliance

with any requirements, conditions and restrictions that may’ have been imposed, a TDR, I-I credits
certificate indicating the approved number of units or amount of FAR shall be issued by the POD
Gi4. Once TDR, I—I credits are established, the local landmark or landmark site from which the
credits are established shall not be developed or the structure expanded except as allowed in this
section.

5. Sale, transfer or conveyance of development credits.

a. An owner of TDR, H credits who is properly registered as an owner with the City
and who wishes to use the credits to tmns1ir density or intensity to a parcel of land shall apply
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br Such trans er aiid use of development rights in accordance with the Lulling district and other
cit codes.

h. Ilie 4-lw P( )D, my require a release, or other documentation determined to he
su bbicieiit by the P( )l), twin aiiy person with a property interest in the local landmark e-i

kmdmark site.

c. I he owner ot the receivini site must have the approval of a site plan lbr the parcel
hebore credits may he transferred to the receiving site. Evidence of all sales shall be recorded
with the IN)I). If the transfer ofTDR, HI credits is conditioned on work to he perfbrmed on a
landmark or landmark site, no development on the receiving site shall receive a certificate of
occupancy (either partial or final) until a certificate ui occupancy is issued or a final inspection

has been approved for the restoration or rehabilitation work required by the plan on the landmark
or landmark site.

F. C a/cu/all ig I/IL’ ainounl of TDR, I-I crud/Is. In reviewing the application for TDR. Fl
credits, the P01) shall determine the amount of development potential existing on the site.

For a local landmark, the amount of transferable floor area will be determined h

multiplying the gross floor area of the structure, by ten (this multiplier shall be twent for
structures constructed before 1901) or by subtracting the gross floor area of the entire local
landmark structure from the maxinmm builciable square footage, whichever is greater. For the

purposes of this section, the term “landmark’ shall only include the existing historically

designated building on a property and Only existing floor area shall be eligible for calculating

the amount of TDR, H credits.

2. The t-h&terrn “maximum buildable square footage,” in the DC zoning districts,
shall be the base density and shall not include any bonus FAR. A local landmark which has
received a certificate of appropnateness COA for a partial demolition, the amount of transfirable
floor area shall be determined by subtracting the remaining gross floor area of the local landmark
from the maximum buildable square footage. shall only he eligible to transfer density from the
remaining portion of the structure.

3. TDR,I-l credits shall not be approved if there are outstanding code violations for
which the owner has received written notice.

2. For a landmark site, the amount of transferable floor area will be determined by taking
the gross square footage of the landmark site and multiplying that square tbotage by five. For the
purposes of this section, the term “landmark site” shall only include those historically designated
properties which do not have a landmark building (i.e., a cemetery, archaeological site, etc. and
which shall include such things as a memorial garden which have historically been a part of the
landmark site) and shall not include hexagon block sidewalk preservation areas.
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I. PlO f(’L’Il iC’ (0 i’(’lilllI, I(’IL’(lS(’S uiid (,‘IliL’i’ l’L’qllilL’lllell!s.

At tile time ol transfer, the owner slial execute and record a declaration ol covenants
and resinctions, or a sim i rn’ instrument acceptable and approved by the City Attorney, that:

a. Restricts the development potential on the praperty to the size of the I landmark +F

landmark site and any development rights not established or tranSlerre(l: and

b. Runs with the land, binding the property owner and all future owners.

2. Hnancial support shall he made to the City’s historic preservation grant program in the
amount of $0.5() for each square foot of development credit transferred. The cost of any required
restoration or rehabilitation work that has been completed shall be credited as part of the

[inane Ia I support for the City’s historic preservation grant program.

3. The owner shall apply’ for a certificate of appropriateness for any restoration or

rehabilitation work identi [ied by the POD and shall obtain all required permits for such work
within 90 days lioni the (late that the TDR, 1—1 credits are translerred.

4 Ifthe local landmark is removed, any new development on the property may only he

constructed up to the size of the local landmark and any TDR. 1—I credits not transferred.

3. If tile allowable density or intensity of the site increases (e.g., change in zoning or
development rights established by ode), any additional development rights may be used on site,

or additional TDR, 1-I credits may be created by applying as provided in this section.

G. Expiraf ion and cancellation. TDR. 1-1 credit certificates do not expire and may be sold
immediately or retained for future sale. Sales of some credits are allowed and owners are not
required to sell all rights to one entity. Unused TDR, 1-1 credits may be cancelled and the
development rights returned to the local landmark or landmark site by following the procedures
for the establishment of the credits.

1-1. Failure to comply. Failure to comply’ with the restoration or rehabilitation work or the
maintenance program for the landmark or landmark site which is required by the historic
preservation plan shall be a violation of this section.

I. Appeals. Decisions of the POD may be appealed to the commission designated in the
Decisions and Appeals Table and decisions of the commission designated in the Decisions and
Appeals Table may he appealed to the City Council.

J. Record keeping. A registry of TDR, 11 credit certilicates shall he kept by the POD.

Section 6. Section 16.70.010.13.5. of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended
and renumbered to read as follows:
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Compleie p1’ o/ up/ilicul/.’ul. ( )ne e mplctc copy of’ each app! icat on to the
I )evelopmenl Review Commission (I )RC ) and (‘ommun ily Planning and Preservation
Commission ( CPPC ) shall he provided by the applicant to the neighborhood and business

association represelitat ives listed by the P( )l ). ( )ne complete copy of’ a nonowner or noncity
initiated historic designation shall he provided by the applicant to the owner of the projeIi’. l’he
term. complete includes one copy of’ the in formation required and any additional information
(including studies) required by the P( )I ) to review the request. The app! ication shall be either
delivered or mailed by I. .5. mail with a U.S. Postal Ser ice Certificate of’ Mailing returned to the
P01). Proof that a copy of the app! ication was mailed or delivered shall be delivered to the PoD

within seven days of’ application submittal The P( )I) shall not process the application tint if

receipt of’ such proof of’ mail or delivery.

Section 7. The St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to add new f’ee fbr a
certi f’icate to dig’ at the end of’ the ‘II istoric Preservation’ subsection of’ Section I 2—6(8) to read

as follows:

Certificate to Dig 50.00

Section 8. As used in this ordinance, language appearing in struck through type is
language in the City Code to be deleted, and under lined 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.

Section 9. 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 oany other provision of this ordinance.

Section 1 0. 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 CoLincil 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 ignec)
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RI ‘S( )I t IlI( )N No.

_________________________

A RLSOLI lION OF II IL COMMIJNI’IY PLANNING
ANI) PRLXLRVAIION C( )MrvIISXION (CPPC’) ( )I’
‘II IL C’I’l’Y UI, Si’. PI’’l’liSI3tiR(i, I”LORII)A,
RLC()IVI N’ILNDIN( I ‘II IA’I’ ‘Iii F Xl’. PL’lLRSI3I JRG
CI’I’Y COUNCIl. Al)OP’l’ LANGI AOL RIIA’ILI) 10
IN! IA’!’! N( A 1)1 ‘X I( 1NA1’I( )N A P11 JCA’II( )N I 1 )R
II IL PURIDSF OF I SIABIiSI I ING A LOCAl,
LANDMARK DIS’I’RIC’I; ANI) PRoVIDING AN

FEC I’ !\“L DATE.

WI 1 ERIfAS, on April 14, 20 I 0, the Community Planning and Preservation Commission
(CPPC) voted to establish the II istoric Preservation Committee for the purpose of conducting a
comprehensive evalLiation of the 1-listoric and Archaeological Preservation Overlay section (16.30.070) of
the City of St. Petersburg Land Development Regulations (I DRs) and

W II EREAS. the I listoric Preservation Committee recommended that in order to initiate
an application to designate a local landmark district, an affirmative response rate of 50 percent (p4) plus
one (I) of i’cturnecl ballots would be required and

WI-I EREAS. the Community Preservation Commission (now known as the CPPCL upon
considering the C’ommittees recommendation, voted on October 1 8, 2012, to formally recommend that
an affirmative response rate ot 50 percent (° Plus one (I) of all affected propei’tr on’i’iei’,s’ shall be
required and

WI-IERIfAS, the Community Planning and Preservation Commission reconsidered the
question at a public workshop on December 9, 20 14 and unanimously voted to maintain the cunent
recommendation that an affirmative response rate of 50 percent (%) pius one (I) of all affected property
oit’ners shall he required and

WI-IEREAS, a subsequent meeting between the Mayor, City staff and representatives of
the preservation community resulted in mutual agreement to strongly support an alternative resolution
that an affirmative response rate of 50 percent (%) plus one (1) of returned ballots be required.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY the Community Planning and Preservation
Commission (CPPC) of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that alternative language requiring an
affirmative response rate of 50 percent (%) plus one (I) of returned ballots be required to initiate a
historic district designation application shall be substituted in Section 16.30.070.2.5.8.2. in the proposed
ordinance under consideration as City File No. 20 14-07.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

LeaL9
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RI S( )I J JI1ON No.

_________________________

A RESOI (‘lION OF TI—IF COMMUNITY
P1 ANN ING AN 1) PRESERVATION
COMMISSION (CPPC) OF Ii IF CITY OF SI’.
PLTERSI3L JRG, FLORII)A, RECOMMENI)ING
ii IAT TI IF ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
ADOPT LANGUAGE CREATING AN
EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN WINDOW
RLPLACEMI NTS; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE I)ATE.

Vv’I IEREAS, the Community Planning and Preservation Commission (CPPC ) voted to
establish the I listoric Preservation Committee Ibr the purpose of conducting a comprehensive
evaluation ol’ the I listoric and Archaeological Preservation Overlay Section (Section 16.30.070)
olthe City Code; and

WI IEREAS, the CPPC, alter considering the Committee’s recommendations, public
comments, City Council comments (at workshops) and discussion at the CPPC’s workshop and
meetings, has voted to recommend the approval of amendments to the 1—listoric and
Archaeological Preservation Overlay Section; and

WIIEREAS, after the finalization of this very lengthy process, an additional suggestion
has been proposed to create au exemption for window replacements, when such replacement
window is proposed to use impact resistant glass, is Energy Star qualified for southern climate
zones, and matches, to the greatest extent practicable, the existing visual qualities including
dimensions, profiles, finish, and placement of a window sought to be replaced; and

WHEREAS, the CPPC supports this exemption.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY the Community Planning and
Preservation Commission (CPPC) of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that the CPPC
recommends that City Council add additional language to the ordinance, under the certificate of
appropriateness criteria, which creates an exemption thu window replacement when such
replacement window is proposed to use impact resistant glass, is Energy Star qualified Ihr
southern climate zones, and i’natches, to the greatest extent practicable, the existing visual
qualities including dimensions, profiles, finish, and placement of a window sought to be
replaced.

This resolution shall become elThctive immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to form and content:

City Attorney (Designee)



Technical Preservation Services

Ijojn> The Standards > AR ii Roliitbilititionslandards> Successful Rehabilitations > Evaluating Windows

Planning Successful Rehabilitation Projects

Windows

Evaluating Historic Windows for Repair or Replacement

Jthate5t;mdadr;

Documentation Rguircments for Proposed Window Rejcement

Interior treatments

Tdentifying Primary and Secondary Interior Spces in Historic Buildjflg

Changing Secondary Interior Spaces in Historic Buildings

Subdividing Assembly Spaces in Historic Buildings

Retaining Corridors and Other Circulation Suaces In Historic Buildings

New additions and

related new construction

Ncw Additions to Hisçuildins

New_Construction whin the_Boundaries of Historiçfiperties

Modern requirements and new technologies and materials

Codes and Rcgii!atoryleguirementc for RehabWtating Historic Buildings

Energy EffiLency, Sustainability and Gre uliding Practices in Historic Bulldiftg

Eyjjjjnci Substitute Materials in Historic Buildings

Evaluating Historic Windows for Repair or Replacement

Determinations concerning the treatment of historic windows begin with Standard 6 of the

Rchb Ita on: “Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires

replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where

possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.”

Repair should be the first option considered. Repair can include renewal of finishes, material repair using epoxies, replacement of

component parts and additions such as weather stripping. While it may be possible to repair even severely deteriorated windows, repair

of deterioration beyond a certain level is not practical or reasonable and replacement becomes the appropriate treatment.

The Standards also require, “The removal of historic materials or alterations of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be

avoided.” While most windows are significant to the character of a property, every window on all properties is not, and it is in these

cases that considerations beyond deterioration as described below are appropriate.

Documentation of deterioration



Determination as to when deterioration is sufficiently severe to jLlstify replacement must be based on documentation of the condition of

the windows. What constitutes effective documentation may vary with the circumstances of the project, but at minimum must inciLidle

enough good quality photographs to clearly depict the full range of conditions. When a project involves a great many deteriorated

windows, general quantification of the specific aspects of the deterioration may substitute for photographs and descriptions of every

window. A full window survey should only be needed in limited instances.

Questions about the feasibility of repair or the quality of the repaired window can usually be best answered by doing a sample repair.

The appearance, the cost of the repair, and other factors may be considered. Where particular performance levels are critical, testing of

the repaired window may provide information useful in evaluating the viability of repair.

Considerations beyond deterioration
While condition is the primary determinant in decisions regarding the treatment of historic windows, the importance of the windows to

the historic character of the building can also be taken into account. The design and location of windows and their relationship to the

design of the building can affect their role in the character of a building. Windows that are distinctive features or exemplify fine

craftsmanship are more critical to retain and repair than those that play a lesser supporting role in the design of the building or are

simple manufactured units. The more important the elevation, feature or space of which the windows are a part, the more important it is

to retain the historic windows.

While factors including occLipant operation, presence of hazardous materials, code requirements, or energy performance, if taken

individually, are not reasons to replace windows, they may be issues to consider in conjunction with deterioration in establishing a need

for window replacement. In many cases these requirements can be met without losing the historic windows. For example, studies have

shown that the energy performance of historic windows can be significantly improved by adding storm windows and weatherstripping or

by replacing the glazing or the sash.

The number of windows being replaced is a consideration that may allow for window replacement that does not depend on deterioration.

It may be possible that the replacement of a few windows may have only an inconsequential effect on the character of an elevation with

many windows. Thus, where a need such as egress can be achieved with little change to the appearance of the building, a few windows

may be replaced irrespective of their condition.

Some areas have code requirements in response to severe weather conditions. Mandates such as impact resistance may make it

impossible for a building to have any compliant occupancy with tile historic windows in place, particularly on taller buildings. In these

cases, replacement of the historic windows will not be dependent on documentation of deterioration.
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CoI’IuNITY PLANNIN(; & PIusEIvATIoN CoNIIIssIoN

PUBLIC HEARING

February 10, 2015
Appioi ‘ed (IS’ (!I1IL’II de I .// 0/15

PUBLIC HEARING

A. LDR 2014-07 Contact Person: Derek Kilborn, 893-7872

Request: This is a City—initiated request to amend the Land Development Regulations (‘‘LDRs’’).
Chapter 16. Section I 6.3007G. City Code of Ordinances pertaining to the Historic Preservation Ordinance.
Note: i7ic//Ion’ing item (LDR 2014-07) was de/rred from. the 10/14/14 and 11/18/14 meeIin,c’s. A
subsequent workshop was conducted on December 9, 2014.

Staff Presentation

Derek Kilborn ga\e a PowerPoint presentation in based on the staff report.

Commissioner Wannemacher, at the Chair’s request. read into the record the two c—mails and one letter received
after the distribution of the staff report.

Public Hearing

Monica Kile, representing St. Petersburg Preservation, gave a PowerPoint presentation; supports the overall
amendments to the ordinance; supports Resolutions “A” and “B”; strongly opposed to Resolution “C” which
contradicts the Secretary of Interior Standards and would place the City’s status of a Certilied Local
Government in eoparcly as well as the ability to receive grants from the Florida Division of Historical
Resources amongst others. Ms. Kile suggested adding an additional resolution directing the City to appiy for a
State Division of Historical Resources grant to conduct a City-wide historical survey fur potentially eligible
landmarks. The application period begins in April and does not require a match from the City but will like
change in the future. This survey should be done by a cultural resource management company.

Ryan Cohin, 7000 — 14° St S, spoke in opposition of Resolution “A”.

Brenda Gordon, 2934 Burlington Ave N, spoke in support of Resolution “A”.

Emily Elwyn, representing St. Petersburg Preservation, spoke in opposition of Resolution “C”.

Dan Harvey, Jr., 1425 Central Aye, spoke in opposition of Resolution “A”; against a third party designation
application; and concerned that the public does not understand the worth ot TDR credits.

Peter Belmont, representing St. Petersburg Preservation, spoke about concerns with the site plan approval issues
and what it means regarding a landmark application; notice of site plan applications should he given before
approval; put in place the same process as with demolition permit applications.
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Jell I )anner, representing St. Petershurg Preservation, spoke iii support ol’ Resolutions “A’’ and “B’’. and asked
the Commission 101 take a position at this lime on Resolution “C’’ allowing City Council to decide to lake
further,

Gene Smith. 1023 Locust St NE. spoke ill 5-U-pj+Ff ()/)/)()V(1(OIl ol the ordiiiaiice.

Travis Norton, representing the St. Pewrshurg Chamber of Commerce, made the lbl lowing suggestions: (I)
sunset the potentially eligible designation list; (2) no third party designation applications after a site plan has
been sLibmitteci to the City; or (3) increase the application lee to $1 .000 if the third party application process is

not changed.

Robin Reed, representing St. Petersburg Preservation and the Historical Old Northeast NA, spoke in support ol
Resolution ‘‘A’’.

Jennie Stratton, 2 180 Serpentine Circle S, spoke in support of Resolution ‘‘A’’.

Susan Rehillot, representing the Historic Old Northeast NA, spoke in support of Resolution ‘‘A’’.

Neverne Covinglon, 236 — 7th Ave N, spoke in support of Resolution “A”.

Executive Session

Commissioner Rogo commented how Resolution ‘‘A’’ is significantly different from the ordinance as well as
from the consensus the Commission reached during the ordinance workshop and asked if this should be
addressed as an amendment. Mr. Kilborn stated that instead of presenting an amendment to the ordinance, it is
being presented as a stand—alone item that can he denied or approved by City Council.

Commissioner Rogo asked if staff is now supporting Resolution “A” as opposed to the language in the
ordinance. Mr. Kilborn replied, yes. Following the discussion that had occurred between the Mayor’s office,
City staff and St. Petersburg Preservation, we are all recommending strong support for 50% pIus I of the ballots
received as opposed to 50% plus I of the tax parcels (language in the ordinance).

Commissioner Rogo asked for consideration of a workshop pertaining to demolition by neglect. Mr. Kilborn
agreed and is aware of this issue being of particular concern to this Commission, St. Petersburg Preservation,
and to Codes Compliance. Mr. Kilborn went on to say that in the interest of keeping this ordinance moving
forward, staff has committed to continuing this discussion after the ordinance goes through.

Commissioner Rogo asked about jeopardizing the City’s status as a Local Certified Government ii’ Resolution

“C” is approved. Mr. Kilborn stated that there is a concern if Resolution “C” were approved and staff will
continue to research that question with the state to come to some kind of detailed analysis ol’ what the
complications may he.

Commission Chair Carter explained that at a joint workshop with City Council, Councilmember Nurse voiced
his concerns with weatherization and monetary hardship pertaining to the replacement of windows as it is now
written in the ordinance, and this is the reason Resolution “C” is included in the package.
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Corn missioner Michaels asked br con hrmation about the potential eligible properties language being restored
to the onginal verbiage, to which Mr. Ki I horn repl ied that WUS correct.

Commissioner M ichaels asked ii the language pertaining to the notice to property owners is being restored as
well Mr. Ki Iboni replied that the notice to property owners is related to when properties are identi lied flr
add it ion to [lie potentially eligible database o Properties. However, this does not take away the noti hcatioii
requirement when a demolition application is received.

Commissioner Michaels asked what criteria the Commission would use to determine the lack of historic
significance in a case of a demolition where there is still a beneficial use but the property no longer has historic
significance. Mr. Kilborn recited the following verbiage from page 2 I , 6h of the pmposed ordinance addressing
this question: i/ic (‘oniniission may grunt a COA fr demolition even though tile local landmark or ropertv
within a local luvioric district has reasonable beneficial use or receives a reasonable return if the Coninussion
detei’nunes that tile pioperlv 110 longer contributes to a local historic district or no longer has signi/icance as a

hisiortc archnectiual or archeological local landmark. ‘‘ Mr. Kilborn went on to say that Commissioner
Michaels had submitted a request to add the Following sentence at that point: “The Commission will apply the
criteria for designation of property in making its determination.’’ Mr. Kilborn stated that this is standard
practice today and stall is already doing.

Commissioner Michaels asked for clarification that the proposed ordinance may not meet every element of the
Comprehensive Plan but does meet an overwhelming majority of the elements relating to historic preservation.
to which Mr. Kilborn replied, that’s correct. Mr. Kilborn went on to say that some updating needs to he done
and staff has some dralt language prepared to follow this application, and if this advances to final approval stall
will come behind to make corrections to the Comprehensive Plan.

Commissioner Wannemacher stated that in term of preservation she would not he comfortable supporting
Resolution “C” even though she understands the concerns of Councilmember Nurse; need to listen to the
experts and to defer to their expertise. Her only concern with Resolution “A” is ensuring that the property
owners are properly educated, both before and after; glad to see the increase of the length of time to 180 days
for receipt of the ballots; supports Resolution “A” as it has been amended.

Commissioner Wolf voiced his support of Resolution “A”; concerned about Resolution “C” and the possible
loss of the Certified Local Government status and would like, to have this deferred until further studies could be
done.

Commissioner Montanan voiced the Ibllowing concerns with the proposed ordinance: (I) does not provide the
balance between historic preservation and plans sustainable development: leans too far to the historic
preservation side; wonder what the longer term implications would be for developing certain puts of the City;
(2) property owners rights and costs property owners may encumber pertaining to some of the provisions in the
ordinance; (3) cost to the City and who is going to pick up the tab for the changes enacted in this ordinances;
parts of the ordinance are very cumbersome and bureaucratic to entorce; (4) makes certain organizations within
the City as well as individuals within City stall very powerful; and (5) creates the potential for retribution.
Commissioner Montanan went on to state his concern with Resolution “A” pertaining to the owners property
rights; Objective HP2.7 of the Comprehensive Plan is very black and white and is concerned about getting the
cart before the horse — should the Comprehensive Plan he changed before the ordinance? Mr. Kilborn replied,
not necessarily; the City’s Attorney’s Office reviewed and this was carefully outlined in today’s presentation
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explaining exactly how the process would work. Ultimately, at the Council level if there is concern about
taking linal action. they could condition their final decision on completion of the Comprehensive Plan text
amendment; the issue of the Comprehensive Plan language will definitely he outlined for City Council.

Commissioner Montanan asked if there are other objectives or parts of the comprehensive Plan that are not in
compliance with the proposed ordinance. Mr. Kilborn stated that, as Commissioner Montanad pointed out, this
was the one line item that is clearly black and white in terms of what it states and how it compares to the
proposed ordinance needing an amendment following this process. Some of the other sections are vaguer and
open to interpretation.

commissioner Montanan asked about the burden of the applicant proving that there is no reasonable beneficial
use of the property or that the owner cannot receive a reasonable return referenced on page 21. #4 of the
ordinance; and asked if this could be a third party applicant Mr. Dema stated that this is for an applicant for a
COA lbr demolition, so the applicant in this case would only be the owner.

Commissioner Montanari asked if it was necessary and appropriate for the all of the disclosures (e.g. amount
paid lbr the property, value of the property. photos. ete) needed from the homeowner applying for a demolition
permit: feels it is very burdensome on the homeowner. Mr. Kilborn stated that this information is provided to
the homeowner as a guide for their initial presentation but it is also at the discretion of the Commission to
determine what they need to see from the list; it is not typically required by right but additional detail may be
necessary in making a decision. Mr. Kilborn went on to say for clarification that this only applies to registered
local landmarks.

Mr. Dema addressed the prior comments pertaining to Hfl.7 of the Comprehensive Plan stating the City’s
Attorney’s office share the same concerns but wanted the Commission to know that the City puts together a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment bundle once or twice a year which makes it easier to send to the state for final
approval, and the noted amendments, along with others, will be included in the upcoming bundle.

Commissioner Whiteman stated his agreement with the remarks from Commissioner Montanan and feels that
the St. Petersburg Chamber of Commerce has a valid point pertaining to the third party designation after a site
plan has been submitted. He feels that Resolution “A” is too loose and will not support. Mr. Kilborn stated that
the administration’s position on this has evolved over time and is continually assessing staff’s ability to process
local landmark designations and the COA program. In response to this particular movement on Resolution “A”,
Resolution “B” is being proposed by staff which would modify the COA review process to help staff manage a
potential increase in COA applications (process in-house with less public hearings resulting in less of a burden
on the homeowner and the homeowner retaining the appeal rights bringing before the Commission if they
disagree with the review decision.)

Commission Chair Carter encouraged all to attend City Council when this comes forward for approval; thanked
the staff for their hard work over the years on this recommendation as well as the community for their input
and this plan is very consistent with other cities of similar size in the United States.

MOTION #1: CommissIoner Wo(fmoved and Commissioner Mlchaels seconded a motion finding on
balance that the ordinance Ic consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and to refer to
City CounciL
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VOTE: YES — Burke, Michacts, 14aiiiieiiiaclier, Wo1f Carter, 14’Iuteman
!V() - Moiitanan

Motion was approved by a vote of6 - I.

MOTION #2: Coiiimissioner Wolf iiioved a iid Coin missioner Michaels seconded a motion finding
Resolution ‘‘A ‘‘ to be on balance aiid consistent with the Comprehensive Pia,i, and to
refr to City Council.

VOTE: YES — Burke, Micliaels, Wanneniaclier, Wolf Carter
NO — 4/Ioiitanari, Wiuteman

Motioii W(1S approved by a i’ote of 5 - 2.

MOTION #3: Commissioner Wolf moved and Commissioner Michae!s seconded a motion approving

Resolution “B”, the revisions to the COA matrix.

VOTE: YES — Burke, Michaeis, Montanan, Wannemacher, Wolf Cartei Whitemnan
NO - 7-0

Motion was approved by (1 vote lf 7 - 0.

MOTION #4: Commissioner Wolf moved amid Commissioner hiteman seconded a motion approving
I? esolution “C’’ and frward to City Comm cii.

VOTE: YES- None
NO - Burke, Michaels, Montanan, Wannemacher, Wolf Carter, Whitemnan

Motion was denied by a vote of 7 - 0.

Commissioner Rogo asked about the St. Petersburg Preservation resolution pertaining to the State of Florida
grant for the Commission’s consideration of which copies were distributed to the Commissioners. Mr. Dema
stated that this will be handled as a new business item.

Commission Chair Carter sLiggested returning the resolution back to Administration for further review and to
see what their recommendation would he to the Commission. Mr. Kilborn stated his agreement and went on to
say that Administration has identified in the material as important to supporting a potentially eligible database
and having a technical evaluation about what properties may qualify to he local landmarked or individually
listed on the National Register. Staff will evaluate their ability to put together a grant by the April application
period (June deadline) ascertain the requirements as well as consLilt with the Grant office for assistance.

Commissioner Wannamacher asked if a resolution from the CPPC is needed to initiate the process. Both Mr.
Dema and Mr. Kilborn replied, no. Mr. Kilborn assured the Commission that the Administration will follow
through with the evaluation ol’ stall’s ability to respond by the deadline.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING and
PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department,
Urban Planning and I listoric Preservation Division

For Public Hearing on Tuesday, February 10, 201 5
at 3:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City I-Jail,

I 75 H Ph Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida,

Application: CITY FILE LDR 2014-07: Amendments to update Section 12-6(8), Section 16.30.070.
16.70.040, 16.70.060 and 16.90, Land Development Regulations (“LDRs), Chapter 16, City
Code of Ordinances.

Subject:

Applicant:

keg uest:

HISTORIC ANI) ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRESERVATION ORDINANCE

City of St. Petersburg
275 5th Street North
St. Petersburg, Florida 3370 I

Stall recommends that the Community Planning and Preservation Commission
(“CPPC”), in its capacity as the Land Development Regulation Commission (“LDRC”),
make a finding of consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and recommend to City
Council APPROVAL of the City Code, Chapter 16, text amendments described in the
attached ordinance.

Special Note: Matters pertaining to the Historic and Archaeological Preservation Overlay Section are
managed by the Urban Planning and Historic Preservation l)ivision and where required,
processed by the CPPC. The CPPC was formerly known as the Community Preservation
Commission (“CPC”) and before that, the 1-listoric Preservation Commission (“I-IPC”). All
three (3) terms are used in the following staff report and attachments, but each are referring
to the same Commission in its various forms throughout this process.

Pursuant to Section 16.80.030. 1 of the City Code
LDRC for the purposes of and as required by
Planning and Land Development Regulation
modifications to the LDRs related to historic and

of Ordinances, the CPPC, acting as the
the Local Government Comprehensive

Act to review and evaluate proposed
archaeological preservation, to review and

Authority:

evaluate proposed historic designations, certificates of appropriateness and any other action
to be performed pursuant to the I listoric and Archaeological Preservation Overlay Section
(currently Sec. 16.30.070)

I.DR 2014-07: Text Amendment to Section 16.30.070
historic and Archaeoloeical Preser ation

Page 1



Required Action: [his i plicalion now includes one (I) ordinance and thn,e (3) resolutions: [he (‘liv Attorneys
otlice and (‘ity stall noted at the most recent workshop that any new, substantive changes
would be presented ii the Ibrin oF a Resolution that could ihcn he substituted into the
proposed ordinance by City Council. 1 he purpose oF presenting new, substantive changes in
ihe lorm ol a Resolution is to clearly d isli nguish new proposals that wei’e not originally
presented at the opening ol’ this public hearing item in November 20 I 4:

Ordinance ‘[he ordinance closely resembles what was Iirst introduced to the CPPC at the
opening oF this public hearing and again at a public workshop in December 20 14, ‘Ihe CPPC
is required to make a finding oF consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.

Resolution A: Resol Lition A pi’oposes’an alternative recommendation pel’tIili ng to the pre

requisite liar initiating an application to designate a local landmark district. ‘[he CPPC should
conduct a separate vote and finding oF consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, If found
consistent, the Resolution will be pi’eseited as an alternative recommendation to the City
Council. who may then vote to substitute the Resolution’s alternative language into the final
II istoric Preservation ordinance,

Resolution 13: ResolLition 13 proposes modifications to the Certi licate oF Appropriateness
(“COA”) Appi’oval Matrix. This change will help mitigate the potential impacts oF approving

Resolution A, hut they will also help improve efficiencies within the COA pgmm

described later in the report. The CPPC is authorized to approve changes to the COA
Approval Matrix. The CPPC should conduct a separate ote, which is final, to approve the

amended COA Approval Matrix,

Resolution C: Resolution C proposes to create an exemption For window replacement, when

such replacement is proposing to use impact resistant glass. is Energy Star qualified For
southern climate zones, and matches existing visual qualities including: dimensions, profiles,
and placement. II’ Found consistent, he Resolution will be presented to the City Council, who
may then vote to insert the Resolution’s language into the final Historic Preservation
ordinance.

Back2round: In January 2010, the Council’s PS&1 C’oinmittee received a presentation from City staff

pertaining to local historic landmark designation applications filed without the property
owner’s consent. Following the presentation and discussion. the PS&1 members decided that
a comprehensive review of the 1-listoric and Archaeological Preservation Overlay section oF
the land development regulations (LDRs) would be appropriate to not only examine “third
party” designation applications, but also the Transfer of Development Rights (“TDR”)
program associated with historic properties, the COA process, and generally to review the
processes and procedures related to historic preservation. The overall objective was to
revie and update, where needed, the LDRs associated with historic preservation, as well as
clarify and possibly enhance the historic preservation duties and responsibilities of the CPPC,
then known as the Community Preservation Commission (“CPC”). Process milestones
include the following:

• April 14, 2010. At City Council’s request, the CPC voted to establish the I listoric
Preservation Committee. Subcommittees were Formed to thcus on the following issue
areas: Education & Outreach Process Economic Incentives; Zoning and Design; and
Archaeology.

LDR 20t4-07: Text Amendment to Section 16.30,070
tistoric and Arctiaeotogicat Presen ation

Page 2



• Starlmu May 20! 0. Ihe stihconiiiuiiees began meeting in May 20 1) and on two (2)
Occasions reconvened as the larger Committee to share their research and discuss their

rec( I I i 11 ci 1(1 at IllS

• April 15, 21)1 . At a meeting held on April 15, 20 I, Commission members were
provided with a master table that outl med the original committee recommendations,
IN lowed by City stall recommendations. The CPC then voted on each recommendation.
A majority (Il the committee s recommendations were supported by the CPC as well as
City stall. I’he items were then scheduled to be lorwarded to the City Council’s PS&l
(_onimittee as an update item. and the Development Review Commission for
consideration as amendments to City Code, Chapter 16 ( [AIncI Development
ReuLilaOoils). (Un Dcccni/c, /9. 20/3, Cite Council app/ol’ec/ Qidinance /00—li that
LUIso/iLIUit’L/ 1/Ic’ P/cu;iiuiiu Ui/LI Jisionii Coniinission (PFC I nit/i i/ic CP(. As pail o/

i/ic cOliSUIiLILlIlUti, levi niieiidmc’nis to Seciion /6.30.070 i/i/ed “Historic and
,“lichaeoIoical /‘lc’seIl’aiion ‘‘ H’c’ie re—assigned to the newly /ormed C’PPC’.)

• July 28, 2011 . The City Council held a workshop to discuss and consider the nearly 100
recommendations made by the CPC and the I listorie Preservation Committee pertaining
to the City’s historic preservation program and related activities. ‘l’here was consensus
on a majority of the reconimendations however, the City Council directed staff to
research and report back on several, speci tic items.

• October 18, 2012. The City Council and CPC held a joint workshop to discuss and
consider the remaining items requested at the conclusion of the July 28, 2011 workshop.
The outstanding issues were discussed and City staff subsequently worked to finalize the
amended language.

• On October 6, 2014. The Division tirst received a memorandum prepared by Dr. Will
Michaels, resident, author and member of the CPPC. The memorandum was distributed
in advance of the joint information session. The memorandum was later updated and
resubmitted on November 12, 2014.

• October 9, 2014. The City Council and CPPC attended a joint information session
hosted by Division staff The purpose of the information session was to preview the draft
ordinance and receive any remaining concerns or comments. Immediately following the
joint information session, Division staff met with Dr. Michaels and other attending
members of St. Petersburg Preservation, Inc. (“SPPI”) to further discuss their questions,
comments and recommendations.

• October 14, 2014. In accordance with a recommendation at the joint inthrmation session
to delay the scheduled public hearing, the CPPC unanimously voted to delay
consideration to November I 8, 20 14 thereby allowing additional time for review.

• October 22, 2014. Division staff met with representatives from SPPI. On this date, the
Division also received a memorandum prepared by SPPI. The memorandum was later
updated and resubmitted on November 14, 2014.

• November 18, 2014. The CPPC opened a public hearing to discuss the subject
application. Following a presentation by City staff, the CPPC voted to refer the
application for further discussion at a workshop, which was subsequently conducted on
Tuesday, December 9, 20 14.
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• December 9, 20 14. Ihe CPPC’ conducted a public workshop and made determinations on
a number of subjects relating to memorandums submitted independently by
Commissioner Will M ichaels and SPPI.

• .Ianuary I 5, 2015. Mayor Rick Kriseman, Division stafl and representatives iom 5PM
met ointly to discuss the subject of designation of a local landmark district. As a result of
the meeting, a separate resolution is lwesentedl oltering substitute langLiage requiring only
50 percent ( ) p1 us one ( I ) of respondents to initiate a local landmark districi
designation application. A second resolution is presented amending the Certi flcate of
Appropriateness Matrix thereby removing several items Irom public hearing review and
quali Iving them ftr stall review. Many tbrms of new construction, additions. clemol ition
and relocation will continue to require public hearing review.

• .lanuarv 23. 201 5. Division staii met with representatives from the St. Petersburg Area
Chamber of Commerce to answer questions, discuss. and clariFy their concerns.

Analysis: The City of St. Petersburg is a Certified Local Government (“C’LG”). The CLG progras
link three (3) levels of government (federal, state and local) into a preservation partiiersliip
lbr the identi lication. evaluation and protection ol historic properties. The progrim was lirst
enacted on the federal level as part of the National l—listoric Preservation Act Amenclments of
1980. On the state and local level, Florida’s CLG progl’anl and the City of St. Petersburg’s
CLG designation were both established in 1986. Since that time. the Cl.G program has
assisted in the survey, designation and preservation of historic and cultural resources
citywide and helped to increase the public awareness of historic preservation.

In accordance with the conditions of its CLG designation, St. Petersburg makes historic
preseration a public policy through maintenance of a historic and archaeological
lJI’eservatio1 ordinance. The purpose of this application is to implenient improvements to the
City’s historic preservation program through a number of LDR text amendments.

The history of these amendments are generally described in the Background section of this
report and itemized in the attached document titled “Master Table: Recommended Actions
for Furthering the Activities of the CPC.” In order to assist with the evaluation of the
proposed changes, this staff report will present what are expected to be the key areas of
discussion and consideration through the public hearing review process.

LOCAL LANDMARK DISTRICT DESIGNATION: APPLICATION

See page 5 of the attached ordinance, Section 16.30.070.2.5.1L2

The City Council has linal authority in determining whether to establish a local landmark
district, and the City Council may independently initiate a district designation application.
At present, the tire-requisite lbr initiating a private district designation application requires
66.6% approval of the affected property owners.

Past efforts to achieve the 66.6 percent (%) approval threshold have hailed to even achieve a
66.6 percent (%) rate of response. Understanding this challenge, the Subcommittee
recommended countinc only the returned ballots instead of the total number of affected
property owners. 01. the ballots returned, the Subcommittee suggested an aflirmative
response rate of 50% plus one (I) to initiate the designation process. Ihe CPC eventually
recommended that 50% plus one (I) of all ali’ected property owners (not just those who
returned ballots) within the proposed district boundary must support the designation lbr the
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applicIiion to proceed. (ity stall originally recommended retaining the cur ‘ent stLmdard. and
nu)re recently expressed su on lbn the reduced 50% phis one ( ) al’lirmati ye response rate
of all a Ilected lax p reels.

I herc. are currently. iwo (2) options presented br your consideration:

I) Ihe l)rall Ordinance

Ihe drali ordi uincc requires 50% plus one (I) approval ol all allected lax parcels within
the proposed district boundary to initiate the designation. Each lax parcel counts as one

vote, regardless 01’ the number ol owners. Where multiple owners control a single tax
pai’cel, one (I) ‘iio vole mom any ol the multiple owners shall be tallied as a single no”
vole or the lax parcel

2) Resolution A

Resolution A requires a separate vote of the CPPC and is presented as a substitute option.
Resolution A requires support from 50% plus one ( I ) of returned ballots onl. meaning
that a non—response is excluded li’om the Final tally. Each tax parcel counts as one (I
vote, regardless ol’ the number ol owners. Where multiple owners control a single tax
parcel, and the returned ballots show a split vote or disagreement among two (2) or more
ob’ the owners, the tax parcel will be excl udecl from the Final tally.

Final Staff Recommendation

With strong support from the Mayor’s oflice, Division stall recommends approval of
Resolution A, thereby substituting language in the drail ordinance. The elThct of approving
Resolution A will require the following:

• The pre—requisite for initiating a private district designation application will require
support from 50% pIus one (I) of returned ballots only;

• The response for each tax parcel shall be counted as one (1) vote; if the returned
ballots show a split vote or disagreement among two (2) or more of the owners, the
tax parcel will be excluded and shall not be counted toward the total number of tax
parcel s;

• City-owned tax parcels shall not have a vote and shall not he counted toward the
total number of tax parcels.

An affirmative vote for Resolution A means that Resolution A will be presented to the City
Council for their consideration and substitution into the final ordinance.

1)EMOLITION OF POTENTIALLY ELIGiBLE LOCAL LANDMARKS

See page 26 of the attached ordinance, Section 16.30.070.2.11

Safeguards are currently in place to delay the demolition of a potentially eligible local
landmark. The purpose of the original potentially eligible local landmark inventory was to
identify properties that are considered eligible for local landmark designation but were not
yet designated. The inventory was first presented by the Mayor’s Office on July 14, 2005,
subsequently presented to the 1 listoric Preservation Commission on December 6, 2005 and
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received mal approval by he Mayors Olice on January 3, 2006. X nec creation ol the
(wiLinaI nvenk)ry, which nd uded a total ol 55 properties, 10 properties have been
designated. one (I) additional appi icaliun was processed but eventually denied. and bur (4)
are in process. he inventory is incomplete and should not be interpreted to be an inventor
ol u/i potentially eligible properties citywide: a citywide historic survey would be required
br such a technical determination.

Currently, when an application br a demolition permit is received br a historic pI’operty on
identi fled as potentially eligible within the property records and planning and permitting
database. the issuance ol the demolition permit is delayed liar 30 business days and written
noH hcation is provided to members of the C’PPC and any resident or community group who
annLlallv lIes their name with the Division. If a third—party application to designate is
received within the advertised window of3O business clays, a temporary hold is placed on the
demolition permit pending a final decision by City Council regarding designation.

With regard to a structure that is potential lv eligible to be designated but without an active
landmark designation application, the Subcommittee previously recommended that a list of
potentially eligible Properties be provided to the CPC annually and, if approved, a 60—day
stay ol demolition would be granted liar all structures on the list. City stall supported a 30—
day stay’ ot demolition, which is the current rule in eftict. The (‘PC supported the City’ staT
recommendation with the clarification that the stay of demolition begins at the time a permit
application for clemol ition is submitted and the list of potential landmarks will be sent to City’
Council br approval by Resolution upon the recommendation of the CPC’.

The dral ordinance recommends continued use ot a poiential/t’ eligible designation v ithin
the property records and planning and permitting database. Using a potential/i eligible
designation provides transparency. and more clearly sets expectations within the real estate
and development community for either acquisition or permitting procedures to redevelop
property.

Staff acknowledges however, the potential consequences of using a potenllallv eligible
inventory and notes the following for future consideration. The current inventory was
initially created by Division stall using information from the 2005/2006 meetings, and later
evaluated to confirm each property’s eligibility status. Since the inventory was created
without the benefit of a historic survey to ascertain what properties citywide meet the
technical requirements for becoming a local landmark, many properties of historic
importance were excluded from the original inventory. Not including a property on the
inventory may reinforce opinions about its historic importance independent from the
technical evaluation of whether or not it actually complies with the criteria for designation.
F’or example, “This resource must not be important because it is not identified as potentially
eligible within the property records and planning and permitting database,” when in fact the
property wasn’t included in the inventory because it was never part of a historic survey or
technical evaluation to determine its status.

TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS

See page 42 of the attached ordinance, Section 16.70.040.1.17

Transfir of development rights for historic properties (“TDR,I1”) is an economic
development incentive intended to help preserve historically signilicant btnldings within the
community. Under the current regulations, there are two (2) considerations, the lirst relating
to the amount of transfirable floor m’ea and the second relating to the development bonuses
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that arc oliered through the city7s I )o’vii1own (entcr (‘iX) foiling regulalions.

Regndin the first consideration under the current regulations, the total amount oh’ ‘II )R,I I is
determined by taking ihe gross square flotagc oh’ the landmark sue and muhiplying that
squai•e hootage by I 0 (this multiplier shall be 20 br structures constructed bekwe I “)0 I ). Ihe
original intent oh’ the nlultipl icr was to provide financial incentive to local landmarks making
histonc preservation a competitive alternative to redevelopment. According to Division
records, there is currently 2,394,5 0 square fiet quail tied hbr transkr under the l’DR,l I
pi’ gram.

In oi’der to resolve this cLirrent I ubalance between supply and demand, the dra Ii ordinance
proposes elimination oh’ the multiplier. Under the proposed amendments, the amount oi
transtrahle floor area shall be determined by subtracting the gross floor area of the existing
local landmark from the maximum bu i dable sq uare kotage Ibr the subject property.

I he second consideration relates to development bonuses that are ofhrecl through the city’s
Downtown Center U’DC”) zoning regulations. On October 23, 2014, the City Council
conducted a Committee of’ the Whole to discuss floor area ratio (lAR’) bonuses within the
DC zoning classifications. Suggestions to prioritize historic preservation development
bonuses when local landmark or National Register properties are impacted will he considered
as future text amendments to the LDRs. but are not part oh’ this ordinance.

CERTIFICATE OF AlPROl’RIATENESS: COA 1ATRIX

See page 15 of the attached ordinance, Section l6.30.070.2.6.C

City Code Section 16.30.070. requires issLiance of a Certificate oh’ Appropriateness (COA’)
prior to any exterior alteration to a designated local landmark. Exterior alterations include,
but are not limited to: new construction re1ocation demolition and modifications to roofs
and wall openings, such as windows and doors. The review procedures prescribed for various
types of’ exterior alterations are included in the COA Approval Matrix. Review procedures
require either no review, stafi review, or public hearing review.

While considering changes to the district designation procedures outlined in Resolution A,
the Mayor’s office and Division staff also contemplated the impact of such a change upon
current staffing levels, processing times and cost. The increase in volume of COA
applications resulting from the designation of’ addition local landmark districts would
negatively impact the City’s ability to process a potentially higher number of public hearing
cases. Consequently, Division staff looked for opportunities to modify certain activities from
a public hearing review to a staff review. Resolution 13 proposes to achieve this objective.
while maintaining the public hearing requirement for critical, character defining changes that
occur through new construction, additions, relocations. demolitions and changes in openings,
materials or styles.

Final Staff Recommendation

With strong support from the Mayor’s office, Division staff recommends approval of
Resolution 13, thereby amending certain procedures in the COA Approval Matrix from a
public hearing review to a staff’ review. Division stall believes this is an important
complement to passage of’ Resolution A. l’urthermore, Division stall believes that the
changes recommended by Resolution 13 are important regardless of whether Resolution A is
ultimately approved and substituted into the final ordinance.
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CERFIFICATE OF API ROPRIATENESS: WINDOW ALTERATIONS

I 6 ol (lie a(taclIc(l urdiiiaiicc, Section I 6.30.070.2.6.F

(oLinci I IVleiiiher Karl Nurse has submitted a recommendation that the 1-listoric Preservation
ordinance he amended to mcI tide a ninth criterion permitting replacement of windows that
are presumed to he more energy eflicient, meet the hurricane code and are compatible with
the appearance of’ I he original windows.

Resolution C’ is mcluded for your consideration. Specifically, Resolution C woLild create an
eNemption for window replacement. when such replacement is proposing to use impact
resistant ulass. is I :nerc’ Star qual lied fbi •voi,thc,n climate zones. and matches existing
visual LI ual ties includ ng: dimensions, profiles, and placement.

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS: ARCHAEOLO(ICAL SiTES

See page 23 of the attached ordinance, Section 1 6.3.070.2.6.K

‘he currenl code does not include C’OA guidelines fbr reviewing archaeological—based local
landmarks. This omission will be corrected by the insertion of COA guidelines that are
spec lie to archaeological concerns and are based on the United States Secretar’ of the
Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

CERTIFICATE TO 1)I(

See page 28 of the attached ordinance, Section 16.30.070.3.1

A (‘c’i’iIjica/e to Dig is proposed to be required for any ground disturbing activity within a
Sensitivity Zone, as identified on the Archaeological Sensitivity Zones Map included in the
Archaeological Resources Management Plan. The purpose of a CertUIcatc’ to Dig is to review
certain ground disturbing activities defined by the ordinance.

OTHER

Division staff has previously noted that it shall continue to evaluate recommendations made
throughout this process and within recent memorandums submitted by Commissioner Will
Michaels. St. Petersburg Preservation, Inc. and other interested entities. These items include
the subjects of demolition—by-neglect, evaluating properties lbr inclusion on the Potential
Eligible List, residential building heights, and other administrative and programming
adj ustments.

Compliance The ibllowing objectives and policies from the Citys Comprehensive Plan are applicable to
with the the attached proposed amendments:
Corn prehensive
Plan: Objective HP1: To continue to promote the preseryation of resources through the

commitment to conduct historic and archaeological resource surveys and the continued
development of ordinances, guidelines and databases.

Objective HP2: To continue to develop programs and policies to protect and preserve the
City’s historic resources.
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Oh jective II P3: ‘I o support the programs and incentives provided by local, state and
mit onal preservation organizations.

Poller I-1P3.5: l’hc City will continue to review its land use and I ancI Development
Regulations and consider initiating amendments to such regulations to remove
unnecessary disincentives to the reuse and redevelopment of historic landmarks. ‘I he
City will solicit input Irom appropriate local and state organizations and interest groups.

Objective Ii P5: Utilize the historic preservation ordinance and other available p grams to
preserve sitzni cant archaeoloiical resources located in the C’itv.

Polwi HP5.5: In order to protect and preserve the Citys archaeological resources, the
City has adopted I and Development Regulations which discourage adverse impacts or
the demolition of sites which are listed, or eligible For listing, in the National Register
of I listoric Places or the local register.

Polici HPS.6: The City. in conjunction with pio[essional archaeologists, shall develop
guidelines and procedui’es [br ground disturbing activities on. or in the vicinity oC
known or suspected archaeological sites.

Objective LU7: 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 9.1—24 F.A.C] ‘. The City will amend its land development
regulations consistent with the requirements of Chapter 163.3202. Florida Statutes [and
Chapter 9.1—24 F.A.C.] so that future growth and development will continue to he managed
through the preparation. adoption. implementation and enForcement o F land development
regulations that are consistent with the C’omprehensive Plan.

Polk)’ LU7.I: Pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 163.3202 F.S. and Chapter 9.1-
24 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 LU2O: 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 fbr the achievement of Comprehensive Plan Objectives.

Policj’ LU2O. I: 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 ol’ the
Comprehensive Plan.

Housing The proposed amendments will have a minimal impact on housing affordability, availability
Statement: or accessibility. A Ilousing Affordability Impact Statement is attached.

Attachments: I. Ordinance to Amend the LDRs
2. Resolution A: Alternative Language for Initiating District Designation
3. Resolution H: COA Matrix
4. Resolution C: Window Replacement

Chapter 9J—24 F.A.C. is no longer a valid rehrence in State statute. As ol this writing, the city’s Comprehensive Plan has
not been updated to reflect this legislative change.
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5. Mi l’uhle: I’ecommeiided /\clions Ibi I’urtheriiig the Ac1ivites oF the (‘PC”’
6. I .1St 01 POtCiitiilIIy IIihIe Properties
7. I lousing Alibrduhility Impact ta1cuieut

I mui I City Council Memhcr Karl Nurse, ( )ctoher 2. 2014
I etter liom PP. Inc.
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RI S( )I A J’I’I( )N No.

A RI S( )I A i’lI( )N OF Ii II COMM uNIFY
P1 ANN IN(I AND PRESERVATION
(‘( )l\’IMISSI( )N (CPPC) ()F ‘Ii IL CITY OF ST.
P1 ‘I •:RSBI. I R(I, II 0R I I)A, APPROVING ‘IT II
(‘IVY’S NEW AMINDIJ) CERTIFICATE OF
A PPR( )PRIA’l’I NI SX (QUA) APPROVAL
MATRIX: AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE
I)A II

WI II RI LAS, the I listoric and Archaeological Preservation Overlay Section
(I 6.30.070.) of the City of SI. Petersburg Land De’.elopment Regulations (LDRs) requires
owners performing exterior alterations to a property’ located within a local historic district or an
individual l designated local landmark to apply for a Certi licate of Appropriateness (QUA); and

WI IEREAS, Section 16.30.070.2.6. of the LDRs was amended to establish new
QUA re\ iew procedures and to authorize a COA Administrative Approval Matrix; and

WI IEREAS, this amendment is proposed to maintain current expectations for the
F-Iistoric and Archaeological Preservation Overlay Section, while also improving efficiencies by
minimizing review times and preserving the public hearing requirement for only those actions
that are most impactful on the character—delining features of a local landmark; and

WHEREAS, any administrative approval may be appealed to the Community
Planning and Preservation Commission.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY the Community Planning and
Preservation Commission of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that a new amended Certificate
of Appropriateness Approval Matrix is approved as shown on Attachment “A.”

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Legal:

City Attorney



Certificate of Appropriateness Approval Matrixs—

st.p,t.rsbari (City code section 16.30.0070.2.6, updated February ‘Q.201i5)
www.sI.I...rI

ACTION
INDMDUAL LANDMARKS

NON-CONTRIBUTING

Staff CPPC I No Review Staff I CPPC No Review

ADDITIONS

All x I j X

ARCHAEOLOGY

Ground disturbing activities (digging, planting, use
of heavy machinery, excavation, vegetation X X X

rem oval)
CANVAS AWNINGS ,

Installation, removal, or alterations X I I X

CLEANING
‘ ________________________________

1. Pressure washing, less than 100 psi J X X
2. Other methods and applications X 1 X

CARPORTS and PORTE COCHERES

All alterations I X I I X

DECKS, PATIOS PERGOLAS
iWitharoof X X
2. Without a roof X X
DEMOLITIONS
1, Primary structures X X
2. Accessory structures, historic X X
3. Accessory structures, non-historic X X
4. Historic additions X X
5. Non-historic additions x x
DOORS, ENTRIES, AND GARAGE DOORS
1. Same materials, style, and size X X
2. Change in materials or style X X
3. Change in openings X X
4. Entry features X X
5. ADA requirements X X
6. Other alterations X X
DRIVEWAYS
1, Change in materials X X
2. Change in size or configuration X X
3. New or relocated driveway X X
EXTERIOR WALL FINISH
1. Removal of non-historic material X X
2. All other finishes (including painting of an
originally unpainted surface) —

3. Waterproofing X X
FOUNDATIONS
1. Same material, style, and size X X
2. Change in material, style, or size X X
3. Sidewalk vault lights X X X
INTERIOR ALTERATIONS
Ad Valorem Tax Exemption Applications ONLY X j X
LANDSCAPE FEATURES
1. Arbors, pergolas, and gazebos X X X
2. Permanent water features X X
3. Lighting X X
4. Sidewalks X X
5. Walkways X X
6. Planting or removal, non-historic vegetation X X
7. Alteraton, planting, removal, historic vegetation X X
8. Other X X



Certificate of Appropriateness Approval Matrix
itpitershr (City code section 16.30.0070.2.6)
www.iIIi.r.

ACTION
INDI\i9DUAL LANDMARKS

NON-CONTRIBUTING

Staff CPPC No Review Staff I CPPC f No Review
MECHAMCAL SYSTEMS
1. Electrical, plumbing, pool equipment X X
2. HVAC - visible 1mm ROW X X X

HVAQ—non-v4sihle from ROW ‘/ X
4 2 Solar Panels—visible [rem ROW x X
H. Soler-Ranets-—Ron-vlslhle -from ROW 2 X
6.- 4 Other 2 X X
NEW CONSTRUCTION
All lxi I lx
PAINTING
1. Painting previously painted surfaces X X
2. Changes in paint color X X
PLAQUES AND MARKERS
All I X I I X
POOLS
1. Above ground pools x x

2. In ground pools X X
3. Pool screen enclosures X X
PORCHES AND BALCONIES
1. Open an enclosed porch x x

2. Enclose a porch X X
3. Alterations X X
RELOCATION
All X X
1. Into a Local [70dm-irk citrjot X x

2. Other
RESTORATION ( A return to the original based on historic evidence as originally designed and_constructed.)
All

. X X
ROOF and CHIMNEYS
1. Same materials and shape X X J2. Change in materials x x J x
3. Change in shape X

, J X
4. Other alterations X X
SIGNS
All signage X X
Street numbers X X
SHEDS
Less than 100 sq. ft. I X I I X I
SHUTTERS
1. Removable shutters X X
2. Permanent shutters X X
SITE WALLS AND FENCES
1. Walls or fences behind the front façade X X
2. Walls or fences in front of or equal to front façade X
3. Retaining walls X X
4. Demolition, historic X X
5. Sea walls X X
WINDOWS
1. Same materials, style, and size X X
2. Change in materials or style x X
3. Change in openings x x x
NOTES:

Any formal ape ii of i Cry staff determination shall be acted upon first by the city s community Planning and Preservation commission (“CPPC”f.
Any formal appeal of a CPPC determination shall be acted upon in accordance with Section 16.70.015 titled, “Decisions and Appeals Table.”



The POD may refer a COA anolication (or Dublic hearino review where the request is not substantially similar to another action already listed, or if the
reauest is non-traditional, may set precedent and therefore requires the benefit of public deliberation and a CPPC decision.



ATTACHMENT 4

RESOLUTION C

WINDOW REPLACEMENT



ATTACHMENT 5

MASTER TABLE

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS FURTHERING
THE ACTIVITIES OF THE CPPC

(THEN KNOWN AS THE CPC)



R
E

C
O

N
IM

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
IR

1
’I

IE
R

IN
G

T
H

E
A

C
T

IV
IT

IE
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

1-
lis

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

O
v
er

la
y

C
ha

ng
es

tp
d

at
in

g
pr

op
er

ti
es

w
it

hi
n

a
lo

ca
l

hi
st

or
ic

di
st

ri
ct

as
to

th
ei

r
co

nt
ri

bu
ti

ng
or

no
n-

co
nt

ri
bu

ti
no

st
at

us
w

ou
ld

re
qu

ir
e

II
is

tu
nc

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

re
co

m
m

en
da

ti
on

w
it

h
C

PC
ap

pr
os

al
.

in
te

nt
is

to
pr

os
id

e
a

to
ol

in
ss

hi
ch

a
di

st
ri

ct
or

pr
op

er
ty

ca
n

be
up

da
te

d
un

de
r

u
n
iq

u
e

ci
rc

um
si

an
ce

s,
C

r
ex

am
pl

e.
‘

a
pr

op
er

ty
th

at
ss

as
ex

cl
ud

ed
du

e
in

la
ck

S
up

po
rt

s
th

e
co

nc
ep

t
of

up
da

ti
ng

ho
w

cs
er

.
up

da
te

s
to

di
st

ri
ct

S
ty

L
i

I
he

ap
pr

ov
ed

by
C

it
y

C
ou

nc
il

af
te

r

R
F

C
O

N
I\

ll
(’

/D
.\

’F
IO

N
S

O
F

P
H

Il
C

PC
S

V
R

C
O

\l
\l

ll
Ir

IS

P
ag

e
1

o
f2

7

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
n
ir

n
en

d
at

io
n
s

R
es

p
o

n
si

b
le

N
ot

es
S

ta
ff

R
ec

om
m

en
da

ti
on

(*
*
c
c
c
p

t
as

no
te

d)
A

ge
nc

y

D
es

ig
na

ti
on

O
rd

in
an

ce
R

ev
is

io
n

(1
6.

30
.0

70
.2

.5
).

It
em

s
#1

-8
A

dd
th

at
an

in
di

vi
du

al
pr

op
er

ty
sh

ou
ld

be
50

M
at

ch
es

N
at

io
na

l
R

eg
is

te
r

of
H

is
tr

ie
S

up
po

rt
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u
h
eo

m
m

it
te

e
ye

ar
s

of
ag

e
or

ol
de

r,
or

ex
ee

pt
io

na
il

s
si

gn
if

ic
an

t
C

ity
1-

lis
to

rie
P

la
ce

s
cr

it
er

ia
if

un
de

r
50

ye
ar

s
of

ag
e.

Pr
es

er
s

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

R
ew

or
d

or
di

na
nc

e
to

sp
ec

if
ic

al
ly

al
lo

w
Ib

r
si

te
s

M
at

ch
es

N
at

io
na

l
R

eg
is

te
r

of
H

is
to

ri
c

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
la

nd
sc

ap
es

,
ce

m
et

er
ie

s,
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

.
et

c.
),

C
ity

H
is

to
ri

c
P

la
ce

s
cr

it
er

ia
2

st
ru

ct
ur

es
(b

ri
dg

es
,

si
at

er
to

ss
er

s,
et

c.
).

an
d

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

Su
pp

or
ts

ob
je

ct
s

(s
ig

ns
,

sh
ip

s.
et

c.
)

as
w

el
l

as
bu

il
di

ng
s,

di
st

ri
ct

s,
an

d
m

ul
ti

pl
e

pr
op

er
ty

su
bm

is
si

on
s.

I.
an

dm
ar

k
pr

oc
es

s
fo

r
di

st
ri

ct
s

D
es

ig
na

ti
on

sh
ou

ld
be

an
ob

(c
ct

i\
c

(a
)

Su
pp

or
ts

(a
)

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

(a
)

A
ll

pr
op

er
ty

os
sn

er
s

w
it

hi
n

a
pr

op
os

ed
C

s
al

ua
tm

on
of

ss
he

th
cr

th
e

di
st

ri
ct

ra
ee

ts
di

st
ri

ct
w

ill
he

co
nt

ac
te

d
by

m
ai

l,
th

e
cr

it
er

ia
in

th
e

or
di

na
nc

e.
(h

I
D

oe
s

N
ot

Su
pp

or
t

1C
m

tb
)

R
ee

o
n

im
cn

d
5

1
0

0
of

(h
)

O
f

re
tu

rn
ed

ba
ll

ot
s,

a
po

si
ti

se
pr

op
er

ty
ch

,t
ne

to
th

e
ce

rr
eo

t
p

ro
p

er
ti

es
ss

it
hi

n
th

e
ow

ne
r

re
sp

on
se

ra
te

o
fS

l%
is

re
qu

ir
ed

to
M

os
t

C
er

ti
fi

ed
I

oc
at

G
ov

er
nm

en
ts

o
’

R
qu

ir
em

nc
nt

pr
op

os
ed

di
st

ri
ct

m
us

t
in

it
ia

te
th

e
dL

su
_n

it
i

r
ro

L
vs

s
C

at
s

H
is

to
rm

tC
L

G
rL

ii
r
.

a
m

ph
.

m
to

ri
ts

su
pp

rt
d

ig
n9

ti
on

b
r

(c
)

T
he

re
sp

on
se

pe
ri

od
w

ill
be

ke
pt

op
en

fo
r

P
re

se
rs

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

(e
)

Su
pp

or
ts

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

to
pr

oc
ee

d.
90

bu
si

ne
ss

da
ys

.
T

he
no

m
in

at
io

n
w

ill
l’h

c
fo

ll
os

si
ng

ci
ti

es
do

no
t

re
qu

ir
e

os
sn

er
th

en
pr

oc
ee

d
ba

se
d

on
th

e
cr

it
er

ia
,

co
ns

en
t:

C
or

al
G

ab
le

s,
T

ar
po

n
S

pr
in

as
.

.
.

)
up

pL
rt

s
55

L
,m

L
.

(e
)

re
co

m
m

en
d

ch
an

ce
to

(i
i)

C
ity

ss
m

ll
co

ns
ul

t
w

it
h

ap
pl

ic
an

t
on

M
ia

m
i-

D
ad

e,
D

el
an

d
an

d
I

ak
cl

an
d

C
ity

sh
al

l
cr

ea
te

th
e

ba
ll

ot
DU

d
12

0
ca

le
n
d
ar

da
s

s
cr

ea
ti

on
of

ba
ll

ot
s

or
pe

ti
ti

on
s

to
en

su
re

id
en

ti
fy

ti
e

pr
oc

es
s

th
at

fo
rm

s
ar

e
un

if
or

m
,

le
ga

l
an

d
-

eo
m

pr
ch

cn
si

s
c.

Id
)

S
up

po
rt

s
Su

he
om

m
n

[i
cc

4
Ci

ty
’

ll
is

io
ri

e
Pr

es
er

s
at

io
n

S
ta

ff

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

12
01

1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

I)
E

D
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

H
E

R
IN

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

r
e
s
e
r
a
ti

o
n

O
v
er

la
y

C
ha

ng
es

S
u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

R
e
c
o

n
im

e
n

d
a
ti

o
n

s
R

e
s
p
o
n
s
ib

le
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
(
P

C
(
*

*
e
c
e
p

t
a
s

n
o
te

d
)

A
g
e
n
c
y

-

o
f

in
te

g
ri

ty
is

re
h
ab

b
ed

.
A

ft
er

re
h

ab
.

th
e

C
PC

re
co

m
m

en
d
u
ti

u
n

p
ro

p
er

ty
sh

o
u
ld

b
e

co
n
tr

ib
u
ti

n
g

an
d

w
o

u
ld

th
en

be
el

ig
ib

le
fo

r
ia

\
be

ne
fi

ts
.

A
ls

o
,

in
si

tu
at

io
n

s
in

w
h

ic
h

th
e

p
er

io
d

o
f

st
an

if
te

an
ce

sh
o
u
ld

b
e

c
\t

e
n
d
c
j:

e.
g
.

G
ra

n
ad

a
T

er
ra

ce
.

Ih
e

b
o

u
n

d
ar

ie
s

o
f

a
lo

ca
ll

y
d
es

ig
n
at

ed
d
is

tr
:e

t
S

u
p
p
-r

ts
th

e
co

n
ce

p
t

o
f

u
p
d
at

in
g

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

5
m

ay
be

e
\p

a
n
d
c
d

to
in

cl
u

d
e

ad
jo

in
in

g
p

ro
p

er
ti

es
C

it
y

H
is

to
ri

c
S

ec
a
h

o
\e

h
O

w
c\

er
.

u
p
d

.i
tc

s
to

d
is

tr
ic

t
sh

al
l

if
an

o
w

n
er

w
an

te
d

to
b

e
ad

d
ed

to
th

e
d
is

tr
ic

t
an

d
P

rc
se

r\
a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ff
be

a
p

p
ru

c
d

by
C

it
y

C
ou

nc
il

af
te

r
th

e
p

ro
p

er
ty

m
ee

ts
th

e
cr

it
er

ia
.

C
PC

re
c’

ii
un

cn
da

ti
on

.
Id

en
ti

fy
a

p
ro

ce
ss

to
u

p
d

at
e

lo
ca

l
la

n
d

m
ar

k
S

u
p
p
o
rt

s
th

e
co

n
ce

p
t

o
f

up
da

ti
ng

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

h
is

to
ri

c
d
is

tr
ic

t
b
o

u
n

d
ar

ie
s.

A
m

en
d
in

g
b

o
u

n
d

ar
ie

s
C

it
r

H
is

to
ri

c
ho

w
y\

er
,

u
p
d

.i
te

s
to

d
is

tr
ic

t
sh

al
l

6
o
n

a
la

rg
e

sc
al

e
b

as
is

n
ee

d
s

to
h

e
th

ro
u
g
h

P
re

sc
r

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

S
ee

a
h

jv
e

he
d
p
p
i)

\
cJ

by
C

ity
C

o
u
n
ci

l
af

te
r

d
es

ig
n
at

io
n

p
ro

ce
ss

ad
d

re
ss

in
g

o
n
ly

th
e

p
ro

p
er

ti
es

C
l’

C
rc

e
ii

ii
ii

cn
da

ti
on

.
to

b
e

ad
d

ed
(n

o
t

re
-d

es
ig

n
at

in
g

en
ti

re
d
is

tr
ic

t,
on

ly
at

ic
et

ed
p
ro

p
er

ti
es

”
to

C
P

C
an

d
C

it
y

C
o

u
n

ci
l

L
o
ca

l
L

a
n
d
m

a
rk

D
e
si

g
n
a
ti

o
n

A
p

p
li

c
a
ti

o
n

s
A

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
h

e
o

n
tt

n
it

te
e

7
h

o
ld

o
n

b
u
jl

d
tn

g
d

e
in

o
p

er
m

it
s

w
ill

b
e

p
la

ce
d

on
S

u
p
p
o
il

su
i’

jc
t

to
d

c
ia

ti
o

n
.

‘
.

.
.

C
ity

L
li

st
o
rt

c
th

e
su

b
je

ct
p

ro
p

er
ty

at
th

e
ti

m
e

th
e

ap
p

li
ca

ti
o

n
is

‘
,

-
p

i’
o

ee
d

u
rc

s
in

th
e

c
\i

st
in

g
C

o
d
e

,
‘

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

re
ce

t
ed

.
I h

ir
d

P
ar

ts
D

es
ig

na
ti

on
s

W
it

h
o
u
t

O
w

ne
r—

*
*

T
h
es

e
re

co
m

m
en

d
at

io
n
s

ar
e

be
in

g
(a

)
C

P
C

re
c
o

m
m

e
n

d
s

C
o

n
se

n
t.

m
ad

e
by

C
it

y
A

d
m

in
is

tr
at

io
n

c
o
n
si

d
e
ri

n
g

a
p

ro
c
e
ss

fo
r

(a
)

C
P

C
m

ay
co

n
si

d
er

ec
o

n
o

m
ic

h
ar

d
sh

ip
:

(b
.)

C
u
rr

cn
lR

th
e

ti
m

e
li

m
it

is
IS

m
o
n
th

s,
in

c
lu

d
in

g
an

e
c
o

n
o

m
ic

8
(b

)I
n
c
re

a
sc

ti
m

e
fl

u
m

e
fo

r
su

c
c
e
ss

is
c

C
it

y
H

is
to

ri
c

F’
is

e
y

ea
r

m
ar

k
is

b
as

ed
o

n
th

e
D

C
d
is

tr
ic

t
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

h
a
rd

sh
ip

a
p

p
li

c
a
ti

o
n

.
S

ta
ff

a
p
p
li

c
a
ti

o
n
s

to
5

y
e
a
rs

(C
it

y
C

o
d
e

P
rc

se
r.

a
ti

o
n

S
ta

lt
st

ic
p
la

n
ap

p
ro

v
al

ti
m

e
ty

am
e.

sh
o
L

tl
d

st
u
d
y

‘F
am

p
a’

s
p

ro
c
e
ss

1
6
.7

0
.0

1
0
.1

0
)

fo
r

th
e

C
’P

C
to

u
ti

li
z
e
..

\l
s
o

se
c

(e
)

N
o

th
ir

d
p

a
rt

y
a
p
p
li

c
a
ti

o
n
s

a
ll

o
w

e
d

fo
r

it
et

it
s

9
-1

2
.

R
L

C
O

s
l\

lE
N

D
A

l’
lO

\S
O

F
”
’F

lE
C

P
C

S
F

B
C

O
\l

M
l’

l’
T

E
E

S

P
a
g
e

2
o
f

2
7

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1



R
E

C
O

l
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rs
at

io
n

O
v
er

la
y

C
ha

ng
es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
f—

N
ot

es
S

ta
ff

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
ti

o
n

C
P

C
(*

*
ec

ep
t

as
no

te
d)

A
ge

nc
y

p
ro

p
er

ti
es

w
it

h
a
p

p
ro

ed
an

d
al

id
S

it
e

pl
an

ap
p

ro
til

s
(b

)
S

up
po

rt
s

(e
)

S
up

po
rt

s
*
(

n
e
r
a
l(

’
r
it

c
r
ia

f
o
r

G
r
a
n

ti
n

g
C

e
r
ti

f
ic

a
te

s
of

p
p
ro

p
r.

at
en

es
s

(C
O

A
s)

O
rd

in
an

ce
R

ev
is

io
ns

(1
6.

3t
tJ

r(
L

2.
6)

,
It

em
#

9
-1

0
In

cl
ud

e
U

nd
ue

E
co

no
m

ic
IT

ar
dh

ip
st

an
da

rd
s

in
or

di
na

nc
e

un
de

r
w

he
th

er
th

e
de

ni
al

of
a

C
O

\
so

u
ld

de
pr

iv
e

th
e

pr
op

er
ty

o
n
c
r

of
re

as
on

ab
le

be
ne

fi
ci

al
us

e
of

hi
s

rr
op

er
ty

(
a
)

T
he

C
PC

sh
al

l
re

qu
ir

e
th

at
an

ap
pl

ic
an

t
fu

rn
is

h
su

ch
ad

di
ti

on
al

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

be
li

ev
ed

to
be

rc
1e

an
t

in
th

e
.

(
a
)

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n

of
un

du
e

ec
on

om
ic

.
C

ity
l-

lis
to

ri
c

ha
rd

sh
ip

an
d

m
ay

pr
os

id
e,

in
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
-

in
st

an
ce

s
th

at
su

ch
ad

di
ti

on
al

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

P
re

se
r

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

S
ta

nd
ar

d
la

ng
ua

ge
pr

u\
id

ed
by

th
e

St
at

e
(h

i
Su

pp
or

ts
9

be
fu

rn
is

he
d

un
de

r
oa

th
or

se
al

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

O
ff

ic
e.

(b
)

In
th

e
e\

en
t

th
at

an
y

of
th

e
re

qu
ir

ed
(c

i
S

up
po

rt
s

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

is
no

t
re

as
on

ab
ly

a
ai

la
bl

e
to

th
e

pr
op

er
ty

o
nc

r
an

d
ca

nn
ot

be
ob

ta
in

ed
by

th
e

pr
op

er
ty

ow
ne

r,
th

e
pr

op
er

ty
ow

ne
r

sh
al

l
fi

le
(

ith
th

ei
r

af
fi

da
vi

t)
a

st
at

em
en

t
st

at
in

g
th

e
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
th

at
ca

nn
ot

be
ob

ta
in

ed
an

d
th

e
re

as
on

s
w

hy
su

ch
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
ca

nn
ot

be
re

as
on

ab
ly

ob
ta

in
ed

(
c
)

W
he

n
su

ch
un

ob
ta

in
ab

le
in

fr
in

at
io

n
co

nc
er

ns
re

qu
ir

e
fi

na
nc

ia
l

in
fo

nn
at

io
n,

R
F

C
O

\l
\l

F
\D

V
fI

O
S

S
O

F
T

il
E

C
PC

S
U

B
C

O
\l

N
ll

F
ll

:F
S

P
ag

e
3

of
27

U
p

d
a
te

d
4
/2

7
/2

0
1
1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

L
’R

T
E

IE
R

IN
G

T
H

E
A

C
T

I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

A
rc

h
ae

o
lo

g
ic

al
an

d
H

is
to

ri
c

P
re

se
ra

ti
o
n

O
v
er

la
y

C
h

an
g

es

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
s

R
es

p
o
n
si

b
le

N
ot

es
S

ta
ff

R
ec

o
m

n
ie

n
d

at
io

n
(P

c
(*

*
e
c
e
p
t

as
n
o
te

d
)

A
ge

nc
y

th
e

pr
op

er
ty

os
s

nc
r

ill
su

hi
m

t
a

st
at

em
en

t
de

sc
ri

bi
ng

es
tim

at
es

th
at

ss
ill

be
as

ac
cu

ra
te

as
ar

c
fe

as
ib

le
.

**
R

ep
la

ce
ex

is
ti

ng
la

ng
ua

ge
in

se
ct

io
n

C
ity

H
is

to
ri

c
*

*
T

hi
s

re
eo

,n
m

ct
sd

at
io

n
is

be
in

g
m

ad
e

S
up

pc
rt

s
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

I6
.3

1)
.0

70
.2

.f
A

p
ar

ar
ap

h
I

an
d

2.
.
.
.

la
nd

m
ar

k.
Pr

es
er

s
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
by

C
ity

A
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n

a
de

si
gn

at
ed

la
nd

m
ar

k
si

te
,

or
a

pr
op

er
ty

in
a

de
si

gn
at

ed
th

em
at

ic
gr

ou
pi

ng
or

in
a

de
si

gn
at

ed

10
hi

st
or

ic
di

st
ri

ct
ss

ith
bu

iI
dm

ng
,

st
ru

ct
ur

e,
si

te
,

oh
ic

ct
an

d
co

nt
ri

bu
ti

ng
an

d
no

ne
on

tr
ib

ut
in

g
re

so
ur

ce
s

in
a

th
em

at
ic

gr
ou

pi
ng

or
hi

st
or

ic
di

st
ri

ct
.”

*C
O

A
F

or
D

em
ol

it
io

n
O

rd
in

an
ce

R
ev

is
io

ns
(1

6.
30

.0
70

.2
.6

),
It

em
s

#
1 1

-1
7

A
dd

th
e

i\
d
d
it

io
n
al

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

R
cq

ui
re

rn
cn

is
Se

c
m

em
o

ap
pr

os
ed

by
he

FI
PC

M
ay

25
.

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
11

fo
r

D
em

ol
it

io
n

A
pp

lm
ea

tio
ns

’
lis

t
as

ad
op

te
d

by
19

S9
.

th
e

Il
is

to
ri

c
Pr

es
cr

s
at

io
n

C
om

m
is

si
on

(1
1

PC
)

on
C

it\
’

II
is

lo
ri

c
N

Ia
s

25
.

19
89

to
th

e
or

di
na

nc
e.

P
re

se
rs

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

R
eq

ui
re

os
sn

er
s

to
sp

ec
m

fi
ea

tts
sh

ow
th

e
C

m
t

Il
is

to
ri

c
A

t
pr

es
en

t.
ci

ty
o
n
v

as
ks

fo
r

es
im

m
na

tc
d

S
up

po
rt

s
—

w
il

l
be

ad
d

re
w

d
ii

i
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
12

in
fe

as
ib

il
it

y
of

re
ha

bi
li

ta
ti

on
or

al
te

rn
at

iv
e

us
es

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

C
os

t
of

re
ha

hi
li

ta
ti

on
C

PC
sh

ou
ld

be
ab

le
up

da
te

to
l-I

PC
M

ay
25

.
t9

S
9

w
hi

ch
co

ul
d

ea
rn

a
re

as
on

ab
le

ec
on

om
ic

re
tu

rn
to

re
\

IC
\V

v
h

r
ot

he
r

us
es

ar
c

nu
t

fe
as

ib
le

,
m

em
o.

fo
r

th
e

pr
op

er
ty

.
R

em
ov

e
se

ct
io

n
in

di
ca

ti
ng

th
at

C
PC

m
ay

gr
an

t
a

It
is

co
ns

is
te

nt
w

it
h

pr
ot

ec
ti

ng
1-

Ji
st

or
ic

C
ity

st
af

f
do

es
no

t
su

pp
or

t
—

th
is

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
C

O
r\

fo
r

de
m

ol
it

io
n

if
“t

he
C

om
m

is
si

on
C

ity
hi

st
or

ic
re

so
ur

ce
s,

an
d

th
e

C
R

A
P

la
n

an
d

C
on

ip
de

te
rm

ni
na

ii:
n

is
re

le
v

an
t

to
th

e
13

de
ic

rm
in

es
th

at
th

e
de

m
ol

it
io

n
of

th
e

de
si

gn
at

ed
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
Pl

an
sh

ou
ld

be
co

ns
is

te
nt

\\
it

h
pr

ot
ec

tim
m

o.
dc

ci
si

un
mi

’m
ak

nig
pr

oc
es

s
pr

op
er

ty
is

ne
ce

ss
ar

y
to

ae
hi

es
e

th
e

pu
rp

os
es

of
a

no
t

de
m

ol
is

hi
ng

hi
st

or
ic

pr
sp

um
’ti

es
.

C
om

m
un

it
y

R
ed

es
el

op
m

en
t

Pl
an

or
th

e
C

om
pr

eh
en

sk
e

P
la

n.
”

R
E

C
O

N
I\

lL
\D

V
I

lO
\S

01
’

T
I

IL
C

P
C

S
IJ

B
C

O
\l

\l
l

11
1

bS

P
ag

e
4

of
27

U
p

d
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
[C

O
lN

IE
N

D
E

I)
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

H
E

R
IN

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

ra
ti

o
n

O
’e

rl
a

C
h

an
g

es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
ie

s
p

o
n

s
ib

le
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

ec
om

m
en

da
ti

on
C

P
C

(*
*
ec

cp
t

as
no

te
d)

A
g
en

cy

14
R

eq
ui

re
a

pr
op

er
ty

ap
pr

ai
sa

l
th

at
is

le
ss

th
an

Is
so

C
ity

II
is

to
i?

c
P

re
se

nt
ly

it
is

op
ti

on
al

.
S

up
po

rt
s

w
’

ch
an

ge
s

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
st

a
ti

eh
an

ee
s

ye
ar

s
ol

d
to

de
te

rm
in

e
m

ar
ke

t
a
lu

c
.

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ll

ta
t

C
ity

sh
al

l
hi

re
an

t’
h
je

ti
e

ap
pr

ai
se

r
to

es
al

ua
le

an
’.

ap
pr

ai
sa

ls
(b

)
A

pp
ra

is
al

s
sh

al
l

ha
’.

e
be

en
co

nd
uc

te
d

‘.‘
.it

hi
n

a
ti

m
e

fr
am

e
co

m
pl

ia
nt

‘.s
ith

cu
ri

ea
t

ac
ce

pt
ed

pr
of

es
si

on
al

pr
ae

t i
ce

s.
le

t
P

ro
fe

ss
io

na
l

cr
ed

en
ti

al
s

of
ap

ic
:s

er
sh

al
l

he
sp

ec
le

d

(a
)

C
om

m
is

si
on

w
ill

co
nd

it
io

n
an

y
(a

)
S

up
po

rt
s

(a
)

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

de
m

ol
it

io
n

ap
pr

os
al

up
on

th
e

te
oc

ip
t

of
pl

an
s

an
d

bu
il

di
ng

pe
nn

it
s

fo
r

a
ne

w
I h

e
C

PC
sh

ou
ld

co
ns

id
er

ss
he

th
cr

th
e

h
S

up
po

ns
w

/ c
ha

ng
e.

(h
)

S
up

po
rt

s
st

af
f

ch
an

g
e

st
ru

ct
ur

e
an

d
su

bm
is

si
on

o
fe

s
id

en
ce

o
f

pl
an

s
fo

r
th

e
si

te
af

te
r

th
e

de
m

o/
re

m
os

a)
S

pc
ci

ft
th

at
th

is
on

ly
15

li
na

nc
in

g
in

or
de

r
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
si

te
C

ii’
.

hi
st

or
ic

o
fa

la
nd

m
ar

k
ar

e
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
fo

r
th

e
oc

cu
rs

it
h

in
lo

ca
l

do
es

no
t

re
m

ai
n

va
ca

nt
af

te
r

de
m

ol
it

io
n,

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ti
ff

ch
ar

ac
te

r
of

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

si
te

or
th

e
di

st
ri

ct
hi

st
or

ic
di

st
ri

ct
s.

O
ut

si
de

(b
)

Ih
e

C
om

m
is

si
on

sh
al

l
al

so
co

nd
it

io
n

W
ha

t
w

ill
th

e
ef

fe
ct

of
th

os
e

pl
an

s
be

on
of

lo
ca

l
hi

st
or

ic
di

st
ri

ct
s,

de
m

ol
it

io
n

ap
pr

os
al

up
on

w
he

th
er

th
e

th
e

ch
ar

ac
te

r
of

th
e

su
rr

ou
nd

in
g

ar
ea

?
C

it
y

de
C

iu
ht

s
to

L
D

R
s

ne
ss

pl
an

s
ar

e
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
to

th
e

ch
ar

ac
te

r
of

th
e_

hi
st

or
ic

_s
ite

_o
r_

di
st

ri
ct

,
\d

d
to

th
e

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

th
at

th
e

C
it

y
H

is
to

ri
c

[s
id

en
ee

sh
ou

ld
be

su
bm

it
te

d
by

a
pe

rs
on

S
up

po
il

s
w

’
ch

an
ge

s.
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

st
al

l
ch

an
g

es
16

ap
pl

ic
an

t
m

us
t

sh
ow

es
id

en
ee

fo
r

\s
hy

th
e

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ll

ss
ho

m
ee

ts
he

P
ro

fd
ss

io
na

l
Q

ua
li

fi
ca

ti
on

(I
I

A
dd

to
de

m
ol

it
io

n
bu

il
di

ng
ca

nn
ot

be
m

os
ed

.
S

ta
nd

ar
ds

se
t

fo
rt

h
in

th
e

Se
cr

et
ar

y
o
I’

lc
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
!n

te
ri

or
T

h
S

ta
nd

ar
ds

fo
r

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gy

an
d

(2
)

A
dd

re
q
u
i’

n
c
:t

fo
r

id
en

ce
Il

is
to

ri
c

Pr
es

er
s

at
io

n
36

C
l-

k
Pa

rt
ol

of
at

te
m

pt
to

se
ll

p
ro

p
c
rt

v
.[

R
E

C
O

\l
\l

I\
D

A
F

lO
S

S
O

F
‘I

’l
lE

C
P

C
S

C
B

C
O

\l
\l

l
F

IC
E

S

P
ag

e
5

o
f

27
U

p
d

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1



R
E

C
O

M
1

E
N

I)
E

D
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

h
E

R
IN

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

A
rc

h
ae

o
lo

g
ic

al
an

d
H

is
to

ri
c

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
O

v
er

la
y

C
ha

ng
es

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
s

R
es

po
ns

ib
le

N
o

te
s

S
ta

ff
R

ec
om

m
en

da
ti

on
(P

C
(*

*
cc

ep
t

as
no

te
d)

A
ge

nc
y

I

(1
63

0,
07

0.
2.

10
)

R
ec

om
m

en
da

tio
n

fo
r

de
m

ol
iti

on
C

ity
i-

tis
to

ri
c

C
ity

st
af

f
do

es
no

t
su

rp
e:

t
Ih

is
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

of
a

n
o

n
-c

o
n

tr
ib

u
ti

n
g

p
ro

p
er

ty
in

lo
ca

l
h

is
to

ri
c

P
re

se
r\

a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ll
is

su
e

s!
id

l
he

ad
dm

es
ed

du
ri

ng
d

is
tr

ic
ts

A
n

y
n

o
n
-c

o
n
tr

ib
u
ti

n
g

st
ru

ct
u

re
in

a
lo

ca
l

th
e

p
ro

ce
ss

to
u
p
d
at

e
th

e
d
is

tr
ic

ts
h
is

to
ri

c
d

is
tr

ic
t

w
hi

ch
is

35
ye

ar
s

o
ld

o
r

o
ld

er
an

d
as

p
re

\
io

u
sl

\
d
is

cu
ss

ed
.

17
in

a
d

is
tr

ic
t

w
h

ic
h

w
as

d
es

ig
n

at
ed

m
or

e
th

an
fi

ve
(5

)
ye

ar
s

p
re

v
io

u
sl

y
,

m
u

st
o

b
ta

in
an

in
d

ep
en

d
en

t
re

v
ie

w
to

d
et

er
m

in
e

if
th

e
st

ru
ct

u
re

u
u
ld

q
u

al
if

y
as

co
n
tr

ib
u
ti

n
g

if
th

e
d

is
tr

ic
t
e
r
c

rc
-s

u
r\

e
)c

d
.

If
it

w
o
u
ld

q
u
a
li

F
as

co
n
tr

ib
u
ti

n
g

n
o
w

,
th

en
pr

oc
es

s
C

O
.\

as
a

co
n
tr

ib
u

ti
n

g
re

so
u

rc
e.

*
C

O
A

F
or

R
el

oc
at

io
n

O
rd

in
an

ce
R

ev
is

io
ns

,
It

em
s

#
18

-1
9

lh
e

ap
p

li
ca

n
t

m
u

st
p

ro
v

id
e

a
w

ri
tt

en
st

at
em

en
t

C
ity

h
is

to
ri

c
S

u
p
p
o
rt

s
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

S
u
h
c
c
m

in
it

tc
e

18
ad

d
rc

ss
in

g
sh

y
th

e
re

lo
ca

ti
o

n
is

n
ee

cs
sa

iy
P

rc
sc

rs
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
In

cl
u
d
e

in
ne

ss
re

lo
ca

ti
o

n
ap

p
li

ca
ti

o
n

th
e

ap
p

li
ca

n
t

m
u
st

p
ro

v
id

e
a

w
ri

tt
en

st
at

em
en

t
Su

pp
or

ts
S

up
po

rt
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

ad
d
re

ss
in

g
h
o
w

re
lo

ca
ti

o
n

to
th

e
n
ew

l\
se

le
ct

ed

1
9

si
te

(s
)

w
il

l
im

p
ac

t
th

e
se

s
en

fa
ct

o
rs

o
f

in
te

g
ri

ty
C

ity
Il

is
to

ri
c

in
cl

u
d

e
in

n
ew

re
lo

ca
ti

o
n

ap
p

li
ca

ti
o

n
w

h
ic

h
co

n
tr

ib
u
te

to
it

s
si

g
n

if
ic

an
ce

:
lo

ca
ti

o
n
,

P
rc

se
rs

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

d
es

ig
n

,
se

tt
in

g
,

m
at

er
ia

ls
,

w
or

km
an

sh
ip

,
fe

el
in

g,
an

d
as

so
ci

at
io

n
.

*
N

o
ti

fi
ca

ti
o
n

F
o
r

D
es

ig
na

ti
on

,
It

em
s

#
2
-2

2
-
.
-
.
-

—
.

F
o

r
th

ir
d

pa
rt

y
d
es

ig
n

at
io

n
o

f
an

in
d
is

id
u
al

Su
pp

or
ts

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

la
n

d
m

ar
k

,
n

o
ti

fi
ca

ti
o
n
s

sh
o

u
ld

b
e

se
n
t

by

20
P

la
n

n
in

g
st

af
f

to
al

l
in

d
iv

id
u

al
s

w
it

h
an

in
te

re
st

in
C

it
H

is
to

ri
c

th
e

p
ro

p
er

ty
v
ia

re
tu

rn
re

ce
ip

t
to

ve
ri

fy
th

at
th

e
P

ri
se

rv
a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ff

R
E

C
O

N
l\

h
l\

D
A

T
lO

N
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

S
L

B
C

O
\r

sl
l
Il

l
[S

Pa
ge

6
o1

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

I
l
E

(
‘
P

C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rs
at

io
n

O
v
er

la
y

C
h

an
g

es

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
s

R
es

p
o

n
si

b
le

N
ot

es
S

ta
ff

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

(‘
P

C
(*

*
ec

ep
t_

as
_
n
o
te

d
)

A
ge

nc
y

no
ti

fi
ca

ti
on

w
as

re
ce

iv
ed

by
th

e
o

n
c
r

of
th

e

p
ro

p
e
rt

y
.

O
s
n
e
r-

in
it

ia
tc

d
lo

ca
l

la
n

d
m

a
rk

d
e
si

g
n
a
ti

o
n
s

sh
a
ll

C
ity

H
is

to
ri

c
D

o
e
s

n
o
t

su
pp

or
t

S
L

ip
p

o
rt

s
st

a
ff

2
1

n
o
t

h
e

re
q
u
ir

e
d

to
no

tif
y

su
rr

o
u

n
d

in
g

p
ro

p
e
rt

y
P

re
s
e
ra

ti
o
n

S
ta

ff

o
n
c
r
s
.

a
n
d

A
pp

lic
an

t
S

e
n
d

se
p

a
ra

te
n

o
ti

c
e
s

fo
r

C
PC

an
d

C
it

y
C

o
u

n
c
il

C
ity

H
is

to
ri

c
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

22
h
e
a
ri

n
g
s

to
o

w
n

e
rs

a
n
d

su
rr

o
u
n
d
in

g
p

ro
p

e
rt

ie
s.

P
rc

s
c
ra

ti
o
n

S
ta

ff

an
d

A
p
p
li

c
a
n
t

*
A

d
V

al
o

re
m

T
ax

E
xe

m
pt

io
n

P
ro

g
ra

m
(1

6.
30

M
70

.4
),

It
em

s
#

23
-2

6
R

e
m

o
v
e

th
e

c
a
p

li
m

it
a
ti

o
n
f
r

b
o
th

re
si

d
e
n

ti
a
l

C
ity

E
c
o

n
o

m
ic

R
a
ti

o
n
a
le

:
T

h
e
se

li
m

it
a
ti

o
n

s
a
re

u
n
iq

u
e

to
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

S
l0

0,
00

0)
a
n
d

o
th

e
r

p
ro

p
e
rt

ie
s
t
S

l
15
)f

l0
0
0
).

D
e
v

e
lo

p
m

e
n

t
S

ta
lL

S
t

P
e
te

rs
b

u
rg

a
n
d

ar
c

a
ha

rr
ie

r
to

23
P

in
e
ll

a
s

C
ou

nt
y

pr
og

ra
m

p
a
rt

ic
ip

a
ti

o
n

.
h
e

lo
n
g

te
rm

P
ro

p
e
rt

y
A

p
p

ra
is

e
r

a
d

a
n
ta

g
e
s

o
f

in
c
c
n

ti
v

iz
in

g
re

h
a
b
il

it
a
ti

o
n

a
n
d

re
in

v
e
st

m
e
n

t
o
u
t\

e
ih

s
th

e
sh

or
t

te
rm

im
p
a
c
t

to
th

e
ta

x
ba

se
.

D
oe

s
nO

t
S

u
p
p
o
rt

.
O

u
r

re
p
o
rt

s
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

s
ta

ff

c
u
rr

e
n
tl

y
se

p
a
ra

te
th

e
in

te
ri

o
r

an
d

ex
te

ri
or
w0r
k

to
de

ta
il

th
e

\o
rk

co
m

pl
et

ed
hu

t
th

e
am

ou
nt

ol
’

ex
em

pt
io

n
is

ba
se

d
up

on
th

e
.

d:
ff

er
cn

ee
in

as
se

ss
m

en
t

bs
th

e
24

S
ep

ar
at

e
ou

ts
id

e
ar

k
an

d
in

si
de

w
or

k.
C

tv
Fl

st
on

e
-

-

Pr
op

er
ts

A
pp

ra
is

er
s

O
tt

ce
tr

o:
n

P
rc

sc
r\

an
on

S
ta

ll
-

b
cl

o
rc

th
e

te
h

a
b

il
it

a
ti

o
n

to
af

te
r

th
e

rc
ha

hi
i:

ia
n.

n.
M

an
y

el
c:

ie
:.

ts

R
E

C
O

N
iN

lL
\D

V
fl

O
S

O
F

T
i

11
/

C
P

C
S

L
B

C
O

\l
N

ll
I

P
ag

e
7

o
f

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

M
IE

N
D

E
D

A
C

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

IN
G

T
H

E
A

C
T

IV
IT

IE
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

O
v
er

la
y

C
ha

ng
es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

tc
c

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

ec
o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

(P
C

(*
*
ec

cp
t

as
no

te
d)

A
ge

nc
y

ar
e

ts
th

in
s
id

e
a
n

d
o
u
t
o
e

e
le

m
e
n
ts

i
e

ss
m

d
c

;s
s.

.n
d

c
a
n
n
o
t

b
e

s
e
p
a
r
a
te

d
.

D
o

c
s

n
o

t
s
u
p
p
o
r
t

(a
)

o
r

(
h
r

C
it

y
S

u
p

p
o

r
ts

s
t
a
l
l

C
o

n
s
id

e
r

a
p

e
r
c
e
n
ta

g
e

s
c
a
le

fo
r

a
u

th
e
n

ti
c
it

y
o
r

ta
lT

cu
rr

en
tl

\
u
ti

li
z
e
s

th
e

In
te

rn
a
l

d
e
v
e
lo

p
a

ti
e
r
e
d

pr
og

ra
m

:
R

es
en

ue
C

ud
e.

4
7
.

a
s

a
g
u
id

e
in

2
5

(
a
)

A
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

sc
al

e
fo

r
a
u
th

e
n
ti

c
it

e
.g

if
th

e
C

it
s

H
is

to
ri

c
d

e
te

r
m

in
in

g
q
u
a
li

i\
in

g

w
or

k
is

10
00

4
a
u

th
e
n

ti
c

a
n
d

r
e
s
to

r
a
ti

s
e
.

th
e

P
r
e
s
e
ty

a
ti

o
n

S
ta

f
f

ex
pe

nd
it

ur
es

A
q

u
a
li

f
y

in
a

cr
ed

it
is

l0
0%

.
If

re
pl

ic
at

ed
w

or
k

is
do

ne
,

a
im

pr
ov

ci
ile

m
m

t
m

u
s
t

m
e
e
t

th
e

le
’s

cr
pe

rc
en

ta
ce

,
C

it
y’

s
C

O
\

cr
it

er
ia

an
d

th
e

(b
)

1m
er

ed
pr

og
ra

m
—

po
ss

ib
ly

:
A

-
au

th
en

ti
c,

B
S

ee
re

ta
D

of
th

e
ln

te
ri

o
rs

m
od

er
at

e:
c

—
no

t
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
S

ta
nd

ar
ds

fo
r

R
eh

ab
il

it
at

io
n.

n
th

e
S

ta
nd

,iR
ts

fo
r

R
ei

oo
r:

iti
on

.
Ih

e
am

ou
nt

o
f

th
e

ex
em

m
m

tio
n

is

b
a
e
J

un
th

e
di

ff
er

en
ce

in
as

se
ss

m
en

t
by

th
e

P
ro

pe
rt

y
.-

\p
pm

ai
se

rs
(_

)tO
ee

pr
ie

r
ti

an
d

af
le

i
th

e
re

ha
bi

li
ta

ti
on

A
ti

c
rd

or
se

ul
ed

pr
og

ra
m

co
ul

d
n

it
be

a
d
m

in
is

te
r
e
d

fa
ir

ly
b
e
c
a
u
s
e

in
di

vi
du

al
pr

oj
ec

ts
ar

e
ur

ea
th

e.
D

es
el

op
cl

ea
rl

y
de

il
na

bl
e,

m
in

im
um

st
an

da
rd

s
fo

r
(a

t
(.

‘i
t\

a
ff

d
o

e
n
e
t

su
pp

or
t

(a
t

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
s
ta

ff
th

e
pr

og
ra

m
.

l-l
P

st
u
ff

(b
)

S
up

po
ti

s
Su

he
om

tn
m

tte
e

(a
)

R
en

os
at

to
ns

T
he

bu
il

di
ng

m
us

t
be

tb
)

cu
rr

er
tl

v
ut

il
iz

es
th

e
In

te
m

m
ia

l
re

co
gn

iz
ab

le
as

th
e

sa
m

e
ho

us
e

w
he

n
w

or
k

is
R

e
se

c
e

L
od

e.
47

,
as

a
gu

id
e

(c
i

S
u
p
p
’r

ts
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

co
m

pl
et

e
(n

ot
si

nm
ui

ca
nt

R
al

te
tc

d
.

P
ru

na
rv

in
de

te
rm

in
in

g
u

.d
E

fi
u

g
sp

ac
es

sv
iih

in
th

e
in

te
ri

or
m

us
t

re
m

ai
n

in
th

e
e

pc
u.

l
tu

re
s

an
d

ut
il

iz
es

th
e

R
E

C
O

.\
R

lE
D

A
T

l0
\S

O
F

Ii
lIZ

C
PC

S
U

B
C

O
\l

\l
l

IF
ES

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1
P

ag
e

8
o

f2
7



sa
m

e
co

nf
ig

ur
at

io
n.

m
ai

nt
ai

n
or

ig
in

al
fe

at
ur

es
.

th
e

fe
el

of
an

ol
d

bu
il

di
ng

,
bL

it

se
co

nd
ar

y
sp

ac
es

ar
c

le
ss

im
po

rt
an

t
an

d
ca

n
be

ad
ju

st
ed

or
al

te
re

d.
(b

)
A

dd
iti

on
s.

C
re

at
e

m
in

im
um

gu
id

el
in

es
fo

r
ad

di
tio

ns
,

in
cl

ud
in

g
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
th

at
ad

di
tio

ns
ar

e
se

co
nd

ar
y

to
th

e
or

ig
in

al
st

ru
ct

ur
e

an
d

ar
c

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e

to
th

e
or

ig
in

al
st

yl
e

of
th

e
ho

m
e.

(c
)

A
dd

iti
on

s
of

ga
ra

ge
ap

ar
tm

en
ts

an
d

ou
tb

ui
ld

in
gs

(w
he

n
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e)
m

us
t

be
of

an
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
sc

al
e

an
d

sc
co

nd
ar

to
th

e
pr

im
ar

y
st

ru
ct

ur
e,

A
ba

ck
ya

rd
sp

ac
e

m
us

t
be

m
ai

nt
ai

ne
d

(s
ee

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

to
zo

ni
ng

di
st

ri
ct

s)
.

M
us

t
m

at
ch

th
e

ar
ch

ite
ct

ur
al

st
yl

e
an

d
m

at
er

ia
ls

of
th

e
pr

im
ar

y
bu

ild
in

g.
(d

)
A

da
pt

iv
e

R
eu

se
:

R
ec

og
ni

ze
th

is
ha

s
m

or
e

la
tit

ud
e

be
ca

us
e

of
th

e
ch

an
ge

of
us

c,
hu

t
th

e
us

e
m

us
t

be
co

m
pa

tib
le

an
d

or
ig

in
al

ch
ar

ac
te

r
m

us
t

be
m

ai
nt

ai
ne

d.

C
ity

l’
lis

to
ri

c
P

re
se

n
at

m
on

S
ta

ff

L
ii

\
‘s

C
O

A
cr

it
er

ia
ar

.d
tIm

e
Se

er
ct

ai
’

of
In

te
ri

or
’s

S
ta

nd
ar

ds
fo

r
R

d
ia

bi
li

la
tio

n
an

d
G

u
id

el
in

es
fo

r
R

eh
ab

il
Li

t i
ng

H
is

to
ri

c
B

ui
ld

in
us

in
de

te
rm

in
in

g
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
w

or
k.

A
lt

ho
ug

h
si

gn
if

L
an

t
in

te
ri

or
co

nf
ig

ur
at

io
n.

5
fe

S
an

d
fe

at
ur

es
1r

e
im

p
o
rt

an
t

to
m

ai
nt

ai
n.

5
m

et
im

es
th

Se
el

em
en

ts
v

or
e

rc
m

c
ed

lo
ng

ag
o

an
d

eo
n

be
di

ff
ic

ul
t

to
as

ce
rt

ai
n

s’
it

!i
th

e
F

in
it

ed
hi

st
or

ic
bu

il
di

ng
pl

an
s

hi
eh

ar
e

as
ai

la
bt

e.
F

ur
th

er
m

or
e,

th
is

w
ou

ld
li

m
it

th
e

ad
ap

ti
v
e

re
us

e
o
f

hi
to

ri
c

bu
il

di
ng

s
an

d
co

ul
d

be
a

di
si

nc
en

ti
ve

fo
r

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n
in

th
e

pr
ou

ra
in

.
(c

)
S

up
po

rt
s:

A
lth

oi
m

al
t

no
t

al
lo

w
ed

fo
r

th
e

f’
ed

ei
al

la
s

C
re

di
t,

ad
di

ti
on

s
ar

e
al

lo
v

.d
by

th
e

St
at

e
fo

r
th

e
A

\’
I

c\
en

lp
ti

on
.

Sp
ec

if
ic

gu
id

el
in

es
w

ill
be

d
s

do
pe

d
to

m
ee

t
th

e
in

te
nt

of
th

e
R

F
C

O
M

\I
l’

\D
,\

T
IO

N
S

O
F

‘I
I

11
/

C
P

C
S

L
B

C
O

\l
\l

I
I‘

IL
L

S

P
ag

e
9

ot
’2

7

R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
.(

‘T
lO

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

IN
G

T
H

E
A

C
T

IV
IT

IE
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

ra
ti

o
n

O
v
er

la
y

C
ha

ng
es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
N

ot
es

‘
S

ta
ff

R
ec

om
m

en
da

ti
on

(‘
P

C
(*

xe
xc

ep
t

as
no

te
d)

A
ge

nc
y

26

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

A
rc

h
ae

o
lo

g
ic

al
a
n
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

ra
ti

o
n

O
v
er

la
C

h
an

g
es

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
s

R
es

p
o

n
si

b
le

N
o

te
s

S
ta

ff
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
i

C
P

(
(*

*
ex

ce
p

ta
sn

o
te

d
)

A
ge

nc
y

pr
og

ra
m

(d
)

S
up

po
rt

s

*
T

ra
n
sf

er
O

f
D

ev
el

o
p
m

en
t

R
ig

h
ts

,
H

is
to

ri
c

(1
6
.7

0
.0

4
0
.1

.1
7
),

It
em

s
#

27
-3

0
-
—

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

R
at

io
na

le
:

-l
he

re
qu

ir
em

en
t

C
r

a
S

up
po

rt
s

S
up

po
rt

s
S

ub
co

m
m

it
te

e
C

ity
U

rb
an

P
la

nn
in

g
de

s
el

op
er

or
ot

he
r

pu
rc

ha
se

r
ID

R
an

d
H

is
tO

ri
c

“r
ec

cs
cr

)t
o

be
en

eu
n
ih

er
d

o.
ith

th
e

E
li

m
in

at
e

th
e

re
ha

b
re

qu
ir

em
en

t
fo

r
th

e
T

D
R

P
re

se
rs

at
io

n
/

re
ha

bi
li

ta
ti

on
of

th
e

la
nd

ni
,tr

k
ro

p
ci

iy

27
pr

og
ra

m
E

co
no

m
ic

m
ak

es
I D

R
.

H
as

a
FA

R
bo

nu
s

o
t

io
n

D
es

el
op

m
nc

nt
S

ta
ll

di
sp

ro
po

rt
io

na
te

ly
if

no
t
li

f
l

un
at

tr
ac

tiv
e

to
th

e
re

ce
iv

er
as

co
ni

pa
re

d
to

ot
he

r
FA

R
op

ti
on

s
w

hi
ch

ca
rr

s
no

su
ch

co
nt

in
ge

nt
re

qu
ir

em
en

t
T

he
50

pe
r

T
D

R
fc

c
to

th
e

C
it

y
up

on
tr

an
sf

er
sh

ou
ld

be
el

im
in

at
ed

(a
)

N
ew

T
D

R
.H

ap
pl

ic
at

io
ns

w
ill

fi
gu

re
th

e
ta

t
S

up
po

rt
s

C
la

ri
fy

th
at

th
is

(a
S

up
po

rt
s

S
uh

ca
m

nr
ni

tt
ec

am
ou

nt
of

el
ig

ib
le

T
D

R
s

ba
se

d
on

th
e

R
at

io
na

le
:

T
he

m
ul

ti
pl

ie
r

cr
ea

te
s

an
on

-
ss

ill
he

ih
c

ha
ze

E
A

R
di

tt
cr

L
nL

bL
ts

sc
cn

th
e

e\
is

ti
ng

sq
It

9n
d

C
its

U
rb

in
P

la
nn

in
g

gc
in

g
os

L
r

i[
u
n
d
a
n

ot
ci

it
s
n

th
a
lk

ss
d

b
[D

R
(b

)
S

up
p

ii
S

u
h

rn
m

itt
L

L
28

w
ha

t
th

e
L

D
R

s
al

lo
w

,
an

d
II

is
to

ri
c

m
ar

ke
t.

es
p
cc

ia
tl

w
he

n
th

ey
ar

e
n

o
t

(h
i

S
up

po
rt

s
(b

)
E

xi
st

in
g

‘l
D

R
,H

ow
ne

rs
w

ill
re

ta
in

ex
is

ti
ng

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n!
be

in
g

so
ld

in
or

de
r

to
S

up
po

rt
s

th
e

(e
)

D
oe

s
no

t
su

pp
or

t.
S

ta
ff

ci
S

up
po

rt
s

st
af

f
nu

m
be

r
o
f

fD
R

s
p
re

v
io

u
st

es
ta

bl
is

he
d.

E
co

no
m

ic
la

nd
m

ar
ks

w
hi

ch
ca

n
-y

th
e

co
s

C
na

nt
s

th
e
y

pr
op

os
es

th
at

th
e

ch
an

ge
s

(c
)

D
ea

dl
in

e
fo

r
cu

rr
en

t
lo

ca
l

la
nd

m
ar

ks
to

ap
pl

y
D

es
el

op
m

en
t

S
ta

ff
m

an
da

te
.

sh
ou

ld
go

in
to

ef
fe

ct
up

on
un

de
r

cu
rr

en
t

m
ul

ti
pl

ie
r

ss
ill

be
12

0
da

s
s

a
ft

e
r

a
p
p
ro

sa
t

by
C

it
y

C
ou

nc
il

th
e_

C
it

y_
[o

un
ei

l_
de

ci
si

on
.

C
ity

U
rb

an
P

la
nn

in
g

R
at

io
na

le
:

T
he

m
.o

kc
t

op
po

rt
un

it
ie

s
fo

r
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
—

th
e

M
ak

e
T

D
R

.l
l

bo
nu

se
s

av
ai

la
bl

e
in

al
t

zo
ni

ng
an

d
hi

st
or

ic
th

e
us

e
of

fD
R

.l-
l

bo
nu

se
s

ne
ed

to
be

S
ti

p
p

o
rt

s:
D

n
si

tv
sh

al
l

be
T

D
R

.
I-I

bo
nu

s
sh

ou
ld

he
29

di
st

ri
ct

s
th

ro
ug

ho
ut

th
e

C
ity

pe
r

m
ax

im
um

de
ns

it
y

Pr
cs

cr
s

a
ti

o
n

/
ex

pa
nd

ed
si

nc
e

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
pu

rs
ua

is
t

to
li

m
it

s
se

t
fi

nh
in

th
e

co
n

ce
n

tr
at

ed
al

o
n

g
cc

i’
ri

do
rs

R
E

C
O

N
I\

ll
:\

D
A

I’
lO

\S
O

F
1l

h
l

C
R

C
S

U
I3

C
O

\l
\l

II
T

F
IS

P
og

e
10

o
f2

7
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

IM
F

N
D

F
I)

A
C

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

IN
G

T
H

E
A

C
T

IV
iT

IE
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

A
rc

h
ae

o
lo

g
ic

al
an

d
H

is
to

ri
c

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
O

v
er

la
y

C
h

an
g

es

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
s

R
es

p
o

n
si

b
le

N
ot

e%
S

ta
ff

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

C
P

C
(*

*
ex

cc
p
t

as
n
o
te

d
)

A
ge

nc
y

al
lo

w
ed

by
th

e
co

un
ty

w
id

e
ru

le
s.

E
co

no
m

ic
z
o

n
in

g
ha

s
li

m
it

ed
de

se
lo

pm
en

t
C

ou
nt

s
o

id
e

R
u
t

an
d

ot
he

r
an

d
ae

ti
v

it
ce

nt
er

s
as

v
cl

l
as

D
es

el
op

rn
cn

t
S

ta
ff

o
p

p
o

rt
u

n
it

y
an

d.
th

er
eO

re
.

lim
ite

d
ne

ed
pr

ov
is

io
ns

of
th

e
C

it
\

C
ed

e
in

th
e

D
C

zo
ni

ng
di

st
ri

ct
.

fo
r

F-
sR

bo
nu

se
s.

L’
se

of
T

D
R

.H
op

ti
on

to
ob

ta
in

de
e1

op
m

en
t

C
ity

[r
h
an

P
la

nn
in

g
R

at
io

na
le

.
P

re
se

rs
at

io
n

is
a

pr
io

ri
ty

of
th

e
S

u
p
p
rt

w
!c

ha
ng

es
S

u
p
p
o
rh

S
ta

ll
C

h
an

g
es

bo
nu

se
s

to
be

ad
de

d
as

an
al

te
m

al
is

e
re

qu
ir

ed
us

e
an

d
Il

is
to

ri
c

C
ity

.
In

or
de

r
fo

r
th

is
pr

io
ri

ty
to

h
e

I.
N

o
c;

uo
ta

on
nu

m
be

r
of

fo
r

th
e

fi
rs

t
5

bo
nu

s
tS

ec
ti

on
16

.2
0

l2
0.

iS
.2

,
Pr

es
er

s
at

io
n

/
fi

na
nc

ia
ll

y
S

ap
po

rt
se

d
th

e
1

D
R

I-
l

1D
R

s
so

ld
.

P
ri

or
it

iz
e

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

in
th

e
to

p
tie

r
of

E
co

no
m

ic
fi

na
nc

ia
l

in
ce

nt
iv

e
m

us
t

be
vk

th
le

fo
r

2.
li

,r
I

—
W

he
re

th
e

th
re

e
ti

er
s

fo
r

F
,R

bo
nu

s
co

nt
ri

bu
ti

on
s

un
til

D
es

el
op

m
en

t
St

a
f
f
1

D
R

.H
ow

ne
rs

an
d

p
te

n
ti

al
re

ed
s

di
S

.
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
im

pa
ct

s
a

th
e

cu
T

dn
t

po
ol

of
ID

R
s

is
di

m
in

is
he

d
by

at
le

as
t

\\
oh

pr
es

er
va

ti
on

in
th

e
to

p
to

o
tiu

rs
of

eo
nt

:i
hu

ti
ng

r
e
.,
ie

in
a

75
%

w
it

h
a

cu
to

ff
o
f

I D
R

s
es

ta
bl

is
he

d
by

op
tio

ns
O

r
FA

R
bo

nu
se

s,
th

e
pi

es
er

sa
ti

on
N

at
io

na
l

or
L

oc
al

R
ew

te
r

‘
D

ec
em

be
r

31
,

20
09

.
pr

io
ri

ty
is

re
fl

ec
te

d
h\

ad
in

in
is

tr
at

is
e

D
is

t
ct

.
or

a
L

oc
al

or
•

T
ie

r
I

—
\\

]i
er

c
de

s
cl

op
m

cn
t

im
pa

ct
s

a
pr

oc
es

s
N

ii
tO

na
l

R
eg

is
te

r
L

an
dm

ar
k

co
nf

ri
hu

ti
ng

re
so

ur
ce

in
a

N
at

io
na

l
or

L
oc

al
th

ro
ug

h
de

m
ol

it
io

n
or

R
eg

is
te

r
D

is
tr

ic
t,

or
a

L
oc

al
or

N
at

io
na

l
re

le
at

io
n

th
e

fi
rs

t
1.

0
R

eg
is

te
r

L
an

dm
ar

k
th

ro
ug

h
de

m
ol

it
io

n
or

bo
nu

s
sh

al
l

co
m

e
fr

om
re

lo
ca

ti
on

th
e

fi
rs

t
.5

bo
nu

s
sh

al
l

co
m

e
fr

om
ID

R.
T-

l.
T

D
R

,1
1.

In
in

st
an

ce
s

h
e
rc

a
co

nt
ri

bu
ti

ng
rc

so
L

ir
ee

is
no

t
af

fe
ct

ed
pr

es
er

va
ti

on
to

sh
ar

e
eq

ua
ll

y
w

it
h

\\
‘o

rk
fo

rc
e

Il
ou

si
ng

.
.

T
ie

r
2—

Sa
m

e
as

cu
rr

en
t

co
de

.
•

‘l
ie

r
3

—
O

th
er

*A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gy

,
It

em
s

#
3

1-
34

16
.3

0.
07

0.
3.

1
D

em
o
li

ti
o
n

o
f

A
rc

h
ae

o
lo

g
ic

al
S

up
po

rt
s

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
b
co

m
n
ti

tt
ce

R
es

ou
rc

e

31
A

dd
pu

rp
os

e
st

at
em

en
t

si
m

il
ar

to
st

at
em

en
t

fr
om

C
it

\
H

is
to

ri
c

R
L

C
O

N
I\

lE
\D

.\
F

IO
N

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C
S

C
B

C
O

N
I\

1
H

IL
L

S

P
ag

e
ii

o
l2

7
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
O

fl
lF

N
D

E
l)

A
C

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
F

[R
T

II
E

R
IN

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
O

F
T

H
E

(‘
P

C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

O
e
rl

a
y

C
ha

ng
es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

ec
o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

C
PC

’
(*

*e
xc

ep
t

as
n
o
te

d
)

A
ge

nc
y

S
e
c
ti

o
n

6
.3

0
0

7
0
.2

.1
1

c
o

n
c
e
rn

in
g

p
u
rp

o
se

to
P

re
se

rc
a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ff

d
is

c
o

u
ra

g
e

d
e
m

o
li

ti
o
n

o
r

h
is

to
ri

c
re

so
u
rc

e
s.

C
o
d
e

p
re

se
n
tl

y
in

c
lu

d
e
s

S
e
n
’i

ti
c

.t
L

cc
ci

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
s
ta

ll
li

m
it

d
e
m

o
li

ti
o

n
d
e
la

y
o

f
3

0
d
a
y
s

to
o
n
ly

2
a
s

ss
c
ll

.
S

e
n

si
ti

v
it

y
L

e
\e

l
2

u
c

c
it

e
s

S
e
n

si
ti

v
it

y
L

e
v

e
l

1
si

te
s

as
d

e
te

rm
in

e
d

b
y

th
e

sc
h

ic
h

h
a
s

e
ro

t
b

e
e
n

c
ii

ip
lc

tu
Ir

A
rc

h
a
e
o
lo

g
ic

a
l

S
ur

se
r

a
n
d

\l
a
n
a
g
e
m

c
n
t

P
la

n
.

e
sa

lu
a
te

d
h

u
t

ss
0
h

a
h
ig

h
p

ru
h

a
b

il
it

v
o

f

la
n
d
m

a
rk

e
li

g
ib

il
it

y
.

A
re

h
a
e
o
lo

g
n
o
t

su
p’

ar
t

—

C
it

y
[-

li
st

o
ri

e
u
h
c
o
n
im

it
te

e
re

c
o

m
m

e
n

d
e
d

a
n

u
p

d
a
te

to
C

u
rr

e
n

t
p

o
li

c
y

p
ro

te
c
ts

b
o
th

th
e
r

h
i

h
I
S

c
in

s
a
n
d

-
)

P
re

se
rs

a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ll
.

-
.

i.
.e

\L
i

i
a
n

i
e
.
e
i

—
S

i.
s

A
rc

h
a
e
o

lo
g

ic
a
l

la
n

a
g

e
m

c
;u

P
,i

n
L

r
th

e
d

a
y

h
o
ld

e
n

d
e
m

o
li

ti
o
n

sh
ou

ld
be

C
n

o
fS

t.
P

et
er

sh
L

ir
g

sc
h
ic

h
sc

o
u

ld
re

ta
it

ie
d

on
L

e
c
c
l

2
S

it
es

in
th

e
in

c
lu

d
e

fu
rt

h
e
r

in
v

e
st

ig
a
ti

o
n

o
f

L
es

el
2

cc
e
n

t
th

a
t

a
d
d
it

io
n
a
l

I
c
c
c
l

2
si

te
s

si
te

s
to

e
it

h
e
r

p
la

c
e

th
e
m

in
th

e
I

c
c
c
l

I
a
c

id
e
n
ti

fi
e
d

in
th

e
fu

tu
re

c
a
te

g
o
iy

o
r

re
d
u
c
e

th
e
m

to
le

v
e
l

3

(k
n

o
c
c
n

a
rc

h
a
e
o

lo
g

ic
a
l

S
it

e
s

th
at

ha
ve

be
en

as
se

ss
ed

as
ha

vi
ng

a
lo

w
pr

ob
ab

il
it

y
fo

r
la

ii
di

na
rk

st
at

us
).

C
re

at
e

at
ta

ch
m

en
t

to
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n
fo

rm
fo

r
a

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
C

er
ti

fi
ca

te
fo

r
A

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
ne

ss
(C

er
ti

fi
ca

te
to

C
its

H
is

to
ri

c
FP

A
N

ca
n

w
or

k
sc

ith
C

ity
st

al
l t

o
cr

ea
te

33
D

ig
t

th
at

de
al

s
sp

ec
if

ic
al

ly
sc

ith
la

nd
na

rk
ed

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

!
se

ri
es

of
qu

es
ti

on
s

th
jt

be
tt

er
Su

its
S

up
po

rt
s

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
si

te
s.

F
lo

ri
da

Pu
bl

ic
pr

op
os

ed
af

fe
ct

to
la

nd
m

ar
ke

d
A

rc
ha

eo
lo

gy
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
ai

si
te

s.
N

et
cs

or
k

16
.3

0.
07

0.
3

r\
rc

ha
eo

lo
ei

ca
l

P
ro

te
ct

io
n

an
d

C
ity

H
is

to
ri

c
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
34

Pr
es

er
s

at
io

n
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
S

up
po

rt
s

C
ha

ng
e

P
O

D
m

ay
au

th
or

iz
e

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
in

ve
st

ig
at

io
ns

to
PO

D
m

ay
re

qu
ir

e
—

R
E

C
O

\I
N

II
\D

A
F

IO
N

S
O

F
IH

L
C

P
U

S
U

l3
C

O
cF

ll
I

IF
F

S

P
ag

e
12

o
f

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
tR

T
H

E
R

IN
G

T
H

E
A

C
T

IV
IT

IE
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

A
rc

h
ae

o
lo

g
ic

al
an

d
H

is
to

ri
c

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
O

v
er

la
y

C
h

a
ng

es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
ti

o
n

r
(‘

p
ç

(*
*e

xc
ep

t
as

no
te

d)
A

ge
nc

y
i

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
in

ve
st

ig
at

io
n.

*
M

ar
k

er
s

an
d

M
on

um
en

ts
,

It
em

#3
5

A
dd

M
ar

ke
rs

an
d

M
on

um
en

ts
pr

oc
es

s
to

th
e

S
up

po
rt

s
ss

oh
ch

an
ge

:
S

u
p
p
o
rb

S
ta

ll
or

di
na

nc
e.

S
ta

ff
sh

ou
ld

re
s

ie
ss

al
l

pl
aq

ue
s

th
at

S
ep

ar
at

e
H

is
to

ri
c

M
ur

ke
rs

an
d

35
ar

e
to

be
pl

ac
ed

in
pu

bl
ic

ar
ea

s.
A

st
an

da
rd

st
yl

e
C

ity
H

is
to

ri
c

bl
,n

um
en

ts
fr

om
sh

ou
ld

be
us

ed
fo

r
hi

st
or

ic
al

m
ar

ke
rs

.
M

ar
ke

rs
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
C

om
m

em
or

at
is

e
\L

ck
er

s
an

d
sh

ou
ld

be
cl

ea
r

to
un

de
rs

ta
nd

\l
cn

un
se

ri
ts

.
*N

at
io

na
l

R
eg

is
te

r
(N

R
)

P
ro

pe
rt

ie
s,

It
em

#3
6

D
em

ol
it

io
n

A
pp

li
ca

ti
on

s
In

di
vi

du
al

ly
de

si
gn

at
ed

C
1

C
ur

re
nt

ly
on

ly
on

e
(I

N
t.

pr
op

er
tY

is
no

t
6

‘x
R

1i
nd

rn
ir

ks
w

ill
IL

L
i\

C
a

id
5

St
IS

P
rL

it
io

n
S

tt
I

‘i
lo

ca
l

l’
tn

dm
ir

k
ui

l
Pt

i1
S

up
po

rt
s

“
u
p
p

5
it

Su
’

L
in

n
li

tt
L

L
de

m
ol

it
io

n
on

ce
a

de
m

o
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n
is

re
e
d

s
ed

.
A

rc
he

o.
S

::
ef

*H
ex

B
lo

ck
s,

B
ri

ck
S

tr
ee

ts
,

an
d

G
ra

ni
te

C
ur

bs
,

It
em

#
3
7

In
co

rp
or

at
e

th
e

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
re

le
va

nt
re

so
lu

ti
on

s
in

to
th

e
A

re
hc

ol
og

ie
al

an
d

Il
is

to
ri

c
P

rc
se

rs
at

io
n

O
se

rl
ay

.
1

he
re

pl
ac

em
en

t
of

m
od

er
n

m
at

er
ia

ls
37

a)
C

la
ri

fy
ex

is
ti

ng
or

di
na

nc
e

to
re

qu
ir

e
th

at
C

ity
H

is
to

ri
c

ss
ith

he
x

bl
oc

k
ro

us
t

be
pr

ed
ic

at
ed

on
in

ar
ea

s
re

gu
la

te
d

b
’

th
e

ex
is

ti
ng

P
re

se
rv

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

pi
ct

or
ia

l
or

do
cu

m
en

ta
ry

es
id

en
ee

.
S

up
po

rt
s

su
p
p
o
rt

s
S

u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
re

so
lu

ti
on

,
hi

st
or

ic
he

x
bl

oc
k

th
at

is
no

lo
ng

er
ex

ta
nt

w
il

l
be

re
pl

ac
ed

w
it

h
he

x
bl

oc
k

in
th

e
es

en
t

of
si

de
oa

lk
R

O
W

im
pr

os
_c

in
cn

ts
*
C

o
m

re
h
en

si
v
e

P
la

n,
It

em
s

#3
8—

39
1

*
*

11
P2

.5
L

an
gu

ag
e

ch
an

ge
:

S
up

po
rt

s
re

co
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

1h
e

C
it

y
sh

4
l

ill
en

d
ea

v
o
r

to
in

it
ia

te
an

d
ss

ith
:

(a
)

la
n

g
u

ag
e

th
at

p
ro

c
e
s
s

a
m

in
im

um
o
f

th
re

e
(3

)
ap

p
li

ca
ti

o
n
s

p
ro

v
id

es
fo

r
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

o
f

38
ea

ch
ea

r
fo

r
p
ro

p
er

ti
es

id
en

ti
fi

ed
on

th
e

u
p

d
at

in
g

lo
ca

l
di

st
ri

ct
s

an
d

R
E

C
O

1
lF

\D
A

ll
O

S
O

F
[1

IL
C

P
C

S
U

R
C

O
\l

\l
l

lI
F

F
S

P
ag

e
13

o
f

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

M
IE

N
I)

E
D

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

H
E

R
I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

f
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

I
l
E

C
P

C

-r
ch

ae
o
lo

g
ic

aI
an

d
H

is
to

ri
c

P
rc

se
ra

ti
o

n
O

v
er

la
y

C
ha

ng
es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
ti

o
n

C
P

C

(*
*
ec

cp
t

as
n
o
te

d
)

.g
en

cv

h
is

to
ri

c
a
n
d

a
rc

h
a
e
o
lo

g
ic

a
l

re
so

u
rc

e
pr

ep
ar

in
g

\a
ti

o
n
al

R
eg

is
te

r
in

e
n

to
ri

e
s

to
d
e
te

rm
in

e
th

e
ir

el
ig

ib
il

it
y

fo
r

no
m

in
at

io
ns

.
(h

i
ad

d
ci

ty
d
e
si

g
n
a
ti

o
n

as
a

lo
ca

l
la

nd
m

ar
k.

T
he

C
ity

w
ill

O
\s

ne
d

p
ro

p
e
rt

to
th

e
li

st
o
f

u
se

th
e

fo
ll

os
in

g
se

le
c
ti

o
n

c
ri

te
ri

a
fo

r
C

it
y-

c
ri

te
ri

a
.

in
it

ia
te

d
la

n
d

m
a
rk

d
e
si

g
n
a
ti

o
n
s:

38
•

N
a
ti

o
n
a
l

R
e
g
is

te
r

o
r

D
O

E
st

a
tu

s
C

it
y

H
is

to
ri

c
T

hi
s

re
co

m
m

en
da

ti
on

is
he

iii
e

m
ad

e
S

up
po

rt
s

e
o

n
’t

•
P

ro
m

in
e
n
c
e

im
p
o
rt

a
n
c
e

re
la

te
d

to
th

e
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
by

C
it

y
A

d
m

in
is

tr
at

io
n

C
it

y

P
ro

m
in

e
n
c
e

Vi
m

p
o
rt

a
n
c
e

re
la

te
d

to
th

e

ne
ig

hh
or

ho
od

•
D

e
g

re
e

of
th

re
at

to
th

e
la

n
d
m

a
rk

C
o
n
d
it

io
n

o
f

th
e

la
nd

m
ar

k
D

e
g
re

e
_
o
f
o
s

nc
r_

Su
pp

or
ts

ll
P

2
.6

:
la

n
g
u
a
g

e
C

h
a
n
g
e

D
e
c
is

io
n

s
re

g
a
rd

in
g

th
e

d
e
si

g
n
a
ti

o
n

o
f

h
is

to
ri

c

re
so

u
rc

e
s

sh
al

l
b
e

b
a
se

d
o

n
N

a
ti

o
n
a
l

R
e
g
is

te
r

e
li

g
ib

il
it

y
c
ri

te
ri

a
,

th
e

h
is

to
ri

c
P

re
s
e
ra

ti
o
n

O
rd

in
a
n
c
e

c
ri

te
ri

a
a
n
d

C
o
m

p
re

h
e
n
si

v
e

P
la

n

p
o

li
c
ie

s.
1

h
e

C
h

s
il

l
u
sc

th
e

fo
ll

o
s

in
g

*
*

T
h
is

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
n

is
b

ei
n

g
m

ad
e

S
up

po
rt

s
39

J
e
e
ti

o
n

c
ri

te
ri

a
b
r

C
it

m
nm

tm
uL

d
tu

n
d
m

n
ar

l
C

it
\

tt
is

to
ii

e
b

C
m

t
\d

m
in

is
tr

il
io

n
S

u
1

.
.

.
.

.
.

Ir
cs

cr
s

at
io

n
St

aP
de

si
gn

at
io

ns
a
s
a

gu
id

el
in

e
to

r
st

al
l

re
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
ti

o
n
s

to
th

e
C

o
m

m
u
n
it

y

P
re

:e
ra

ti
a
n

C
o
m

m
is

si
o
n

a
n
d

C
it

y
C

o
u
n
c
il

:

N
a
ti

o
n
a
l

R
e
g
is

te
r

o
r

D
O

E
st

at
us

—
P

ro
m

in
e
n
c
e
’i

m
p
o
rt

a
n
c
e

re
la

te
d

to
th

e

R
E

C
O

N
I\

IE
N

D
A

T
IO

N
S

O
F

T
Il

E
C

P
C

S
U

B
C

O
\I

N
Il

l
ll

il
:S

Pa
ge

14
o

l2
i

U
p

d
a
te

d
4
/2

7
/2

0
1
1



R
E

C
O

l
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

ca
l

an
d

H
is

to
ri

c
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

O
ve

rl
ay

C
ha

ng
es

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

ec
on

im
en

da
ti

on
C

P
C

(*
*c

xc
ep

t
as

no
te

d)
A

ge
nc

y

G

•
P

r
o
i
n
i
n
e
n
c
e
’
i
m

p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e

r
e
l
a
t
e
d

t
o

t
h
e

n
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o

o
d

•
D

e
a
r
e
e

o
f

t
h
r
e
a
t

t
o

t
h

e
l
a
n
d
m

a
r
k

•
C

on
di

ti
on

o
f

t
h

e
l
a
n
d
m

a
r
k

D
eg

re
e

o
f

ow
ne

r
S

up
po

rt
s

*
F

e
,

I
t
e
m

s
#

4
0

—
4

1

**
D

es
ig

nt
lt

io
n

ap
pl

ic
at

io
ns

:
t_

’P
C

i
•
n
:
:
c
n
d
s

th
e

(
a
)

P
e
e
s

fa
r

a
p

p
li

c
a
ti

o
n

s
s
u

b
m

it
te

d
b
y

a
th

ir
d

fl
z
ll

o
s
s

in
g

te
e

s
i
e
d

i
l
e

f
a
r

p
a
r
ty

w
it

h
o

u
t

o
s
s
n
e
r

c
o
n
s
e
n
t

s
h
a
ll

b
e

s
e
t

la
nd

m
ar

k
d

e
s
ig

n
a
ti

o
n

4
0

a
t

S
I

,0
0
0

C
it

y
H

is
to

r
ic

*
*

1
h
is

iC
eo

m
ni

en
da

U
on

is
h
c
a
n
g

m
id

e
a
p

p
li

c
a
ti

o
n

s
:

P
re

s
e
rs

a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ff
b
e

C
it

y
A

d
m

in
is

tr
a
ti

o
n

S
u

p
p

o
o

s
R

e
s
id

e
n

ti
a
l

-
S

I
tO

C
o

m
m

e
r
c
ia

l
-

S
2

0
0

3
r
d

P
a
r
ty

ss
o

o
o

nc
r

c
o

n
s
e
n

t
-

$
5
0
0

41
**

C
ei

.ti
fi

ca
te

s
o
f

A
p
p
r
o
p
r
ia

te
n
e
s
s
:

F
e
e
s

fo
r

*
*

T
h
is

r
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
ti

o
n

is
be

in
g

m
ad

e
S

up
po

rt
s

(C
O

A
fe

es
sh

ou
ld

be
C

0
\
s

a
re

pr
op

os
ed

to
be

m
od

if
ie

d,
C

ity
lli

st
or

m
L

b
y

C
it

y
A

d
m

in
is

tr
a
ti

o
n

S
up

po
il

s
b
a
s
e
d

on
th

e
s
c
o
p
e

of
sv

or
k

no
t

Pr
es

er
s

at
io

n
St

al
l

a_
do

ll
ar

_t
hr

cl
:a

ld
._

I
a
t
i
v

e
R

eu
se

,
It

em
#

4
2

*
\m

e
n

d
t
h
e

R
e
u
s
e

C
ha

rt
(
S

e
c
.

16
30

(1
20

.4
)

to
p
r
o
s

i
d
e

m
o
r
e

fl
ex

ib
il

it
y

Ih
is

re
co

m
m

en
da

ti
on

is
be

in
g

m
a
d
e

S
up

po
rt

s
r
e
c
a
r
d

in
o

t
h
e

t
s

p
e
s

o
f

u
s
e
s

t
h

a
t

w
ou

ld
b
e

by
C

its
A

dm
in

is
tr

at
io

n

C

tv
P

la
n

n
in

a
S

ta
lt

s
u
p
p
o
n
s

4
2

p
e
r
m

it
te

d
in

a
n

e
x
is

ti
n
g

la
nd

m
ar

k
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e

o
r

a
s
tr

u
c
tu

r
e

t
h
a
t

is
e
l
i
g
i
b
l
e

f
o

r
la

nd
m

ar
k

d
e
s
ig

n
a
ti

o
n

.

R
E

C
0

sl
\l

F
X

D
.T

1
0

S
01

’
T

Il
E

C
PC

S
U

B
C

0
l\

ll
I

FE
E

S
P

ag
e

15
ol

’2
7

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1



R
E

C
O

I
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
h

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

P
ro

g
ra

m
S

t
r
e
n
g
t
h
e
n
i
n
g

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n

R
e
s
p

o
n

s
i
b

l
e

S
t
a
t
u
s
!

N
o

t
e
s

S
t
a
f
f

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
‘
P

C

A
g
e
n
c
y
/G

ro
u
p

*
D

es
ig

n
R

eg
u
la

ti
o
n
s.

It
em

s
#

43
-4

5

D
e
e
lo

p
d

e
si

g
n

gu
id

el
in

es
un

iq
ue

to
th

e
G

ra
na

da
C

ity
H

is
to

ri
c

D
e
si

g
n

g
u

id
e
li

n
e
s

ar
e

tv
p

ic
al

v
n

e
t

D
o

es
no

t
s
u

p
rl

-
P

ri
m

ar
e

Ib
eu

s
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

st
a
ll

4
T

er
ra

ce
di

st
ri

ct
.

P
re

se
ra

ti
o
n

S
ta

ff
co

nt
ai

ne
d

in
th

e
or

di
na

nc
e

b
u
t

ar
c

a
st

a
n
d
-

ni
h

h
e

u
p

d
a
li

n
th

e
G

e
n

e
ra

l
a
lo

n
e

d
o
c
u
m

e
n
t.

D
ed

o
n

G
u

id
e
li

n
e
s

4
4

D
c
e
lo

p
d

e
si

g
n

g
u

id
e
li

n
e
s

u
n
iq

u
e

to
th

e
R

o
se

r
C

it
y

1
-l

is
to

ri
c

S
ee

A
h
o
\e

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
s
ta

ff
P

a
rk

d
is

tr
ic

t.
P

re
s
e
r

at
io

n
S

ta
ll

4
5

R
e’

ic
n

th
e

c
\i

sl
in

g
d

e
si

g
n

g
u

id
e
li

n
e
s

F
ar

al
l

o
th

e
r

C
it

y
H

is
to

ri
c

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

p
ro

je
c
ts

,
m

a
k
in

g
su

re
th

a
t

th
ey

a
re

th
e

b
e
st

P
re

se
n

a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ff
S

up
po

rt
s

p
ra

c
ti

c
e

st
a
n
d
a
rd

s.

P
o
te

n
ti

a
l

H
is

to
ri

c
D

is
tr

ic
ts

,
It

em
#

46
S

u
r

c
al

l
N

l—
2—

4
z
o

n
in

g
d

is
tr

ic
ts

(n
o
t

a
lr

e
a
d

y
C

ity
H

is
to

ri
c

S
u
p
p
:r

t
P

en
di

ng
s
ti

ff
an

d
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

S
u

b
c
o

m
m

it
te

e
46

su
rv

e
y
e
d
)

to
d
e
te

rm
in

e
if

th
e
y

n
o

u
ld

q
u

a
li

fy
as

a
P

re
s
e
ra

ti
o
n

S
ta

ll
fu

n
d
in

g
lo

ca
l

la
n

d
m

a
rk

d
is

tr
ic

t.

.
r
c
h
a
e
o

l
o

g
y

,
I
te

m
s

#
4

7
-
5

0

D
e
c
la

re
al

l
a
rc

h
a
e
o

lo
g

ic
a
l

si
te

s
li

st
e
d

n
it

h
in

S
u

p
p

rt
C

it
y

n
il

l
m

a
rk

al
l

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

S
e
n
si

ti
v
it

r
L

e
el

I.
fo

u
n
d

in
u
n

Ji
ch

ae
o
lo

g
ic

a/
C

ita
Il

is
ic

ri
c

p
ro

p
e
rt

y
ca

rd
s

in
N

a
v
il

in
e

7
Su

m
n’

v
fo

r
th

e
(1

9
of

S
t.

P
et

er
sh

ui
g.

FL
(P

ip
e
r

P
re

se
rv

a
ti

o
n

S
ta

ff
d,

iL
ih

u>
R

e
se

a
rc

h
l9

S
7

p
g

s
4

1
-4

4
),

e
li

g
ib

le
fo

r
L

o
ca

l

L
a
n
d
m

a
rk

_
st

a
tu

s_
(2

4
_
a
rc

h
a
e
o
lo

g
ic

a
l_

si
te

si
.

O
rg

a
n

iz
a
ti

o
n

it
h
in

th
e

C
ib

w
il

l
c
re

a
te

a
n
d

C
it

y
H

is
to

ri
c

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

48
su

b
m

it
a

th
e
m

a
ti

c
g

ro
u

p
d
c
si

is
n
a
ti

o
n

o
f

P
re

s
e
ra

ti
o
n

S
ta

ff
!

.
.

.
.

.
.

S
up

po
rt

s.
P

c
n
d
in

st
a
tt

an
d

a
rc

h
a
c
o
lo

’i
c
a
l

si
te

s
u

si
n

a
th

e
c
ri

te
ri

a
fo

r
F
P

A
/

S
t.

P
e
te

-
.

.
.

.
-
,

-
.

tu
n

d
in

d
e
si

g
n

a
ti

o
n

fo
u
n
d

in
S

e
c
ti

o
n

16
aO

.0
7

0
2

i.
D

th
e

P
re

se
rs

a
ti

o
n

/

C
it

\
C

o
d

e
.

C
C

C
’.

\S

F
P

A
\

S
t.

P
e
te

P
re

se
rv

a
ti

o
n

C
G

C
-\

S
.

F
ar

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

49
P

o
ss

ib
le

fi
e
ld

te
st

in
g

p
ro

je
c
t

fo
r

la
n

d
m

a
rk

e
li

g
ib

le
IP

A
N

I
S

t
P

et
e

e
a
a
m

p
le

,
c
o

u
ld

w
o

rk
to

e
u

lh
e
r

to
fb

nr
i

a
S

u
p

p
u

n
s

te
st

in
g

p
la

n
,

c
o
n
d
u
c
t

a
rj

ri
e
a
l

o
ia

l
R

l:
C

O
N

IN
IF

\D
A

T
IO

N
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

S
1J

B
C

O
N

IM
I

FE
E

S

P
a
g

e
1
6
o
f2

7
U

p
d

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
tI

O
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

H
E

R
I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
IV

I’
F

IE
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

s
i
t
e
s

lo
ca

te
d

on
pu

bl
ic

pr
op

er
ty

.
Pr

es
er

va
tio

n
I

as
se

ss
m

en
t.

an
d

in
cl

ud
e

da
ta

in
th

ei
n

se
C

G
L

A
S

g
r
o
u
p

d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
i
o
n
.

U
pd

at
e

to
A

r
c
h
a
e
o

l
o

g
i
c
a
l

S
u
rc

v
an

d
C

it
y

H
is

to
ri

c
E

s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y

Im
po

rt
an

t
fo

r
pu

N
ie

lv
-o

ss
nc

d
S

u
p

p
o

r1
P

en
di

ng
st

at
la

n
i

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
5
0

A
r
c
h
a
e
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

N
i
a
n

a
c
e
r
n

e
n

t
P

l
a
n

f
o
r

C
i
t
y

o
f
S

t
.

P
r
e
s
c
r
a
t
i
o
n

S
ta

ll
la

nd
s
it

h
la

nd
m

ar
ke

d
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

fu
nd

in
g

P
et

er
sb

ur
g.

si
te

s.
*
I)

em
o
li

ti
n

n
,

It
em

#
5

1
If

a
de

m
o

pe
rm

it
is

re
ce

iv
ed

fo
r

a
pr

op
er

ty
si

th
in

C
it

y
H

is
to

ri
c

D
oe

s
ne

t
su

pp
or

t:
B

y
th

e
ti

m
e

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
st

af
f

a
N

at
io

na
l

R
eg

is
te

r
D

is
tr

ic
t,

an
em

ai
l

or
le

tte
r

P
re

sc
rs

at
io

n
S

ta
ff

no
ti

ce
is

re
ce

iv
ed

,
it

is
lik

el
y

it
at

s
no

ti
ti

ca
ti

on
w

ill
be

se
nt

to
th

e
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
th

e
de

m
ol

it
io

n
v

ill
ha

ve
be

en
as

so
ci

at
io

n
an

no
un

ci
ng

th
e

rc
qu

es
t

co
m

pl
et

ed
S

ta
ll

ill
co

ns
id

cr
ci

:l
iz

in
g

a
v
eb

si
tc

h
e
re

su
ch

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

is
lis

te
d.

*
O

th
er

,
It

em
s

#
52

-5
5

S
ub

m
it

lis
t

of
po

te
nt

ia
l

de
si

gn
at

io
ns

to
th

e
C

P
C

D
oe

s
no

t
su

pp
or

t
6
)

di
v

ti
m

e
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

st
at

i
ss

ith
52

an
nu

al
ly

fo
r

ap
pr

ov
aL

lf
ap

p
ro

sc
d
.

re
qu

ir
e

60
—

C
ity

hi
st

or
ic

fr
am

e
S

ti
ft

’d
ce

s
su

pp
or

t
a

30
cl

ar
il

le
al

io
n

th
at

th
e

st
a

o
f

da
y

st
ay

of
de

m
ol

it
io

n
P

rc
se

r
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
d

a
.t,

iv
o

f
de

m
ol

it
io

n
as

\\
uu

ld
d

em
o

li
ti

o
n

bc
ui

ns
at

th
e

li
m

e
a

he
co

ns
is

te
im

i
ss

ith
or

di
na

nc
e

pe
rm

it
a
p
p
li

e
io

n
fo

r
d

em
o

li
ti

o
n

is
su

bm
it

te
d

an
d

th
e

li
st

ol
po

te
nt

ia
l

la
nd

m
ar

ks
v,

ill
be

se
nt

to
C

its
C

ou
nc

il
b
r

ap
pr

ox
ul

u
pe

n
th

e
re

co
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

o
f

th
e

C
P

U
.

D
ev

el
op

ed
u

ca
ti

o
n

m
ar

k
et

in
g

m
at

er
ia

l
th

at
w

ou
ld

C
it

y
Il

is
to

ri
e

S
up

po
rt

s
—

C
ity

ss
eb

:t
e

La
s

a
S

up
po

rt
s

S
uh

ee
m

m
it

te
e

53
as

si
st

w
ith

re
st

or
at

io
n

re
lo

ca
tio

n
ve

rs
us

Pr
es

er
va

tio
n

S
ta

ff
ss

ea
lt

h
o

f
ed

uc
at

io
na

l
m

at
er

ia
L

de
m

ol
iti

on
.

V
ie

‘
ill

e
n

:
in

uc
to

up
d.

i:c
th

e
Si

te
as

ne
w

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

is
av

ai
la

bl
e.

R
E

C
O

N
l\

lE
N

D
V

ll
O

N
S

O
F

‘11
IE

C
P

C
S

L
B

C
O

\I
M

F
Il

E
l:

S

P
ag

e
17

o
t’

2
7

P
ro

g
ra

in
S

tr
en

g
th

en
in

g
R

ec
o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n
s

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1



R
E

C
O

IM
E

N
I)

E
D

A
C

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

IN
G

T
H

E
A

C
T

IV
IT

IE
S

O
F

T
Il

E
C

P
C

P
ro

g
ra

m
S

tr
en

g
th

en
in

g
R

ec
o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

om
m

en
da

ti
on

R
es

po
ns

ib
le

S
ta

tu
s

/
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
R

ec
om

m
en

da
ti

on
s

C
PC

’
A

ge
nc

y/
G

ro
up

54
C

on
si

de
r

fu
nd

in
e

so
ur

ce
s

th
at

w
ou

ld
as

si
st

v
it

h
St

Pe
te

Pr
es

.
S

up
po

rt
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

S
up

pm
rt

re
lo

ca
ti

on
ve

rs
us

de
m

ol
iti

on
.

C
re

at
e

se
pa

ra
te

C
O

A
ap

pl
ic

at
io

ns
fo

r
re

lo
ca

ti
on

C
ity

H
is

to
ri

c
S

up
po

rt
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

55
an

d
de

m
ol

it
io

n
of

lo
ca

l
la

nd
m

ar
ks

an
d

C
er

ti
fi

ca
te

P
re

se
r\

ai
io

n
S

ta
ff

S
u

p
p

ri
s

to
D

ig
fo

r
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

y
la

nd
m

ar
ks

.

R
E

C
O

\I
\I

E
N

D
V

l
IO

N
S
F

fi
lE

C
P

C
S

U
B

C
O

N
I\

ll
T

E
E

S
P

ag
e

18
o
f

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
h

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

O
th

er
R

e
c
o

m
m

c
n

d
a
o

n
s

S
u
b
c
o

m
m

it
te

e
R

e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
ti

o
n

R
e
s
p

o
n

%
ib

le
S

ta
tu

s
/

N
o

te
s

S
ta

f
f

(
‘
P

C

A
g
e
n
c
y
/G

r
o
u
p

R
e
c
o
rn

m
e
n
d
a
ti

o
n
s

*
A

d
m

in
is

tr
a
ti

v
e
,

It
e
m

s
#

56
-6

6
R

ec
or

d
FD

R
.H

tr
an

sa
ct

io
ns

di
re

ct
ly

w
it

h
St

.
P

et
er

sb
ur

g
R

at
io

na
le

:
S

up
po

rt
s

C
II

SI
I

C
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
an

d
E

co
no

m
ic

D
e
se

lo
p
m

e
n
t

an
d

po
st

to
a

ss
eh

pa
ge

on
T

hi
s

tr
an

sa
ct

io
n

po
st

in
g

to
a

w
eb

pa
ge

th
at

is
C

O
M

P
I.

L
IL

l)
0

2
0

1
0

th
e

C
ity

w
eb

si
te

(c
om

pl
et

ed
by

C
it

r)
w

hi
ch

w
il

l
in

cl
ud

e
a

li
nk

ed
to

th
e

w
w

w
.s

tp
et

e.
or

g
ss

ch
si

te
sJ

iu
lJ

56
“l

in
k

to
a

pr
o

at
e

w
eb

si
te

m
ai

nt
ai

ne
d

by
ID

R
ow

ne
rs

[D
R

be
re

ad
ily

ae
ce

si
b
le

by
al

l
C

IV
7
o
n
ln

g

ex
ch

an
ge

)
th

at
al

lo
w

s
se

ll
er

s
an

d
bu

ye
rs

to
co

m
m

un
ic

at
e

C
ity

/
T

D
R

pr
of

es
si

on
al

s
an

d
ot

he
rs

w
ho

m
ar

re
ce

iv
e

di
re

ct
ly

.
O

w
ne

rs
qu

es
ti

on
s’

ib
ou

t T
D

R
.H

op
po

rt
un

it
ie

s.
T

hi
s

ss
eh

pa
ge

w
ou

ld
be

m
ai

nt
ai

nc
d

by
ex

is
ti

ng
T

D
R

.H
ow

ne
rs

,A
”
b

u
\

Cr
”

an
d

p
u
rc

lt
as

cr
”

ca
n

th
en

co
m

m
un

ic
at

e
d
ir

e
c
tl

y
h
,c

d
on

up
da

te
d

as
ai

la
hi

e
FD

R
.H

s
an

d
T

D
R

.H
tr

an
sa

et
io

n
57

C
iw

w
ill

de
te

rm
in

e
ho

w
be

st
to

al
er

t
la

nd
m

ar
k

ow
ne

rs
ab

ou
t

C
ity

l-
lis

to
ri

e
S

en
d

on
e

le
tt

er
to

al
l

.1
D

R
ow

ne
rs

an
d

L
oc

al
S

up
po

rt
s

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

ch
an

ge
s

in
ID

R
Il

pr
og

ra
m

.
Pr

es
er

s
at

io
n

S
ta

ll
L

an
dm

ar
k

ow
ne

rs
in

di
ca

ti
ng

an
y

ch
an

ge
s

to
pr

og
ra

m
.

O
nc

e
a

FD
R

,H
tr

an
sa

ct
io

n
oc

cu
rs

,
C

ib
w

ill
pr

od
uc

e
a

le
tt

er
to

C
it

y
H

is
to

ri
c

S
up

po
rt

s
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
58

ow
ne

r,
po

st
tr

an
sa

ct
io

n
w

hi
ch

w
ill

al
so

be
at

ta
ch

ed
to

th
e

pa
rc

el
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
Se

e
ab

ov
e.

in
a
v

il
in

e
.

M
od

if
y

th
e

R
es

id
en

ti
al

B
ui

ld
in

g
G

ui
de

fo
r

C
ity

of
St

.
C

ity
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

A
dd

so
m

ei
hi

na
lik

e
w

ha
t

th
e

h
a
e

fo
r

de
ed

S
up

po
rt

s
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
59

Pe
te

rs
bu

rg
.

Se
rs

ic
es

re
st

ri
ct

ed
co

m
m

un
it

ie
s

on
pg

8
of

h
tt

p
:/

\
w

st
pe

te
.o

rg
/s

tp
et

e.
cs

p
re

si
de

nt
ia

l
na

ck
et

pd
f

fo
r

hi
st

or
ic

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

s.
C

it
y

cr
ea

te
s

a
m

ap
of

hi
st

or
ic

al
ly

de
si

gn
at

ed
ar

ea
s

th
at

’s
P

la
nn

in
g

&
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

p
p

o
it

s
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

60
in

te
ra

ct
m

ve
cl

ic
ki

ng
on

an
ar

ea
w

ou
ld

br
in

g
up

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

E
co

no
m

ic
ab

ou
t

it
.

D
c\

el
op

m
en

t
S

ta
ff

R
E

C
O

\R
IE

\D
A

T
IO

N
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

S
L

B
C

O
\l

\l
l

F
FE

E
S

P
ag

e
19

o
f

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

0
1

1



R
E

C
O

N
I
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

H
E

R
I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

O
th

er
R

ec
om

m
en

da
ti

on
s

-
“
—

S
S

ub
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d

at
io

n
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
S

ta
tu

s
/

N
ot

es
S

ta
ff

(P
(

A
ge

nc
y/

G
ro

up
-

R
ec

om
m

en
da

ti
on

s

P
re

pa
re

a
m

ap
th

at
sh

os
s

s
lo

ca
ll

y
de

si
gn

at
ed

hi
st

or
ic

ar
ea

s
an

d
P

la
nn

in
g

&
M

ap
ss

ou
ld

be
in

cl
ud

ed
in

U
S

P
s

Se
c
6
6

ab
cs

e
61

la
nd

m
ar

ks
E

co
no

m
ic

“R
es

id
en

ti
al

B
ui

ld
in

g
G

ui
de

,”
si

m
ila

r
to

tl.
e

D
es

el
op

m
en

t
S

ta
ff

D
ee

d
R

es
tr

ic
te

d
N

ei
gJ

sh
or

ho
od

M
ap

.

O
n

pe
rm

it
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n,
if

“H
is

to
ri

c
A

pp
li

ca
bl

e”
in

th
e

Z
on

in
g

Su
pp

cs
rl

s:
Ih

is
is

u
rr

ci
it

lv
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
U

se
O

nl
y

se
ct

io
n

is
ch

ec
ke

d
“
\
es

”
th

e
ap

pl
ic

an
t

ts
no

ti
fi

ed
th

at
C

it
y

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
th

e
pr

oc
es

s.
62

th
ey

ne
ed

ad
di

ti
on

al
re

vi
ew

an
d

th
at

pr
op

er
ty

os
sn

er
s

w
it

hi
n

Se
rs

ic
es

2f
l0

fe
et

ar
e

no
ti

fi
ed

an
d

gi
ve

n
ti

m
e

to
co

m
m

en
t.

S
up

po
rt

s:
L

an
gu

ag
e

w
ill

be
S

up
po

rt
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

63
O

n
pe

rm
it

ap
pl

ic
at

io
ns

,
ad

d
lin

e
ite

m
“C

er
ti

fi
ca

te
of

C
it

y
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

m
od

if
ie

d
f
r

nc
vt

pr
in

ti
ng

A
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

ne
ss

(L
O

A
)

re
qu

ir
ed

”
ss

ith
sp

ac
e

to
ci

rc
le

Y
or

N
.

S
en

ic
es

O
n

pe
rm

it
ap

pl
ic

at
io

ns
-

Z
on

in
g

U
se

O
nl

y
se

ct
io

n.
ad

d
lin

e
C

it
y

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
S

up
po

rt
s

pr
op

er
t\

os
sn

er
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
64

it
em

un
de

r
“H

is
to

ri
c

A
pp

li
ca

bl
e”

th
at

sa
ys

,
“

If
Y

,
ha

s
ap

pl
ic

an
t

S
en

ic
es

si
an

at
ur

e
is

al
re

ad
\

be
en

no
ti

fi
ed

?
Y

N
”

re
qu

ir
ed

on
C

O
\s

A
dd

an
al

er
t

to
th

e
el

ec
tr

on
ic

pr
op

er
ty

ca
rd

th
at

sa
ys

.
“

l’h
is

P
la

nn
in

g
an

d
S:

pp
c’

rt
s’

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

65
pr

op
er

ty
is

lo
ca

te
d

in
a

hi
st

or
ic

di
st

ri
ct

an
d

as
su

ch
re

qu
ir

es
E

co
no

m
ic

t
im

pl
et

ed
lO

’?
ñ

In
sp

ec
ia

l
“

D
es

el
op

m
en

t
S

ta
ff

L
in

k
C

PC
ss

eh
si

te
to

hi
st

or
ic

di
st

ri
ct

s
(t

w
o)

.
la

nd
m

ar
ks

(O
s

cr
C

it
y

H
is

to
ri

c
S

up
po

rt
s:

\\‘
c

al
re

ad
y

lin
k

S
up

po
rt

ss
S

u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
66

10
0)

,
an

d
w

eh
si

te
s(

S
P

P
,

II
O

N
N

A
,

C
O

N
.\

,
K

en
sv

oo
d,

R
os

cr
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

S
ta

ff
to

th
e

hi
st

or
ic

pr
cs

cr
sa

ti
on

Pa
rk

,
et

c.
).

pa
ge

.
C

PC
do

es
no

t
lin

k
to

in
di

s
du

al
i’

e
.n

]z
at

io
ns

.
*

P
er

m
it

ti
n

g
an

d
F

ir
e

R
ev

ie
w

P
ro

ce
ss

,
It

em
#

6
7

T
ra

in
bu

il
di

ng
re

vi
ew

st
af

f
an

d
in

sp
ec

to
rs

in
pr

oc
ed

ur
es

,
Ih

is
ite

m
ha

s
h
e
n

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

67
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
A

N
D

E
xe

m
pt

io
ns

fo
r

cx
is

ti
ng

bu
il

di
ng

s.
fo

rs
sa

rd
cd

to
th

e
B

ui
ld

:n
g

-
w

ou
ld

li
ke

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

(a
)

A
dh

er
e

to
th

e
th

re
e

ca
te

go
ri

es
o
fr

en
o
sa

ti
o
n
s(

A
.

B
&

O
ff

ic
ia

l
fo

r
re

s
ie

s.
to

al
so

be
fo

n
\

ar
dc

d
to

C
t

an
d

re
co

gn
m

ie
th

at
ye

ar
s

ot
’d

e
fe

rr
ed

m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

on
C

it
’

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
th

e
F

ir
e

C
h
ie

f
a

bu
il

di
ng

do
es

no
t

co
ns

ti
tu

te
a

C
la

ss
C

re
no

sa
ti

on
.

R
E

C
O

N
R

IE
N

D
A

T
IO

N
S

O
F

‘F
ilE

C
PU

S
U

B
C

O
\l

N
lF

l”
l’

ll
.S

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1
P

ag
e

20
of

27



S
er

s
ic

es
an

d
P

en
n

il
li

n
g

A
rc

ha
eo

lo
gy

,
It

em
s

#
68

-7
0

In
co

rp
or

at
e

S
en

si
ti

vi
ty

L
ev

el
I

as
ov

er
la

y
in

th
e

P
ro

p
er

t
FP

A
N

ss
ill

S
p
e
n
s

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
b

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

or
ds

an
d

P
la

nn
in

g
&

P
er

m
it

ti
ng

da
ta

hn
c.

pr
ov

id
e

a
su

m
m

ar
y

of
ho

ss
In

te
rn

al
pr

oc
ed

ur
es

ba
se

d
on

re
co

m
m

en
da

ti
on

s
I.

2:
to

be
st

de
ns

e
at

(a
)

If
gr

ou
nd

di
st

ur
bi

ng
ae

tis
iti

es
ar

e
id

en
ti

fi
ed

as
pa

rt
of

a
th

e
fi

ni
sh

ed
pe

rm
it

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

fo
r

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

th
a
t

O
Il

s
at

pr
od

uc
t

u
s
in

g
th

e

68
la

nd
m

ar
kc

d
si

te
s

S
ec

ti
on

B
of

16
(C

O
2

6
C

iI
\

of
9b

0\
C

m
en

ti
on

ed
(i

S
l

C
im

t
i

(
IS

la
er

fo
r

u
St

.
P

et
er

sb
ur

g
C

it
y

C
od

e
di

re
ct

s
ap

pl
ic

an
ts

o
f

th
e

su
rs

ey
as

w
el

l
as

in
an

ac
em

en
t

to
ol

us
iii

a
th

e
sp

at
ia

l
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
to

fi
le

a
C

er
ti

li
e’

it
e

of
p

p
io

p
ri

m
te

ne
ss

re
h
ie

o
lg

i’
il

si
te

in
Io

ri
n
ti

o
n

n
r

i
in

n
so

Ii
ic

Io
ei

m
,a

l
(C

O
.\

)
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n
fo

r
re

vi
es

s
by

PO
D

an
d

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

fr
om

S
ur

ve
y

fo
r

th
e

C
tv

of
St

Pe
tem
5h
u
r.

FL
C

om
m

is
si

on
.

th
e

F
lo

ri
da

y
la

st
er

P
ip

er
R

es
ea

rc
h

IS
7

S:
te

fi
le

in
T

al
la

ha
ss

ee
.

P
la

nn
in

g
an

d
E

co
no

m
ic

D
es

el
op

m
en

t
S

ta
ff

C
re

at
e

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
re

so
ur

ce
tr

ai
ni

ng
op

po
rt

un
it

ie
s,

in
te

rn
al

C
it

y
H

is
to

ri
c

S
up

po
rt

s:
pe

nd
in

g
st

af
i’

ar
id

S
up

po
rt

s
S

ub
co

m
m

it
te

e
an

d
ex

te
rn

al
,

to
ra

is
e

aw
ar

en
es

s
w

it
h

sp
ec

iP
e

fo
cu

s
on

P
re

se
rs

at
io

n
St

af
f!

G
oa

l:
C

re
at

e
br

oc
hu

re
s

an
d

o
r

de
st

in
at

io
n

fu
nd

in
g

69
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

pr
ot

ec
ti

on
an

d
pr

es
er

s
at

io
n

ss
ith

in
St

.
FP

A
N

/
St

Pe
te

m
ap

s
w

ith
ar

el
i:i

eo
lo

gi
ca

l
re

so
ur

ce
P

et
er

sb
ur

g
w

it
h

re
sp

ec
t

to
th

e
C

tv
C

od
e.

Pr
es

er
s

at
io

n
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
an

d
B

es
t

la
na

ee
m

en
t

Pr
ac

tic
es

.

70
C

on
ne

et
w

it
h

C
ity

m
ar

ke
ti

ng
in

it
ia

li
se

an
d

en
co

ur
ag

e
ed

uc
at

io
n

C
it

y
H

is
.

Pr
es

/
S

up
po

rt
s

pe
nd

in
g

si
af

fa
nd

S
up

po
rt

s
S

u
h

eo
n

im
it

te
e

an
d

pr
om

ot
io

n
of

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
pr

es
er

sa
ti

on
.

sl
ar

ke
ti

ng
fu

nd
in

g
R

E
C

O
N

I\
IF

\D
\i

’l
O

\S
O

F
lI

[F
C

P
C

S
l,

JB
C

O
N

I\
tl

T
[E

F
S

S
u
b
c
o
m

m
i
t
t
e
e

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n

R
E

(O
II

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

H
E

R
IN

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
O

F
T

Il
E

C
P

C

O
th

e
r

R
cc

o
m

m
en

d
at

ii
n

R
es

po
ns

ib
le

A
g
e
n
c
y
/
G

r
o
u
p

S
ta

tu
s

/
N

o
t
e
s

S
ta

ff

I
R

ec
on

im
en

da
ti

on
s

(‘
PC

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1
P

ag
e

21
o

f2
7



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

I
)
l
D

A
C

T
I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

I
R

T
L

I
E

R
I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

O
t
h
e
r

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s

S
u
b
c
o

m
m

i
t
t
e
e

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e

S
ta

tu
s

/
N

ot
es

S
t
a
f
f

(
‘
P

C

A
g
e
n
c
y
/
G

r
o
u
p

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s

T
el

l
pe

op
le

th
e’

s
ar

c
bu

yi
ng

in
a

hi
st

or
ic

al
di

st
ri

ct
.

ln
d

i
id

ua
l

re
al

to
rs

-
S

u
p
p

ri
s

S’
aI

Y
o

ti
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u
b
cc

am
tt

tc
e

an
d

R
E

o
f
l
i
c
c
s

i
n
\
c
s
t
i
e
a
t
c

r
c
c
:
i
d

i
n

g

71
1M

L
S)

pi
.p

ei
1i

cs
o

W
in

lo
ca

l
la

nd
m

ar
k

di
st

ri
ct

bo
un

da
ri

es
as

a
pu

b!
ic

re
e

rd
.

A
dd

to
cl

os
in

g
do

cu
m

en
ts

ve
rb

ia
ge

ab
ou

t
ab

id
in

g
by

C
io

ve
rn

in
g

re
al

to
r

tv
ii

l
fo

rw
ar

d
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
72

re
st

ri
ct

io
ns

o
r

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

:
if

s
up

to
th

c
sc

il
er

to
no

tit
’v

th
e

gr
ou

p
lik

e
P

in
ct

ia
s

re
cm

m
en

d
at

io
n

s
to

th
e

re
al

to
r.

R
ea

lt
or

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e

cr
ou

ps
.

O
rg

an
ii

at
io

n
G

o
er

ni
ng

re
al

to
r

C
dv

ill
fb

ra
rd

S
up

po
rt

s
S

ub
co

m
m

it
te

e
73

A
dd

hi
st

or
ic

di
st

ri
ct

s
to

e’
is

ti
ng

re
al

to
r

m
ap

s.
gr

ou
p

lik
e

P
in

ci
la

s
re

c.
’i

ar
ae

nd
at

io
ns

to
th

e
R

ea
lt

or
ap

pr
cp

!
at

e
gr

ou
ps

.
O

rg
an

iz
at

io
n

A
dd

af
ie

ld
to

M
l.

S
(l

iL
c

ac
h

ee
k

h
o

\)
to

de
si

gn
at

e
if

ap
ro

p
er

tv
G

ov
er

ni
ng

re
al

to
r

O
n

M
l.S

pa
ce

.
ad

d
th

at
th

e
pr

op
er

ty
is

in
a

C
it

y
dl

fo
rv

a
rd

S
up

po
rt

s
S

ub
co

m
m

it
te

e
74

is
in

a
hi

st
or

ic
di

st
ri

ct
,

gr
ou

p
lik

e
Pi

ne
lla

s
hi

st
or

ic
al

di
st

ri
ct

or
a

lo
ca

l
la

nd
m

ar
k,

re
co

m
m

en
da

ti
on

s
to

th
e

R
ea

lt
or

de
sc

ri
be

th
e

a
re

a
.

et
c.

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e

gr
ou

ps
.

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
C

re
at

e
a

hr
oe

hu
i’

e
th

at
ou

tl
in

es
lv

in
g

in
an

hi
st

or
ic

al
di

st
ri

ct
N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d

C
it

y
\i

ll
fo

r\
ka

rd
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
75

(h
is

to
’

of
th

e
ar

ea
,

re
st

ri
ct

io
ns

an
d

be
ne

fi
ts

).
A

ss
o
c

/
St

.
Pe

te
rc

co
tt

tn
tc

nd
at

io
ns

to
th

e
Pr

es
I

C
O

N
A

/
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
gr

ou
ps

.
V

ol
un

te
er

s

76
P

ri
n

ta
n

d
h

an
d

o
u

tb
ro

ch
u

re
s

to
po

te
nt

ia
l

bu
re

rs
th

at
le

ts
th

em
ln

d
ii

d
u
al

re
al

to
rs

C
d

tv
il

l
fo

i\
:i

id
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
kn

ow
sh

at
li

vi
ng

in
an

hi
st

or
ic

al
di

st
ri

ct
m

ea
ns

—
re

st
ri

ct
io

ns
an

d
R

E
of

fi
ce

s
ic

c
s:

ir
ne

nd
at

io
ns

to
th

e
an

d
be

ne
fi

ts
.

ap
pi

p
ri

a
te

gr
ou

ps
.

M
ak

e
pr

es
en

ta
ti

on
s

to
P

in
el

la
s

R
ea

lt
or

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
an

d
N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d

S
vp

p.
rt

s
S

up
po

rt
s

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e

R
E

C
O

N
IN

IF
N

D
A

’I
’I

O
N

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C
S

U
B

C
O

N
IN

II
I1

’E
L

S

Pa
ge

22
of

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

M
I
E

N
D

E
D

A
C

T
IO

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

H
E

(
‘
P

C

O
t
h
e
r

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

R
ec

o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n

R
es

po
ns

ib
le

S
ta

tu
s

T
S

t
a
f
f

C
P

Q
A

ge
nc

y/
G

ro
up

77
ap

pr
oa

ch
re

al
to

rs
ab

ou
t

ne
ed

fo
r

hi
st

or
ic

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

A
ss

oc
ia

ti
on

s
/

St
.

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n.

Pe
te

Pr
es

er
va

tio
n

/

C
O

N
.\

I
V

o
lu

n
te

er
s

•
St

ar
t

w
ith

C
cn

gr
ai

ul
ai

io
ns

L
tv

‘a
ill

t’
,r

.a
rd

S
up

po
rt

s
S

ub
co

m
m

it
te

e
•

“
If

y
o

u
ljs

e
in

.
th

er
e

ar
e

ce
rt

ai
n

re
om

m
en

da
ti

on
s

to
th

e
V

ol
un

te
er

s
ap

pr
ov

al
s

so
u

m
us

t
ge

t
h
ef

,r
e

n
g

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e

gi
ou

ps
C

re
at

e
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
fo

r
po

te
nt

ia
l

re
si

de
nt

s
lik

e
L

iv
in

g
in

an
1.

Su
si

e
to

ch
an

ge
s

or
ad

d
it

io
n

s
to

o
u
r

7
8

H
is

to
ri

c
D

is
tr

ic
t”

o
r

O
w

n
in

g
an

d
R

en
ti

n
g

in
an

Il
is

to
ri

c
se

nd
pr

op
er

ty
.”

D
is

tr
ic

t.”
N

la
nd

•
Il

as
c

op
en

in
g

p
ar

ag
ra

p
h

an
d

li
n
k
s

to
b
u
ll

et
s

to
C

it
y

si
te

he
tu

rn
ed

•
U

se
th

e
ne

w
h
is

to
ri

ca
l

m
ap

th
at

th
e

in
to

C
it

y
is

go
in

g
to

m
ak

e
co

n
te

n
t.

•
G

et
C

P
.\

.
S

P
P

.
ll

O
\N

.\
to

ad
d

th
is

to
th

ei
r

si
te

s
an

d
al

so
lin

k
to

L
it

s
C

o
d

e
C

re
at

e
an

ed
u
ca

ti
o
n

ca
m

p
ai

g
n

fo
r

re
si

d
en

ts
o

fh
is

to
ri

c
d

is
tr

ic
ts

S
t.

P
et

e
S

u
p
p
o
rt

s:
C

it
y

ss
il

l
se

n
d

S
u

p
p

o
rt

s
S

u
b

c
o

m
m

it
te

e
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

I
an

nu
al

le
tt

er
to

rc
si

d
en

:s
—

re
co

m
m

en
d

in
cl

ud
in

g
7

9
C

O
\r

lo
e,

it
ed

si
th

in
lo

ca
l

th
e

C
O

,\
rn

a
tr

i\
in

I.i
i

di
ii

ar
k

di
st

ri
c

c
th

at
a
n
n
u
a
l

le
tt

e
rs

.
d
es

cr
ib

es
th

e
be

ne
fi

ts
an

d

re
st

ri
ct

io
ns

B
et

te
r

an
d

m
or

e
de

sc
ri

pt
is

e
s
ii

a
g

e
at

h
is

to
ri

c
d

is
tr

ic
t

en
tr

y
•

A
lt

er
na

te
id

ea
:

cr
ea

te
pe

rm
an

en
t

an
d

—
S

up
po

rt
s

S
ub

co
m

m
it

te
e

p
o
in

ts
to

le
t

pe
op

le
kn

ow
it

’s
a

h
is

to
ri

ca
l

d
is

tr
ic

t,
si

g
n

if
ic

an
t

n
ij

ik
e
rs

li
k

e
S

l’
l’

s
at

80
e
ig

h
h
o
rh

o
o
d

Vi
h
ia

m
’s

P
ar

k
S

u
p
p
o
rt

s
A

ss
o

ci
at

io
n

s
•

V
er

bi
ag

e
co

u
ld

b
e

sm
e
th

in
g

li
k

e,
F

o
rm

ed
in

1
9
2
6

b
y

P
er

’.
Sn

el
l,

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

__
__

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_

G
ra

n
ad

a
Ie

rr
ae

e
is

de
si

gn
at

ed
a

lo
ca

l

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

R
L

C
O

\l
\I

E
N

D
V

I
IO

N
S

O
F

li
ii

.
C

P
C

S
L

B
C

O
\l

\l
l’

L
l’

I
I

S

P
ag

e
23

o
f2

7
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

I
)
F

D
A

C
T

I
O

N
S

F
O

R
F

U
R

T
H

E
R

I
N

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
I
V

I
T

I
E

S
O

F
T

I
l
E

C
P

C

O
th

er
R

ec
o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n
s

S
u

b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
on

in
ie

nd
at

io
n

R
es

po
ns

ib
le

S
ta

tu
s

/
N

ot
es

S
ta

ff
C

P
C

A
ge

nc
y

IC
ro

u
p

R
ec

om
m

en
da

ti
on

s

h
i’

to
ri

c
d
is

tr
ic

t
It

s
st

ru
c
tu

re
s

an
d

re
si

de
nt

s
be

ne
fl

i
fr

om
th

e
pr

ot
ec

tio
ns

an
d

re
tr

ie
ti

o
n
s

a
s
s
c
i:

it
c
J

w
it

h
hi

st
or

ic
al

di
st

ri
ct

de
si

gn
at

io
n.

”
•

C
ou

ld
b
e

so
m

et
hi

ng
lik

e
th

e
H

un
tin

gt
on

_h
as

.
81

P
re

p
a
re

a
n

a
n

n
o

u
n

c
e
m

e
n
t

in
n
e
n

sl
e
tt

e
rs

th
at

g
o
e
s

in
e
a
c
h

is
su

e
N

e
ig

h
b
o
rh

o
o
d

C
o

u
ld

d
ir

e
c
t

pe
op

le
to

e
h
s
m

te
fo

r
de

ta
ils

.
C

ite
ss

ill
fo

rs
sa

rd
S

u
p

p
o

rt
s

S
u
b
c
o
m

m
it

te
e

a
b

o
u

t
ss

h
al

li
v

in
g

in
th

e
d

is
tr

ic
t

m
e
a
n
s
f
r

pr
op

er
ty

w
o
rk

.
A

ss
o

c
ia

ti
o

n
s

re
c
in

m
e
n
J
a
ti

o
n
s

to
th

e
a
p

p
io

p
ri

a
tc

g
ro

u
p
s

R
E

C
O

N
1\

Il
N

D
r\

T
IO

N
S

O
F

F
Il

L
C

PC
S

U
B

C
O

\1
’\

II
l

lE
E

S
P

g
e

24
o

f2
7

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
01

1



R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
E

D
A

C
T

IO
N

S
F

O
R

F
U

R
T

H
E

R
IN

G
T

H
E

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
O

F
T

H
E

C
P

C

_
_
_
_
_

-
-

_
_
_
_
_
_

O
th

er
O

rd
in

an
ce

/P
ro

ce
ss

/P
o
li

cy
R

ec
o
m

m
en

d
at

io
n
s

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d
at

io
n

R
es

p
o

n
si

b
le

S
ta

tu
s

/
N

o
t
e
s

A
g
en

cy
/G

ro
u
p

*R
es

id
en

ti
al

Z
on

in
g

Is
su

es
O

ut
si

de
of

H
is

to
ri

c
D

is
tr

ic
ts

,
It

em
s

#
82

-8
5

C
ur

re
nt

l\
in

th
e

tr
ad

iti
on

al
re

si
de

nt
ia

l
zo

ni
ng

di
st

ri
ct

s
(N

T
-

B
ec

au
se

m
an

y
tr

ad
iti

on
al

d
it

ri
cb

in
th

e
C

it\
ar

e
no

t
et

hi
st

or
ic

(a
nd

1,
2,

3
&

4)
.

he
ig

ht
lim

its
ar

e
ca

pp
ed

at
2
4
-3

6
’

(s
ta

nd
ar

d.
)

C
ity

U
rb

an
m

ay
n
e
e
r

be
co

m
e

hi
st

or
ic

),
th

ei
r

ge
ne

ra
l

ch
ar

ac
te

r
an

d
ch

an
u

is
(a

)
C

on
si

de
r

lo
w

er
in

g
th

is
to

20
’-

30
’

w
hi

ch
is

m
or

e
Pl

an
ni

ng
S

ta
ff

!
de

pe
nd

en
t

on
m

ai
nt

ai
ni

ng
th

e
ba

la
nc

e
be

tw
ee

n
ol

d
an

d
ne

w
.

\\
h
il

e
th

e
82

co
m

pa
ti

bl
e

w
it

h
th

e
tr

ad
iti

on
al

co
nt

ex
t.

(W
in

te
r

C
O

N
A

/
20

07
L

D
R

s
cr

ea
te

d
m

an
y

st
ep

s
to

w
ar

d
ac

co
m

pl
ic

hi
ng

th
is

ba
la

nc
e.

a
Pa

rk
ha

s
th

is
re

gu
la

ti
on

.)
T

ra
di

tio
na

l
fe

w
ite

m
s

sh
ou

ld
he

co
ns

id
er

ed
to

be
tte

r
de

fi
ne

re
de

el
op

m
en

t
ba

se
d

on
N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
ds

a
nu

m
be

r
of

ca
se

s
th

at
ha

ve
re

ce
nt

ly
co

m
e

be
fo

re
th

e
C

PC
.

C
on

si
de

r
lo

w
er

in
g

th
e

im
pe

rv
io

us
su

rf
ac

e
ra

tio
or

br
ea

ki
ng

it
do

w
n

be
tw

ee
n

bu
ild

in
g

co
ve

ra
ge

an
d

ha
rd

su
rf

ac
es

.
83

B
ec

au
se

th
er

e
is

no
di

st
in

ct
io

n
cu

rr
en

tk
bu

ild
in

gs
ar

e
be

in
g

C
ity

U
rb

an
de

ve
lo

pe
d

fr
om

bu
ild

ab
le

lin
e

to
bu

ild
ab

le
lin

e
w

ith
lit

tle
or

P
la

nn
in

c
S

ta
ff

no
sp

ac
e

d
e

ot
ed

to
ya

rd
sp

ac
e

or
ou

td
oo

r
re

cr
ea

tio
na

l
sp

ac
e.

Fu
rt

he
r.

a
m

in
im

um
ou

td
oo

r
sp

ac
e

(o
th

er
th

an
a

si
de

‘
ar

d)
sh

ou
ld

be
es

ta
bl

is
he

d
an

d
re

qu
ir

ed
.

C
re

at
e

be
tte

r
w

a
s

to
ar

tic
ul

at
e

th
e

o
er

al
l

m
as

s
so

th
at

C
ity

U
rb

an
84

la
rg

er
bu

ild
in

gs
or

ad
di

ti
on

s
to

ex
is

tin
g

bu
ild

in
gs

do
no

t
Pl

an
ni

ng
S

ta
ff

cr
ea

te
co

nt
in

ua
l

lo
ng

si
de

fa
ca

de
s.

85
A

dd
re

ss
ac

ce
ss

or
y

fe
at

ur
es

su
ch

as
po

ol
s,

pe
rg

ol
as

.
et

c.
,

on
C

ity
U

rb
an

co
rn

er
lo

t
pr

op
er

tie
s.

-
Pl

an
ni

ng
S

ta
ff

*
C

m
m

er
ci

al
_
Z

o
n
ig

js
su

es
O

ut
si

de
of

H
is

to
ri

c_
D

is
tr

ic
t

an
d

C
C

T
zo

ni
ng

d
is

tr
ic

ts
),

It
em

#
8
6

C
on

si
de

r
re

de
fi

ni
ng

he
ig

ht
re

qu
ir

in
g

a
se

tb
ac

k
ab

ov
e

a
he

ig
ht

as
in

th
e

ca
se

in
th

e
D

ow
nt

ow
n

D
is

tr
ic

ts
.

(a
)

D
et

er
m

in
e

if
st

or
e

fr
on

t
de

si
gn

st
an

da
rd

s
ar

e
86

w
or

ki
ng

an
d

re
de

fi
ne

if
no

t.
(A

nu
m

be
r

of
C

ity
U

rb
an

re
m

od
el

s
cu

rr
en

tl
se

em
to

be
ge

tti
ng

ex
ce

pt
io

ns
to

Pl
an

ni
ng

S
ta

ff
th

e
de

si
gn

st
an

da
rd

s
or

ar
e

no
t

fo
ll

ow
in

g
ru

le
s

fo
r

w
in

do
w

c
o

er
ag

e,
et

c.

R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
A

T
IO

N
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

S
U

B
C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
S

P
ag

e
25

o
f

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



O
t
h

e
r

O
r
d

i
n

a
n

c
e
/
P

r
o

c
e
s
s
/
P

o
l
k

v
R

e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s

S
u
b
c
o
m

m
i
t
t
e
e

R
e
c
o

m
m

e
n

d
a
t
i
o
n

R
e
s
p

o
n

s
i
b

l
e

S
t
a
t
u
s

/
N

o
t
e
s

A
g

e
n

c
y
/
G

r
o
u

p

(b
)

Se
t

si
de

w
al

k
de

si
gn

st
an

da
rd

s
th

at
m

ee
t

A
D

A
re

gu
la

tio
ns

A
N

D
fo

llo
w

a
tr

ad
iti

on
al

pa
tte

rn
of

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

(m
an

y
of

th
e

ne
w

bu
ild

in
gs

al
on

g
4t
h

St
re

et
an

d
C

en
tr

al
A

ve
nu

e
ar

e
en

di
ng

up
w

ith
su

bu
rb

an
-s

t
le

la
nd

sc
ap

in
g

pl
an

s
or

si
de

w
al

k
ar

ea
s

th
at

ar
e

no
t

lo
ok

in
g

tr
ad

iti
on

al
be

ca
us

e
of

A
D

A
an

d
bu

ild
in

g_
el

ev
at

io
n_

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

.
*
W

a
t
e
r
f
r
o

n
t

Z
o
n
i
n

g
I
s
s
u
e
s

W
h

e
r
e

T
h

e
S

t
r
e
e
t

I
s

P
u
b
l
i
c

(C
of

fe
e

P
ot

,
S

u
n
s
e
t

D
ri

ve
,

et
c.

).
I
t
e
m

s
87

-8
8

C
on

si
de

r
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

a
zo

ni
ng

di
st

ri
ct

fo
r

th
is

un
iq

ue
C

ity
U

rb
an

C
ur

re
nt

l\
tr

ad
iti

on
al

re
gu

la
tio

ns
th

at
gu

id
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

in
th

es
e

pu
bl

ic
87

si
tu

at
io

n.
Pl

an
ni

ng
S

ta
ff

se
tti

ng
s

ar
e

th
e

sa
m

e
as

th
os

e
th

at
re

gu
la

te
d
ee

lo
p
m

en
t

w
ith

in
a

pr
iv

at
e

ba
ck

ya
rd

.
C

on
si

de
r

do
ck

si
ze

,
nu

m
be

r
of

bo
at

s.
m

er
gi

ng
of

w
at

er
lo

ts
,

C
ity

U
rb

an
88

ro
of

st
ru

ct
ur

es
o

e
r

bo
at

do
ck

s,
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
of

ga
te

s.
ut

ili
ty

Pl
an

ni
ng

S
ta

ff
co

nn
ec

ti
on

s,
et

c.
*
u
ti

li
ti

es
In

T
ra

di
ti

on
al

N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d
D

is
tr

ic
ts

,
It

em
s

#
89

-9
4

-

D
ev

el
op

a
po

lic
y

th
at

ut
ili

ty
ch

an
ge

s
ar

e
re

vi
ew

ed
w

he
n

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

in
to

al
l

ar
ea

s
of

th
e

C
it

\
w

he
n

a
ch

an
ge

in
ap

pe
ar

an
ce

is
cr

ea
te

d.
C

ur
re

nt
h

th
es

e
po

lic
ie

s
ar

e
C

ity
U

rb
an

W
hi

le
no

t
\\

it
hi

n
th

e
pu

rv
ie

w
of

zo
ni

ng
or

th
e

H
P

or
di

na
nc

e,
ut

il
it

ie
s

ar
e

89
de

te
rm

in
ed

at
th

e
di

sc
re

ti
on

of
th

e
ut

ili
ty

ag
en

cy
of

te
n

ba
se

d
Pl

an
ni

ng
S

ta
ff

ch
an

gi
ng

an
d

ne
ed

to
be

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

in
to

tr
ad

iti
on

al
se

tti
ng

s
be

tte
r

th
an

on
th

e
fo

cu
se

d
ne

ed
s

of
th

e
ag

en
cy

,
th

er
ef

or
e.

do
no

t
of

te
n

th
ey

cu
rr

en
tly

ar
e.

co
ns

id
er

su
ch

th
in

gs
as

ae
st

he
tic

s:
i.e

.,
ra

is
in

g
w

at
er

m
et

er
s

ou
t

of
th

e
gr

ou
nd

.

90
R

eq
ui

re
th

e
us

e
of

al
le

y
\v

a\
s

fo
r

th
e

lo
ca

tio
n

of
ne

w
ut

ili
t\

C
ity

U
rb

an
eq

ui
pm

en
t.

w
he

n
pr

es
en

t.
Pl

an
ni

ng
S

ta
ff

C
on

si
de

r
se

tti
ng

a
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
\e

po
lic

y
to

un
de

rg
ro

un
d

91
ut

il
it

ie
s

ei
th

er
as

pr
oj

ec
ts

ar
e

do
ne

or
a

ce
rt

ai
n

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
o

f
C

ity
U

rb
an

th
e

C
it

y
ea

ch
ye

ar
.

P
la

nn
in

g
S

ta
ff

R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
A

T
IO

N
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

S
U

B
C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
S

P
ag

e
26

o
f

27
U

pd
at

ed
4/

27
/2

01
1



O
t
h

e
r

O
r
d
i
n
a
n
c
e
/
P

r
o
c
e
s
s
/
P

o
l
i
c
y

R
e
c
o
m

m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o

n
s

R
e
s
p

o
n

s
i
b

l
e

A
g
e
n
c
y
/
G

r
o
u
p

*
p

e
r
m

i
t
t
i
n
g

a
n

d
F

i
r
e

R
e
v
i
e
w

P
r
o
c
e
s
s
,

I
t
e
m

s
#
8
7
-
8
9

St
re

ng
th

en
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
pr

og
ra

m
an

d
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
fo

r
92

co
nt

ra
ct

or
s

w
ho

w
or

k
in

hi
st

or
ic

ar
ea

s
of

th
e

C
ity

to
be

C
ity

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
re

sp
ec

tf
ul

of
th

e
se

co
nd

ar
y

re
so

ur
ce

s
su

ch
as

gr
an

ite
Se

rv
ic

es
an

d
cu

rb
in

g.
br

ic
k

st
re

et
s

an
d

H
ex

ag
on

si
de

w
al

ks
.

Pe
rm

itt
in

g
/

Fi
re

C
re

at
e

a
se

pa
ra

te
re

ie
v

pr
oc

es
s

fo
r

ex
is

tin
g

bu
ild

in
g

C
ity

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
93

re
no

va
ti

on
s

ve
rs

us
ne

w
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
.

an
d

Pe
rm

itt
in

g!
Fi

re
C

on
so

li
da

te
th

e
fi

re
re

vi
ew

pr
oc

es
s

in
to

th
e

B
ui

ld
in

g
D

ep
t.

C
ity

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
94

(p
os

si
bl

e
ch

ar
te

r
ch

an
ge

).
an

d
Pe

rm
itt

in
g

/
F

ire
D

em
ol

it
io

n,
It

em
#9

5
C

on
si

de
r

pl
ac

in
g

a
30

-.d
av

ho
ld

on
de

m
ol

it
io

n
fo

r
pr

op
er

tie
s

C
ity

U
rb

an
95

in
th

e
N

T
-2

.
N

T
-3

an
d

N
T

-4
zo

ni
ng

ca
te

go
ri

es
.

Pl
an

ni
ng

S
ta

ff

R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
A

T
IO

N
S

O
F

T
H

E
C

P
C

S
U

B
C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
S

P
ag

e
27

o
f2

7

S
u
b
co

m
m

it
te

e
R

ec
o

m
m

en
d
at

io
n

S
ta

tu
s

/
N

ot
es

U
pd

at
ed

4/
27

/2
0

1
1



ATTACHMENT 6

INVENTORY OF POTENTIALLY
ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES
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•____
stpelersliurg
www.stpete.org

TO: The Honorable James Kennedy, Chair, and Members of City Council

FROM: Dave Goodwin, Director, Planning & Economic Development Dept.

SUBJECT: List of Potential Historic Landmarks

DATE: January 27, 2011

During discussions about the Blocker House historic designation at the January 20, 2011City Council meeting a “list of 100” properties that are potential historic landmarks was
mentioned. We believe that the referenced list, which actually includes 55 properties, is
the list (attached and hereinafter referred to as “List”) that was created for the June 2006
Historic Preservation Summit. Below is some additional background information on theList.

• The List, created at the request of Mayor Baker, was intended to identify
properties that are considered eligible for local landmark designation but not yet
designated.

• The List was presented to Mayor Baker on July 14, 2005 and to the Historic
Preservation Commission on December 6, 2005 before final approval by the
Mayor on January 3, 2006. The Mayor’s direction was to host a Historic
Preservation Summit to educate the public regarding the benefits, assistance, and
responsibilities of landmark ownership. The owners of the existing landmarks as
well as the potential landmarks were to be specifically invited along with the
general public. Additionally, a walking tour of the downtown would be created
for the Summit incorporating the existing and potential landmarks. The walking
tour was subsequently created and can be found at:
htto:J/www.stnete.orp/stoetelsummit bookletxlf.

• To determine property owner interest in having their properties designated as
historic landmarks, the owners were given written invitations to designate their
properties in February 2006 that provided information pertaining to the historic
designation process, including its benefits and potential financial incentives.
These letters were followed by two subsequent invitations to the 2006 Historic
Preservation Summit to existing and potential landmarks from Mayor Baker and
Bob Jeffrey, then Assistant Director of the Development Services Department.



• Over 200 citizens attended and participated in the Summit resulting in 13
designations since the Summit was held. In spite of the interest, few positive
responses to the designation invitations from the properties on the List were
received. As a result, the City did not proceed with designation of any of the
privately owned properties consistent with City Administration’s policy to not
initiate the landmark designation process unless owner support is demonstrated.

• Third party/non-owner initialed designations of List properties, as allowed by
City Code, have resulted in applications for the designation of the Detroit Hotel
(approved and currently being litigated) and the Mansion by the Bay/Blocker
House (denied).

• The Sunset Hotel and St. Peter’s Episcopal Cathedral applications (both
approved) were the only owner initiated applications from the List. The City also
designated the Crescent Lake Water Tower, Hangar I at Albert Whitted Airport,
and Jordan Elementary School as City-owned properties on the List.

Please contact me by phone (893-7868) or e-mail if more information or clarification is
needed.

cc: Mayor Foster
Tish Els ton
Rick Mussett
Rick MacAulay
Eva Andujar

2



Properties Potentially Eligible for Local Landmark Designation
Prepared 2005

No. IName JOther Name lAddress IAddress IAddress IAddressPotential Landmarks in Downtown
1 DetroIt Hotel 201-215 Central Avenue
2 Central National Bank Wachovia Bank 400 Central Avenue
3 Pheil Hotel Wachovia Bank 410 Central Avenue

Preston Hotel/Alden
425-45 Central AvenueHotel/McCrory’s 5 & 10

Florida Arcade
449 Central Avenue

6 Lerner Stores 465 Central Avenue
7 Suwannee Hotel 501 1st Avenue N
8 Grayl’s Hotel Lantern Lane Apartments 340 Beach Drive NE
9 St. Mary’s Catholic Church 515 4th Street S
10 Unitarian Universalist Church 719 Arlington Avenue N
11 Trinity Lutheran Church 467 4th Avenue N

Christ United Methodist12 451 1st Avenue NChurch

13 St. Peter’s Episcopal Church 140 4th Street N
. First Church of Christ14 Palladium Theater 253 5th Avenue NScientist

15 YWCA Endicott Funeral Home 655 2nd Avenue S
Waterfront Park Apartments

483-99 1st Street SCooperative

17 Sarven Apartments 249 4th Avenue N
18 Heritage Hotel 234 3rd Avenue N
19 Mansion by the Bay Blocker Residence 145 4th Avenue NE

Tom linson Adult Education Tomlinson Vocational
296 Mirror

Drive NCenter School Lake

21 Leum Mirror Lake Christian
302 Grove Street NChurch

22 Randolph Hotel 200 4th Street N

23 Orange Blossom Catering 220 4th Street N
Doburn Apartments 232 4th Street N

25 Poulsen Apartments 215 5th Street N

26 St. Charles Hotel 243-45 Central Avenue
27 St. James Hotel 235 Central Avenue
28 Jannus Landing 200 1st Avenue N
29 Tam iami Hotel 242 1st Avenue N



30 Bishop Hotel 256 1st Avenue N
31 Vinoy House 532 Beach Drive NE
32 Fire Station #1 128 3rd St S
33 Crislip House 205 4th Avenue N
34 BusseyHouse 211 4th Avenue N35 Davenport House 259 4th Avenue N36 Endicott House 233 3rd Street N
37 Mitchell Apartments Stanton Apartments 21 1 3rd Street N

38 Victoria Apartments 341 3rd Street N
39 Williams Park and Bandshell 330 2nd Avenue N40 Hangar 1, Albert Whitted 107 Avenue SE\irport

Potential Landmarks Outside Downtown

41 Jungle Prado 1700 Park Street N

42 William and Mary Hotel YWCAs Young Ladies 81 1 Jackson Street NResidence

43 Jordan Elementary School 2390 9th Avenue S

44 Euclid Elementary School 1015 10th Avenue N

45 Woodlawn Elementary School 1600 16th Street N

46 Free Clinic Building Post Office Distribution 863 3rd Avenue NCenter
47 George Gandy House Mullet Farm 2700 Driftwood Road S

48 C. Perry SneWs 3rd Residence 375 Brightwate Blvd. NE

49 C. Perry Snells 4th Residence 360 Coffee
Riviera NE

50 Marbleside Building St. Petersburg Federal 33 6th Street SSevinnc nd I nn
51 Snell Isle Apartments 222 Snell Isle Blvd. NE
52 Hegrado Apartments 200-210 22nd Avenue NE
53 Holiday Motel 2402-36 4th Street N54 Water Tower Crescent Lake
55 Sunset Hotel 7401 Central venue
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
IMPACT STATEMENT



City 01St. ICtCrSbLIr

Ii ousin A Ih)rdal)iIiIy Impact Statement

I ach year, he City of St. Petersburg receives approximately $2 mill ion dot lars in State I lousing

Initiative Partnership ( SI II P ) funds for its a l’lrdable housing programs. Fo receive these funds, the
Cliv is required to maintain an ongoing process kr review of’ local policies, ordinances, resolutions.
and plan provisions that inc’i’c’usc’ 1/Ic’ cost of housing conStiliclion, 0/’ 0/ housing rc’clc’velopineni, and
to establish a tracking system to csl mate i he cumulai Re cost per housing unit from these actions fl.r
the period .Julv I — .lunc 30 annually. lii is brm 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 I lousing and Conimun it)’ Development Department.

I. Initiatin I)epartment: Planning and Economic Development

II. Policy, Procedure, I{eulation, or Comprehensive Plan Amendment Under

Consideration for adoption by Ordinance or Resolution:

See attached proposed amendments to Chapter 16. City Code of Ordinances (C’ ity File [DR
2014-07).

ill. Impact Analysis:

A. Vv ill 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 lIes, 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:



IV: (‘ertilication

It is i niportant that new local laws which could counteract or negate local, state and Rdcra I reFurms
and incentives created or the hoLising construction industry receive due consideration. II’ the
adoption ol the proposed regulation is imperative to protect the public health, sa tty and welFare, and
therefore its public purpose outweighs the need to continue the communitysabiliy to provide
affordable housing. please explain below:

CI llCK ONI:

U ‘Ihe proposed regulation, policy, procedLire. or comprehensive plan amendment will not
result in an increase to the cost ot’ housing development or redevelopment in the City oF St.
Pctersbur and no Further action is required.( Please attach this Impact Statement to City
Council Material, and provide a copy to I lousing and Community Development department.)

Depart ment Director ( signat Lire) Date

OR

U 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 I lousing
and Community Development department.)

Department Director (signature) Date

Copies to: City Clerk

Joshua A. Johnson, Director, Housing and Community Development



ATTACHMENT 8

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Email from City Council Member Karl Nurse
Letter from St. Petersburg Preservation Inc.
St. Petersburg Area Chamber of Commerce



On 10/2/2014 at 1:03 PM, in message <5421)8575.103 : 135: 48895>,
Karl N tuse <karl. nurscol)stpctc.org> wrote:

I)erek,

I would like to propose an amendment to this ordinance to address the issues that renovators
experience in their elloris to restore historic buildings while dealing with 2 1 SI century issues.

Under ‘‘F, additional guidelines For alteration ‘‘ I would like to add language which responds to
the need to provide lr windows that are eFflcient, meet the hurricane code and are compatible
with the appearance oF the original windows.

Mv interest. is that restoring wooden windows, which I have done 100 times, still results in a
window that is very ineFlicient. meets none ol’ the hurricane codes. provides much less security.
and results in higher insurance bills. it is possible to provide windows that visually match the
wooden windows and have the other beneFits. Currently, the historic Iresel’vation commission
votes against al lowing these choices.

Karl Nurse
Council member



‘I)j—’SAINT PETERSBURG
ieóiqj€iiayi 1’

P. 0. Box 838 727/824-7802
St. Petersburg, FL 33731 www.stpetepreservation.org
info@st.petepreservation.org

February 3, 2015

Re: Amendments to the Historic Preservation Ordinance

Chairman Robert Carter and Commission Members
Community Planning & Preservation Commission
Delivered by email

Preface

As you are aware, St. Petersburg Preservation (SPP) has previously submitted detailed
comments regarding the proposed amendments to the historic preservation ordinance, including a table
of issues and recommendations. Within those comments, SPP identified three major issues. First were
the requirements and procedures for historic district applications; second was protecting historic
resources from demolition that have not yet been designated as landmarks; and, third was preventing
demolition by neglect.

Regarding the first major issue, the requirements and procedures for historic district
applications, SPP is pleased to have been able to work with Mayor Kriseman and staff since the last
Commission workshop so as to reach a compromise providing for a fair process and set of procedures
for how one applies for historic district designation. While SPP continues to believe that a specified
percent of property owner approval should not be a requirement for application submittal, SPP supports
Mayor Kriseman’s position on the issue, including a property owner approval requirement as further
explained below.

As to the issue of demolition by neglect, at the last Commission workshop on the ordinance, a
number of Commission members expressed a desire to further discuss the issue and to identify ways to
minimize the needless loss of historic resources resulting from demolition by neglect. It is SPP’s
understanding that staff is open to scheduling future workshops for this purpose. SPP looks forward to
continuing to work with the Commission and staff in this important area.

As to the third major issue, better protecting non-designated historic resources from
demolition, SPP notes there are several sub-topics within this issue. First, SPP assumes, as staff
indicated at the last Commission workshop on the ordinance, that their recommendation will be
“corrected” so the ordinance revisions do not weaken existing protections. Second, SPP recommends
the Commission schedule future workshops to further discuss and to identify the best way of classifying
properties not yet listed as local landmarks but that should be considered as potentially eligible for



designation (i.e., what properties will be included on the “potentially eligible” list). Finally, as further
explained below, SPP asks the Commission to support recommending to Council an ordinance section
providing for notice prior to site plan approval for buildings identified as historic resources. This
addition to the ordinance becomes necessary assuming the Commission concurs with staff to
recommend to Council approval of new ordinance provision barring landmark applications from being
submitted for properties which have received site plan approval.

Detailed Comments

Historic District Application Procedures

SPP continues to maintain that property owner approval should not be a requirement for
submitting a landmark district application. It is neither a legal requirement nor one followed by most
other jurisdictions. However, after multiple meetings with Mayor Kriseman and staff, SPP supports the
Mayor’s position staff will be presenting to the Commission. That position is to maintain property
owner approval as an application requirement hut to require approval from a simple majority of
responding property owners rather than requiring approval from a majority or super majority of all
property owners in the proposed district. Additionally, the issues SPP has raised regarding the “details”
that a property owner requirement entail (how to mail ballots; how to count multi-owner properties,
how ballots can be returned, etc) have also been considered by Mayor Kriseman and staff and a
resolution of those issues has also been found. SPP’s understanding is that staff is drafting language to
reflect what both SPP and Mayor Kriseman agree is a workable way to document property owner
app rova .1

As SPP has previously noted, historic district designation is good for neighborhoods and good for
the city. Numerous reports have concluded that designated historic neighborhoods, through boom and
bust economic cycles, maintain property values better than other neighborhoods. SPP thanks Mayor
Kriseman and staff for their time in working through the district application issues and in finding a
process protective of property owner interests while providing for a reasonable application process that
will no longer discourage neighborhoods from seeking district designation. Allowing applications to be
submitted is the one way to ensure neighborhood residents, owners and others can be fully heard
regarding the merits of any particular neighborhood becoming a historic district. The process Mayor
Kriseman and SPP is asking you to support does the right thing - it minimizes the opportunity for
absentee owners to block consideration of a landmark district application supported by a majority of
owners living in the neighborhood. And Council will retain its discretion to approve or deny a district
application, regardless of the level of owner support.

Notice of Site Plan Applications

The preservation ordinance does not presently prohibit landmark applications from being
submitted for properties with site plan approval, however, staff recommended changes would do so.
While SPP is opposes the change, SPP believes if such a change is to be adopted that the Commission
and interested parties should be able to receive notice of the submittal of a site plan application for

As of the w riling of this letter. SPP has not seen the final staff draft with language being recommended to the
Commission for approval.
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properties with historic resources. SPP suggests that a fair and transparent process would include a
notice of site plan application requirement. Attached to these comments, SPP has drafted ordinance
language providing for site plan application notice. The language is modeled after an existing
preservation ordinance provision providing for demolition permit application notice. SPP asks the
Commission to recommend to Council adaption of a notice provision.

SPP’s recommendation for notice is a relatively straightforward and simple process with four
parts. First, the City would be required to identify certain historic resources within city records (this is an
existing ordinance requirement)2.Second, notice of receipt by the City of a complete application for site
plan approval for those historic resources identified in city records would be provided to Commission
members and to those individuals or groups requesting such notice. A similar notice requirement has
been in place for many years for demolition permit applications. It is because of such a process that the
Crislip Arcade and the 600 Block still remain, making downtown a better place, rather than the block
having been demolished.3 Third, a 45 day time period after notice would be provided allowing for
review of the historic property and plans for the property and during which time site plan approval
could not be issued. Finally, if a landmark application within the review period is submitted, site plan
approval would he deferred until a determination is made on the landmark application. A similar
process has been in place with demolition permit applications.

For projects with existing site plan approval for which no opportunity would henceforth be
allowed for consideration of landmarking, SPP suggests the notice requirement outlined above be
required if a developer submits a request for site plan approval extension or an application seeking to
modify an existing site plan approval (other than for minor modifications).

Council Discretion to Approve or Deny a Landmark Application

Staff has not recommended amending the following and presently existing ordinance language
regarding the authority of Council to disregard a Commission recommendation to landmark:

In addition to the criteria for designation, Council may also consider the relationship
of the proposed designation to the existing and future plans for the development of
the City.

This provision and what it means was discussed and questioned by council members during the
Council proceeding this past year to accept the Commission recommendation to landmark the North
Ward School. It is clear the provision is confusing and difficult to understand as staff/legal were not able
to explain to Council what the language meant. SPP contends the criteria to be used by Council in
deciding whether to overturn a Commission recommendation to landmark a property should be clear
and not leaving the decision makers and parties involved guessing and debating as to the criteria. Thus,

2 Those resources required to be identified in city records would be all properties listed indi iduall or as a
contributing resource in a historic district or on the National Register oil Iistoric Places and all properties which are
eligible lbr designation as an indi\ idual local landmark or eligible ibr individual listing on the National Register of
I listoric Places.

In 2008. after recei ing notice of a demolition permit application. SPP submitted a landmark application for the
Crislip Arcade. Subsequently. a resolution was passed h Council resol ing the issues and SPP withdrew the
application. Within a sear, to much ftinfare. the 600 block was “reopened” and has significantl contributed to the
“awakening” of St. Petersburg.
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the “in addition to” language noted above needs to be amended. SPP has attached to this letter
recommended language that we believe allows Council the discretion it desires but still clarifies the
existing and confusing ordinance language. SPP asks the Commission to recommend to Council adaption
of SPP’s clarifying language or for the section to otherwise be reviewed and clarified.

SPP thanks you for the consideration of these comments and the time the Commission has
devoted to this process. SPP understand the ordinance review and amendment process has been a
complicated one. SPP looks forward to continuing to work with the Commission on the issues that will
require further workshop discussion. Ultimately preservation of the city’s significant historic resources
not only maintains the city’s sense of place but leads to greater long term economic growth.

Sincerely,

IS’

Peter Belmont,
Vice President
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SPP Proposed Ordinance Changes

I. SPP recommended language for notice of site plan application and opportunity to submit a landmark
application for properties with a pending site plan application (all language is new language)

16.30.070.2.5_ - Notice of Site Plan or Development Approval Applications for Certain Historic
Resources; Deferring Approval for Properties with a Pending Local Landmark Application

In order to protect and preserve the City’s historic resources, the City shall provide notice of a complete
site plan or development approval application for certain properties and allow for consideration of a
local landmark application as set forth below:

1. Provision of Notice - The City will notify by e-mail or letter mailed first class mail to the
members of the Community Preservation Commission and to any resident or community group who
annually files their name with the Development Services Department requesting notice of applications
for site plan approval in any district or development approval in a DC district for a property identified in
section 16.30.070.2.11. The notice shall be provided after the POD has determined a complete
application for site plan approval in any district or development approval in a DC district has been
received.

2. Approval of Applications Subject to Notice — In order to allow for review of the historic
significance of a property and for the consideration of the filing of a local landmark application, no
application for site plan approval in any district or for development approval in a DC district shall be
approved by the Development Review Commission or POD sooner than 45 days after issuance of the
notice required in subsection (1). Notwithstanding any other provision in the City Code, no site plan
application in any district or development approval in a DC district may be approved for a property for
which a complete application for local landmark designation has been received until such time as the
application has been denied by the Commission or by City Council if appealed to City Council or
withdrawn.

II. SPP recommended language for notice of request for site plan approval extension and for application
for site plan modification, except minor modifications (underlined language is SPP recommended
language).

Sec. 16.30.070.2.5.C.2.

A designation application made by a nonowner shall not be made or accepted for a property
with an unexpired site plan approval unless the application is made for a property as provided
below.

a. For those properties for which site plan approval was granted on or before April,
2015, notice of a request for site plan approval extension or application to modify a site
plan approval, other than for a minor modification, shall be made by e-mail or letter
mailed first class mail to the members of the Community Preservation Commission and
to any resident or community group who annually files their name with the
Development Services Department requesting notice of applications for site plan



approval for any property identified in the City’s property records and planning and
permitting database in accord with sec. 16.30.070.2.11.

b. No request for extension of a site plan approval or application to modify a site plan
3approval, other than for a minor modification, shall be approved until 45 days has
elapsed from the provision of any notice required to be issued in accord with subsection
a.

c. An application for local landmark designation may be made and accepted for a
property which received site plan approval on or before April, 2015 if the
application is submitted within 45 days of provision of the notice required to be issued
by subsection b.

Ill. SPP recommended language for clarifying City Council discretion to overturn a Commission
recommendation to landmark (underlined language is SPP recommended language and language struck
thr.u is recommended deletion by SPP).

Sec. 16.30.070.2.5.1. — City Council review and designation.

The City Council shall schedule a public hearing on the proposed designation within sixty (60)
days of the Commission recommendation.

3. In addition to the criteria for designation, Council may also consider whether tlie
relationship of the proposed designation to thc existing and future plans for the
development of the city will be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan when
considering the plan in its entirety or prevent a community redevelopment plan from
being implemented when considering the plan in its entirety.
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ST. PETERSBURG AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE F 727 895.6326
www.stpete.com

February 9, 2015

Mr. Derek I<ilborn
Manager, Urban Planning and Historic Preservation
Planning and Economic Development Department
One Fourth Street North, Ninth Floor
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Dear Mr. Kilborn, Re: Community Planning and Preservation Commission

The St. Petersburg Area Chamber of Commerce is proud to be a partner with the City of St. Petersburg on so many
initiatives focused on moving our economy forward. There is a newfound energy in almost every corner of our
community offering more and better economic opportunities for those who live, work and play in our City.

We thank you for taking the time during this current economic and creative renaissance to review and evaluate the
current rules for how together we will develop our future. The secret to our City’s current livability is the vibe
created by offering the natural mix of wonderfully built historic structures and districts seamlessly connected and
complimented with new developments and dwellings.

In the days ahead, we urge all to consider a balanced approach when considering any changes to the Historical
Preservation Ordinance. As in all good environments, we seek a business climate of certainty and consistency that
encourage the smart growth of our city.

We appreciate the time your team provided us to review the proposed changes. A task force of our members
assembled to review, discuss and propose ideas to ensure a balance of perspectives on future development. We
offer for consideration a few revisions to the proposed changes to include:

• Sunset the ‘Potentially Eligible for Designation (PED)” list. This list has existed for almost nine years and
could be phased out in three years - giving interested parties ample time to make an application on these
properties. The elimination of the PED list will not prevent a site from being designated an historical
property, but will provide all interested parties a clear understanding of available opportunities.

• No third party designation after a site plan has been submitted to the city. Those seeking to build, invest
thousands of dollars and months of due diligence into site plans before submitting the plans to city
government. A third party designation application after this investment will create uncertainty for the
investor and development.

• If the City chooses to recognize third party designations after a site plan has been submitted to the city,
the third party designation application fee should be increased to $1,000 and non-refundable. This fee
was $100 in 1986 and has yet to be adjusted for inflation or more importantly, to cover the substantial
amount of time it takes the city staff to process these applications.

We look forward to working with you, the Community Planning and Preservation Commission, City Council and the
Mayor’s Team on this very important effort. Again and always, thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

(-7fl cEL
Chris Steinocher
President/CEO, St. Petersburg Area Chamber of Commerce





















































































































































































CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG jry COUNCIL
CONSENT AGENDA

MEETING OF APRIL 2, 2015

TO: The Honorable Charlie Gerdes. Chair. and Members of City Council

SUB.JECT: Review of Ad Valorem Property Tax Exemption Applications (Part 11:
Review of Completed Work) for the lollowing historic properties:

3601 Foster Hill Drive North. Cade Allen Residence, residential. Local Landmark
901-03 22° Street South. Washington-Harden Grocery Building, commercial. Local
Landmark
909- 13 22° Street South. Moure Building’, commercial. Local Landmark

BACKGROUND: In 1 992 the voters of Florida approved a constitutional amendment
allowing ad valoreni tax exemptions for up to ten years on miprovements to designated
historic properties. The City of St. Petersburg adopted this amendment (Section
16.30.070.4) on July 21 . 1994. giving its residents Onancial incentives to preserve the
City’s historical resources. The incentive was strengthened in January 1996. when
Pinellas County also adopted the ad valorem tax exemption amendment. This program
allows for the exemption ol up to 100 percent of the assessed value of all historically
correct improvements, both interior and exterior, to qualifying historic properties. A
“qualifying propert’ in the City of St. Petersburg is defined as:

a property designated as a local landmark or part of a thematic grouping:
a contributing resource to a local historic district:
a property listed in the National Register of Historic Places as a historic landmark:
or
a contributing resource in a historic district listed in the National Register of
Historic Places.

The improvements must result from the restoration, renovation, or rehabilitation of the
historic properties. The taxes are exempt for a period of ten years. If the property
changes ownership during this ten year span. the exemption will continue for the new
owner.

The process requires that the owner submit a Part One — Preconstruction Application
prior to initiating work. This application may he submitted jointly with the Certilicate of
Appropriateness application, a separate review procedure required for exterior alterations
of all locally landmarked buildings. The Preconstruction Application lists all
improvements to be undertaken, as well as the estimated cost of the project, a copy of the
most recent tax assessment and bill for the property.
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Ad Valorem Tax Exnipiion
April 2. 20 5

When the work is completed, the owner submits a Part Two — Request /01 1?erieu: of
Completed Work. which includes documentation ol the cost ol the ciuali lying
improvements. The pmject must meet the lollowing criteria in order to he deemed in
compliance as a qual i lying improvement to the property:

The property lutist he a “qualilying historic property’ as defined above:
F- improvements to the property must exceed I (3 percent of its assessed value:

The improvements must comply with the Secretary oj 1/u Interiors Sfanc/ardsjr
Re/ubilitat ion:
All improvements must he started after plans are submitted for re iew and
completed within two years of the date of approval; and

- The ad valorem tax exemption is limited to that portion of the assessed value of a
quah lying improvement up to $100,000 for single—family residential properties
and $1 in ill ion for other properties u niess City Council finds:

I ) that the qualifying property is of great significance based on the criteria
met for historic designation and the historic significance. value, character
and contribution of the property and the qualifying improvement to the
City and that the assessed value of the qualifying improvement is equal to
or exceeds twenty—five percent (25c) of the total assessed alue of the
property as improved: or

(2) that the additional exemption is necessary to save the property from
destruction and to ensure the rehabilitation. renovation, or restoration of
the property: or

(3) that the additional exemption is necessary to meet City, state, and federal
building code requirements to ensure the rehabilitation, renovation, or
restoration of the property.

A covenant in the form which has been approved by the City Attorney must he executed
by the property owner before an exemption can be approved by the City Council. The
covenant provides that the property owner shall maintain and repair the property so as to
preserve and maintain the historic architectural qualities or historical or archaeological
integrity of the qualifying property for which an exemption is granted.

if the exemption is granted. the property owner shall have the covenant recorded in the
official records of Pinellas County prior to the effective date of the exemption. The
covenant shall he binding on the property owner. transferees. and their heirs. successors
or assigns. The applicant shall provide a certified copy of the recoided covenant to the
POD within 120 days of the City Council approval of the exemption or said approval by
City Council shall he void. If the property changes ownership during the exemption
period the requirements of the covenant are translbrred to the new owner.

2
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Ad \‘ lorem Tax Exemption

April 2. 20 5

With City Council approval. a resolution will he passed and the exemption will he valid
for a period o up to ten years. The. City Council approval will he lorwarded to the

Pinel lax County Board ol County Commissioners for its approval in order to qua! i ly IOI

an exemptIon to the County ad valorem tax as well.

EXPLANATION: The attached renovation projects satisfactorily meet all ol the
requirements br receipt ol the ad valorern tax exemption as outlined in Section

16.30.070.4 of the City Code. The resolution and staff overview of each project is

attached.

RECOMMENDATION: StalT recommends APPROVAL of the attached resolutions
and ad valorem tax exemption covenants. The form of the joint City of St. Petersburg

and Pinellas County co enant showing the rights, obligations, and responsibilities of the
property owner. city and county has been provided in lieu of indi’5 idual coenants for
each property.

COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION: All of the properties seeking ad

\•alorem tax exemptions currently pay taxes collectivel totaling $8,571. The owners will
continue to pay this amount — and any inflationary increases — during the life of the
exemption. The tax exemption will onl apply to the increase in ad valorem taxes
resulting from the subject renovations, and will be limited to $100,000 ibr residential and
$1,000,000 for commercial properties. The tax exemption will total no more than
$1,9220 per year for ten years in deferred City taxes assuming the Pinellas County
Property Appraiser assesses the improvements at fifty percent of their full construction
value. The Pinellas County taxes that would he deferred if approved by the Board of
County Commissioners would total $1,520* per year. Total County and City taxes
deferred by the exemption would not exceed $3,443* per year for ten years. The tax
exemption for single-family residences is capped at $100,000 in assessed value, while the
commercial tax exemptions are capped at $1 .000,000 in assessed value.

Preconst Estimated
. . AllowableCase AV I Preconstruction ruction . Annual

Property . Construction# File # Assessed Value Tax City Taxes
Basis 05 Deferred

Cade Allen Residence. #14-
I 3601 Foster Hill Dri\e 904000 S282,365 S6.525 5173.220 S56

North 0 I

Washington—Harden 13—
2 Grocery Buildinu, 901- 904000 552,000 51,202 S21 L.31 I 5715

03 22’ Street South 02A

3
Mouie Building. 90)-

9040Q 536,500 5544 5183.402 5621
1322 Street South

Totals $370,865 $8,571 $567,933 $1,922

With the tax exemption capped at 5100.000 in assessed aiue for residential properties. the annual
exemption from City taxes cannot exceed 5677 and troin County taxes cannot exceed 5535 per properly.
With the tax exemption capped at S 1.000,000 in assessed value ftr conmiercial properties, the annual

3
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$1,080

$10,803
$3,241

$5,600
$68

W
ilhelm

-T
hurston

F
uneral

H
om

e/D
upont

B
uilding

T
otals

2008
14,226

100.00%
$497,500

$11,520
$1,424,949

286.42%
$3,974

$39,737
$11,921

$3,286
$32,865

$9,859
$7,260

$72,601
$21,780

$500,000
$6,062

R
esidential

U
nit

145
2008

145
8th

S
treet

N
2,240.0

15.75°/s
$78,335

$1,814
$224,370

286.42%
$591

$5,913
$1,774

$489
$4,890

$1,467
$1,080

$10,803
$3,241

$100,000
$1,212

R
esidential

U
nit

147
2008

147
8th

S
treet

N
1,735.2

12.20%
$60,682

$1,405
$173,807

286.42%
$514

$5,138
$1,541

$425
$4,250

$1,275
$939

$9,388
$2,816

$100,000
$1,212

R
esidential

U
nit

151
2008

151
8th

S
treet

N
2,132.3

14.99%
$74,569

$1,727
$213,582

286.42%
$591

$5,913
$1,774

$489
$4,890

$1,467
$1,080

$10,803
$3,241

$100,000
$1,212

C
om

m
ercial

U
nit

155
2008

155
8th

S
treet

N
5,694.1

40.03%
$199,129

$4,611
$570,350

286.42%
$1,686

$16,861
$5,058

$1,395
$13,945

$4,184
$3,081

$30,806
$9,242

$100,000
$1,212

R
esidential

U
nit

786
2008

786
2nd

A
venue

N
2,424.4

17.04%
$84,784

$1,963
$242,840

286.42%
$591

$5,913
$1,774

$489
$4,890

$1,467
-

$1,080
$10,803

$3,241
$100,000

$1,212

*A
m

ount
represents

m
axim

um
exem

ption
w

ith
$100,000

residential
or
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m
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com

m
ercial

cap.
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caps
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16.30.070.
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by

a
non-profit
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**M
onticello

2007
750

3rd
S

treet
N

$300,600
$6,087

$485,219
161

.42%
$1,601

$16,012
$3,202

$1,327
$13,271

$2,654
$2,928

$29,283
$5,857

$276,086
$3,347

**P
ennsylvania

H
otel

2007
300

4th
S

treet
N

$963,400
$23,540

$4,878,045
506.34%

$16,098
$160,975

$32,195
$13,341

$133,415
$26,683

$29,439
$294,390

$58,878
$2,273,905

$27,568

136
16th

A
ve

N
E

2006
136

16th
A

venue
N

E
$152,700

$2,893
$183,519

120.18%
$638

$6,377
$638

$563
$5,634

$563
$1,201

$12,011
$1,201

$100,000
$1,212

E
m

erson
A

partm
ents

2006
305

5th
S

treet
S

$68,100
$1,664

$814,766
1196.43%

$2,831
$28,313

$2,831
$2,501

$25,013
$2,501

$5,333
$53,326

$5,333
$395,000

$4,789

S
ealtest

B
ldg

2005
1601

3rd
S

treet
S

$125,000
$4,861

$729,301
583.44%

$2,534
$25,343

$0
$2,239

$22,390
$0

$4,773
$47,733

$0
$75,000

$909

430
5th

S
treet

N
2005

430
5th

S
treet

N
$225,000

$6,441
$216,000

96.00%
$751

$7,506
$0

$663
$6,631

$0
$1,414

$14,137
$0

$42,900
$520
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w
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A
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T
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B
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C

o
sts

In
v
estm

en
t

E
xem

ption
(10

Y
ears)

E
x
em

p
tio

n
(10

Y
ears)

E
x

em
p

tio
n

(10
Y

ears)
2014

V
alue

156
20th

A
venue

N
E

2005
156

20th
A

venue
N

E
$162,300

$4,030
$115,000

70.86%
$400

$3,996
$0

$353
$3,531

$0
$753

$7,527
$0

$49,900
$605

306
18th

A
venue

N
E

2005
306

18th
A

venue
N

E
$157,600

$3,913
$107,352

68.12%
$373

$3,730
$0

$330
$3,296

$0
$703

$7,026
$0

$51,600
$626

335
22nd

A
venue

N
E

2005
335

22nd
A

venue
N

E
$121,200

$3,152
$109,350

90.22%
$380

$3,800
$0

$336
$3,357

$0
$716

$7,157
$0

$44,400
$538

Snell
A

rcade,
S

uite
300

2005
401

C
entral

A
venue

$81,700
$1,378

$148,485
181

.74%
$516

$5,160
$0

$456
$4,558

$0
$972

$9,718
$0

$100,000
$1,212

Snell
A

rcade,
S

uite
350

2005
401

C
entral

A
venue

$127,400
$3,096

$
3
3
5
9
3
5

263.69%
$1,167

$11,674
$0

$1,031
$10,313

$0
$2,199

$21,987
$0

$100,000
$1,212

Snell
A

rcade,
S

uite
400

2005
401

C
entral

A
venue

$91,000
S

2,226
$156,432

171.90%
$544

$5,436
$0

$480
$4,802

$0
$1,024

$10,238
$0

$100,000
$1,212

Snell
A

rcade,
S

uite
500

2005
401

C
entral

A
venue

$91,000
$2,226

$145,912
160.34%

$507
$5,070

$0
$448

$4,479
$0

$955
$9,550

$0
$100,000

$1,212

Snell
A

rcade,
S

uite
600

2005
401

C
entral

A
venue

$91,200
S2,231

$170,320
186.75%

$592
$5,919

$0
$523

$5,229
$0

$1,115
$11,147

$0
$100,000

$1,212

Snell
A

rcade,
S

uite
1

0
0

2005
401

C
entral

A
venue

$557,800
$13,560

$568,842
101

.98%
$1,977

$19,767
$0

$1,746
$17,463

$0
$3,723

$37,231
$0

$167,200
$0

605
13th

A
venue

N
E

2005
605

13th
A

venue
N

E
$78,400

$2,561
$71,642

91.38%
$249

$2,490
$0

$220
$2,199

$0
$469

$4,689
$0

$78,200
$948

456
18th

A
venue

N
E

2005
456

18th
A

venue
N

E
$282,700

$7,012
$212,000

74.99%
$737

$7,367
$0

$614
$6,140

$0
$1,351

$13,507
$0

$100,000
$1,212

705
16th

A
venue

N
E

2005
705

16th
A

venue
N

E
$671,400

$10,017
$136,500

20.33%
$474

$4,743
$0

$419
$4,191

$0
$893

$8,934
$0

$100,000
$0

W
ellington

L
ake

H
ouse

2004
619

65th
S

treet
S

$205,700
$4,413

$114,120
55.48%

$397
$3,966

$0
$350

$3,503
$0

$747
$7,469

$0
$100,000

$0

N
olen

G
rocery,

U
nit

1
2004

2300
1st

A
venue

N
440

$8,088
$342

$50,225
620.98°/b

$175
$1,745

$0
$154

$1,542
$0

$329
$3,287

$0
$47,444

$0

N
olen

G
rocery,

U
nit

2
2004

2302
1st

A
venue

N
1910

$35,110
$921

$150,675
429.15%

$524
$5,236

$0
$463

$4,626
$0

$986
$9,862

$0
$100,000

$0

N
olen

G
rocery,

U
nit

3
2004

2304
1st

A
venue

N
1350

$24,816
$696

$100,450
404.78%

$349
$3,491

$0
$308

$3,084
$0

$657
$6,574

$0
$100,000

$0

N
olen

G
rocery,

U
nit

4
2004

2306
1st

A
venue

N
1350

$24,816
$696

$100,450
404.78%

$349
$3,491

$0
$308

$3,084
$0

$657
$6,574

$0
$100,000

$0

N
olen

G
rocery,

U
nitS

2004
2308

1st
A

venue
N

1750
S

32,169
$752

$130,950
407.07%

$455
$4,551

$0
S

402
$4,020

$0
$857

$8,571
$0

$100,000
$0

T
hom

as
W

hitted
2003

656
1st

S
treet

N
$40,000

$139
$1,390

$0
$123

$1,228
$0

$262
$2,618

$0
$40,000

$0
**B

radshaw
H

ouse
2003

609
11th

A
v

en
u

eS
$500,000

$1,738
$17,375

$0
$1,535

$15,350
$0

$3,273
$32,725

$0
$312,870

$0

SC
L

D
epot

2003
420

22nd
St

5
$750,000

$2,606
$26,063

$0
$2,303

$23,025
$0

$4,909
$49,088

$0
$405,000

$0

K
ress

B
uilding

2002
475

C
entral

A
venue

$775,910
$2,696

$26,963
$0

$2,382
$23,820

$0
$5,078

$50,783
$0

$881,400
$0

St.
P

etersburg
S

avings
and

L
oan

2001
556

C
entral

A
venue

$160,000
$556

$5,560
$0

$491
$4,912

$0
$1,047

$10,472
$0

$110,500
$0

W
om

ans’
T

ow
n

Im
provem

ent
A

ssoc.
2001

336
lstA

v
en

u
eN

$168,575
$586

$5,858
$0

$518
$5,175

$0
$1,103

$11,033
$0

$125,400
$0

635
B

ay
S

t
N

E
!

B
oyce

G
uest

H
ouse

1999
205

6th
A

ve
N

E
$198,667

$690
$6,904

$0
$610

$6,099
$0

$1,300
$13,003

$0
$116,000

$0

H
arlan

H
otel

1999
15

8th
S

treet
N

$179,830
$625

$6,249
$0

$552
$5,521

$0
$1,177

$11,770
$0

$191,800
$0

G
reen

R
ichm

an
A

rcade
1998

689
C

entral
A

venue
$250,000

$869
$8,688

$0
$768

$7,675
$0

$1,636
$16,363

$0
$195,200

$0

W
illie

K
eys

H
ouse

1998
900

8th
S

treet
S

$19,562
$68

$680
$0

$60
$601

$0
$128

$1,280
$0

$57,200
$0

R
obert

W
est

H
ouse

1998
101

6th
A

venue
N

E
$287,996

$1,001
$10,008

$0
$884

$8,841
$0

$1,885
$18,849

$0
$174,100

$0

T
O

T
A

L
IN

-P
R

O
C

E
S

S
A

N
D

A
P

P
R

O
V

E
D

$19,501,930
$62,568

$625,680
$142,673

$53,064
$530,636

$115,691
$115,632

$1,156,316
$258,364

T
O

T
A

L
A

P
P

R
O

V
E

D
$18,933,997

$60,646
$606,455

$123,448
$51,543

$515,434
$100,489

‘
$112,189

$1,121,889
$223,937

$9,815,208
$77,484

P
ag

e
2

of
2



(1’FY OF ST PETERSBURG
PART II: REVIEW OF COMPLETED WORK

CASE #1: CITY FILE AVT #14-90400001

Name of Property Cade Allen Residence, 360! Foster Hill I)rive North

Designation Type/Date Local Historic Landmark (HPC #14—903000(1! — September
20l4)

Request Approve Historic Property Tax Exemption “Part LI:
Request [or Review of Completed Work.”

Recommendation Administration Recommends APPROVAL of the Ad
‘valorem Tax Exemption for the Cade Allen Residence at
3601 Foster Hill Drive North limiting the assessed value of
a qualifying improvement to $100,000.

General Eligibility Requirements

The subject property is an individually designated local historic landmark in St.
Petersburg and is a ‘‘qualifying property’’ for the ad valorem tax exemption for historic
properties. The applicant has met the starting and completion date requirements set forth
in City Code Section 16.30.070.4. The applicant first applied for the ad valorem tax
exemption in November 2013 and was approved by staff for construction in December
201 3, prior to beginning improvements on the subject property. The improvements were
completed in June 2014, approximately six months after beginning the project.

City Code Section 16.30.070.4 requires a property owner to expend at least ten percent of
the assessed property value on improvements. The applicant has met this requirement.
In 2013 when improvements to the property began, the assessed property value for the
Cade Allen Residence was $282,365. The property owner has documented $173,220 in
qualified improvement costs for the rehabilitation of the building, which is 61 percent of
the assessed value.

Fiscal Impact of Ad Valorem Tax Exemption

For the 201 3 assessment, the Cade Allen Residence was valued at $282,365 inclusive of
land and improvements. The owner paid taxes of $6,525. The owner will continue to
pay this amount — and any inflationary increases — during the life of the exemption.



(ily (‘otiiici I
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Apri 2. 21)15
Pace 2

The tax eXemption will only apply to the increase in ad valorem taxes resulting 1mm the
renovation and total no more than $556 per year flr ten years in deferred City taxes
nssii lii ng the P1 nd Ins Cou tity Property Appraiser assesses [lie quiil I lied improvements at
fifty percent of their lull construction value, in this case $173,220. The Pinellas County
taxes [hat would he delerred if approved by the Roard of County Commissioners would
total $464 per year. Total County and City taxes deterred by the exemption would not
exceed $1 ,050 per year lbr ten years. In any event, with the tax exemption capped at
$ I 00,000 in assessed value. (he annual exemption from City taxes cannot exceed $677.

Compliance with Secretary ol Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation

According to City Code Section 1 6.30.070.4, the work br all projects requesting the ad
valorem tax exemption for historic properties must comply with the City’s Certificate of
Appropriateness requirements and design guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation upon which they are based. The applicant has complied with
these requirements and the table below details the manner in which they complied.

‘Bcforc’’ an(l Attcr’’llit.i l)Ic I Ii1l)rovciiwnts N’leets l)csign StandardsPhotos (See Attached)
Exterior Renovations

Replace roof. -2 Yes

Replace non-historic windows and doors.
V V 1-6 YesRepair historic windows.

Stone and wood repair. 3-6 Yes

Replace garage doors and repair interior of
7-8 Yesgarage.



( ‘ily (‘oiinil
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I ilterior Reiiovatioiis

ReIair rIainaied vood. plaster. ceiIiiis. and
9-IS es10015.

Repair hieplace. 10, 12 Yes

Update and repair plumbing and electrical. Yes

Replace HVAC Yes

Attachments: Photographs and Resolution.



Cy Council
AVT 14-9040000 I
April 2. 2015
Page 4

Photo 1. Cade
Al len
Residence,
South
Elevation,
Prior to
Rehabilitation.

Photo 2.
Cade Allen
Residence,
South
Elevation,
Alter
l.ehahilitation.
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Photo 3. Cade
Allen Residence,
Historic
Windows, Prior to
Rehabilitation.

Photo 4. Cade
Allen Residence,
Repaired Historic
Windows, After
Rehabilitation
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(

Photo 5. Cade Mien
Residence. l)amaed
Stone arid non—historic
windows, Prior to
Rehabilitation.

Photo 6. Cade Allen Residence,
Repaired stone. wood work, and

new windows, After Rehabilitation
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Photo 7. Lide
Allen Residence,
I fllei’i 1 ul C
Prior to
Ie h l’ ii ii i Ii 1 n

Photo 8. Cade
Allen Residence,
West Elevation,
AFter
Rehabilitation.
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Photos 9 and 10.
Cade Allen
Residence,
Damaged Ceiling
Due to Water
Leaks. and
Damaged
Stonework on
Fireplace, Prior to
Rehabilitation.

.1• .i

Photo 11. Cade
Allen Residence,
1)amaged Flooring,
Prior to
Rehabilitation.
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Photo 12. Cade
Allen Residence,
Repaired
Fireplace, After
Rehabilitation.

Photo 13. Cade
Allen Residence,
Repaired Ceiling
and Floors, After
Rehabilitation.
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Photo 14. Cade Allen Residence,
Interior plaster, wood, and window
damage in Sunoom. Prior to
Rehabilitation

[“4-

Photo 15. Cade Allen Residence,
Sunroom, After Rehabilitation.



RI S( )l I TI( )N N( ).
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A RESOLUTION OF THE ST. PETERSBURG CITY
COUNCIL APPROVING THE Al) VALOREM TAX
EXEMPTION FOR THE CAI)E ALLEN RESIDENCE.
LOCATEI) AT 3(’() I FOSTER HILL l)RIVE NORTI-l. A
LOCAL HIST( )RIC LANI)MARK: RECOMMENI)ING
TI-IAT THE PINELLAS CoUNTY BOARI) OF
COMM ISS lONERS APPR( )VE AN EXEMPTION TO
TI-IE COUNTY Al) VALOREM TAX: APPROVING
EXECUTION OF A I-IISTORIC PRESERVATION
PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION COVENANT; ANI)
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE l)ATE.

WI—IEREAS. in I 9)2. the voters of Florida approved a
constitutional amendment allowing ad valorem lax exefliptions for up to
ten ears on improvements to designated historic properties and the City
of St. Petersbur adopted this amendment (Section I 6.30.070.1 of’ the Cit
Code) on July 21 , I 994, giving its residents financial incentives to
preserve the City’s historical resources. This incentive was strengthened
in January I 996. when Pinellas County adopted this ad vatorein tax
exemption amendment: and

WHEREAS. the Cade Allen Residence. a locally designated
historic landmark, and described as below (herein, the “Property”). which
according to public record is presently owned by Mitchell D. Hughes and
Sean Hughes:

Lot I. Block B. Al lendale Terrace, as per the plat thereof,
recorded in Plat Book 4, Page 66, of the Public Records of
Pinellas County. Florida: and

WHEREAS, the City Council on September 18, 2014, approved
the designation of’ the Cade Allen Residence as a focal historic landmark
(HPC #14-90300001); and

WHEREAS. Planning and Economic Development staff’ approved
the Part I ad valorem tax exemption application (AVT 14-90400001) on
December 26. 2013; and

WHEREAS. the attached staff report and historic preservation
covenant demonstrate that the renovation work on the Property meets all
the criteria for issuing the exemption as described both in Section
16.30.070.4 of the City Code and Section 1 96.1997 of the Florida Statutes;
and



WI—IEREAS. the Property does 1101 tiled the conditions Set k)rth in
City Code Section I 6.30.070.4(C) and is not exempt Irom reqUiremdlltS
limiting eligible qualilying improvements Oil residential properties to
$ 100.000 or less: and

WHEREAS. the (ax exemption shall he br a period ol tell years
which is 1mm January 1 . 201 5, to December 3 1 . 2024.

NOW THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of
the City of St. Petersburg. Florida approves tue ad valorem tax exemption
or tile Cade Allen Residence, a locally designated historic iandmarL. as

consistent with local and state law subject to receipt of a certified copy of
the recorded coenant within 120 days of City Council approval or said
approval shall he void: approves execution of the historic preservation tax
exemption covenant on behalf of tile City; and recommends that tile
Pinel las C(llllty Board of County CollllliiSSiollerS approve the eXenlptioil
to the Counts’ ad valorem taxes as well.

This resolution shall become effective inimediately upon its adoption.

APPROVEI) AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

/

PLG AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT DATE

1715

5-/y-7

/LL Qt2
CITY ATTORNEY (DIGNEE) DATE



City ol St. Petcrsbtirt and Piiiellas County

1IlS1ORIC PRESERVATION PROPERTY [A\ EXEMPTION COVENANT

liiis Covenant is made the

________

day oi

_____________________

. 2() 1 5. by MITCHELL D.

HUCHES AND SEAN hUGHES. (hereinafter referred to as the “Owners”). and in

avor oi (‘ITY OF srr. PETERSBURG. FLORIDA (hereinafter relerred to as “City)

and PINELLAS COUNTY. FLORIDA (hereinafter referred to as “County”). jointly

and seerally. for the purpose ol the restoration, renovation or rehabilitation of a certain

Propcrty located at 3601 Foster Hill I )rivc North. St. Petersburg. Florida (the Cade Allen

Residence). which is o’.x ned in foe simple b the Owners. The Property is locally

desimiated as a historic property under the terms of a local preservation ordinance. The

areas of significance of this property, as identified in the local designation report for the

property are: ( x ) architecture. (x ) history. ( ) archaeology.

The Property is comprised essentially of the improvements to the following

described site (herein, the “Property’’):

Lot 1. Block B. Allendale Terrace. as per the plat thereof.
recoroleci in Plat Book 4. Page 66, of the Public Records of
Pinellas County. Florida

In consideration of the historic preservation property tax exemptions granted by

the City and the County resulting from the restoration, renovation, or rehabilitation of the

Property by the Owners, the Owners hereby agree to the following for the period of the

tax exemption, which is from January 1. 2015, to December 3 1. 2024:

I. The Owners agree to assume the cost of the continued maintenance and repair

of said Property so as to preserve the architectural, historical, or archaeological integrity

of the same in order to protect and enhance those qualities that made the Property eligible

for designation under the provisions of the local preservation ordinance.

i’ILi 1 nI 7 ol .\ wiTnenI hi’i in C it I St. I Iirhur I I ncilas C ninty. and Mi tclwl I I). ii nahi’s and Sian I iIirhis.



2. The ( )wners aerce (hat no visual or structural alterations will be made to the

Property without prior written permission of the City of St. Petersburg Urban Planning

and 1—1 istoric Preservation l)ivision (or successor acency thereto) (herein, the “Local

Historic Preservation ( )lYice’’). (he address for which is:

City of St. Petersburg
Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division
Planning and Economic Development Department
Post Office Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
(727) 892-5451 Phone
(727) 892-5001 Fax

3. I Only for properties of archaeological signilicance] The O\\ners agree to

ensure the protection of the site against willful damage or vandalism. Nothing in this

Co enani. shall prohibit the Owner from developing the site in such a manner that will not

threaten or damage the archaeological resource, provided that peiimssion for alteration of

the site is obtained pursuant to 2. above.

4. The Owners agree that appropriate representatives of the City and the County,

their agents and designees. shall have the right to inspect the Property at all reasonable

times in order to ascertain whether or not the conditions of this Covenant are being

observed.

5. In the event of non-performance or violation of the maintenance and repair

provisions of this Covenant by ihe Owners or by any successor-in-interest during the

term of this Covenant, the Local Historic Preservation Office will report such violation to

the Pinellas County Property Appraiser and Tax Collector who shall take action pursuant

to s. 196.1997 (7). F.S. The Owners shall he required to pay the difference between the

total amount of taxes which would have been due in March in each of the previous years

in which the Covenant was in effect had the property not received the exemption and the

total amount of taxes actually paid in those years, plus interest on the difference

calculated as provided in s. 212.12 (3), F.S.

i’ag 2 ol 7 oi Agniinnt hit 1n City ( I 51. 1 k’iirshu I ‘inelia ( unty. and \4 tchl I I). iii ghes and 5iaii II ugIw.



6. II’ the Property is damaged by accidental or natural causes during the Covenant

period, the Owners will inForm both the Local Historic Preservation Offlee and the

County in writing of the damage to the Property. Such non I ication shall include (1) an

assessment of’ the nature and extent of the damage: and (2) an estimate of the cost of’

restoration or reconstruct ion work necessary to return the Property to the condition

existing at the time ot completion of the restoration, renovation, or rehabilitation project

For which the Property became eligible for the lax exemption. In order to maintain the

tax exemption. the Ovners shall complete the restoration or reconstruction work

necessary to return the Property to the condition existing at the time of project completion

on a time schedule agreed upon by the Owners and the City. Such restoration and

reconstruction work shall also be reported to the County.

7. If’ the Property is destroyed or severely damaged by accidental or natural

causes during the Covenant period, such that the historical integrity of’ the features.

materials, appearance. workmanship. and environment, or archaeological integrity which

made the Property eligible for designation under the terms of the local preservation

ordinance have been lost or so damaged that restoration is not feasible. the Owners will

inform both the Local Historic Preservation Office and the County in writing of the loss

or damage to the Property. Such notification shall include (1) an assessment of the nature

and extent of the loss or damage; and (2) an estimate of the cost of restoration or

reconstruction work necessary to return the Property to the condition existing at the time

of completion of the restoration, renovation, or rehabilitation project for which the

Property became eligible for the tax exemption. The Local Historic Preservation Office

will evaluate the information provided, make a determination regarding removal of the

Property from eligibility for tax exemption. and notify the Owners in writing of its

determination regarding removal of the Property. If the Local Historic Preservation

Office determines that the Property should be removed from eligibility l’or tax exemption.

the Local Historic Preservation Office will notif’y the Pinellas County Property Appraiser

in writing so that the tax exemption may he cancelled ibr the remainder of the Covenant

period. In such cases, no penalty or interest shall he assessed against the Owners.

i’agc 3 0 7 0 Aii’ment het ‘1’n City oF St. ikIi’rhiirg. l’iiwjlas Cotility. md Mituii0i 1). 1 iugiws and S’an I lughis.



X. II ii appears that the historical integrity ol the leatures. materials. appearance.

workmanship. Lllid c[ivi rOflhllL’Iit. or archacologicil integrity which made the Property

ci icihie br desunation under the terms ol the local preservation ordi mmcc have been lost

or damaged deliberately or through gloss negligence of the Owners. the Local Historic

Preservation ( )liice shall notify the Owners in writing. For the pul)oSe ol this Covenant.

“gross negligence means the omission of care which even inattentive and thoughtless

persons never iii I to take ol their own property. The Owners shall have 30 days to

respond indicatin any circumstances Which show that the damage was not deliberate or

due to gross negligence. If the Owners cannot show such circumstances, the Owners

shall develop a plan for restoration of the Property and a schedule for completion of the

restoration. In order to maintain the. tax exemption. the Owners shall complete the

restoration work necessary to return the Property to the condition existing at the time of

project completion on a time schedule agreed upon by the Owners and the Local Historic

Preservation Office. If the Owners do not complete the restoration work on the agreed

upon time schedule. the Local Historic Preservation Office will report such violation to

the County. the Pinellas County Property Appraiser. and the Pinellas County Tax

Collector, who shall take action pursuant to s. 196.1997(7). F.S. The Owners shall he

required to pay the differences between the total amount of taxes which would have been

due in Mai-ch in each of the previous years in which the Covenant was in effect had the

property not received the exemption and the total amount of (axes actually paid in those

years, plus interest on the difference calculated as provided ins. 212.12 (3), P.S.

I itc 4 nI 7 u Ax ccment hct lin City ol St. I kIxrshin. I ‘11111 lax County. and M Ichill I). I lughcx and Suan I Iuiii.



9. The terms of this Covenant shall he hi iiW n on the current Property ( )wners.

translerees. and their heirs. successors. or assigns. This Covenant shall he enlorceahle in

sped lie perlormance by a court of competent jurisdiction.

WITNESSES OWNERS

NIITC HELL D. HUGFIES
R v:

\Vitness Siiiature ()\‘I1er Siuaiature

Printed or typed name of Witness Printed or typed name of ()v ncr

Date Date

Witness Signature

Printed or typed name of witness

Date

I’ui 5 ol 7 ol AI1l1knt Itutii tHy 01 St. ]‘1tLIXburL I’ilk’lhtS (O1]IlIy. .LI1Ll MltchLll I). I Iulus dnd ScLn Iuhs.



SEAN HUGI-IES
By:

WH ness Signature Owner Signature

Printed oi typed name of Witness Printed or typed name of Owner

I )ate Date

\Vitness Signature

Printed oi typed name of wit ness

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

The foregoing instrument WS acknowledged before me this

______

day of

___________________

2015. by MITCHELL D. HUGHES AND SEAN HUGHES, in their capacity as
Owners oF 3601 Foster Hill Drive North. the Cade Allen Residence. who are personally
known to me. or have provided

_______________________________

as identification.

(Notary Stamp) (Notary Signature)
Commission expires:

i’aL1 ( ol 7 of Amim’iiL hc’Lw((n (iR of St. 1’ctr%hnI. i’iIkIla Cotiiii and \liftlwIl I). 11uOis and San I ILoJks.



WITNESSES CITY OF ST. PErFERSBURG,

FLORIDA

By:
Wit ness Siwiature Garb’ Counwell. City Administrator

Printed or Typed Name of Witness ATTEST:

__________________________

Ry:_______________________
Witness Sisiiature Chandrahasa Srinivasa. City Clerk

Printed or Typed Name of Witness (Affix Seal)

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OFPINELLAS

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

______

day of

___________________

A. D. 20 1 5. by Gary Cornwel I and Chandrahasa Sri nivasa. as City Administrator and City
Clerk. respectively, of the City of St. Petersburg. Florida. a Municipal Corporation.
existini under the laws of the State of Florida. on behalf of the corporation. They are
personally known to me and appeared before me at the time of notarization,

(Notary S tamp (Notary Signature)
Commission Expires:

APPROVE!) AS TO CONTENT: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney (Designee) City Attorney (Designee)
By: By:

ATTEST: PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
KENNETH BURKE, CLERK by and through its Board of County

Commissioners,

By: By:
Deputy Clerk Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Office of the County Attorney

iw 7 oF 7 ol Ariiwni Ix’tw’n ( fly 01 51. i’ikrshui. l’imlias CounLy. and \liluhiIl I). I itiIics and Stan I iuIkN.



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PART II: REVIEW OF COMPLETED WORK

CASE #2: CITY FILE AVT #13-90400002A

Name ol Property Washington-Harden Grocery Building. 901-03 22utd Street
South

Designation Type/Date Local Historic Landmark (HPC #13-90300003 — October
2013)

Request Approve Historic Property Tax Exemption “Part II:
Request for Review of Completed Work.”

icecommenuauon Administration Recommends APPROVAL of the Ad
Valorem Tax Exemption for the Washington-Harden
Grocery Building at 901-03 22 Street South limiting the
assessed value of a qualifying improvement to 51.000,000.

General EligIbIlity RequIrements

The subject property is an individually designated local historic landmark in St
Petersburg and is a “qualifying property” for the ad valorem tax exemption for historic
properties. The applicant has met the starting and completion date requirements set forth
in City Code Section 16.30.070.4. The applicant first applied for the ad valorem tax
exemption in January 2013 and was approved by staff for construction in January 2013,
prior to beginning improvements on the subject property. The improvements were
completed in October 2014, approximately twenty-one months after beginning the
—t

City Code Section 16.30.0704 requires a property owner to expend at least ten percent of
the assessed property value on improvements. The applicant has met this requirement
In 2013 when improvements to the property began, the assessed property value for the
Washington-Harden Grocery Building was $52,000. The property owner has
documented $211,311 in qualified improvement costs for the rehabilitation of the
building, which is 406 percent of the assessed value.

Fiscal Impact of Ad Valorem Tax Exemption

For the 2013 assessment, the Washington-Harden Grocery Building was valued at
$52,000 inclusive of land and improvements. The owner paid taxes of $1,202. The
owner will continue to pay this amount — and any inflationary increases — during the Iilb
of the exemption.



(_‘Hy (ouiici I
AV1 I 3—)O1I)0uO2A
Spril 2. 21)15
Page 2

Ihe tax eXemption will only apply to the increase in ad valorem taxes resulting Irom the
renovation and total no more than $7 I 5 per year ibr ten years in deFerred City taxes
assuming the ii nd las County Property Appraiser assesses the quail lied improvements at
Filly percent ol their Full construction value, in this case $2 I I ,3 I I The Pinel las County
taxes that would be deterred ii approved by the i3oard ol County Commissioners would
total $566 per year. Total County and City taxes deterred by the exempLion would not
exceed $1 ,2 I per year For ten years. In any event, with the tax exemption capped at
$ I .000,000 in assessed value, the annual exemption from City taxes cannot exceed
$6,770

Compliance wi (Ii Secretary of interior’s Standards br Historic Preservation

According to City Code Section 16.30.070.4, tile worL for all prqjects requesting the ad
vaiorenl tax exemption For historic properties must comply with tile City’s CertiFicate of
Appropriateness requirements and design guidelines and tile Secretary of tile Interior’s
Standards For Rehabilitation upon wilich they are based. The applicant has complied with
these requirements and (he table below details tile manner in which they complied.

. . 1vfure’’ and After’’
I.IIgIl)Iv Improvements . lects I)esign StaII(Iar(IsPhotos ( See Attached

I;krifli Renovations

Replace roof. 1-2 Yes

Reopen storefront windows and doors.
Replace damaged windows and doors. Repair 1-4 Yes

historic windows.

Repair damaged stucco. 1-4 Yes

Repair )oundation. 7-12 Yes



(ily (ini I
AVT I 3—)0400002A
April 2. 2015
Page 3

Interior Renovations

Repa dan iaeed wud. plaste. pesed iietal
- 5-12 Yes
ecilines, and fl(nws.

Repair orici nal bar. (. I I Yes

Install bathrooms. 9—10 Yes

Update plLimbing and electrical. Yes

Install HVAC. Yes

Attachments: Photographs and Resolution.
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AVT I 2-O4oOoO2A
April 2, 2(115
Iae 4

Photo 1.
Washington—
Harden Grocery
Building, North
and East
El eva iions,
Prior to
Rehabilitation.

Photo 2.
Washington-
Harden Grocery
BuHding, North
and East
Elevations,
After
Rehabilitation.
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AVT I 3M0400002A
April 2. 2015
Page 5

Photo 3. Washington—
Harden Grocery
Building, Enclosed and
Damaged Windos,
Prior to Rehabilitation.

Photo 4. Washington-
Harden Grocery
Building, Historic
Window, After
Rehabilitation.



(_‘ity (uncil

AVT I 3-90400002A
April 2. 2015
Pac (

4

ji1

Photo 7. Washington-Harden
Grocery Building, Damaged
Floor, Prior to Rehabilitation.

Photo 5. Washington—
Harden Grocery Building,
Pressed Metal Ceiling,
Prior to Rehabilitation.

Photo 6. Washington—Harden Grocery
Building, Original Bar, Prior to
Rehabilitation.
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AVT I 3M1)400002A
April 2. 2015
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Photo S.
Washington—
Harden Grocery
Building, Prior to
Rehabilitation.

Photo 9. Washington-
Harden Grocery Building,
Damaged Floor, Prior to
Rehabilitation.



City Council

AVT I 3-90400002A
April 2.2015
Page 8

Photo 11. Washington-Harden Grocery Building,
Original Bar, After Rehabilitation.

Photo 10.
Washington-Harden
Grocery Building,
Alter Rehabilitation.

Photo 12.
Washington-Harden
Grocery Building,
After Rehabilitation.

r

fr

0000

r

I



RESOLUTION No.

______

A RESOLUTION OF THE ST. PETERSBURG CITY
COUNCIL APPROVING THE Al) VALOREM TAX
EXEM PTI( )N F( )R THE WASH INGTON-HARI)EN
GR( )CERY RU ILI)ING. LOCATEI) AT 901 2NI)

STREET SOUTH. A LOCAL HISTORIC LANI)MARK:
RECOMMENDING THAT THE PINELLAS COUNTY
BOARI) OF COMMISSIONERS APPROVE AN
EXEMPTION TO THE COUNTY Al) VALOREM TAX;
APPROVING EXECUTION OF A HISTORIC
PRESERVATION PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION
COVENANT: AND PROVII)ING AN EFFECTIVE
DATE.

WHEREAS. in 1992. the voters of Florida approved a
constitutional amendment allowing ad valorem tax exemptions for up to
ten years on improements to designated historic properties and the City
ol Si. Petershure adopted this amendment (Section 16.30.070.4 of the City
Code) on July 21. 1994. giving its residents inancial incentives to
preser\’e the City’s historical resources. This incentive was strengthened
jn January 1996. when Pinellas County adopted this ad valorem tax
exemption amendment; and

WHEREAS. the Washington-Harden Grocery Building. a locally
designated historic landmark, and described as below (herein, the
‘Property”). which according to public record is presently owned by
Equity Trust Company. as custodian for the benefit of Carolyn A. Brayhoy
I RA:

North 10 ft of the East 110 ft of Lot 24 and the East 110 ft
of Lot 25 of Geo. C. Prather Royal Subdivision, according
to the map or plat thereof recorded in Plat Book 3, Page 18
of the Public Records of Pinellas County. Florida; and

WHEREAS. the City Council on October 3. 2013. approved the
designation of the Washington-I-Iarden Grocery Building as a local
historic landmark (HPC #13-90300003); and

WHEREAS. Planning and Economic 1)evelopment staff approved
the Part I ad valorern tax exemption application (AVT I 3-90400002A) on
January 10, 2013; and

WHEREAS, the attached staff report and historic preservation
covenant demonstrate that the renovation work on the Property meets all



tile cr1 lena Ion issu i il the exempt loll as (iescn bed both n Section

I (.30.070.4 of the City C)de and Sect ion I %. I 007 of the Florida Statutes:

and

W H EREi-\S. the Property does not meet the conditions set lorth in

City (ode Section I (i.30.070.4(C ) and is not exempt mom requirements
limiting eligible qualifying improvements on commercial properties to

$1 J)00.00() or less: and

WI IEREAS. the tax exemption shall be for a petlod of ten years
which is from January I. 2015. to December 3 2021.

N( )W TI-IEREF()RE. BE IT RES( )LVEI). that the City Council ol
the City ol’ St. Petersburg. Florida approves the ad valorem tax exeniption

br the Washington—Harden Grocery Building, a locally designated historic

landmark. as consistent with local and state law subject to receipt ol a
certified copy ol the recorded covenant within 1 20 days ot City Council
approval or said appro\’al shall he void: approves execution of the historic

preservation tax exemption eOVCnallt on behal I. 01 tile City: and
recommends that the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners

arove the exemption to the County ad valoreni taxes as well.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVE!) AS TO FORM ANI) SUBSTANCE:

1

PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT DATE

?/1711c
V

CITY ATTORNEY (DESIGNEE) DATE



City of St. Petersburt and Pincilas (‘ouiity
IIIS’IORI(: PRESERVATION PROPERlY TAX EXEMPTION COVENANT

ihis Covenant iS iYUidC the

_______

day ol

___________________

. 2015. hy EQI.JITY

TRUST COMPANY, AS CUSTODIAN FOR [IIF BENEFIT OF CAROLYN A.

BRAYB()Y IRA. a Florida trust. whose principal address is 144 23° Avenue South. St.

Petershuo., Florida. 33705 (hereinal)er referred to as the “Owner’’). and in favor of CITY

OF ST. PETERSBUR(;, FLORIDA (hereinaller referred to as “City”) and PINELLAS

COUNTY, FLORIDA (hereinalter referred to as County”). jointly and severally, for

[lie purpose ol (lie restoration. renovation r rehabilitation of a certain Property located at

001 -03 220 Street South. St. Petersburg. Florida (the Washington-Harden Grocery

Building), which is owned in fee simple by the Owner. The Property is locally

designated as a historic property under the terms of a local preservation ordinance. The

areas of sfani ficance of this property, as identified in the local designation report for the

property are: ( x ) architecture. ( x ) history. ( ) archaeology.

The Property is comprised essentially of the improvements to the following

described site (herein, the “Property”):

North 10 ft of the East 110 ft of Lot 24 and the East 110 ft
of Lot 25 of Geo. C. Prather Royal Subdivision, according
to the map or plat thereof recorded in Plat Book 3. Page 1 8
of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida

In consideration of the historic preservation property tax exemptions granted by

the City and the County resulting from the restoration, renovation. or rehabilitation of the

Property by the Owner. the Owner hereby agrees to the following lbr the period of the tax

exemption. which is from January 1.2015. to December 31. 2024:

1. The Owner agrees to assume the cost of the continued maintenance and repair

of said Property so as to preserve the architectural, historical, or archaeological integrity

I 0 ( 0 .\it1ment lwtucii Cit5 ot St. ikftrshur2. i’iiwilis County. Hod I quit ‘I list (oniiny.



ol the same in order to protect and enhance those qual lies that made the Properly ci igihle

or designation under the provisioils ol the k)cal preserVation ordinance.

2. The ( )wner agrees that no visual or structural alterations wi I he made to the

Property without prior written permission ol the City ol’ St. Petersburg Urhan Plannng

and i—I stone Preservation i)i vision (or successor agency thereto) (herein. the “Local

I—i istoric Preservation ( )lTice” ). the address For which is:

City ol St. Petersburg

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division
Planning and Economic Development Department
Post Office Box 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
(727) 892-5451 Phone
(727) 892-5001 Fax

3. 1 Only for properties of archaeological significance] The Owner agrees to

ensure the protection of the site against williLil damage or vandalism. Nothing in this

Covenant shall prohibit the Owner from developing the site in such a manner that will not

threaten or damage the archaeological resource. provided that permission for alteration ol

the site is obtained pursuant to 2. above.

4. The Owner agrees that appropriate representatives of the City and the County.

their agents and designees, shall have the right to inspect the Property at all reasonable

times in order to ascertain whether or not the conditions of this Covenant are being

observed.

5. In the event of non-performance or violation of the maintenance and repair

provisions of this Covenant by the Owner or by any successor-in-interest during the term

of this Covenant, the Local Historic Preservation Office will report such violation to the

Pinellas County Property Appraiser and Tax Collector who shall take action pursuant to

s. 196.1997 (7), F.S. The Owner shall he required to pay the difference between the total

amount of taxes which would have been due in March in each of the previous years in

Page 2 ol ( ol Ag rtemtnt 1wt eeil City (1 St. I ‘etershurg. I ‘i nil Ins C ninty. and I cju ity ‘I rust Conipan



which the (t)veItan1 was in elleel had the property not reed ved the exemption md the

total aniouni ol laxes actually paid in lht)se years. plus interest on the difference

calculated as provided in s. 212.12 (3). 1*5.

(. II the Property is damaged by accidental or natural causes during the Covenant

period, the ( )wner will nflrm both the Local 1—I stone Preservation ( )ffiee and the County

in writing ol the damage to the Property. Such nofl fication shall include (1) an

assessment ol the nature and extent ol the damage: and (2) an estimate ol the cost of

restoration or reconstruct ion work necessary to return the Property to the condition

existi nt at the time o eompletion of the restoration. renovation, or rehabilitation project

fir which the Property became eligible fcr the tax exemption. In order to maintain the

tax exemption. the ( )wner shall complete the restoration or reconstruction work necessary

to return (lie Property to the condition existing at the time of project completion on a time

schedule agreed upon by the Owner and the City. Such restoration and reconstruction

work shall also be reported to the County.

7. Ii (lie Property is destroyed or severely damaged by accidental or natural

causes dun ng the Covenant period. such that the historical integrity of the features.

materials, appearance, workmanship. and environ ment, or archaeological integrity which

made the Property eligible For designation under the terms of [lie local preservation

ordinance have been lost or so damaged that restoration is not feasible, (he Owner will

inform both the Local Historic Preservation Office and the County in writing of the loss

or damage to the Property. Such notification shall include (1) an assessment of the nature

and exteiil of the loss or damage: and (2) an estimate of (lie cost of restoration or

reconstruction work necessary to return the Property to the condition existing at the time

of completion of the restoration. renovation, or rehabilitation project for which the

Property became eligible for the tax exemption. The Local Historic Preservation Office

will evaluate the inlbrmation provided. make a determination regarding removal of [lie

Property from eligibility for tax exemption. and notify the Owner in writing of its

determination regarding removal of the Property. If the Local Historic Preservation

Office determines that the Property should he removed from eligibility For tax exemption.

Pa 3 of of Aricincnt hctwiin City of St. ikwrxhurg. i’inui as (ount . and I quity Trusi Company.



the Local I listorie Preservation Office will notify the Pinellas County Property Appraiser

in writing so that the tax exemption may be cancelled for the remainder of the Covenant

period. In such eases, no penalty or interest shall be assessed against the Owner.

8. If it appears that the historical integrity of the features. materials, appearance.

workmanship. and environment, or archaeological integrity which made the Property

eligible 11w designation under the terms of the local preservation ordinance have been lost

or damaged deliberately or through gross negligence of the Owner, the Local Historic

Preservation Office shall notify the Owner in writing. For the purpose of this Covenant.

“gross negligence” means the omission of care which even inattentive and thoughtless

persons never fail to take of their own property. The Owner shall have 30 days to

respond indicating any circumstances which show that the damage was not deliberate or

due to gross negligence. If the Owner cannot show such circumstances, the Owner shall

develop a plan for restoration of the Property and a schedule for completion of the

restoration. In order to maintain the tax exemption, the Owner shall complete the

restoration work necessary to return the Property to the condition existing at the time of

project completion on a time schedule agreed upon by the Owner and the Local Historic

Preservation Office. If the Owner does not complete the restoration work on the agreed

upon time schedule, the Local Historic Preservation Office will report such violation to

the County, the Pinellas County Property Appraiser, and the Pinellas County Tax

Collector, who shall take action pursuant to s. 196.1997(7), P.S. The Owner shall be

required to pay the differences between the total amount of taxes which would have been

due in March in each of the previous years in which the Covenant was in effect had the

property not received the exemption and the total amount of taxes actually paid in those

years, plus interest on the difference calculated as provided in s. 212.12 (3), P.S.

Pqr 4 of ft of .%rtvnn Nina City of& tk’wndiurg. IiaIhui County. and Iquhy Trus.t Company.



9. The terms of this (‘ovenailt shall he hind ing on the cunent Property ( )wner.

traiislerees. and their heirs. successors. or assimis. ‘l’his Covenant shall he en kreeahle in

lie perlormance hy a eotirt ol competent unsdiclion

WITNESSES OWNER

EQUITY TR(JST COMPANY

By:

Witness S inature Owner Sinature

Printed or typed name of Witness Printed or typed name of Owner

Date Title

Witness Sinature Date

Printed or typed name of witness

Date

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

_____

day of

______________

2015. by

_______________________

in his/her capacity as

________________________

of EQUITY TRUST COMPANY, owner of 901-03 22’ Street South (Washington
Harden Grocery Building), who is personally known to me. or has provided

________________________________

as identification.

(Notary Stamp) (Notary Signature)
Commission expires:

I’ait 5 oI( (H\I(nftnt (iy of St. Irshiio. ‘iiwllas County. and 1 quit Trust Company.



WITNESSES CITY OF ST. PErI.FRSBtJRG,

FLORIDA

By:________________________
Witness Signature Gary Cornwell. City Administrator

Printed or Typed Name of Witness ATTEST:

Ry:_
Witness Signature Chandrahasa Srinivasa. City Clerk

Printed or Typed Name of Witness (Affix Seal)

STATE OF FLORIDA )
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

_______

day of

_____________________

A. I). 20 I 5. by Gary Cornwell and Chancirahasa Srinivasa. as City Administrator and City
Clerk. respectively, of the Cit of St. Petersburg. Honda. a Municipal Corporation.
existing under the laws of the State of Florida. on behalf of the corporation. They are
personally known to me and appeared before me at the time of notarization.

(Notary Stamp) (Notary Signature)
Commission Expires:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney (Designee) City Attorney (Designee)
By: By:

______________________________________

ATTEST: PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
KENNETH BURKE. CLERK by and through its Board of County

Commissioners.

By: 13y:
Deputy Clerk Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Office of the County Attorney

Pac 6 ol6o1 Areinciit iwtwcn Cm of Si, IkWrshuL. I’inttlas (‘ount. and I :quH rust Conipany.



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PARrl II: REVIEW OF COMPLETEI) WORK

CASE #3: cirjy FILE AVT #13-90400002B

Name ol Property Moure Building, 909—13 22T1j
Street South

Designation Type/Date Local Historic Landmark ( HPC #1 3—90300003 — October
2013)

Request Approve Historic Property Tax Exemption “Part LI:
Request for Review of Completed Work.”

Recommendation Adm i iii strati on Recom me ncls APPROV AL o F (lie Ad
Valoreni Tax Exemption For the Moure Building at 909—1 3
22’ Street South limiting the assessed value of a qualifying
improvement to $1 ,000,()00.

General Eligibility Requirements

The subject property is an individually designated local historic landmark in St.
Petersburg and is a ‘‘qualifying property’’ for the ad valorem tax exemption for historic
properties. The applicant has met the starting and completion date requirements set forth
in City Code Section 16.30.070.4. The applicant first applied for the ad valorern tax
exemption in January 20 I 3 and was approved by staff for construction in January 20 13,
prior to beginning improvements on the subject property. The improvements were
completed in October 2014, approximately twenty-one months after beginning the
project.

City Code Section 16.30.070.4 requires a property owner to expend at least ten percent of
the assessed property value on improvements. The applicant has met this requirement.
In 2013 when improvements to the property began, the assessed property value for the
Moure Building was $36,500. The property owner has documented $183,402 in qualified
improvement costs for the rehabilitation of the building, which is 502 percent of the
assessed value.

Fiscal Impact of Ad Valorem Tax Exemption

For the 2013 assessment, the Moure Building was valued at $36,500 inclusive of land and
improvements. The owner paid taxes of $844. The owner will continue to pay this
amount — and any inflationary increases — during the lilb of the exemption.



(‘Hy (‘ouiici I
AVT 13-904000020
April 2. 2015
Page 2

The Lix exemption will only apply to the increase in ad valorem taxes resulting from the
renovation and total no niore than $62 I per year for ten years in deferred City taxes
assuming the Pinellas County Pmperty Appraiser assesses [lie qualified improvements at
0 ly percent of iiieir liii I construction value, in this case $1 83,402. The Pinellas County
taxes that would he deferred if approved by the l3oarcl of County Commissioners would
total $491 per year. Total County and City taxes deferred by the exemption would not
exceed $1 , I I 2 per year for ten years. In any event, with the tax exemption capped at
$1 ,000,000 iii assessed value, the annual exemption from City taxes cannot exceed
$6,770.

Compliance with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation

According to City Code Section 16.30.070.4, the vork for all projects requesting the ad
valorem tax exemption for historic pmperties must comply with the City’s Certificate of
Appropriateness requirements and design guidelines and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation upon which they are based. The applicant has complied with
these requirements and (lie table below details the manner in which they complied.

. . “Betl)r(’ and After”I.Iq,i He I Inpruveilielits I vets I )esigii Standards
Photos See Attached)

IIti’ini’ RL’Ifl)%atiOI)%

Replace roof. 1-4 Yes

Reopen storefront windows and doors.
Replace damaged windows and doors. Repair 1-2 Yes

historic windows.

Repair damaged stucco, brick veneer, and
1-2 Yesconcrete block.

Repair foundation. 1-4 Yes



C’i(y (otinuiI

AVT I 3—)O4(H)(fl)2 II
April 2. 2() 5
Page 3

Interior Renovations

lCI3aii daII1t1eL(i \VOOd, l)Iaslei. ceihflLs, and
3-4 Yes

loors.

-‘ Pdte hathrooms. 3—4 Yes

Updaie plumbing and electrical. Yes

Install 1-IVAC. Yes

Attachments: Photographs and Resol uti on.



Ciiy Cminel
AVT 13—9040000213
April 2. 2015
Page 4

Photo 1. Moure

Building, East
El evati on, Prior
to
Rehabilitation.

Photo 2. Moure
Building, East
Elevation, After
Rehabilitation.



City Council
A VT I 3—9( )4( )( )( )02 B
April 2. 2() 15
Page 5

Photo 3. Moure Building,
Interior, Prior to
Rehahilitution.

I! / \“

Photo 4.
Moure
Building,
Interior, A 11cr
Rehabilitation.



RESOLUTION NC).

A RESC)LUTION OF ThE St PETERSBURG CITY
COUNCIL APPROVING THE Al) VALOREM TAX
EXEMPTIC)N FOR THE MOURE BUILI)ING,
LC)CATEI) AT 909-13 2t” STREET SOUTH. A LOCAL
HISTORIC LANI)MARK; RECOMMENL)ING THAT
THE PINELLAS COUNTY BOARI) OF
COMMISSIONERS APPROVE AN EXEMPTION TO
THE COUNTY Al) VALOREM TAX; APPROVING
EXECUTION OF A HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PRC)PERTY TAX EXEMPTION COVENANT; AND
PROVII)ING AN EFFECTIVE DATE

WHEREAS. in 1992. the voters of Florida approved a
constitutional amendment allowing ad valorem tax exemptions for up to
ten ycars on improvements to designated historic properties and the City
of St. Petersburg adopted this amendment (Section 16.30.070.4 of the City
Code) on July 21, 1994, giving its residents financial incentives to
preserve the City’s historical resources. This incentive was strengthened
in January 1996, when Pinellas County adopted this ad valorem tax
exemption amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Mourn Building, a locally designated historic
landmark, and described as below (herein, the ‘Property”), which
according to public record is presently owned by Equity Trust Company,
as custodian for the benefit of Carolyn A. Brayboy IRA:

Parcel I Description: North lOftof the East IlOftof Lot
24andtheEast Il0ftofLot25ofGeo.C. PratherRoyal
Subdivision, according to the map or plat thereof recorded
in Plat Book 3, Page 18 of the Public Records of Pinellas
County, florida;

Parcel2Descriptiow. South4Oftof theEastll0ftof Lot
24, and the South 11 ftof the West 4Oftof Lot 24 of Geo.
C. Prather Royal Subdivision, according to the map or plait
thereof as recorded in flat Book 3, Page 18, of the Public
Records of Pinellas County, Florida; and

WHEREAS, the City Council on October 3, 2013, approved the
designation of the Mourn Building as a local historic landmark (HPC #13-
90300003); and



Vv’l—IEREAS. Plann me and Economic i)evelopment stall approved
the Par I ad valorem Lax exemption application (AVT I 3—90400002A) on
.January 10. 2013: and

WHEREAS. the attached stall report and historic preservation

covenant demonstrate that the renovation work on the Property meets all
the criteria k)r issuine the exemption as described both in Section
16.30.070.4 of the City Code and Section 1%. 1997 of the Florida Statutes:
and

WHEREAS. the Property does not meet the conditions set forth in
City Code Section 16.30.070.4(C) and is not exempt from requirements
Ii miii ng eligible quali lying improvements on commercial properties to
$1 .000.000 or less: and

WHEREAS. the tax exemption shall be for a period of ten years

which is horn Jan nary I . 20 I 5. to Dec ember 3 1 2024.

NOW THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, that the Cit) Council of
the City of St. Petersbure. Florida approves the ad valoreni tax exemption
for the Moure Building. a locally designated historic landmark. as
consistent with local and state law subject to receipt of a certified copy of
the recorded covenant vithin 120 days of City Council approval or said
approval shall he void; approves execution of the historic preservation tax

exemption covenant on behalf of the City; and recommends that the
Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners approve the exemption
to the County ad valorem taxes as well.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

— I

l)ATE

CITY ATTORNEY (DESIGNEE) DATE



City ol St. Petersburg and Pinclias County
hISTORIC PRESERVATION PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION COVENANT

This Covenant is made the

_______

day of’

___________________

. 201 5. hy EQUITY

TRUST COMPANY, AS CUSTODIAN FOR THE BENEFIT OF CAROLYN A.

BRAYBOY IRA. a Florida trust. whose principal address is 144 23d
South. St.

Petersburg. Florida. 33705 (hereinafter referred to as the “Owner’’). and in favor of CITY

OF ST. PETERSBURG. FLORIDA (hereinafter reflrred to as “City”) and PINELLAS

COUNTY, FLORIDA (hereinafter referred to as “County”). jointly and severally, for

the purpose of the restoration, renovation or rehabilitation of a certain Property located at

909-13 22° Street South. St. Petersburg. Florida (the Moure Building). which is owned

in fee simple by the Owner. The Property is locally designated as a historic property

under the terms of a local preservation ordinance. The areas of significance of this

property. as identified in the local designation report for the propel’ty are: ( x

architecture. ( x ) history. ( ) archaeology

The Property is comprised essentially of the improvements to the following

described site (herein, the “Property”):

Parcel I Description: North 10 ft of the East 110 ft of Lot
24 and the East 110 ft of Lot 25 of Geo. C. Prather Royal
Subdivision, according to the map or plat thereof recorded
in Plat Book 3. Page 1 8 of the Public Records of Pinellas
County, Florida.

Parcel 2 Description: South 40 ft of the East 110 ft of Lot
24. and the South lift of the West 40 ft of Lot 24 of Geo.
C. Prather Royal Subdivision, according to the map or plat
thereof as recorded in Plat Book 3. Page 1 8, of the Public
Records of Pinelias County, Florida.

In consideration of the historic preservation property tax exemptions granted by

the City and the County resulting from the restoration, renovation, or rehabilitation of the

Property by the Owner, the Owner hereby agrees to the ibllowing Ibr the period of the tax

exemption, which is from January 1,2015, to December 31, 2024:

ol ( otAi’’inni huEu’ii ( ity olSi. 1’i’k’rshui, l’iiwlhtx (‘ounlv. ant! I qulty liust (‘ompany.



I The ( )wner agrees to assume the cost of the continued maintenance and repair of said

Property so as to preserve the architectural, historical, or archaeological integrity of the

same in order to protect and enhance those qualities that made the Property eligible lr

designation under the pro\’ isions ol the local preservation ordinance.

2. The ( )wner aiees that no visual or structural alterations will be made to the

Property without prior written permission of the City of St. Petersburg Urban Plinni ng

and Historic Preservation I )i vision (or successor aenc• thereto) (herein, the ‘‘Local

Historic Preservation Office”), the address br which is:

City of St. Petersbun.
Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division

Planning and Economic Development Department

Post Office BOX 2842
St. Petersburg, Florida 33731
(727) 892-5451 Phone
(727) 892-5001 Fax

3. [Only for properties of archaeological signilcancej The Owner agrees to

ensure the protection of the site against willful damage or vandalism. Nothing in this

Covenant shall prohibit the Owner Irom developing the site in such a manner that will not

threaten or damage the archaeological resource. provided that permission for alteration of

the site is obtained pursuant to 2. above.

4. The Owner agrees that appropriate representatives of the City and the County.

their agents and designees. shall have the right to inspect the Property at all reasonable

times in order to ascertain whether or not the conditions of this Covenant are being

observed.

5. In the event of non—performance or violation of the maintenance and repair

provisions of this Covenant by the Owner or by any successor-in-interest during the term

of this Covenant, the Local Historic Preservation 0111cc will report such violation to the

Pinellas County Property Appraiser and Tax Collector who shall take action pursuant to

I’ag 2 o ( of \i-ceiuc,it htii (iIy of St. Pettrshur. Pinillax (ounty. and I quily Tnixt Coilipany.



s. I %. I )7 (7). I .S. The ( )wner shall he required to pay the difference between the total

amount of taxes which would have been due in March in each ol the previouS years in

which the Covenant was in effect had the property not received the exemption and the

total afliotilit of taxes actually paid n those years. plus interest on the difference

calculated us provided in s. 2 I 2. 12 (3). F.S.

(. I the Property is damaged by accidental or natural causes during the Covenant

period, the ( ) ncr will i niorni both the Local Historic Preservation Office and the County

in writinr of’ the daniue to the Propert Such notification shall include (I) an

assessment of the nature and extent of’ the damage; and (2) an estimate of the cost of

restoration or reconstruct ion work necessary to return the Property to the condition

existing at the time. ol completion of the restoration. renovation, or rehabilitation project

lbr which the Property became eligible for the tax exemption. In order to maintain the

tax exemption. the Owner shall complete the restoration or reconstruction work necessary

to return the Property to the condition existing at the time of project completion on a time

schedule agreed upon by the Owner and the City. Such restoration and reconstruction

work shall also be reported to the County.

7. If the Property is destroyed or severely damaged by accidental or natural

causes during the Covenant period, such that the historical integrity of the features,

materials, appearance, workmanship. and environment, or archaeological integrity which

made the Property eligible for designation under the terms of the local preservation

ordinance have been lost or so damaged that restoration is not Feasible, the Owner will

inform both the Local 1-listoric Preservation Office and the County in writing of the loss

or damage to the Property. Such notification shall include (I) an assessment of the nature

and extent of the loss or damage; and (2) an estimate of the cost of restoration or

reconstruction work necessary to return the Property to the condition existing at the time

of completion of the restoration, renovation, or rehabilitation project br which the

Property became eligible for the tax exemption. The Local Historic Preservation Office

will evaluate the information provided, make a determination regarding removal of’ the

Property from eligibility for tax exemption, and notify the Owner in writing of its

0 (j ol ,\ri-n1ent Iwtwoi’n City ol Si. IkWrshuo1. I’HWlhLs County. and I quhty Trust Comjaiiy.



determination regarding removal of the Property. If the Local historic Preservation

Office determines that the Property should be removed from eligibility 11w tax exemption,

the Local historic Preservation Office will notify the Pinellas County Property Appraiser

in writing so that the tax exemption may be cancelled for the remainder of the Covenant

period. In such cases. no penalty or interest shall be assessed against the Owner.

8. If it appcars that the historical integrity of the features, materials, appearance,

workmanship. and environment, or archaeological integrity which made the Property

eligible for designation under the terms of the local preservation ordinance have been lost

or damaged deliberately or through gross negligence of the Owner, the Local Historic

Preservation Office shall notify the Owner in writing. For the purpose of this Covenant,

“gross negligence” means the omission of care which even inattentive and thoughtless

persons never fail to take of their own property. The Owner shall have 30 days to

respond indicating any circumstances which show that the damage was not deliberate or

due to gross negligence. If the Owner cannot show such circumstances, the Owner shall

develop a plan for restoration of the Property and a schedule for completion of the

restoration. In order to maintain the tax exemption, the Owner shall complete the

restoration work necessary to return the Property to the condition existing at the time of

project completion on a time schedule agreed upon by the Owner and the Local Historic

Preservation Office. If the Owner does not complete the restoration work on the agreed

upon time schedule, the Local Historic Preservation Office will report such violation to

the County, the Pinellas County Property Appraiser, and the Pinellas County Tax

Collector, who shall take action pursuant to s. 196.1997(7), P.S. The Owner shall be

required to pay the differences between the total amount of taxes which would have been

due in March in each of the previous years in which the Covenant was in effect had the

property not received the exemption and the total amount of taxes actually paid in those

years, plus interest on the difference calculated as provided in s. 212.12 (3), p.s.

P.sge 4 oft ofAsnrmcnt hI*%vni ciw of St. lk*cnhurg, Pindhm Caunty. and Iquily ita Cnmpwiy.



. ‘Ilic Icons ol this Covenant shall he hind ng on the cuiTent Property ( )wner.

translerees. and their heirs. successors. or assigns. This Covenant shal he enlorceahie in

spi c perloi’niaiice by a court ol competent jurisdiction.

WITNESShS OWNER

EQUITY rrusrr COMPANY

B ‘y:

Witness Signature Owner Signature

Printed or typed name ol’ Witness Printed or typed name of Owner

Dale Title

Wit ness Signature Date

Printed or typed name ol witness

Date

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PINELLAS

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

_____

day of

______________

201 5. by

_______________________________

in his/her capacity as

________________________________

of EQUITY TRUST COMPANY, owner of 909-13 22 Street South (Moure Ruilding),

who is personally known to me, or has provided

_______________________________

as

identification.

(Notary Stamp) (Notary Signature)

Commission expires:

I’ag 5 of ( of Arft’i1i1flt hctw’cii City of St. Ik’wrshur. i’ifll’IIiiS County. Hod quity Trust (onipiuty.



WITNESSES CITY OF ST PETERSBURG,

FLORIDA

__________________________

By:_______________________
Witness Sinature Gary Cornwell. City Adini nistrator

Printed or Typed Name of Witness ATTEST:

By:_
Witness Siinature Chandrahasa Srinivasa. City Clerk

Printed or Typed Name of Witness (Affix Seal)

STATE OF FLORII)A
COUNTY OF PINELLAS )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

_____

day of

_________________

Al). 2() I 5. by Gary Cornwell and Chandrahasa Srinivasa. as City Administrator and City
Clerk. respectively, of the City of St. Petersburg. Florida. a Municipal Corporation.
existing under the laws of the State of Florida. on behalf’ of the corporation. They are
personally known to me and appeared before me at the time of notarization.

(N rnar Stamp) (Notary Signature)
Commission Expires:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney (Designee) City Attorney (Designee)
By:

______________________________________

By:

ATTEST: PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
KENNETH BURKE. CLERK by and through its Board of’ County

Commissioners.

By: By:
Deputy Clerk Chairman

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

0111cc of the County Attorney

I ‘a ( ol 6 ol Agrem’nt Iwtsw’ii City ol St. I Iirshuig. inIIas Couiilv, and I quity Trust (ompanv.
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st.petersbur
www.sipete - org

SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of April 2, 2015

TO: THE HONORABLE CHARLIE GERDES, CHAIR, AND MEMBERS OF
CITY COUNCIL

SUBJECT: Resolution approving the plat of Colonnade, generally located near the
intersection of 5th Street North and 53rd Avenue North. (Our File: 14-
20000007)

RECOMMENDATION: The Administration recommends APPROVAL.

DISCUSSION:
The applicant is requesting approval of a final plat which will replat the area generally located in the
area bounded by halfway between 4th and 5th Streets North on the east to 7th Street North on the west
and from 52nd Avenue North on the south to 56th Avenue North on the north to create 130 lots. The
property is zoned Neighborhood Suburban Multi-family (NSM-1).

This replat includes the vacation of 5th Street North between 53rd Avenue North and 54th Avenue
North and a vacation of 53rd Avenue North commencing at 5th Street North continuing east for
approximately 342 feet and vacation of a 10-foot wide sanitary sewer easement and a 15-foot wide
public utility easement in the block bounded by 4th Street North, 50th Avenue North, 7th Street North
and 54th Avenue North approved for vacation via City Ordinance 1059-V (June 5, 2014). This replat
also includes the vacation of a 20-foot wide street corner easement located at the northeast corner of
the intersection of 5th Street North and 53rd Avenue North approved for vacation via City Ordinance
1064-V (January 22, 2015). The proposed replat will assemble the lots and vacated right of ways and
satisfies the requirements of Ordinance 1059-V and 1064-V for a replat. The purpose of the vacations
and replat is to assemble the properties and vacated rights-of-way for redevelopment.

The language in condition 1 of the resolution clarifies that certain requirements may be completed after
the plat is recorded.

Attachments: Map, Aerial, Resolution

APPROVALS:

Administrative:

_____________

Budget: NA _—)

Legal:

____________________

I’.’

I, )



RESOLUTION NO.

_____

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PLAT OF COLONNADE,
GENERALLY LOCATED NEAR THE INTERSECTION OF 5TH
STREET NORTH AND 53RD AVENUE NORTH; SETTING
FORTH CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that the plat
of Colonnade, generally located in the area bounded by halfway between 4th and 5th Streets
North on the east to 7th Street North on the west and from 52nd Avenue North on the south to
56th Avenue North on the north, is hereby approved, subject to the following conditions.

1. The applicant shall install the Lot Corners and Permanent Control Points as required
by ES. 177 and City Code at their sole expense within one year from the date of this
approval. The applicant may provide a financial guarantee for this work in order to
record the plat in advance of completion.

2. The applicant shall comply with the conditions from Vacation Cases #14-33000002
and 14-33000010.

3. Record the Declaration of Covenants prior to the plat and the OR Book & Page
number must be included on the plat prior to final plat recordation.

4. Record the Private Drainage Easement shown on plat sheet 6 prior to the plat and
the OR Book & Page number must be included on the plat prior to final plat
recordation.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

5—

City Attorney Date
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