
 
February 4, 2016  

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, 1st 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 

http://www.stpete.org/
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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. 
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February 4, 2016  

8:30 AM 

Council Meeting 

 

A. Meeting Called to Order and Roll Call.  

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

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

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

this month. 

Officer David Crawford - February 21, 2011 

B.  Approval of Agenda with Additions and Deletions. 

C. Consent Agenda (see attached) 

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.  

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

Public Hearings 

 

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

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

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

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

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

1. Ordinance 214-H approving City-initiated amendments to the St. Petersburg City Code, 

Chapter 16, Land Development Regulations (LDRs), Section 16.03 Concurrency 

Management and related language in Section 16.70 Rules of Interpretation and 

Definitions. (City File LDR-2015-08)  

E.  Reports 

1. Land Use & Transportation: (Councilmember Kennedy) (Oral) 
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(a) Pinellas Planning Council (PPC).  

(b) Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO).   

(c) Tampa Bay Transportation Management Area (TBTMA).  

(d) MPO Action Committee.  

(e) PSTA - (Vice-Chair Rice)  

(f) Requesting the Florida Department of Transportation to fund the improvements 

identified in the I-275 PD&E Study; requesting the Florida Department of 

Transportation to implement additional measures to reduce congestion on I-275 

within the City of St. Petersburg; and instructing the City Clerk to transmit a copy 

of this resolution to certain entities and people.  

2. Resolution approving ten (10) tax increment financing programs for the South St.  

Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area.  

3. Resolution approving the FY 2016-2020 budget for the Redevelopment Trust Fund of 

the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area.  

4. City of Opportunity Progress Report. [DEFERRED TO MARCH 3, 2016 MEETING] 

5. Public Art Commission - (Oral) (Councilmember Kornell) 

6. Rescinding Resolution No. 2016-15 and Approving a Second Amendment to the 

Construction Manager at Risk Agreement (‘‘CMAR’’) to the Haskell Company for 

Construction Phase services to construct the new Biosolids and Waste to Energy Project 

for a Guaranteed Maximum Price not to exceed $64,868,267 for the work; Authorizing 

the Mayor or his designee to execute the Second Amendment (which Amendment 

provides that the initial Notice to Proceed for construction phase services shall be 

limited to $54,984,018 until additional funds in the amount of $9,884,249 are 

appropriated) after execution of a State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan agreement for 

funding from FDEP in the amount of $40,000,000; Rescinding an unencumbered 

appropriation in the Water Resources Capital Project Fund (4003), the WRF SW RW 

Storage FY14/15 project in the amount of $1,000,000 and authorizing a supplemental 

appropriation in the amount of $1,000,000 from the unappropriated balance of the 

Water Resources Capital Projects Fund (4003) resulting from this rescission to the WRF 

SW Biosolids Dewater FY16 project (15291).  

7. Approving a form Site Access Agreement with the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection (FDEP) for petroleum contamination site assessment; 

authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Site Access Agreements in substantial 

compliance  with the form Site Access Agreement attached to this resolution,  including 

Exhibit B which requires a separate agreement for the removal or remediation of 

contamination and further subject to approval by the City Attorney or the City 

Attorney’s designee; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all other 

documents necessary to effectuate this resolution and the terms of any Site Access 

Agreements entered into with FDEP. 

F. New Ordinances - (First Reading of Title and Setting of Public Hearing) 
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Setting February 18, 2016 as the public hearing date for the following proposed 

Ordinance(s): 

1. Ordinance approving a Second Amendment to the Development Agreement associated 

with approximately 18 acres of vacant land generally located on the northeast corner of 

9th Avenue North and 66th Street North.  

2. Ordinance approving the vacation of one (1) three-foot north/south public right-of-way 

and utility easement at the rear of lots 14, 15, 16 and 17, and two (2) three-foot 

east/west public right-of-way and utility easements at the rear of lots 12, 13, 18, and 19 

of Grady Swopes Harris School Subdivision No. 2, Block 1, generally located at 4344  

21st Street North. (City File 15-33000014) 

3. Ordinance approving the vacation of a 20-foot east/west alley in the block bounded by 

2nd Avenue South and 3rd Avenue South, between 3rd Street South and 4th Street 

South. (City File 15-33000023) 

4. Ordinance approving the vacation of a portion of an east/west 10-foot alley, located 

south of 2931 --- 11th Street North and north of 2921 --- 11th Street North. (City File 15-

33000024) 

G.  New Business 

1. Referral to the Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee for an 

explanation of Mayor' s Sustainability Executive Order vs. purchasing Chevy Tahoes. 

(Councilmember Nurse) 

2. Requesting City Council support a resolution to restore local control of smoke-free air 

and other tobacco-related laws in the state of Florida. (Councilmember Nurse) 

3. Requesting a referral to the February 25, 2016 Public Services & Infrastructure 

Committee (PS&I) to continue the discussion on the Bike Share program. 

(Councilmember Kennedy) 

(a) Approving the referral of continued discussion regarding a bike share program to the 

Public Services and Infrastructure Committee for the meeting to be held on February 

25, 2016. 

H.  Council Committee Reports 

1. Budget, Finance and Taxation Committee (1/28/16) 

(a) A Resolution establishing the Commercial Revitalization Program; transferring an 

appropriation of $167,466 from the General CIP Fund (3001) award 81038 and 

Project 15006 to Planning & Economic Development (3702609); transferring an 

appropriation of $50,000 from the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment District 

(1104) to Planning & Economic Development (3702609); approving a supplemental 

appropriation of $217,466 from the transfers to  Planning & Economic Development 

(3702609); establishing the Commercial Revitalization Program in the Planning & 

Economic Development Department; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to 

execute all documents to effectuate this resolution.  
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2. Public Services & Infrastructure Committee. (1/28/16) 

(a) Ordinance amending the St. Petersburg City Code; prohibiting outdoor speakers in 

the right of way at buildings without a sidewalk café permit; requiring outdoor 

speakers to be permanently mounted; generally requiring speakers to be oriented 

away from doorways, residences and rights of way; correcting numbering 

inconsistencies; adding requirements for sidewalk café permits to show speakers on 

plans. 

3. Housing Services Committee. (1/28/16) 

(a) A Resolution encouraging the transformation of vacant and abandoned homes into 

occupied housing in St. Petersburg.  

I. Legal 

1. Announcement of an Attorney-Client Session, pursuant to Florida Statute 286.011(8), to 

be held on Thursday, February 11, 2016 at 4:30 p.m. or as soon thereafter as the same 

may be heard, in conjunction with the lawsuit styled Quade Everett, etc.  v. City of St. 

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

J. Open Forum 

K.  Adjournment 

A 
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St. Petersburg 

Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) 

February 4, 2016 

 

 

1. City Council Convenes as Community Redevelopment Agency.  

2. Resolution by the St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Agency recommending 

that City Council approve ten (10) tax increment financing programs for the South St. 

Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area.  

3. Resolution by the St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Agency recommending 

that City Council approve the FY 2016-2020 budget for the Redevelopment Trust Fund 

of the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area.  

4. Adjourn Community Redevelopment Agency. 
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Consent Agenda A 

February 4, 2016 

 

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. 

 



9 

 
Consent Agenda B 

February 4, 2016 

 

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. Approving an increase to the allocation for industrial maintenance and repair service 

agreements with Mader Electric, Inc. and Apollo Construction & Engineering Services,  

Inc. for the Water Resources Department in the amount of $210,000, which increases 

the total contract amount to $300,000.  

2. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Resource Efficiency Solutions, Inc. for 

induction and LED lighting replacement parts at an estimated annual amount of 

$50,000. 

(Public Works) 

3. Acknowledging the selection of American Infrastructure Development, Inc. and Michael 

Baker International, Inc. to provide miscellaneous professional engineering services for 

the Albert Whitted Airport Projects for the City of St. Petersburg (‘‘City’’); authorizing 

the Mayor or his designee to execute the City’s standard form architect/engineering 

agreement.  

4. Approving a form site access agreement with the Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection (FDEP) for petroleum contamination site assessment; authorizing the Mayor 

or his designee to execute site access agreements in substantial compliance with the 

approved form; and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute all other 

documents necessary to effectuate this resolution and the terms of any site access 

agreements entered into with FDEP. [MOVED TO REPORTS AS E-7] 

(Miscellaneous) 

5. Approving the City Council minutes of November 12, November 16, and November 23, 

2015 City Council meetings.  

6. Correcting a Scrivener' s Error in a Resolution approving the third one-year renewal 

option of an agreement with CompBenefits Company for voluntary vision insurance.  

7. Confirming the appointment of Ann Marie Cash Levasseur to the International Relations 

Committee.  
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8. Deferring the public hearing for proposed Ordinance 211-H and approval of the 

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments to March 3, 2016. 

9. Approval of the removal of Mayor Rick Kriseman as the appointee to the Tampa Bay 

Area Regional Transportation Authority (TBARTA) Board; providing for the approval 

of the appointment of Councilmember Darden Rice to the TBARTA Board.  
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Note:  An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings.  Meeting Agenda 

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee 

Thursday, January 28, 2016, 8:00 a.m., Room 100 

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

Thursday, January 28, 2016, 9:15 a.m., Room 100 

Housing Services Committee 

Thursday, January 28, 2016, 10:30 a.m., Room 100 

CRA/Agenda Review and Administrative Update 

Council Workshop - Downtown Parking Study 

Thursday, January 28, 2016, 2:30 p.m. or immediately following Agenda Review, Room 100 
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Board and Commission Vacancies 

Civil Service Board 

1 Alternate Member 

(Term expires 6/30/17) 

Nuisance Abatement Board 

2 Alternate Members 

(Terms expire 8/31/16 and 11/30/16) 

City Beautiful Commission 

2 Regular Members 

(Terms expire 12/31/17 and 12/31/18) 

Commission on Aging 

1 Regular Member 

(Term expires 12/31/17) 



sri PIiTIiRSBU RG CITY COUNCIL

Meetiiij of February 4, 2016

fl): The I lonorable /\my boster. Chair. and Members ol City Council

SUBjE(’’[: ( ‘its File IJ)R—201 5—0: City—initiated application amending the Si. Petersburg
City Code. Chapter I (. Land I )evelopment Regulations (“LI )Rs” ) pertaining to
Concunency ‘ci anaenie II.

REQUEST: i-\mend the St. Petersburg City Code. Chapter I 6. Land Development Regulations
(“LI )Rs” ). Section I 6.03 “Concurrency Management and related language in
Section I 6.7() “Applications and Procedures” and Section I 6.90.020 “Rules of
Interpretation and I )eli nit ions.’’

AN.LYSIS: Since I 955 concurrency has been required by Florida Statutes. Concurrency
means that the public !aci lities and services necessary to maintain the adopted
level o! service standards arc available when the impacts of development occur.
The City has adopted LOS standards for public facilities and services including:
potable water. sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage. ivadnuvs. 111(IS.V timisil. and
recreation and open space.

On l)ecemher 17. 2015, the City Council considered City File LGCP 2016-01
amending various elements of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. including
transportation concurrency. This companion application proposes related text
amendments to the City’s L1)Rs regarding transportation concurrency. and deletes
outdated regulatory language regarding school concurrency. A complete
description is included in the attached DRC Staff Report and Ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION:

Administration:

The Administration recommends APPROVAL.

Development Review Commission:

On December 2. 2015. the DRC reviewed the proposed amendments and
voted unanimously to make a finding of consistency with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.

Citizen Input:

As ol this writing, no comments have been received.



RecOflhIUeI)dL.d City (Oil liCi I Action:

I (‘( )qI)J(’’I (hc second cidiii and Iiiiul puhlic heaiing oF the
Pt 1)OSed ordi mince: and

2. A I )( )PF tilL’ ( )rd i nance.

i\Hachnienis : ( )rdi nance
)I( Stall RL’j)Oii



01W! NA N( ‘l NO.

AN ORI)INANCE OF TIlE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PROVII)ING FOR TI IF AMENI)MENT OF TI IECITY COI)E
LANI) I)EVELOPMENT REGULATIONS: AMENI)ING
C( )NCURRENCY MANAGEMENT FOR
TRANSP( )RTATI( )N A N I) SCH( )( )LS: AMENI)ING
STANI)ARDS FOR REVIEW OF AMENI)MENTS TO
COMPREI-IENSIVE PLAN ANI) LAND I)EVELOPMENT
REGULATIONS, SITE PLAN REVIEW, ANI) SPECIAL
EXCEPTIONS: AMENI)ING I)EFINITIONS: PROVII)ING
FOR SEVERABILITY: ANI) PROV IDING AN EFFECTIVE
I) ATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

Section I. Section 16.03 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to read as
bib ws:

SECTION 16.03. - CONCURRENCY MANAGEMENT

16.03.010. — Purpose and declaration of public policy.

A. The City Council declares as a matter of public policy that the concurrency requirements of
the Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act (F.S.

§ 163.3161 et seq.) are a public necessity, and important in the protection and enhancement
of the quality of life in the City as well as the county and the state.

B. The purpose of this section is to ensure the availability of public facilities and the adequacy
of those facilities at adopted levels of service concurrent with the impacts of development.
This intent is implemented by means of a concurrency management system which shall
measure the potential impact of a development permit application upon the adopted minimum
acceptable level of services, as provided in the capital improvements element of the plan.

C. In compliance with the requirements of F.S. § 163.3 180, the City Council has adopted a
proportionate fair share program. The purpose of the proportionate fair share program is to
establish a method whereby the impacts of development on transportation facilities can he
mitigated by the cooperative efforts of the public and private sectors.

D. The City’ Council has provided for a ansportation concurrency exception area (TCEA) which
is exempt from transportation concurrency requirements, as authorized by F.S. § 163.3 180, in
order to reduce the adverse impact that ansportation concurrency may have on urban infill
development and redevelopment and to promote the achievement of other goals and policies
of the state Comprehensive Plan, such as promoting the development of public transportation.

16.03.020. - Definitions.

Ordinance -H
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Shall he as set kwtli in the definitions section.

I .D3 .03(). — I evels ol service adopted by reference.

Ihe adopted levels ol service standards, as stated in the plan, for public facilities and services
are hereby adopted by relerence.

I .( )3 .( )4( ). — General requi renients.

/\ cL’rti licate ol concurrency is requied poor to the issuance ol any development permit. If a
development wi I require more than one development permit, the issuance ol a certi licate ol
concunency shall occur prior to the issuance of the initial permit. Upon reqLlest by applicants, a
prel imi naiy concurrency review shall he performed and a conditional cclii licate ol concniencv
may be issued. This conditional certificate shall not he binding upon the City and shall only he
effective Fr the year in which the annual concurrency monitoring report was issued. Only those
cciii ficates ol coneurreney issued for development permits shall he binding. Applicants will he
charged a fee for certificates ol concurrency.

Application [or development. The property owner, or authorized representative, shall
provide a complete application for development containing the requ red documentation
for the specific de\ elopment order or permit. The P( )l) shall review the application for
completeness in a timely manner to ensure that the required information is sufficient to
accept the application and continue its review.

2. Development review. When the application [or development has been accepted, it shall
be processed and reviewed for impacts ot the development on the public facilities and
services identified in this article.

3. Concurrency review. The concurrency review shall compare the available and reserved
capacity of the fticility or service to the demand projected for the proposed development.
The availahie capacity shall he determined by adding the total of the existing excess
capacity and the total FutUre capacity of any proposed construction or expansion that
meets the requirements of this section. The levels of service of all facilities and services
must be sufficient helore a development permit can be issued.

-y- ic, ,. ii;,.

shall he designated on an annual basis at the time the annual concurrency monitoring
report is issued. These areas will be designated based on the criteria defined in this
section. Applications for development permits within these areas may require
drtii led tratiw ctiidiec

(I) If the development ic fniinrf tn h in trnffir rctrirtinn rrte-a-te study sha!1
be required. If the traffic study indicates that the affected roadway is not
significantly degraded, the project will be found concurrent for traffic.

(2) lithe development is found to be in a trfic concern area, a traffic study may
be required. If the traffic study indicates that the affected roadway LOS may he
lowered below the adopted LOS, the project will be found concurrent for traffic
only if provisions and measures are attached as conditions to prevent the
reduction of the LOS.

Ordinance -H
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(3 II the development is lound to he in a traffic restriction or traffic concern area
and the traffic study indicates that the affected roadway is significantly
degraded, the project will he found concurrent for traffic only if provisions and
measures are attached as conditions to prevent the significant degradation of the
a flected road way.

(4) lithe development is not iou iiu to ye iii a u ui iw restriction or traffic concern
area hut the estimated traffic volumes resulting from the development degrade
the peak hour LOS helow the adopted LOS standard, the project will be found
concurrent br trabhc only it mitigation provisions are attached as conditions to
prevent the degradation of the affected roadway below the adopted LOS
standard.

4. Certificate of concurrency.

a. The cerli ficate of concurrency shall indicate the date of issuance and shall
automatically expire simul(aneousl v ith the expiration of the development permit
to which it applies. In the event the development permit clues not have an expiration
date, the certificate of concurrency shall expire one year from the date of the issuance
ot the development permit. In the event that a time extension is requested prior to the
expiration of the deelopment pernut. then the accompanying certificate of
concurrency may he renewed upon determination by the POD that the conditions of
cone irrency will still be met.

b. Any development order or permit that is issued within the effective period of a
validly issued certificate of concurrency shall he vested for the purposes of
concurrency until the expiration of that development order or permit, provided that
development commences within the validity period of the development order or
permit and continues in good faith.

c. School concurrency certificates may he subject to other expiration time l)eriods as
set forth in the public school facilities element or Land Development Regulations.

5. l)evelopment order or development permit compliance.

a. Any development orders and development permits approved and issued shall be
based upon and in compliance with the certificate of concurrency issued for that
application.

b. The burden of showing compliance with the adopted levels of service and meeting
the concurrency evaluation shall be upon the applicant. The POD may require
whatever documentation is necessary to make a determination.

16.03.050. - Minim urn requirements for concurrency.

An application for a development order shall comply with the following minimum
concurrency requirements for each of the following public facilities and services:

For potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, and drainage (stormwater) one of the
following is the minimum standard that must be met to satisfy the concurrency
requirement:

Ordinance -H
Page 3



a. ilie IieL,essary facilities, iiiclurhne (hstrlhntion and collection nlains and pipes. and
services are iii place at the time a developiiient peflint or oi’der is issued;

h. A deVek9Nnent pennit or order is issued suhjecl to the condition that the necessary
taciliies. includine distrihution and collection mains and pipes. and services will he
Iii 1)1 ace when the i nipacls of the devel opulent occur:

c. ‘File iiecessary I aci lilies, including distribution and collection mains and pipes and
related appurtenances are under construction at the time a permit or order is issued:

(I. File necessary facilities. i nd udi ng disirihution and collection mains and pipes and
related appurtenances, and services are guaranteed iii an en I’orceahle development
agreement. An enforceable development agreement may include, hut is not limited
to, development agreements pursuant to the Florida Local Government I )evelopment
Agreenlent Act ( F.S. 163.3220 et seq.), or ai agreenleilt or deveiOpmellt order
issued pursuant to ES. c It 380.

2. For recreation and open space, one of’ the following is tile iI1 nimum standard that must
he met to satisfy tile concurrency requirenlent:

a. Conlpl iance with tile standards ill subsection I 0) this section;

h. At tile time tile development permit or order is issued. the necessary facilities and
services are the suhject of’ a binding executed contract whicll pro\’ides for tile
commencement of tile actual construction of tile required facilities, or tile provision
of services within one year of’ tile issuance of the deveiopnlent permit or order;

C. The necessary facilities and services are guaranteed in an enforceable development
agreement which requires the commencement of’ the actual construction of Facilities
or the provision of services within one year of the issuance of the applicable permit
or order. An enforceable development agreement may include, hut is not limited to,
development agreements 1ursuant to F.S. § 163.3220 ci. seq. or an agreement or
development order issued pursuant to F.S. cli. 380.

3. For roads and mass transit, where the City has committed to provide the necessary public
facilities and service; in accordance with the six year schedule of capital improvements,
the City will satisfy the concurrency requirement by complying with the standards in

subsections 1 and 2b of this section and by ensuring that the following provisions are met:

— I,.,i, i Imnrnvg’rnpn[’ element .7ements. ditionTh. . ‘“ ‘‘‘“ apital impro’ in ad
to meeting all of the other statutory and rule requirements, is financially feasible. The
schedule of capital improvements may include those projects included in the county
capital improvement element or in the first three years of’ the adopted state
department of transportation five year work program.

h. The six year schedule of capital improvements which includes both necessary
facilities to maintain the adopted level of service standards to serve the new
development proposed to be permitted and the necessary facilities and services
required to eliminate that portion of existing deficiencies which are a priority to he
eliminated during the six year period.

Ordinance -H
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c. /\ ft nancial ly Feasible funding system based on currently avai lahie revenue sources
wh iclt is adequate to fund the public faci Ii ties and serv ices requi red to serve (lie
development authorized by the development order and development permit and
which are included in the six year schedule of capital improvements.

d. The six year schedule of capital improvements includes the estimated date of
commencement ol actual construction and the estimated date of completion of the
public facility or services.

— Actual construction ol the road ;;;a:; transit facilities and the provision of services
must be scheduled to commence in or before the third year of the six year schedule
of capital improvements.

4. For schools. the requirements in the public schools facilities element of the plan shall he
met to satisfy the requirements br concurrency.

1 6.03.06). — Action upon Failure to show available capacity.

Where avai able capacity cannot he shown, the l’ol lowing methods may be used to maintain
the adopted level of service:

A plan amendment which Ii mits the adopted level of service standard far the affected
facilities and/or services.

2. A hi tiding executed contract between the City and the applicant to provide the necessary
i m pro\’e men ts.

3. An enlorceable development agreement. which may include, but is not limited to.
development agreements pursuant to F.S. § 163.3220 ci seq.

4. A change in the funding source.

5. A reduction in the scale or impact of the proposed development.

6. Phasing of the proposed project.

7. Transportation rn:In:vminI nr rtrwtinn nmrnrn that reduce the traffic impact of the
development ...... . ..._. .. creas . . roadway capacity’,
shifting the effects on peaL hour, etc.

16.03.070. - Concurrency annual monitoring report.

A. By February 1 of each year, the POD shall prepare a concurrency annual monitoring report.
The POD shall convey such annual report to the City Council.

B. The POD shall establish and maintain a concurrency monitoring system for the purpose of
monitoring the status of public facilities and services, to be used in establishing the
concurrency annual monitoring report.

C. The concurrency annual report shall be issued every year and will he effective for one year.
Nothing herein precludes the issuance and effectiveness of more frequent concurrency reports,
if updating or correction is deemed necessary, including but not limited to circumstances
where: errors are noted; the impact of issued development orders, as monitored by the POD,



mdicates a deirada1ion to the adopted level oh serVice or where changes in the status oh capital
ittiproveinent protects changes the underlying assuiliptions oh the concurrency annual report.

I). A concurrency report shall not divest those tights acquired by a preceding concurrency annual
report, except where a L m )wn danger exists to the heal iii. said y or wel hare oi the general
public.

l-i. Ihe concurrency annual report shall include, at a minimum, a review ol the levels oh service
and capacity ku all the adopted levels oh service standards included in the plan.

I (.()3.OS’O. — l’rovidini [or intergovernmental coordination.

A. The City as the provider oh public facilities or ser ices to other go\lernment entities.

The City shall provide services to other local government entities within the county in
accordance with the policies included in the plan. The City shall administer this section
such that the development in those areas shall he consistent with the plan.

2. All proposed development vithi n these other local government entities which requires
City services shall be submitted to the POD to disseminate to the appropriate review
personnel. A cerli ficate oh concurrency I mom the City shall be required for any public.
facility or services provided by the City to any local government in which a permit or
order is proposed to he issued.

B. The City as the recipient oh pLiblic facilities or services I rom other government entities.

The City shall recognize the level (it service provided by other governmental entities that
l)rovide services or kicilities to the City in accordance with the policies of the plan. The
City shall ensure that all development within its area shall be in accordance with such
policies as identi fled in the plan.

2. The City shall coordinate with other governmental entities to ensure appropriate
intergovernmental coordination. Appropriate methodology for tracking concurrency will
he coordinated with these other governmental entities.

16.03.090. - Providing for adequate funding.

The capital improvement element of the plan was designed to meet requirements of the State
law mandating that local governments provide sufficient capacity of public facilities concurrent
with development. The capital improvement element contains all capital improvement needs
identified in the individual elements of the plan, and demonstrates the fiscal feasibility of the plan.
Through annual monitoring, the capital improvement element is corrected, updated, and modified
to ensure adequate sources oh funding. IC it is determined that a level of service standard is reduced
because a project is not completed, or if projects not previously identified are added, then an
amendment to the plan will be required.

16.03.100. Proportionate fair share program.

A. General requirements.

1. An applicant may satisfy the transportation concurrency requirements by making a
proportionate fair she contribution if:
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rE—l-he--w{-)posed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and applicable
l—at-uJ I )evelopment ReguIations and

h— scneciu I t’1fl7nI tar., nfl
I m”’vernen[-4ie—I-i-vc al)ita! the City capita1.....

element includes transportation improvements that, upon completion, will mitigate
the transportation impacts of the proposed devclopment in accordance with the
requirements of this subsection.

2. The applicant may satisfy transportation concurrency requirements by contributing to an
i mpro’ ement that. upon completion, will satisfy the requirements of this subsection, hut
that is not contained in the capital improvement element if the following apply:

a. The City Council adopts, by resolution or ordinance, a commitment to add the
improvement to the capital improvement element no later than the next regularly
scheduled update. To qualify for consideration under this subsection, the proposed
improvement must he determined to be financially feasible, consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, and in compliance with the provisions of this subsection.

h. IF the Funds allocated for the capital improvement element are insufficient to fully
fu-ad construction ol a transportation improvement required for the applicant to
comply with the terms of this subsection, the City and the applicant may enter into a
proportionate Fair share agreement authorizing the applicant to construct that amount
oF development on which the proportionate fair share is calculated if the
proportionate fair share amount in such agreement is sufficient to pay for one or more
improvements which will significantly benefit the impacted transportation system.

c. The improvement or improvements funded by the proportionate fair share
component must be adopted into the CIE.

I. Upon notification that a proposed development is subject to transportation concurrency
requirements and is eligible to participate in the proportionate fair share program, the
POD shall notify the applicant in writing during the site plan review process.

2. If the applicant chooses to enter into an agreement, a meeting shall be held to discuss
eligibility, application submittal requirements, potential mitigation options, and related
issues. If the impacted facility is on the SIS, then the FDOT will be notified and invited
to participate in the meeting.

3. Proposed proportionate fair share mitigation for development impacts to facilities on the
SIS requires the concurrence of the FDOT. Therefore, agreements involving
improvements to SIS facilities will require approval by FDOT.

4. After a mitigation project is identified and agreed upon by the City, the applicant and
FDOT (if the project affects an SIS facility), a proposed proportionate fair share
mitigation agreement will he prepared. The lmnal agreement will become a part of the site
plan submittal for review. The Mayor may approve such agreements. The site plan shall
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,.s4• l- I .-.r.,1, -----

-14e4-efni m ng proportionate lair share obligation.

l—l4e-—l-W-j+F-1-onale fair share obligation shall be based on (lie impact a development has
(-*n--—a--—{-r+ns-p(n-tntu)n laci Ii ty as determined by a traffic impact analysis that assesses the
distribution and volume of traffic generated by the proposed development.

2. A facility shall he considered impacted when the net trips generated by the proposed
developnieni meets or exceeds five percent of the facility’s peak hour capacity.

‘1.I_ .__..._Ii\C’I_..
4—v-l-tk-ftt-ttttIIe I inpucu I IU) 0.)e1a1111g UI U i’ Luau meels L._ ..s i1ndafll,

the development will not be subject to the proportionate fair share provisions.

p QI-, Li f,-l c-,-.;1;f, k. ,- r. i flV -l--j kals, Iia I flQSi tL). IAILJ I.) . SJj.J .L_fl. Li L11tLLLJL) i. I Si VY Slit CISIS) [1 L.S LI t ‘.i Li

standard hased on existing conditions or as a result of (lie impacts of a proposed
development, the facility would he snhiect to the nrnnnrtionate fair share nrovisions and
the applicant wou Id he notified.

5. Proportionate lair share fliI>’ IlL-I LIUC,

limitation, separately or collectively, private funds, contributions of land, and
construction and contribution ol facilities.

6. A development shall not lie required to pay more than its proportionate fair share. The
fair market value ol (lie proportionate lair share mitigation for the impacted facilities shall
not dilTer regardless of the method of mitigation.

7. The methodology used to calculate an applicant’s proportionate fair share obligation shall
as provided for in F.S. 163.31 SIL as follows:

The cumulative number of trips from the proposed development expected to reach
roadways during peak hours from the completed build out of a stage or phase being
approved, divided by the change in the peak hour maximum service volume (MSV) of
roadways resulting from construction of an improvement necessary to maintain the
adopted LOS, multiplied by the construction cost, at the time of developer payment, of
the irnprovementn attain the adopted LOS; or

Proportionate Fair Sh [[Deve1opment Trips) I (SV Increase)] x

Where:

____________

Thos*from the stage or phase of development
Development

Tn
assigned to roadway segment ‘i and have triggereu a ucuii per

— concurrency management system (the “CMS”

SM LI . provided by the eligible improvement iuway
lncrcase— segment ‘1”;

Ordinance _-H
Page 8



A

— of all project phases (Irelimiimry engineering or alignment study, design,
rights of way acquisition and construction) in the years said phases will occur

with all associated costs.

X. For the purposes of determining proportionate fair share obligations, the City shall
determine improvement costs based upon the actual cost ol the improvement as obtained
mm the capital improvement element of the MPO transportation improvement program.

Where such information is not available, improvement cost shall he determined using one
(F Ii - Iii P iii nil ‘ ii ‘rri hf-’cl h n u,

—

LFiIIELA

1 Il F F IF F’. I 11 ‘1 I—F I I

-

i- ii i—i i , i Iincnirtntinn rnrtr: n’ lliiIIF—’ I F 1(111

An analysis by (he City of t4u,, costs that data from recent
projects and is up:’ annually

_____________________

based
of cross section (urban or rural); locally available data from recent projects on
acquisition, drainage and utility costs, and significant changes in the cost of materials
due to unforeseeahle events. Cost estimates for state road improvements not included
in the adopted FDOT v orL program shall be determined using this method in
rnnrrlinntinn with 1ht Fl )( )T Flitrict

9. The value of a proportionate fair share mitigation project proposed shall be determined
using one of the methods provided in this subsection.

10. The City may accept right of way dedication for the proportionate fair share payment.
Credit for the dedication shall he based on fair market value established by an independent
appraisal approved by the City and at no expense to the City. The applicant shall supply,
at no expense to the City, a survey and legal description of the land and evidence of
marketable title suhject only to such encumbrances as the City may find acceptable. If the
estimated value of the right of way dedication proposed by the applicant is less than the
estimated total proportionate fair share obligation for that development, then the
applicant must also pay the difference.

D. Impact fee credit for proportionate fair share mitigation.

I. Proportionate fair share conibutions shall be applied as a credit against impact fees
consistent with the terms of the impact fee section of the Pinellas County Land
Develonment Code.

-
- nronortionate fair share contribution LxImpact fee credits for the will he dL,.Iined when

the transportation impact fee obligation is calculated for the proposed development.
Impact fees owed by the applicant will be reduced in accordance with the proportionate
fair share mitigation agreement as they become due in accordance with the impact fee
section of the county land development code. If the applicant’s proportionate fair share
obligation is less than the development’s anticipated road impact fee for the specific stage
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01 phaSe 01 development under review, then the applicant or its successor shall pay the
remni iii ng impact lee amount to the City.

E. IlFect of p+’oj*w{-i fair share mitigation agreements.

ol a proportionate fair share mitigation agreement, the applicant shall
Feeei*—lninsporLation concurrency approval or functional equivalent. Should the
applicant fail to obtain a development order, then the agreement shall be deemed null and
void.

2. Payment of the proportionate fair share contribution is due in full prior to issuance of the
Ii nut development order or recording of the final phil and shall be non refundable. If (he
pii-ment is submitted more than 12 months from the date ol execution ot the agreement.
then the proportionate fair share cost shall he recalculated at the time of payment based
on the best estimate of the construction cost of the required improvement at the time of
pament and adj usted accordingly.

3. All proportionate fair share mitigation improvements shall he completed prior to issuance
of a certificate of occupancy, or as otherwise established in an agreement providing for
the completion of such improvements that is accompanied by a security instrument
-u-fricient to ensure the completion of all required improvements.

4. l)edication of necessary rights of way for facility improvements shall he completed prior
to issuance of (lie development order or recording of the final plat.

5. Any requested change to a development subsequent to the issuance of a development
order may he suhject to additional proportionate fair share contributions to the extent that
the change will generate additional traffic that would require mitigation.

6. An applicant may submit a letter declining to enter into a proportionate fair share
mitigation agreement at any time prior to the execution of the agreement by the applicant.

7. The City may enter into proportionate fr share mitigation agreements for selected
corridor improvements to facilitate collaboration among multiple applicants on
improvements to a shared transportation facility.

F. Appropriation of fair share revenues.

1. Proportionate fair share revenues shall be placed in the appropriate project account for
funding of scheduled improvements in the capital improvements element, or as otherwise
established in the terms of the proportionate fair share mitigation agreement.
Proportionate fair share revenues may be used for improvements prior to construction of
the project from which such revenues were derived. Proportionate fair share revenues
may also be used as the 50 percent local match for funding under the FDOT transportation
regional incentive program (TRIP).

2. If a scheduled proportionate fair share improvement is removed from the capital
improvement element, then the revenues collected for its construction may he applied
toward the construction of another improvement within the same corridor or planning
sector that would mitigate the impacts of development.

3. If an impacted facility has been designated as a regionally significant transportation
facility in an adopted regional transportation plan as provided in F.S. 339.155, the City
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ittity cU(HUiiiiW With tiniel impacted jurisdictions and agencies to apply proportionate
iii share )ntrihutiollsalid public coninhutions to seek funding for improving the
impacted regional Facility under the FDOT TRIP. Such coordination shall be through an
fnlel’k-)cal a eemen1 that e-s-i-ahlishes a procedure for earmarking the developer
conlrihutions kw this pree.

IC .---4r, appi icam consuucts a trou;portatmn Facilhy, the cost of which exceeds the
proportionate Fair share ohl igal ion and the cost was borne by the applicant, the City may
consider reimhursing the applicant For the excess contribution using one or more of the
Following methods:

a. An impact Fee credit account may be established for the applicant in the amount of
I h x nntii hit inn

h ,.‘..
A . l- applicant for the of reimL..ri-i+g4he
applicant for the excess contribution with proportionate fair shai’e payments tram
in lure app! ican Es on the Far ii (.

T’-c-—- • IC LI iy may coiiiiiciisuie the applicant for the excess contribution through payment
or some combination of means acceptable to the City and the applicant.

-

IIt., IA right to . be assigned and reassigned. in whoL. in part, under
terms and conditions acceptable to and approved by the City, provided that a payment
by the City to an assignee shall relieve the City at’ any obligation to reimburse the
applicant or any assignor to the extent oF such pavmenL

G. Cross jurisdictional impacts.

1-

2-

÷÷

(1IIi hr h1H)Ih— :Iiii,

—4

L

rinmni

artanon

.,prflfl,flntfl I..ts,lr# t,,-l’)tl nfl -

If IIIL .

w

V iii;v rhIIr.I 111111 :111 jtieFt11FI1t ‘...‘iiii

I’ guveniiiieiRs Lu aress cross jurIsdictional ‘“

ueveioiii

‘etonment.
4:h.

... 9’rPPIT)Prh1

-

[suicuonai

‘ transportation concurrency

In the interest of and to reflect the shared respr—tilities
managing development ar concurrency, i-t- z:

acent 4e€€! ef

‘r”” multi jurisdictional u’ansporIation faci1itis--Th shall provide
“ applicatic. ‘ fl” methodology in this subsection to d4i the cross jar’”

‘ of such de

An application for -i--’ Lent that is subject
requirements and that meets all of the criteria listed below shall be subject to this
subsection.

a. All or part of the proposed development is located within an area or cothdor
designated by an adjacent loc government where development projects are subject
to transportation concurrency requirements in accordance with their respective Land
Development Regulations.

b. The additional traffic from the proposed development would use five percent or more
p1’ the adopted peak hour LOS maximum service volume of a multi jurisdictional
transportation facility within the concurrency jurisdiction of the adjacent local
government.

c. The impacted multi jurisdictional transportation facility is projected to he operating
below the level of service standard, adopted by the adjacent local government, when
the traffic from the proposed development is included,
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-——————i—tj**i-i—idei+i—i-ficat ion (II an impacted mu! Li jurisdictional transportation mci I itv. the City
shal I nuLl fy (he app! icarit and (lie affected adjacent local government in writing of the
)pp( )r( n iii Ly t derive an additional proportionate fair share contri hution , hw;ed on (lie

pi-ee4—iii+p-iicts of the proposed development on the impacted facility.

4. The adjacent local government shall have up to 90 days in which to notify the City of a
proposed speci tic proportionate lair share oh! igation, and the intended use ol the funds
when received. The adjacent local government shall provide reasonable justification that
hoth the amount of the payment and its intended use comply with the requirements of
RS. 163.3 I X0. Should the adjacent local government decline proportionate lair share
mitigation, then the provisiolis of this subsection shall not apply and the applicant shall
he subject only to the proporlionate (‘air share requirements of the City.

5. If the development is approved by (lie City, the approval shall include a condition that the
applicant shall provide, prior to the issuance ol’ any development order covered by that
application, evidence that the proportionate (‘air share obligation to the adjacent local
government has heen satisfied.

1 6.03. I 10. Transportation concurrency exception area.

A. The area shown in map 30 ol’ (lie Comprehensive Plan is exempt from transportation
concurrency requirements to promote tirhan infill development and urban redevelopment, the
preservation of historic resources aiid the restoration of existing buildings, and encourage the
use of public transportation. This area shall be referred to as the transportation concurrency
exception area (TCEA).

B. A proposed development that is projected to generate more than 50 new p.m. peak hour trips,
and is located in the TCEA on a major street that is operating at an LOS that is lower than the
City’s peak hour standard of LOS “D,” as determined by the most recent concurrency annu
monitoring report, must he reviewed as a special exception. Review of such developments
shall include consideration of compliance with the following crittha:

1. On site or off site road capacity enhancements shl be incoorated into the proposed
development, such as, but not limited to:

a. Acceleration/deceleration lanes;

b. Reduction of curb cuts;

c. Shared curb cuts/cross access easements; and

d. Intersection capacity improvements, such as, but not limited to, signal timing and
turn lane storage capacity.

a Provision of tra
but not limited to:

accommodations developed in coordination with the PSTA, such as,

a. New or enhanced transit stops or shelters;

b. Walkways connecting transit stops to the principle buildings;

c. Bus pull off areas; and

d. Dedication of park and ride parking spaces
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Sidewalks along all street fr

h. ( )(her sidewalLs connecting to adjacent neighhorhoods.

4. Provision ol hicycle -

I:

a. Bicycle iacLs and

h. Bicycle lanes.

5. lflplen1L’ntation ol transpor’ •‘‘“ strategies, such l_._

a. R idesharing programs:

h. Flexihle \vorL hours: and

c. Telecommuting.

6. Provision ol traditional design features, such as, but not limited to:

a. Locate huilding adjacently to street sidewalk;

b. Building entry on street: and

c. Pedestrian protection devices such as, but
other outdoor walkways.

limited to, awnings over sidewalks and

7. Site design minimizes cut through traffic on neighborhood streets by encouraging
vehicular trallic to utilize the major road network to avel to or from the site, utilizing
local roads only for immediate site access.

It. fl2 V)I’h D.,h1;, -.,-.I,.1 C1+.
-.7.

A. Purpose and intent.

i. The purpose of school concurrency is to ensure that there is available capacity for the
anticipated students in each concurrency service area where residential units are created
at the time those students need to go to school.

2. F.S. § I 63.3 177(12) requires all nonexempt counties and each non exempt municipity
within those counties to adopt and implement a public school facilities element and a
school concurrency program. The county and all other non exempt municipalities within
the county and the school board have entered into a public schools interlocal agreement
which sets forth matters required by F.S. ch. 163, related to school concurrency, and
which is intended to achieve a uniform, countywide, public school concurrency system.
The City’ adopted amendments to the Comprehensive Plan on February 21, 2008, to
establish concurrency for public school facilities.

B. Definitions. For the purposes of public school facilities concurrency, the following words shall
have the following definitions:

Available Capacity means school facilities that will be in place or under actual construction
within three years based on the Five Year Work Program, and which shall be calculated based on
the following formula:
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i TW Ii i’’. ini I nhin I’nr future facilities to meet proposed progoim nik
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site plan; or Ii nal residential subdivision approvals, and shall he the first day after the puN ic school
‘ici hI v tknmnl DQI1 ;ind 1 .111(1 flve1onrnnt RenlnIiflnic imnhmenI i lw PSF ‘‘ in
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•

Enrollment means the olhcial student i-.’rnllmenl count of the fall semester.

Existing level of seivice Is calculated ha

________

the following formu ha:

LOS = Student ent I Vested Student-si

Fl$hool CapaAddition l C p Icily I

tilt.. tflJS..tii Lit..iit t.i t.tttt./ti LJJ

F. S l(SU77

.l-.... ri...A.. 0.1.4:...... A .-....:I.t.t. iii tIt4t.11h15 ii flt.Ull3, CCL) 5.4t.IIh1tS.4 III tilt. A I’.JI Itlil. LP iAllttillb %..5J5.St? \t.L4L I ‘.11 Li J t.ilt.if)tt.fl i, fl.. t.. tiSil

\ .I.... .1..:...... ...L 1.L-.... 1...... ...... change of use.
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outlay needs.

FISH (Florida inventory of schd
- ) m s the inventory numbering system used by

the state department of education for parce s, and rooms in public educational facilities.

Level of service standard or LOS means the minimum service level that will be provided by
nnhljc school facilities in the county.

District wide level of service standard means that the existing LOS shall not exceed 100
percent. This level of service standard shall apply to each type of public school facility.

Local government means the county and each of the municipalities required to implement
school concurrency.

Public school facilities element (PSFE) means the public school facilities element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Public schools interlocal agreement means the interlocal agreement filed with the Pinellas
County Board Clerk on April 24, 2007, between the Pinellas County School Board, the County,
mI the 1 mnnirin91itie within the C’nnntv thnt re renuireti tn imniement rhnn1 rnncnrrenrv ncr— 5— 1-’’-””

—r4.. -, . .çrtr it. t.rtrrrn5n115—SJfl t.alciUrr15 rat.In tnt..0ury—n t..CararT5i...nrnt.sra ‘.11



l+H-*va(ions meaiv;, us defined in the Florida Building Code (currently chapter 4, section
-1-23.5.). the rejuvenating or upgrading of existing facilities by installation or replacement p1
materials and equipment without changing the use or occupancy of the spaces remaining.

Residential approval means a residential site plan or a final residential subdivision approval.

S’-h-oo’l—c-apacity and level of service report means the report prepared annually by (he school
district to calculate the existing level of service and the available capacity within each concurrency
service a iea.

School concurrency approval means the approval issued by the POD finding that there is
available capacity lou all types ol schools required to serve new proposed residential unit; in a
residential apprcwal

Vested students means the estimated number of students that. would be generated from
residential approvals which are approved after the effective date less the number of vested students
represented by the dwelling units of the residential approvals that:

I ) Received certificates of occupancy since (lie effective date when preparing the first school
capacity and level of service report or since the preparation date of the previous report
when preparing the second and subsequent reports and are located in a residential
development that received school concurrency approval; or

(2) Had their school concurrency approval expire.

C. Public school facilities concurrency procedures.

I. Application for school concurrency review. The POD shall access the development
tracking system when a completed application for school concurrency review
(application) is received. The POD shall review the application to determine whether the
application is complete for school concurrency review, if the application is not complete,
the POD shall notify’ the applicant of the additional information required to complete the
appl ication

2. Review of application. When the application has been accepted as complete, it shall he
reviewed in accordance with procedures for that application as provided by this section.
These procedures include a review of the application for concuency with the LOS for
public school facilities.

3. School concurrency applied.

During the review of the application, the POD shall consider the most current
adjusted information on available capacity’ provided by’ the county. If this
information shows that there is available capacity within each of the concurrency
service areas where the proposed residenüal approval would be located, then the
POD shall proceed under the following subsection. If the information reveals that
there is not available capacity’ within a concurrency service area where the proposed
residential approval would he located, then the POD shall proceed under subsection
c of this section.
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(l+—4Thie P( )I ) may issue a school concurrency approval (‘or a residential approval ot’
less than 25 dwelling units without submitting the school concurrency
application to the school district or county.

(2) A school concurrency application br residential approval of 25 dwelling units
or greater shall he submitted to the school district and the county on the Form
provided by the school district.

(3 ) Withi ii 25 days ol’ receipt of the form and a completed school concurrenc
aPPlication, the school district will review the application and shall render a
school concurrency determination stating whether there is available capacity for
all types ol schools to accommodate the estimated number of students that would
he generated by the proposed residential approval and maintain the adopted
level of service standard. The school district may request assistance 1rpm the
county in reviewing applications.

-

-

I I’ the ._ district dc ,-i-o that there is available within all tTet
concurrency service areas where the proposed residential approval would be
located, then ‘‘

‘ :‘mediately notify City, ‘riting,
th.m ncy ttI’r

If the school ,B dt there -w’ vailable ccp’”ity within an
affected concurrency service area and the adopted level of service standard
would he exceeded, then the school district shall consider whether there is
available capacity in the contiguous concurrency service area.

(a) II’ the school district determines that, in the aggregate, there is available
capacity in the concurrency service area and in the contiguous concurrency
service area to accommodate the estimated number of students from the
proposed residential approval, then an adequate level of service would he
provided and the school district shall immediately notify the City, in
writing, which may then issue the school concurrency approval.

L’t’IlflflI jn”

II II’ .( I IL 31 I 1.11 It: ‘, I II II

Iii hiP ‘c’hnnT 1’13IIl’IITII

canac

ir’irn’ii
H

ct

H1

‘,r’’

f * nPrprminp’.444w... 4y•1 ,I..f..,.f that-”’ there i “

capacity in the concurrency service urea and in the contiguous concurrency
service area to accommodate the estimated number of students from the
proposed residential approval, then an adequate level of service would not
he provided for that type of school and the residential approval shall not be

-

-

m

,..t, I I I I I I

iirntinn

I1(1fl1TP

2 arcnte
II It:

district H+

.. accejiiauie

appncan

If the school district di4i that, in the there is not available
capacity, then, 25 days ter receiving completed school
concurrencyap from the City, the school -&l identify the
required propor’ share mitigation and ‘““ ‘i” -

of mitigation “riting i” -Ci-ty ‘-“i 1’

When the l-di iii that there is not - -- fw
residential approval, then the City may only issue a school concurrency
approval after the execution of a legally binding development mitigation
agreement between the applicant, the City, and the school board.

scum ‘t-” deterrr , flrJpflh.ntp canac’’’
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e--———l-)eve-k-i’p-mef+I--Fev-i-ew-—pfeccss when at least one concurrency service area has no
a va I able capacity

(—1—) The school concurrency application shall he submitted to the school district and
the cmi ny for all residential approvals, regardless of’ size, that are located within
a concurrency service area that has no available capacity. The school
concurrency application shall he submitted on a form provided by the school

(2) The development rev it’’’’
C3b(5 ) of this section.

I—’ ‘—‘

•‘I•S•lI the procedures in subsection

4. School capacity and level of service report.

a. Each year, the school district shall prepare a school capacity and level of service
report to calculate the existing level of service and the available capacity within each
concurrency service area.

h flflE1T1P..
. Its,,,count” “-‘ “ “ by the POD wh”’ “elling “flits have received

certificates of occupancy and when the school concurrency approval for presidential
approval has expired. The county shall provide this information to the school district
for inclusion in the annual report.

5. Miti’ation.

a. If capacity is not available, the applicant may choose to satisfy the public school
facilities’ concurrency requirements by mdng a propoionate fair she
contribution, pursuant to the following requirements:

(1) Acceptable forms of mitigation may include, without limitation, the following:

(a) Contribution of land;

(b) Construction of a public school facility;

(c) Expansion of an existing public school facility;

(d) Payment for land acquisition or the expansion or construction of a public
school facility;

(e) The creation of mitigation banking based on the construction of a public
school facility in exchange for the right to sell capacity credits;

recognized as public ‘S1 c:i;:,
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i’ uuy u issuance.
. dnciimentiition of all school concurrency approvals

. ‘nnriirriric’i nnnrnvnl A crhnn1 cnnrIIrrpnr.

—The P( ) I) shall , . written

to the county’ within ‘

Continued validity . ‘ approval
shall he alid for purposes of the issuance of development oroers or permits for 24
months from the date of issuance by the POD. Once a development order or permit

has been issued, the school concurrency approval shall he valid until a final
cerfl hcate of occupancy is issued or the development order or permit is no lonf
cl’l’cct,



standards shall apply to any mitigation required by the school
nut:

(il cIirictd tnwnrd n ntrmnni’nt i’hnn1 t’nnnt’ivd—n+i-t-i ,........ must b: r
impr ‘‘‘“ ( identified in the five year work program, wh the exception

hools, -‘- b-y
tf*4t)05e(1 r(sidCIt ia -

II •lI L. :cepted as mitigatic;

Mitigation shall be proportion ‘e demand for public °‘ -

‘

estimated to he created by the proposed residential approval.

(3) The proportionate share mitigation amount shall be calculated using the
lol lowing lormula for each school level:

Multiply the number of additional new student stations required for mitigation
ol the estimated demand for public school facilities creatcd by the proposed
residential approval by the average cost per student station using the actual
construction cost being experienced by the school district for student stations at
the time when proportioIate share mitigation is accepted, plus the inclusion of
land costs, if any.

h. Development mitigation agreement.

I ) A development mitigation agreement shall provide for the required mitigation
of the impacts of the proposed residential approval on public school facilities.

(2) Upon notification by the school district that that there is no available capacity
for a proposed residential approval, then the applicant is eligible to participate
in the proportionate share program.

(3) In order to move forward in the development process, if the applicant chooses
to exercise the mitigation option, a meeting shall be held to discuss eligibility,
application submittal requirements, potential mitigation options, and related
issues. The applicant and the school board shall attempt to negotiate a
development mitigation agreement which shall provide for the required
mitigation of the impacts of the proposed development on public school
facilities. The City shall be a party to this agreement. If the applicant and the
school hoard are unable to agree on an acceptable fo of mitigation, the conflict
resolution provision of the public schools interlocal agreement may be utilized
(section 16.60.050).

(4) After a mitigation project is identified and agreed upon by the applicant and the
school district, a development mitigation agreement will be prepared by the
applicant with direction fl-pm the school district and the City. The final
agreement will become a part of the final residential approval submittal. Final
approval of the site plan and agreement rests with the POD.

(5) The development mitigation agreement shall include the applicant’s
commitment to extend the development mitigation agreement until th

completed as deteined by the school hoard or as determineu
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fl-wo-ugh the conflict resolution procedures of the public schools interlocal
acreemen t ( sect in ii i 6.60.050), if applicable.

(-6-)--—Upon execution of a development mitigation agreement, the applicant shall
receive school concurrency approval or functional equivalent.

(7) If the applicant chooses to not continue with residential approval, the applicant
may submit a letter to the school district to withdraw from the development
miLiation agreement at any time prior to the execution of the agreement.

(X) A development mitigation agreement can be amended or cancelled by mutual
consent of the parties to the agreement or by their successors in interest.

c. Cross jurisdictional impacts. In the interest of intergovernmental coordination and to
reflect the shared responsibilities for managing development and concurrency, if the
proposed mitigation is located in a diffcrent jurisdiction, the POD will notify the
other local government in writing as soon as the POD is notified of the proposed
mitigation and al low the opportunity for the other local government to comment on
mitigation proposals.

6. Vesting.

a. For the purposes of meeting the level of service standard, residential approvals,
development orders, and permits approved for any property prior to the effective date
of the ordinance from which this section is derived shall he vested and shall not
require a school concurrency approval.

7. Credits.

a. After the effective date, any property with existing dwelling units that are demolished
or destroyed shall receive a credit for the estimated number of students generated
l’rom existing dwelling units. Credits may not be transfentd to another property but
may he used on abutting property if part of the same residential approval. The
applicant will he required to provide proof of such existing uses in a fo acceptable
to the POD.

b. The application of credits for public school capacity attributable to the number of
student seats generated by a previous and existing on site residential use may be used
for a new residential approval, in the place of the capacity which would be generated
by the new residential approval, in peetuity from the effective date of the ordinance
from which this section is derived.

evelopment Regulations, modifications may be made to an
A --

- will not result in any cxtensicn o i-he
approv1 is valid, d ‘.‘.‘iii not justify

The county will be notified of any modifications. Modifications which change the
demand for available capacity will he reflected in the development tracking system. If the
modifications require submittal of a new residential approval, the new residential
approval will be subject to the school concurrency review. If a new residential approval
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ret ILes_a_Iiew_€4t4ol concurrency approval, then the school concurrency approval issued
k—w--t-he—oi’igrn-al residentiul approval will no longer he valid.

—Re*-iei+1t-l—at-i-e-aIs. I)ecisions of the P01) to grant or deny a school concurrem?-y

aVPR—)-\-l—-F-Y—be appealed to the I )evelopiuent Review Commission whose decision shall
he the final decision ut the City.

Section 2. Section I (.7U.g—tP. I I of the St. Petersburg City Curie is hereby amended to
icad as tol lows:

Section I 6.70.040. I I — Amendments to the Comprchcnsi ye Plan and Land l)evelopment

Rcgu lations.

E. Standanis br review. In addition to the standards of review for a zoning and planning decision
generally, a decision shall he guided by the bol lowing foctors:

Compliance of the proposed use with the goals, objectives, polices and guidelines ot the
Ciuprehensi ye Plan

2. Whether the proposed amendment would adversely affect environmentally sensitive
lands or properties which are documented as habitat for the listed species as defined by
the conservation element of the Comprehensive Plan;

3. Whether the proposed changes would alter the population density pattern and thereby
a(lversel y affect residential dwelline units or public schools:

4. Impact of the proposed amendment upon the adopted level of service (LOS) for public
services and facilities including. hut not limited to: water, sewer, sanitation, traffic, mass
transit, recreation and slormwater management and impact on LOS standards for traffic
and mass transit. The IN)D may require the applicant to prepare and present with the
application whatever studies are necessary to determine what effects the amendment will
have on the LOS;

5. Appropriate and adequate land area sufficient for the use and reasonably anticipated
operations and expansions;

6. The amount and availability of vacant land or land suitable for redevelopment for similar
uses in the City or on contiguous properties;

7. Whether the proposed change is consistent with the established land use pattern of the
areas in reasonable proximity:

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

9. If the proposed amendment involves a change from residential to a nonresidential use 01’

a mixed tise, whether more nonresidential land is needed in the proposed location to
provide services or employment to residents of the City;
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I . \\“lielher the subject property is within the I (10—year floodplain. hurricane evacuation level
/one A or coastal hicjì lìazard areas as identihed in (lie coastal iiianaeiIlent eleineiit of
the ( ‘oniprelieiisive Plan;

II ( )tlier pertinent facts.

Section 3. Section I 6.70.040. I .4 ol the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to

cad as lol lows

Section 1.70.040.1.4.— Site plan review.

I). Standards fr review. In addition to the standards of review for a zoning and planning decision
generally, a decision shall be guided by the Ibilowing factors:

The use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;

2. 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;

3. Ingress and egress to the property and proposed structures with Particular emphasis on
automotive and pedestrian safety, separation ol automotive and bicycle traffic and
control, provision of services and servicing of uti lilies and refuse collection, and access

in case of Fire, catastrophe and emergency. Access management standards on state and

county roads shall he based on the latest access management standards of FDOT or the
county, respectively;

4. Location and relationship of oft—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;

5. 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 he required where necessary to offset the traffic impacts;

6. Drainage of the property with particular reftrence 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;

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

8. 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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o)• (‘oiiipatihiljtv ol the use with (lie exist ii iiatLnal eiiviroiiifleiit ol (lie site. litsioricatid
icliaeolocical sites, and with properties iii (lie iieicjihorliood as oti(liiied iii the (‘ilys

( ( )IiipILlleli5i VC lI dii

0. Substantial detrimental effects ol the use, includiim evaluating the impacts ot a
coilceiitra(ion of si 1111 lw or (he same uses and structures, on property vaT ues in the
net Ii lit ilit ( 1(1

Sn tiiciencv of setbacks, screens. hii tIers and general amenities to Peser’ internal and
external harmony and coinpatihi I itv with uses inside and outside the proposed
development and 1(1 control adverse cOeds of noise, lights, dust, funies and other
nuisances;

I 2. Land area is su flic en t. appropriate and adequate Cur the use and reasonably anticipated
operations and expansion thereof:

I 3. Landscaping and preservation ui natural manmade features of the site including trees,
wetlands, and other vegetation:

11. Sensitivity ol the development to on—site and adjacent (within 200 feet) historic or
archaeological resources related to scale. mass, building materials, and other impacts:

1 5. Availability of hurricane evacuation facilities or developments located in the hurricane
vu I nerabi Ii ty zones:

16. Meets adopted levels of service and the requirements for a certificate ol concurrency by
complying with the adopted levels of service Cur:

a. Water.

h. Sewer.

e. Sanitation.

d. Parks and recreation.

e. Drainage.

f. Mass transit.

g. Traffic.

h. School conculTency.

Section 4. Section 16.70.040.1.5 of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:

Section 16.70.040. 1 .5. — Special exceptions.

D. Standards for review. In addition to the standards of review for a zoning and planning decision
generally, a decision rendered under this section shall be guided by the following factors:

1. The use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;
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the 3)i’()pe1y loi’ which a special ecep(ion is i’equested shall have valid land use and
ioniii or the proposed use prior to (lie puhhic hearing;

3. Ingress aiid egress to the properly and proposed structures with par icular emphasis OR

automotive and pedestrian safety, separation of automotive and hicycle traffic and
control. jii’ovisioii of services and Servicing of utilities and refuse collection, and access
in case of fire, catastrophe and emergenc v . Access management standards on State and
county n)ads shall he hased on the latest access management standards ol H )OT or the
county, respectively:

4. Location and relationship of’ oil —street parki iig, hicvcle parking. and off—street loading
facilities to driveways and internal traffic patterns within the proposed deVek)pment with
particular reference to automotive, hicycle, and pedestrian safety, traffic flow and control,
access in case of’ fire or catastrophe. and screening and landscaping;

5. Ti’aff’ic impact report descrihing how this project will impact the adjacent streets and
intersect ions. A detailed traffic report may he required to determine the project impact on
the level of’ service of adjacent streets and intersections. Transportation system
management techniques may he required where necessary to offset the traffic impacts;

(j. l)rainage of the pi’operty with particular reference to the effect of’ provisions for drainage
on adjacent and nearhy properties and the use of oil—site retention systems. The
Commission may grant approval of a drainage plan as required City ordinance, county
ordinance, or SW FWM D;

7. Signs, if’ any, and proposed exterior lighting with reference to glare, traffic safety and
compatibility and harmony with adjacent properties:

X. 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 harmon of (lie building with adjacent development and sLirrounding
landscape:

9. 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:

10. 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:

11 . Substantial detriniental 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;

12. 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 efftcts of noise, lights, dust, fumes and other
nuisances;

13. Land area is sufficient, appropriate and adequate for the use and reasonably anticipated
operations and expansion thereof;
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14. I mlscapin and preservation of natural manmade features of the site including (ices.
wetkmds. and oIlier vegetatioii

5. Sensitivity of the development to on—site and or adjacent (within 200 feet) historic or
archaeological resources related to scale, mass, hu i Iding materials, and other impacls

I (. Availability of hurricane evacuation facilities for developments located in the hurricane
vtilnerahi lily ‘/)nes;

17. Meets adopted levels of’ service and the requirements fl)r a certiflcate of concun’ency hy
complvi ng with the adopted levels of’ service fir:

a. Waler.

h. Sewer.

c. Sanitation.

d. Parks and recreation.

e. l)rainage.

f’. Niass transit.

g. Traffic.

h. School concurrPnrv.

Section 5. Select definitions within Section I ft90.020.3 of the St. Petersburg City Code
are hereby amended to read as follows:

16.90.020.3. Definitions

Concurrency ,iio,iiloriiig system means the data collection, processing, and analysis performed

by the City to determine impacts on the established levels of service for potable water, sanitary
sewer, drainage, solid waste, and recreation and open space, roads, and mass transit. For traffic
circulation: data collection, processing and analysis will be utilized to determine traffic concern
areas and traffic restriction m’eas in addition to impacts on the established levels of service. The

traffic circulation data maintained by the concuency management monitoring system shall he
the most culTent information available to the City.

* * *

Proportionate fair share is a provision that allows for development projects to mitigate their

impacts through “fair share’ contributions to facilities identified for capacity improvements in

the capital improvement element of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Sign.ficaiuIv degrade means a—peaL hour increase in trafflc volume of five percent or a decrease
in average travel speed$4e-n--percent. ‘IThis criteria shall he the means of evaluating the
transportation impacts in (rat ic restriction areas upon roadway levels of service. (Source:
concurrency management)

ira/jic concern area means an area within which the level of service for a given road facility has
been determined by data from the concurrency management monitoring system to have reached a
level of service D during the peak hour or is expected to reach a level of service B or worse
during the peak hour in the next five years and no construction improvements are planned in the
next five years. This area includes the area within one quarter mile of the centerline and within a
one quarter mile arc radius beyond the terminus of any designated road segment’s centerline.
(Source: concurrency management)

TrcUfle restriction area means an area in which the level of service for a given road facility has
been determined by data From the concurrency management monitoring system to be below the
acceptable level of service adopted in this article. This area includes the area within one half
mile of the centerline and within a one hal F mile arc radius beyond the terminus of any
designated road segment’s centerline.

1;tII’I 1111:111 11 vithin

Section 6. Coding: As used in this ordinance, language appearing in struck-through type
is language to be deleted from the City Code, and underlined language is language to be added to
the City Code, in the section, subsection, or other location where indicated. Language in the City
Code not appearing in this ordinance continues in full force and effect unless the context clearly
indicates otherwise. Sections of this ordinance that amend the City Code to add new sections or
subsections are generally not underlined.

Section 7. The provisions of this ordinance shall be deemed to be severable. IF any
provision of this ordinance is determined unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such determination
shall not affect the validity of any other provisions of this ordinance.
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development that results in traffic generation shall be placed or under z:
three years alter approval of a development order.

Transportation concurrency exceptIon area (TCEA) means that area of the City derihd in tht
cnncnrrnrv rnnni-rnnt ct’rlinn



Section 8. [dIecti ye I )ate. In the event this ordinance is not vetoe(l by the Mayor in
Hc’c()rdailce with the City (‘liarter, ii simI I become eFfective after the Filth business day after

adopt iou unless the Mayor noli lies the City Council through written notice Filed with the City
Clerk that the M ayor will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shall take cued

i nimediatcly upon tiling such written roil ice with the City Clerk In the event this ordinance is

vetoed hy the Mayi )r in accordance with the City Charter. it shall not become effective unless and
until the City Con neil overrides the veto in accordance with the City Charter, in which case ii shall
become died ye i mmcd iutelv upon a successli vote to ovL’rnde the veto.

Approved as to form and content:

City Attorney (designee)
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PUBLIC HEARING

•____

sI.petersburD
www.stpoto.org

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department

For Public Hearing on December 2, 2015
at 2:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

APPLICATION: LDR 2015-08

APPLICANT: City of St. Petersburg
175 5tIi Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

REQUEST: Amend the City of St. Petersburg’s Code of Ordinances, Chapter 16, Land
Development Regulations (“LDRs”), Section 16.03 “Concurrency Management”

AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Section 16.80.020.1 of the City Code of Ordinances, the DRC, acting as
the Land Development Regulation Commission (“LDRC”), is responsible for
reviewing proposed amendments to the LDRs, confirming consistency with the City
of St. Petersburg’s Comprehensive Plan (“Comprehensive Plan”), and making a
recommendation to the City Council.

EVALUATION:

Recommendation

The Planning & Economic Development Department finds that the proposed request is consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan and recommends APPROVAL.

Background and Analysis

Since 1985 concurrency has been required by Florida Statutes. Concurrency means that the necessary
public facilities and services to maintain the adopted level of service standards are available when the
impacts of development occur. The City has adopted LOS standards for public facilities and services
including: potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, roadways, mass transit, and recreation
and open space.

LDR 2015-08 — LDR Text Amendment
Transportation and School Concurrency
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Transportation Concurrency

In 2000, the City established a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) for the portion of the
City located south of 77th and 78th Avenues North. The City’s TCEA met the State’s Rule 9J-5 criteria
for an urban infill area and contained several community redevelopment areas. Senate Bill 360 (2009-96
Laws of Florida), adopted in the 2009 legislative session, added a definition in Section 163.3164 F.S. for
a Dense Urban Land Area (DULA). The City met the definition of a DULA. Pursuant to Senate Bill 360,
each city defined as a DULA was also considered a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA).
Therefore, the entire City qualified as a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA), as shown
on Map 30 of the Comprehensive Plan.

HoUse Bill 7207, known as the Community Planning Act (Chapter 2011-139, Laws of Florida) was signed
into law on June 2, 2011. This new law made sweeping changes to Florida’s growth management
policies, inclLlding the elimination of state-level review of transportation concurrency: however it was
made optional for local governments. In the absence of state imposed transportation concurrency
management requirements, the Pinellas County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) authorized a
multi-jurisdictional task force to develop a countywide approach to manage the transportation impacts
associated with development or redevelopment projects through local site plan review processes. The
task force created the Pinellas County Mobility Plan, which provides a more flexible and efficient
alternative to the traditional form of transportation concurrency and ties development approvals to
maintaining adopted roadway level of service standards, while facilitating multimodal transportation
solutions. The Mobility Plan was adopted by the MPO in September 2013, and called for the renaming
the Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance the Multimodal Impact Fee Ordinance.

Amendments are needed to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations in order to
ensure consistency with the countywide approach to managing transportation impacts associated with
development or redevelopment projects. Pinellas County took the lead in amending its Comprehensive
Plan, and now is the time for Pinellas’ cities to follow in order to achieve countywide consistency.

Amendments to the City’s Future Land Use, Transportation, Capital Improvements and
Intergovernmental Coordination Elements of the Comprehensive Plan are currently being processed as
City Application No. LGCP-2016-01. On November 10, 2015, the City’s Community Planning and
Preservation Commission conducted a public hearing regarding these amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan and recommended approval by a unanimous vote of 5-to-O. The second reading
and adoption public hearing to be conducted by City Council is scheduled for February 4, 2016.

This is a companion application making related amendments within the City’s Land Development
Regulations pertaining to transportation concurrency.

It should be noted that the City and Pinellas County MPO will continue to monitor roadway levels of
seivice for plannThg purposes. The City will determThe the need for transportation management plans for
large development projects that are located on deficient roads. The City will also identify strategies for
alleviating traffic congestion on deficient roadways, which could Thclude additional roadway capacity or
projects that increase mobility for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users and motorists.
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School Concurrency

House Bill 7207 also deleted the requirement for a public school facilities element and made school
concurrency optional. While local governments could retain the option to keep concurrency for school
facilities, here in Pinellas County other events directed local governments to delete this requirement from
their respective Comprehensive Plans.

St. Petersburg staff participated with other Pinellas local governments and the school board in developing
the new Public Schools Interlocal Agreement which meets the requirements of the 2011 legislation and
is agreeable to all parties. This new interlocal agreement was approved by City Council on July 26, 2012
(Resolution 201 2-328). The new interlocal agreement eliminates school concurrency requirements while
retaining the existing reporting and coordinated school planning responsibilities. On February 21, 201 3,
City Council adopted Ordinance 59-H, which eliminated the applicable goals, objectives and policies in
the Comprehensive Plan relating to school concurrency in order to be consistent with the new Public
Schools Interlocal Agreement as well as statutory provisions.

The proposed changes included with this LDR package ensure consistency with state statutes, the Public
Schools Interlocal Agreement and the Comprehensive Plan.

Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

The following objectives and policies from the Comprehensive Plan are applicable to the proposed
amendment:

Policy LU3.18: All retail and office activities shall be located, designed and regulated so as
to benefit from the access afforded by major streets without impairing the efficiency of operation
of these streets or lowering the LOS below adopted standards, and with proper facilities for
pedestrian convenience and safety. (Strike-through underline of proposed amendments in City
Application No. LGCP-2016-O1)

Policy LULl: Pursuant to the requirements of Section 163.3202 F.S. and Chapter 9J-5 F.A.C.
the land development regulations will be amended, as necessary, to ensure consistency with the
goals, objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The development regulations include:

1. Sign Ordinance;
2. Subdivision Ordinance;
3. Zoning Ordinance;
4. Historic Preservation Ordinance;
5. Drainage and Surface Water Management Ordinance;
6. Landscaping for Vehicular Use Areas Ordinance;
7. Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance:
8. Vegetation Ordinances;
9. Concurrency Ordinance.

LUI9: To provide a transportation system that is integrated with the Future Land Use Plan, the
City shall implement the goals, objectives and policies of the Transportation Element.

Policy LU23.4: The City’s LDRs shall continue to support land development patterns that make
possible a mixture of land use types resulting in employment, schools, services, shopping and
other amenities located near residential development and neighborhoods.

LDR 201 5-08 — LDR Text Amendment
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Policy 1C3.1: The City will continue to coordinate through the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) the transportation needs of the City in conjunction with Pinellas County and the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT).

Objective 1C4: The City shall review and coordinate the level of service standards and plans with
TBRPC, MP-Q7 PPC, DCA the state land planning agency, FDEP, and independent special
districts such as SWFWMD, TBW, l2lA. and all other appropriate state, regional and local
agencies to address conflicts in the development of each element of the Comprehensive Plan.
(Strike-through underline of proposed amendments in City Application No. L G CP-20 16-01)

Policy 1C4.2: St. Petersburg will initiate workshops, as necessary, between the City Planning &
V4&on4ig Qcommission a4 TBRPC, FDOT, DCA the state land planning agency and other
agencies to address LOS conflicts. (Strike-through underline of proposed amendments in City
Application No. LGCP-2016-01)

Policy 1C4.3: The City shall address level of service standards on state roadways, including
instituting a process that requires that no development orders or permits that affect access to
state roads be issued until FDOT completes a review of the development site access plan. (Strike-
through Linderline of proposed amendments in City Application No. L G CP-20 16-01)

Objective PSI: The City, its partner local governments, and the School District agree to
coordinate and base their plans upon consistent projections of population growth and student
enrollment, and will coordinate in sharing of information on proposed school facility changes.
certain planned infrastructure improvements, and proposed land use plan amendments and
rezonings that increase or decrease residential densities.

Objective PS4: The City shall practice effective intergovernmental coordination with its partner
local governments and the School District to ensure that land use plans, development approvals,
and capital facilities planning are coordinated with the availability of public school facilities.

Adoption Schedule

The proposed amendment requires one (1) public hearing, conducted by the City of St.
Petersburg’s City Council. The City Council shall consider the recommendation of the DRC and
vote to approve, approve with modification or deny the proposed amendments:

• January 7, 2016: First Reading

• February 4, 2016: Second Reading and Adoption Public Hearing

o Coordinated with second reading and adoption public hearing of companion City
Application No. LGCP 2016-0 1

Exhibits and Attachments

Proposed Amendments
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DRC STAFF REPORT ATTACHMENT:

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS REMAIN UNCHANGED

AND ARE NOW EMBEDDED

WITHIN THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE.







ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of February 4, 2016

TO The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT A Resolution by City Council approving ten tax increment financing
programs for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area.

RECOMMENDATION Administration recommends City Council approve the attached
Resolution.

OVERVIEW

On May 21, 2015, St. Petersburg City Council adopted a Community Redevelopment Plan (Plan)
for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) that also established a tax
increment financing district and redevelopment trust fund for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St.
Petersburg CRA (Ord. #169-H). Pursuant to its authority as a home rule county, the Pinellas
County Board of County Commissioners approved the Plan on June 2, 2015 (Res. #15-48).

A major strategy of the South St. Petersburg Plan is to direct the vast majority of revenues
generated from the South St. Petersburg tax increment financing district to provide direct
assistance for private investment in residential and non-residential redevelopment in the form
of grants, loans, property tax abatements or other vehicles to help leverage capital from diverse
sources. The Plan also envisions providing funding assistance to governmental and non-profit
entities that provide array of services supporting the intent of the redevelopment plan,
including marketing and promotion, business assistance and loans, workforce development and
job readiness.

This approach to tax increment financing by the South St. Petersburg Plan is a distinct departure
from practice in the City’s other TIE districts, which focused on funding public improvement
projects such as stadium development, parking garages, streetscaping, property acquisition and
preparation and other capital improvements. The South St. Petersburg Plan TIE strategy is
designed to encourage private enterprise in the CRA to the greatest extent possible in
accordance with Section 163.345, ES.

Before funding projects and programs within the South St. Petersburg CRA with tax increment
revenue, the Plan requires administrative procedures to be prepared for each tax increment
financing program. The South St. Petersburg Citizen Advisory Committee and the St. Petersburg
Community Redevelopment Agency shall review and make recommendations on these
programs to City Council before approval. In addition, Pinellas County staff must review and
comment on programs that contemplate use of Pinellas County tax increment revenue.
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Proposed Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Programs for the South St. Petersburg CRA

In faIl 2015, City Administration drafted administrative guidelines for the first round of TIE

programs identified in the South St. Petersburg Plan. These first ten TIE programs include five

programs that propose to provide direct grants to CRA business and property owners and

residents on a “first come, first served” application process. The remaining five programs

support existing programs or partners in the CRA, with three indirectly providing funding to CRA

businesses, property owners and residents. The programs are summarized below and

numbered in the order they occur as exhibits in the attached resolution. For greater detail on

each program, see Exhibits 1 through 10. (Please note that if individual TIE programs are

amended in the future, the corresponding exhibit will be amended and not the resolution. A

note will be made indicating the original adoption of exhibit and subsequent amendments.)

The ten programs were presented to the South St. Petersburg Citizen Advisory Committee

(CAC) for discussion at its October 6, 2015, public meeting. Administration incorporated the

CAC comments, finalized the guidelines and transmitted them to the CAC for recommendation

at its December meeting. Concurrently, Administration transmitted five TIE programs that

could potentially utilize Pinellas County’s TIE contribution to County staff for review and

comment (see TIE program numbers 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 below).

On December 1, 2015, the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South St. Petersburg CRA

unanimously voted to recommend that St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Agency and

City Council approve the ten tax increment financing programs. On December 15, 2015,

Pinellas County staff corresponded that it has reviewed the five tax increment financing

programs included in this resolution that could potentially utilize Pinellas County TIE

contributions and found them consistent with the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan

as well as Pinellas County policy regarding use of its TIE contributions.

A. TIE PROGRAMS PROVIDING DIRECT GRANTS TO CRA BusINEssES, PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS

TIE programs in this section are proposed as direct incentives to the community that will be

rolled out in May 2016 upon receipt of Pinellas County’s TIE contribution by April 15th• After City

Council approves the FY2016 budget for the redevelopment trust fund, City Administration will

begin marketing the availability of funding through these programs for two months alerting

businesses and residents to the formal “Notice of Funding Availability” in May, an effort that

will be repeated for the thirty-year duration of the Plan. This pre-Notice marketing is important

because funding disbursed through these five programs will be on a first come, first served

basis and the advance notice will allow interested parties the time to prepare a timely and

complete application.

1. AFFORDABLE MuLTIFAMILY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides an annual property tax

rebate for up to fifteen years on increases in ad valorem taxes for all applicable Pinellas

County taxing authorities for developers of new and substantially renovated affordable
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multifamily housing in the CRA. The rebate, which must first be approved by the Agency
and City Council, will be based on the increase in ad valorem taxes in the first year the
completed project goes on the tax rolls. The maximum award is $50,000 per project per
year and both City and County TIE contributions will be used to fund the program. For
the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined as housing meeting the
needs of households whose income is 80 percent or below the area median household
income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program are based on the Florida
Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program.

2. RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY IMPROVEMENT GRANT program reimburses approved applicants for
eligible exterior and interior improvements on affordable or market-rate residential
housing in the CRA. Emphasis will be placed on funding substantial renovations that
upgrade vital building systems and sustain and extend the economic life of a structure.
The grant program supplements the City’s annual investment in the “Rebates for
Residential Rehabilitation” (RRR) but is focused on incentivizing the substantial
renovation of multifamily housing (defined as three or more units in a building) by
increasing the total grant award allowed for these projects. An applicant may receive a
reimbursable grant equaling the lesser of 20 percent of the pre-construction value of
eligible improvements or up to $10,000 per unit. The maximum award for a multifamily
project is $90,000. The program requires a minimum investment of $10,000 toward
eligible improvements per residential unit. City and County TIF contributions can be
used for this program if used for an affordable project. Otherwise, only the City share is
available. Affordable units must be maintained for at least five years.

3. COMMERCIAL SITE IMPROVEMENT GRANT program provides a reimbursable grant to
commercial property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting,
loading and service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-
of-way. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible
for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement
payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIE contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given to applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• 16th Street South
• 22Id Street South
• 34th Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South
• Central Avenue corridor (including 1st Avenue North and 1st Avenue South)
• 5thAvenueSouth
• l8thAvenueSouth
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4. COMMERCIAL BUILDING INTERIOR AND TENANT IMPROVEMENT GRANT provides matching grants

from the City’s TIE contribution to commercial property owners for interior upgrades

with a focus on projects that remedy degraded building systems and extend the
economic viability of the building. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching

grant of up to $20,000. Projects costing $5,000 or less are not eligible for the program.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible

for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement

payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIE contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given for applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• 16th Street South
• 22’ Street South
• 34th Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South

• Central Avenue corridor (including 1st Avenue North and 1S Avenue South)
• 5thAvenueSouth
• l8thAvenueSouth

5. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FUND (P3 Eund) provides
grant awards to projects that enhance established business districts by redeveloping
properties, decreasing vacancy rates, adding to the tax base, creating jobs, leveraging

private sector investment, and improving the quality of life for surrounding
neighborhoods through removal of blight and revitalizing vacant or underutilized
properties. The P3 Fund is a city-wide program supported by revenue from both the
general fund and the City’s TIF contribution to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment
Trust Fund. (Any project funded from the trust fund must be located in the CRA.) An

applicant may receive up to $50,000. Projects costing $100,000 or less are not eligible
for the program.

B. TIE PROGRAMS SUPPORTING EXISTING CrrY INITIATIvEs AND OTHER PARTNERS

The five programs below either anticipate using TIE revenue as opportunities arise but not
necessarily on an annual basis (nos. 6 and 7) or support existing programs and partners serving
the South St. Petersburg CRA (8 through 10). Administration expects to annually fund the

Redevelopment Loan Program and the Workforce Readiness and Development program.

6. CRA GRANT MATCH PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIE
revenue Contributions to provide a local matching share for federal, state foundation

and other grant applications that would implement programs and strategies identified in

the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan. The use of Pinellas County funding to
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support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014 policy governing
use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually or as
opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

7. CRA PROPERTY ACQUISITION AND PREPARATION PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and
Pinellas County TIE revenue contributions to acquire properties and consolidate and
prepare development sites within the South St. Petersburg CRA to promote housing,
economic development and revitalization of the CRA. The land assembly effort may also
involve demolition of existing structures, vacating streets, alleyways and relocating
associated utilities such as water, sewer and stormwater facilities. The use of Pinellas
County funding to support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014
policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually
or as opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

8. REDEVELOPMENT LOAN PROGRAM provides funding to a South St. Petersburg loan pool to
support the lending efforts in the CRA by the City’s financial partners for CRA businesses
and residents. The program, which will supplement the city-wide loan consortium
program being assembled by City Development Administration, will use TIE and other
City funds for bridge loans, microloans, subordinated long-term debt, loan guarantees
and other financial vehicles to close financing gaps for projects to ensure they can be
bankable through conventional lenders. Emphasis will be placed on loans for purchase
or improvements to real estate, expansion of business operations through increased
hiring, expanded facility and replacement/improvements to capital plant, and working
capital.

9. “PAINT YOUR HEART OUT” PROGRAM provides funding to the City’s Neighborhood Team to
help property owners in targeted areas of the CRA refurbish and refresh the exterior of
their properties. The Program encourages collaboration with volunteers and non-profit
and for-profit entities such as the CRA’s neighborhood associations and Main Streets,
Habitat for Humanity, Leadership St. Petersburg, Dream Center and other entities to
leverage the City’s TIE contribution. The funding amount will be determined annually
and by budget amendment if necessary.

10. WORKFORCE READINESS AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides annual funding to accredited
educational and job training providers, such as Career Source, Pinellas Technical College
and St. Petersburg College, to prepare CRA residents for job opportunities with
emerging St. Petersburg jobs through training, education and job placement. The
program is focused on linking CRA residents with job opportunities that will be created
in the St. Petersburg Commerce Park as weH as throughout the CRA.
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A Note on Budgeting for the South St. Petersburg CRA Redevelopment Trust Fund

Each fiscal year, City Council will approve a budget for the South St. Petersburg CRA
Redevelopment Trust fund that will assign the City’s and County’s tax increment financing
contributions to the three budget categories identified in Table 4-2 of the South St. Petersburg
Plan. These three budget categories are

• Business Development
• Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization
• Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development

The ten TIE programs to be approved will be included in one or more of these three budget
categories without funding levels identified (see Attachment 1 for a sample budget).
Administration will then allocate the available revenue for, say, Business Development to the
TIE programs associated with it as demand warrants. If during the fiscal year, demand is greater
for TIE programs in Business Development than in Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization,
Administration will request City Council to approve a formal amendment changing the revenue
allocations between the two budget categories.

This approach is advisable because most of the revenue from the redevelopment trust fund will
be distributed during any given year through grant awards to businesses, property owners
and/or residents of the CRA on a first come, first served basis. The demand for any TIE program
will be unknown until applications are received so setting annual funding levels for each
program would invite frequent amendments as they may be under- or oversubscribed. In
addition, Pinellas County restrictions on the use of its TIE further complicates this issue.

RECOMMENDATION

Administration recommends City Council approve the attached Resolution.

Attachments: Draft FY2016-2020 Budget for South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust Fund
Resolution with Exhibits 1 through 10
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NO. 2016 -

A RESOLUTION BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG APPROVING TEN TAX INCREMENT FINANCING

PROGRAMS FOR THE SOUTH ST. PETERSBURG COMMUNITY
REDEVELOPMENT AREA (SEE EXHIBITS 1 THRU 10); AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg City Council approved Resolution No. 2013-
247, on June 20, 2013, which made a finding of necessity identifying the South St. Petersburg
Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) as blighted, pursuant to Florida’s Community
Redevelopment Act of 1969 (Chapter 163, Part Ill);

WHEREAS, on October 3, 2013, the Pinellas County Board of County

Commissioners (BCC) accepted the City’s findings of necessity pursuant to Resolution No. 13-
186, and on June 9, 2014, approved Resolution 14-43, which delegated certain powers to the
City Council of the City of St. Petersburg in order to carry out certain redevelopment functions
within the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area, as defined therein (CRA);

WHEREAS, pursuant to City of St. Petersburg Resolution No. 2014-296, the City
Council accepted such redevelopment powers on July 10, 2014;

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg City Council approved a Community
Redevelopment Plan (Plan) for the South St. Petersburg CRA on May 21, 2015 (Ord. #169-H),
which included establishment of a tax increment financing district and redevelopment trust
fund for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St. Petersburg CRA;

WHEREAS, the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners approved the
Plan on June 2, 2015 (Res. #15-48) and delegated authority to the City of St. Petersburg to
establish a redevelopment trust fund for the entire South St. Petersburg CRA;

WHEREAS, the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners approved on
June 23, 2015, Ord. #15-27 establishing a redevelopment trust fund for the entire South St.
Petersburg CRA;

WHEREAS, a major strategy of the South St. Petersburg Plan is to direct the vast
majority of revenues generated from the South St. Petersburg tax increment financing district
to provide direct assistance for private investment in residential and non-residential
redevelopment in the form of grants, loans, property tax abatements or other vehicles that
help leverage capital from diverse sources;

WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Plan also envisions providing funding
assistance to governmental and non-profit entities that provide array of services supporting the

1



intent of the redevelopment plan, including marketing and promotion, business assistance and
loans, workforce development and job readiness;

WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Plan requires administrative procedures to
be prepared for each tax increment financing program and approved by City Council prior to
expenditures being made from them;

WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Plan requires the Citizen Advisory
Committee for the South St. Petersburg CRA and the St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment
Agency to make recommendations on these programs to City Council before approval;

WHEREAS, City Administration prepared and transmitted the following ten tax
increment financing programs, which are attached as Exhibits 1 through 10 and identified in
numerical order below, for recommendation by the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South
St. Petersburg CRA:

1. Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
2. Residential Property Improvement Grant
3. Commercial Site Improvement Grant
4. Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
5. Neighborhood Commercial Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
6. CRA Grant Match Program
7. CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program
8. Redevelopment Loan Program
9. “Paint Your Heart” Out Program
10. Workforce Readiness and Development Program

WHEREAS, the tax increment financing programs identified above are consistent
with the action plan and redevelopment program of the South St. Petersburg Plan as well as
designed to encourage private enterprise in the rehabilitation and redevelopment of the CRA to
the greatest extent possible, in accordance with Section 163.345, ES;

WHEREAS, on December 1,2015, the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South
St. Petersburg CRA unanimously voted to recommend that St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Agency and City Council approve the ten tax increment financing programs;

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2015, Pinellas County staff corresponded that it has
reviewed the five tax increment financing programs included in this resolution that could
potentially utilize Pinellas County TIE contributions (see numbers 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 above) and
found them consistent with the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan as well as Pinellas
County policy regarding use of its TIE contributions; and
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WHEREAS, at its February 4, 2015, public meeting, the St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Agency recommended that the St. Petersburg City Council approve the ten tax
increment financing programs.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the St. Petersburg City Council does
hereby approve the ten tax increment financing programs included as Exhibits 1 through 10,
which contribute to the implementation of the action plan and redevelopment program of the
South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan.

NOW, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the St. Petersburg City Council will allow
administrative amendments to the procedures for each adopted tax increment financing
program, without requiring formal City Council approval, to improve or enhance delivery of
service provided that such amendments shall not materially alter the originally adopted
purpose of the program, type and amount of award and/or eligible properties and
improvements.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Passed by St. Petersburg City Council in regular session on the 4th day of February, 2016.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT. APPROVED BY:

City Attorney (D ignee) Dave Goodwin, Director
Planning and Economic Developmeit
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EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
- South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program provides an annual rebate on
increases in ad valorem taxes for all applicable Pinellas County taxing authorities for
developers of affordable multifamily housing in the South St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Area (CRA).

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Housing affordability is a serious issue throughout St. Petersburg, but it is particularly
stark in South St. Petersburg. Housing is considered unaffordable if 30 percent or more
of household income is devoted to shelter. Based on 2012 American Community Survey
data, the percentage of all households with housing costs in excess of 30 percent of
income was 55.0 percent in South Petersburg and 45.2 percent in the city, both rising
sharply from 2000. Housing affordability is an even more dire issue for renter households
where 73 percent pay more than 30 percent of their income in housing costs.

Multifamily housing is an important element in improving affordability, but there is a
substantial deficit of this housing type in the CRA. Throughout St. Petersburg, nearly 30
percent of all dwelling units are in complexes with five or more units, and 16 percent are
in complexes with 20 or more units. In contrast, South St. Petersburg has fewer than 10
percent of its total dwelling units in multifamily complexes five units and larger, and only
3 percent in 20-unit or larger complexes. Increasing the availability and quality of
multifamily units would help to alleviate the serious housing affordability issues that are
faced by renters in South St. Petersburg.

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is consistent with the South St.
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan by providing incentives to increase the
supply of affordable housing in the CRA. The Redevelopment Program and Funding
Strategy calls for the City to use TIE to “assist renovation of existing multifamily and single
family units and build new multifamily developments...” (The CRP, in recognizing the
dearth of multifamily units, calls for the City to evaluate strategic zoning and land use
amendments to increase the supply of land suitable for multifamily zoning.) The CRP also
calls for the City to develop a TIE program that provides annual rebates to developers of
affordable housing for a period up to 15 years. The rebate would be based on the
increase in ad valorem taxes for all taxing authorities in the first year the project goes on
the tax rolls.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 1
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EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Ill Type and Amount of Award

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is an annual rebate for up to
15 years on increases in ad valorem taxes from all applicable Pinellas County taxing
authorities resulting from the development of affordable housing in the South St.
Petersburg CRA. The rebate will be based on the increase in ad valorem taxes in the first
year the completed project goes on the tax rolls. The maximum award is $50,000 per
project per year. For the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined as
housing meeting the needs of households whose income is 80 percent and below the
area median household income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program
are based on the Florida Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program, which are
periodically adjusted.1

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIF contributions.

V Eligible Projects

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is available to fund
construction of affordable multifamily housing in the South St. Petersburg CRA. To be
eligible, a multifamily developer must construct a minimum of 10 residential units that
meet the City’s definition of “affordable”. In the case of a renovation of an existing
multifamily building, the ad valorem rebate will be based on the difference between the
taxable building value in the first year after Project completion and the year prior to the
Project’s commencement. Adaptive reuse projects that convert nonresidential buildings
to residential use are eligible for the rebate, which will be based on the taxable building
value of the project in the first year after completion. Mixed-income projects that
provide both affordable and market-rate units are also eligible for the program with the
annual rebate of ad valorem taxes based on the percentage share of affordable units in
the project.

‘Text in strikethrough/underline format reflects substantive changes made by Administration to the TIE program
since the South St. Petersburg CAC recommended approval on December 1, 2015.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 2
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EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

VI Submission Procedures and Requirements

Applications are to be submitted in an 8”xlO” envelope or larger with the project’s name
and location, the applicant’s name and address and the name of the hF funding prograni
for which the application is being made to the Planning and Economic Development
Department on the 8th Floor of the Municipal Service Building, which is located at 1
Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida, 33701. Enter through the door on the far left
after exiting the elevator. Before leaving the envelope containing the application at the
above location, please ensure that the date and time of submission has been recorded on
the envelope by City staff. This is important because funding will be awarded to projects
with complete applications on a first come, first served basis.

For more information, please contact

Mr. Rick D. Smith, AICP and CEcD
Community Redevelopment Coordinator
727-893-7106
rick.smith @stpete.org

The applications must include the following:

• Completed and signed application form
• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving

permission to conduct the identified improvements. The property owner will be
required to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility to maintain the
affordable housing units for the duration of the Agreement.

• Three quotes from licensed contractors itemizing the estimated cost of
improvements, if applicant has not yet submitted for building permit approval.
(Annual ad valorem taxes will be estimated based on this information.)

• Confirmation the project complies with the City’s land development regulations.
• Confirmation that mortgage, property insurance and property tax payments are

current and in good standing.
• Legal description and survey of project site
• Digital photographs of existing conditions of the project site
• Written description of project improvements including number of units, size and

bedroom/bathroom configuration and rental rates per unit type
• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 3
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EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Failure to provide the above information will delay the review and approval process.

VII Review and Approval Process

Eligible affordable housing projects will be awarded TIE funding on a first-come first-
served basis. Because the incentive involves a multiyear rebate of ad valorem taxes from
all applicable Pinellas County taxing authorities, City Council will review the project and
award amount, which will be based on its current and projected fiscal impact on the
“Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization” budget of the South St. Petersburg CRA
Redevelopment Trust Fund. In order for City Council to assess the fiscal impact of the
rebate during its review and approval process, it will be necessary to estimate the annual
rebate of a Project. To that end, City Administration will utilize the permit value assigned
the Project by the City’s Construction Services and Permitting Department and deem it
the estimated total construction cost of the Project. As an alternative for projects that
have not yet developed construction documents for formal building permit submission,
the applicant can provide construction estimates from three licensed contractors.
The estimated building value from either of these methods will be then reduced by 30
percent to account for the PAO’s typical methodology for determining the estimated
value of a completed project. To this final estimated value will be applied the millage rate
of all Pinellas County’s taxing authorities to determine the estimated Project annual
rebate. Ultimately, the ad valorem rebate will be based on the taxable building value of
the Project assigned by the Pinellas County Property Appraiser’s Office in the first year
after completion, provided it is less than the rebate approved by City Council. In no case
will the amount of the rebate exceed the amount approved by City Council.

VIII Compliance Requirements for Completed Projects

Successful applicants must sign a Grant Agreement with the Mayor or designee which
specifies their obligations and rights upon issuance of the Grant. To ensure timely
commencement and completion of the Project, the Applicant shall abide by the following
deadlines:

• Within 60 days of execution of the Grant Agreement, file a “Notice of
Commencement” pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Construction Services
and Permitting Department.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 4

Approved by Resolution 201&-xx of the St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016



EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Within 6-18 months of execution of the Grant Agreement, request a “Review of
Completed Work” from the City of St. Petersburg. (Length of time will vary based on
size of project.)

Applicants requiring the execution of a Grant Agreement to secure additional financing
will be allowed 90 days from the execution date to do so before the above deadlines will
commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to
comply will result in the cancellation of the TIF Agreement, rescission of the Grant Award
and return of the earmarked funding to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust
Fund.

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is a multi-year program that
pays rebates annually for a period of up to fifteen years. To be awarded the rebate, a
project must be annually certified that it meets the affordable housing criteria that were
the basis for the initial approval as well as the SHIP household income and rent limits that
are applicable in that year. Failing this, the rebate will be revoked and all previous
rebates repaid to the City by the applicant or successor.
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EXHIBIT 2

Residential Property Improvement Grant
— South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Residential Property Improvement Grant program can be used for exterior and/or
interior improvements on affordable or market rate residential housing in the South St.
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area. Emphasis will be placed on funding
substantial renovations that upgrade vital building systems and sustain and extend the
economic life of a structure, such as plumbing, structural improvements, energy
efficiency, HVAC and electrical wiring. The grant program supplements the City’s annual
investment in the “Rebates for Residential Rehabilitation” (RRR) but is focused on
incentivizing the substantial renovation of multifamily housing (defined as three or more
units in a building) by increasing the total grant award allowed for these projects.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Housing rehabilitation is vitally important in the CRA where new construction is faced
with a significant gap in the cost to build versus the price for which units can be sold. The
housing stock is substantially older in South St. Petersburg than the City at-large.
Residential units built before 1970 represent 80 percent of the stock in the CRA, but only
59 percent of the City. With critical housing systems such as roofs, plumbing, HVAC and
electrical in need of replacement every 15-20 years, houses of this age generally will have
gone through at least their third generation of upgrades, if properly maintained.

There is also a substantial deficit of multifamily housing in South St. Petersburg.
Throughout St. Petersburg, nearly 30 percent of all dwelling units are in complexes with
five or more units, and 16 percent are in complexes with 20 or more units. In contrast,
South St. Petersburg has fewer than 10 percent of its total dwelling units in multifamily
complexes five units and larger, and only 3 percent in 20-unit or larger complexes.
Retaining and increasing the availability and quality of multifamily units would help to
alleviate the serious housing affordability issues facing renters in South St. Petersburg.

The Residential Property Improvement Grant program is designed to counteract these
issues by promoting rehabilitation of both single-family and multifamily units that are
either affordable or market rate. The program is consistent with the South St. Petersburg
Community Redevelopment Plan by implementing several strategies identified in the
“Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization” section of the Action Plan. This section calls
for developing TIF Incentive Programs that:

• assists rental residential property owners in renovating their properties;
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EXHIBIT 2

Residential Property Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing_Program

• expands the City’s successful “Rebates for Residential Rehab” program to provide a
consistent source of annual funding support;

• increases the supply of affordable housing for both horneownership and rental
opportunities; and

• provides incentives for developers of market rate housing in the CRA.

Ill Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a reimbursable grant equaling the lesser of 20 percent of the
pie-construction value of eligible improvements or up to $10,000 per unit. The
maximum award for a multifamily project is $90,000. The program requires a minimum
investment of $10,000 toward eligible improvements per residential unit. In order to
utilize Pinellas County TIE contributions for this program, projects must meet the City’s
definition of affordable. For the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined
as housing meeting the needs of households whose income is 80 percent and below the
area median household income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program
are based on the Florida Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program, which are

periodically adjusted,1

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIE contributions to the South St. Petersburg
Redevelopment Trust Fund. (Pinellas County TIF can only be spent on affordable housing
when used with this program.)

V Eligible Properties and Improvements

Exterior and/or interior improvements on affordable or market-rate residential housing

with a focus on renovations of multifamily housing (defined as three or more units per
building). Mixed-use projects with a residential component occupying more than 50
percent of the gross square footage of the building are eligible for the grant.

‘Text in strikethrough/underline format reflects substantive changes made by Administration to the TIE program
since the South St. Petersburg CAC recommended approval on December 1, 2015.
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EXHIBIT 2

Residential Property Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

VI Submission and Approval Requirements

Applications will be processed through the City’s RRR program and abide by its
established time frames for completion. However, applicants requiring a demonstration
of the City’s intent to provide TIE funding to secure additional financing will be allowed
90 days from the date of an approved RRR application to do so. Projects funded with
Pinellas County’s TIE contribution must be affordable and submit documentation that the
units for which funding is sought meet the City’s definition of affordable (see above).

VIII Compliance Requirements for Completed Projects

All projects funded through this program must comply with the requirements of the
City’s “Rebates for Residential Rehabilitation” program. Affordable units must be
maintained for at least five years. The applicant is required to submit documentation
annually for five years that the Project continues to provide affordable housing in
accordance with the City’s definition. Failure to do so will result in repayment of the
rebate(s) to the City plus interest.
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Commercial Site Improvement Grant provides matching grants to commercial
property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting, loading and
service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-of-way.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The Commercial Site Improvement Grant program is consistent with the South St.
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan by promoting revitalization of commercial
corridors in the CRA by improving their appearance and upgrading building stock.

The South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan recognizes the importance of the CRA’s
commercial corridors in growing existing businesses and attracting new ones. In the
Action Plan, under “Business Development and Job Creation”, one strategy calls for
working with owners along “primary commercial corridors in the CRA to maintain and
upgrade their properties”, while another specifically instructs the City to develop a TIE
program that will “provide incentives to owners of land and buildings along the CRA’s
primary commercial corridors.”

These strategies are reinforced in the Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy,
which details the implementation approach of the Plan and redevelopment programs
that will carry it out. Improving the image and identity of South St. Petersburg to remedy
blighting influences and encourage investment is a key feature of the Plan and TIE
programs are to be designed for façade and site improvements for both residential and
nonresidential properties. The Plan specifically states that “the main commercial
corridors within the CRA will be a particular focus for this effort because they represent
the front-doors to most neighborhoods and their appearance will drive or reduce
investment.” To that end, the Plan identifies among its CRA Business Programs a
“Commercial Site Improvement Grant” that will provide matching grants to commercial
property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting, loading and
service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-of-way.

III Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000. Applicants with
properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible for a matching
grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the City of St.
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The TIE contribution will be reimbursable to
the applicant upon completion of work.

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually to this program from Pinellas County
and/or City TIE contributions.

V Eligible Properties and Improvements

The Commercial Site Improvement Grant program is available to fund eligible exterior
improvements on commercial, industrial and mixed use properties. TIE funding priority
will be given for applications for properties located on the following commercial corridors
in the South St. Petersburg CRA:

,- Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
‘ 16 Street South
p- 22ndStreetSouth

.

34111 Street North/South
p

49111 Street North/South
‘- Central Avenue corridor (including 15t Avenue North and 15t Avenue South)

5lllAvenueSouth
, 18th Avenue South

1. Eligible Improvements
• Exterior painting, re-siding, and/or cleaning
• Masonry repairs

• Removal of architecturally inappropriate or incompatible exterior finishes and
materials

• Restoration of significant architectural details or removal of materials that cover
said architectural details

• Landscaping, fencing and buffer walls
• Installation or repair of exterior signage, including wall, window, hanging, and

monument signs advertising the business name and identity
• Awnings and canopies installation or repair
• Doors and windows
• Roof repairs
• Exterior lighting
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Demolition of obsolete structures
• Window and cornice flashing and repair

2. Ineligible Improvements

• Installation of aluminum or vinyl siding

• Work performed by an unlicensed contractor
• Permitting and development review fees

• Improvements performed prior to approval of the TIE application

• New building construction
• Reducing or enclosing existing storefront windows

• Improvements to buildings constructed within the last 5 years

• Equipment, mechanical and HVAC systems
• Roof repairs (other than those portions that directly attach to a new or renovated

façade)
• Security systems (including metal roll down gates, window bars, cameras)
• Any interior work

• Any improvements not visible from the public right-of-way

• Improvements in progress or completed prior to preliminary approval

• Routine maintenance
• Improvements to buildings solely used for residences

VI Submission Procedures and Requirements

Applications are to be submitted in an 8”xlO” envelope or larger with the project’s name
and location, the applicant’s name and address and the name of the TIE funding program
for which the application is being made to the Planning and Economic Development
Department on the 8th Floor of the Municipal Service Building, which is located at 1
Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida, 33701. Enter through the door on the far left
after exiting the elevator. Before leaving the envelope containing the application at the
above location, please ensure that the date and time of submission has been recorded on
the envelope by City staff. This is important because funding will be awarded to projects
with complete applications on a first come, first served basis.
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

For more information, please contact

Mr. Rick D. Smith, AICP and CEcD
Community Redevelopment Coordinator
727-893-7106
rick.sin@stpetc.org

Application packages must include the following information:

• Completed and signed application form
• Copy of current business tax certificate

• Confirmation that mortgage, property insurance and property tax payments are
current and in good standing.

• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving
permission to conduct the identified improvements. (The property owner will be
required to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility for maintenance of
improvements funded by the Grant.)

• Legal description and survey of project site

• Proposed use is consistent with the City’s Land Development Regulations

• Digital photographs of existing conditions of the project site

• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

• Written description of project improvements

Failure to provide required information will delay the review and/or approval process.

VII Review and Approval Process

Projects will be awarded TIE funding on a first-come, first-served basis. The one-for-one
reimbursement will be approved after an internal staff evaluation of the completed
project’s compliance with program guidelines and applicable codes of the City of St.
Petersburg. Applicant will not receive funding until the project has been inspected and
issued a Certificate of Occupancy by the City.

VIII Compliance Requirements

Successful applicants must sign a Grant Agreement with the Mayor or designee which
specifies their obligations and rights upon issuance of the Grant. To ensure timely
commencement and completion of the Project, the Applicant shall abide by the following
dead I n es:
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Within 60 days of execution of the Grant Agreement, file a “Notice of
Commencement” pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Construction Services
and Permitting Department.

• Within 6-18 months of execution of the Grant Agreement, request a “Review of
Completed Work” from the City of St. Petersburg. (The length of time will be based on
the nature of the work.)

Applicants requiring the execution of a Grant Agreement to secure additional financing
will be allowed 90 days from the execution date to do so before the above deadlines will
commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to
comply will result in the cancellation of the TIE Agreement, rescission of the Grant Award
and return of the earmarked funding to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust
Eu n d.

The applicant must maintain the improvements in accordance with the terms of the grant
agreement as well as the City’s Code of Ordinances.
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant provides matching
grants to commercial property owners for interior upgrades with a focus on projects that
remedy degraded building systems and extend the economic viability of the building.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant program is consistent
with the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP) by promoting
revitalization of commercial corridors in the CRA by improving and upgrading building
stock. This program is a companion to the Commercial Site Improvement Grant, which
focuses on exterior improvements, by helping extend the economic viability of
commercial buildings through upgrades to critical interior building systems.

The South St. Petersburg CRP recognizes the importance of the CRA’s commercial
corridors in growing existing businesses and attracting new ones. In the Action Plan,
under “Business Development and Job Creation”, one strategy calls for working with
owners along “primary commercial corridors in the CRA to maintain and upgrade their
properties”, while another specifically instructs the City to develop a TIF program that will
“provide incentives to owners of land and buildings along the CRA’s primary commercial
corridors.” A further strategy calls for the adaptive reuse of underutilized buildings.

These strategies are reinforced in the Redevelopment and Funding Program, which
details the implementation approach of the CRP and redevelopment programs that will
carry it out. Improving the image and identity of South St. Petersburg to remedy
blighting influences and encourage investment is a key feature of the Plan.

III Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000. Projects
costing $5,000 or less are not eligible for the program. Applicants with properties listed
on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible for a matching grant of up to
$40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the City of St. Petersburg Historic
Preservation Ordinance. The TIE contribution will be reimbursable to the applicant upon
completion of work.
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

IV Funding Source

The City of St. Petersburg nay allocate funding annually from its TIE contributions to
support this program.

V Eligible Properties and Improvements

The Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant program is available to
fund eligible interior improvements on commercial, industrial and mixed-use properties.
TIE funding priority will be given for applications for properties located on the following
commercial corridors in the South St. Petersburg CRA:

.- Dr. Martin Luther King, ir. Street South
‘ 16th Street South

22 Street South
341h Street North/South

‘- 49” Street North/South
Central Avenue Corridor (including 1St Avenues North and South)
5tllAvenueSouth

,-
18th Avenue South

1. Eligible Improvements

• Equipment, mechanicals and HVAC systems
• Structure stabilization (repair/replacement of foundations, footers, load bearing

walls, roofing systems)

• Room/space reconfiguration, wall relocations

• Plumbing and electrical

• Energy efficiency improvements (window upgrades, insulation, hot water heater,
HVAC systems)

• Electronic security systems

2. Ineligible Improvements

• Work performed by an unlicensed contractor

• Permitting fees

• Improvements performed prior to approval of the TIE application

• Any exterior work not made necessary by interior improvements (i.e., windows,
air handlers, roofing systems)

• Routine maintenance
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Improvements in progress or completed prior to preliminary approval

• Painting when not associated with other improvements

• New building construction (additions to existing structures are permitted)

• Improvements to any residences, including those in mixed-use projects.
(Commercial space associated with mixed use projects is eligible for funding)

• Improvements to buildings constructed within the last 5 years

VI Submission Procedures and Requirements

Applications are to be submitted in an 8”xlO” envelope or larger with the project’s name
and location, the applicant’s name and address and the name of the TIE funding program
for which the application is being made to the Planning and Economic Development
Department on the 8tui Floor of the Municipal Service Building, which is located at 1
Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida, 33701. Enter through the door on the far left
after exiting the elevator. Before leaving the envelope containing the application at the
above location, please ensure that the date and time of submission has been recorded on
the envelope by City staff. This is important because funding will be awarded to projects
with complete applications on a first come, first served basis.

For more information, please contact

Mr. Rick D. Smith, AICP and CEcD
Community Redevelopment Coordinator
727-893-7106
rick.srnith@stpete.org

Application packages must include the following information:

• Completed and signed application form

• Copy of current business tax certificate
• Confirmation that mortgage, property insurance and property tax payments are

current and in good standing.

• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving
permission to conduct the identified improvements. (The property owner will be
required to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility for maintenance of
improvements funded by the Grant.)

• Legal description and survey of project site
• Use must be consistent with the City’s land development regulations
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Digital photographs of existing conditions of the project site
• Written description of project improvements

• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

Failure to provide required information will delay the review and/or approval process.

VII Review and Approval Process

Projects will be awarded TIF funding on a first-come first-served basis. The one-for-one
reimbursement will be approved after an internal staff evaluation of the completed
project’s compliance with program guidelines and applicable codes of the City of St.
Petersburg. Applicant will not receive funding until the project has been inspected and
issued a Certificate of Occupancy by the City.

VIII Compliance Requirements

Successful applicants must sign a Grant Agreement with the Mayor or designee which
specifies their obligations and rights upon issuance of the Grant. To ensure timely
commencement and completion of the Project, the Applicant shall abide by the following
deadlines:

• Within 60 days of execution of the Grant Agreement, file a “Notice of
Commencement” pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Construction Services
and Permitting Department.

• Within 6-18 months of execution of the Grant Agreement, request a “Review of
Completed Work” from the City of St. Petersburg. (Length of time will depend on the
nature of work to be performed.)

Applicants requiring the execution of a Grant Agreement to secure additional financing
will be allowed 90 days from the execution date to do so before the above deadlines will
commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to
comply will result in the cancellation of the TIE Agreement, rescission of the Grant Award
and return of the earmarked funding to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust
Fund. The applicant must maintain the improvements in accordance with the terms of
the Grant Agreement as well as the City’s Code of Ordinances.

South St. Petersburg hF Program Guidelines Page 4

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016



Exhibit 5

Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The purpose of the Neighborhood Commercial District Public Private Partnership Fund
program is for the City to make investments in public private economic development
projects that create jobs, add to the tax base, leverage private sector investment,
strengthen business districts, redevelop property or create new commercial space and
add to the quality of life for neighborhoods. The Neighborhood Commercial District Fund
is a city wide program supported by revenue from the general fund and the South St.
Petersburg TIE district. However, any project funded by TIF revenue must be located
within the boundaries of the TIE district.1

The Neighborhood Commercial Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund (P3 Fund)
provides grant awards to projects2 that enhance established business districts by
redeveloping properties, decreasing vacancy rates, adding to the tax base, creating jobs,
leveraging private sector investment, and improving the quality of life for surrounding
neighborhoods through removal of blight3 and underutilized properties.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The Neighborhood Commercial Corridor P3 Fund program is consistent with the South St.
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP) by promoting revitalization of
commercial corridors in the CRA, improving their appearance and upgrading their
building stock.

The South St. Petersburg CRP recognizes the importance of the CRA’s commercial
corridors in growing existing businesses and attracting new ones. In the Action Plan,
under “Business Development and Job Creation”, one strategy calls for working with
owners along “primary commercial corridors in the CRA to maintain and upgrade their
properties”, while another specifically instructs the City to develop a TIE program that will
“provide incentives to owners of land and buildings along the CRA’s primary commercial
corridors.” A further strategy calls for the adaptive reuse of underutilized buildings.

Text in strikethrough/underline format reflects substantive changes made by Administration to the TIE program
since the South St. Petersburg CAC recommended approval on December 1, 2015.
2 “Project” is defined as work on new or existing commercial development.

“Blight” is defined as a condition that results in substantial diminution of property values of one or more properties
in the same block or in a block adjacent to the block in which the condition is located, or a condition that endangers
life or property.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 1
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Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

These strategies are reinforced in the Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy,
which details the implementation approach of the Plan and redevelopment programs
that will carry it out. Improving the image and identity of South St. Petersburg to remedy
blighting influences and encourage investment is a key feature of the Plan and TIE
programs are to be designed for façade and site improvements for both residential and
nonresidential properties. The Plan specifically states that “the main commercial
corridors within the CRA will be a particular focus for this effort because they represent
the front-doors to most neighborhoods and their appearance will drive or reduce
investment.”

Ill Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a reimbursable grant equaling the lesser of 10 percent of the
project cost or up to $50,000 as a grant award for an approved project. Disbursement of
the grant from the City will occur after the project is completed. Projects costing
$100,000 or less are not eligible for the program nor are applicants who are eligible for
the City’s “Social Action Funding” program.

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg TIE contributions to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust
Fund and General Fund budget allocations.

V Eligible Projects

The Neighborhood Commercial Corridor P3 Fund is available to fu-nd thc costs support
projects on commercial corridors, outside of the downtown core that provide visible
improvements to a building or site, decrease vacancy rates of the area, retain or create
jobs, and/or create new commercial space. The intent of the P3 Fund is business
development, thus the applicant should be an occupant of the building or a property
owner that demonstrate evidence that the building will be occupied by a business,
including hard and soft costs, for commcrcial dcvclopmcnt. Thc program may bc uscd
for renovation or new construction that results in additional office or retail space.
Additionally, eligible projects must demonstrate that “but for” city investment, the
project would not achieve a return on investment.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 2
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Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Mixed use projects that include residential units are eligible for the “3P Fund” provided
the majority of the project is office or retail, i.e., greater than 50 percent of gross floor
area of the building is devoted to non residential use.

TIE funding priority will be given for applications for properties located on the following
commercial corridors in the South St. Petersburg CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South

• 16” Street South
• 2211(1 Street South
• 3411 Street North/South
• 49111 Street North/South
• Central Avenue (including 11 Avenue North and 1’ Avenue South)
• 5111 Avenue South
• 18111 Avenue South

VI Approval Process

Applicants will submit the application to the City Development Administration office.

Application packages will be reviewed by a review committee, and final approval of a

project will be made by the City Development Administrator.

Applicants will be informed of approval decision within 45 days of submittal of all

requested information. Projects must commence within 180 days of grant approval

notice.

VII Minimum Selection Criteria

Projects must demonstrate that they meet 10 out of the 14 eligibility criteria:

• Located in a tareeted economic dc’’elonmcnt area. LALIUUIIIL LIIL. UUWILUII core
• LLLvacancyu. -

• Rehabilitates and returns to service a vacant commercial structure

• Adds new commercial square footage to business district through new construction or
adaptive reuse of a building formerly used for non commercial purposes.

• Located in a Census Tract eligible for New Markets Tax Credits. (These are census tracts
where the poverty rate is at least 20% and where the median family income uUL 1101

exceed 80% of the area median family income.)

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 3
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Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Renovates a building listed on the Local or National Register of Historic Places. (Also,
allow property owners to seek designation.)

• Creates or retains at least 5 jobs
• Demonstrates at least $100,000 of capital investment (excluding land)
• Capital investment (excluding land) by applicant represents more than 75% of total

project costs.
• Applicant has attended 3 business dcvclopmcnt sessions at the Greenhouse
• Receives at least 2 letters of public support from local business or neighborhood

association
• Company employs 20 employees or less
• Visibly improves exterior building, site, and/or essential interior building systems such

as plumbing, electrical, HVAC, and cncrgy efficiency improvements.
• Obtains a city nnrnvcu .

Projects will be awarded funding based the ability to meet the following criteria. If the
project is multi-phased, it may be eligible for renewal of funding in the subsequent fiscal
year.

Funding Criteria for up to $25,000 Grant Award

• Located on a commercial corridor identified in Section V above.

• Capital investment (excluding land) by applicant represents more than 75% of

total project costs with a minimum capital investment of $100,000.

• Rehabilitates and returns to service a vacant commercial structure or adds new

commercial square footage to business district through new construction or

adaptive reuse of a building formerly used for non-commercial purposes.

• Visibly improves exterior building, site, and/or essential interior building systems

such as plumbing, electrical, HVAC, and energy efficiency improvements.

• Business must occupy space.

Funding Criteria for up to $50,000 Grant Award

The project meets the six criteria listed above has the 4 above merits—plus creates or
retains at least five full-time jobs in South St. Petersburg.

Funding Criteria for up to $100,000 Grand Award

The project meets the minimum requirements for a $50,000 grant award, plus the
following:

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 4
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Neighborhood Commercial Di5trict Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Capital investment (excluding land) by applicant represents more than 75% of

total project costs with a minimum capital investment of $500,000

• Creates or retains at least 10 jobs OR facilitates the relocation of a company with

10 or more employees to South St. Petersburg

VIII Submission Requirements

Application packages must include documentation that illustrates the impact of the

project and its cost. Failure to provide all required information will delay the review and

approval process. Applications must include the following attachments:

• Complete application form (includes proforma).

• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving

permission to conduct identified improvements. The property owner will be required

to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility for maintenance of

improvements funded by the Grant.

• Estimated cost of project. (Applicant must provide a cost breakdown by project

element.)

• Digital photographs of existing conditions of project.

• Written description of project with drawings as appropriate.

• Three signed bids from licensed contractors itemizing the estimated cost of

improvements to be funded by the Grant.

• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

• Documentation of required private investment of a minimum of $100,000 or more,

dependent on the amount of grant funding requested.

• Copy of current business license.

• Copy of current property insurance.

• Encumbrance and title reports demonstrating that owner has clear title and the

status of any encumbrances on the property.

• Documentation of all other properties owned by applicant demonstrating that those

properties are in good condition and in good standing with the city — no liens, etc.

• Legal description and survey of project site.

• Documentation that proposed use is consistent with the City’s Land Development
Regulations.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 5
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Neighborhood Commercial Di5trict Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

VIII Disbursement of Funds and Compliance Requirements

Funding will be awarded disbursed by the City after project completion and receipt of

Certificate of Occupancy. Successful applicants must sign a grant agreement with the

Mayor or designee which specifies their obligations and rights upon issuance of the grant.

The applicant must maintain the improvements in accordance with the terms of the grant

agreement as well as the City’s Code of Ordinances. Projects must be completed within

18 months or the earmarked funding will be released for another project.

Applicants requiring the execution of a grant agreement to secure additional financing

will be allowed 90 days from the execution date to do so before the above deadlines will

commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to

comply will result in the cancellation of the grant agreement, rescission of the Grant

Award and return of the carmarked funding to either the general fund or the South St.

Petersburg Rcdcvclopmcnt Trust Fund.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 6
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EXHIBIT 6

CRA Grant Match Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The CRA Grant Match Program utilizes City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County hF
revenue contributions to provide a local matching share for federal, state foundation and
other grant applications that would implement programs and strategies identified in the
South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Leveraging existing federal, state and nonprofit funding programs will be an important
implementation approach of the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan
(CRP). For instance, there are at least twelve federal agencies with more than thirty-five
funding opportunities that range in focus from “place-based” activities such as housing,
economic development and community infrastructure to “people-based” activities like
access to capital, education and workforce development. All of these activities are
featured in the Redevelopment Plan for South St. Petersburg and would support the
multifaceted approach the community is taking to support revitalization of South St.
Petersburg. Many of these grants will require a local matching share to ensure the City’s

minimum eligibility to apply.

The CRA Grant Match Program is consistent with the South St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Plan by availing resources to better compete for grants that can assist
with the revitalization of South St. Petersburg. The Action Plan and the Redevelopment
Program and Funding Strategy call for using TIE funding as a match “when the proceeds
of the grant will be used for activities specified in the Redevelopment Plan.”

III Funding Source and Amount

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually from both City anc Pinellas
County TIE contributions to support the CRA Grant Match Program. The use of Pinellas
County funding to support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014
policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually
and by budget amendment if necessary.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 1
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EXHIBIT 7

CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program utilizes City of St. Petersburg and
Pinellas County TIF revenue contributions to acquire properties and consolidate and
prepare development sites within the South St. Petersburg CRA to promote housing,
economic development and revitalization of the CRA. The land assembly effort may also
involve demolition of existing structures, vacating streets, alleyways and relocating
associated utilities such as water, sewer and stormwater facilities. Site preparation work
may also require the performance of preliminary environmental reviews to assess the
extent of contamination on the site.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Land assembly, consolidation, site preparation and conveyance are essential activities for
encouraging residential, commercial and industrial development in the South St.
Petersburg CRA. It is one of the core activities identified in the Community
Redevelopment Act of 1969 for Florida cities to undertake in revitalizing their
communities.

The CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program is consistent with activities
described in the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP). In both its
Action Plan as well as Redevelopment Program, the South St. Petersburg CRP identifies
acquisition and site preparation as important implementation approaches in the CRA.
Under Business Development, the Action Plan calls for promoting business retention,
expansion and relocation efforts through acquisition and disposition of land, with priority
given to “facilitating the creation of larger holdings suitable for industrial and business
use.” The same approach is encouraged in Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization to
purchase “residential property and convey to housing developers for less than fair value
to lower development costs.”

The Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy chapter identifies land assembly and

site preparation as an important implementation strategy that will leave the City “well-

positioned to facilitate new development as well as provide expansion opportunities for

local businesses.” To assist in neighborhood revitalization, the City will also be acquiring

properties within the CRA, including “nuisance properties whose activities, uses or

appearance undermine the revitalization effort, or unforeseen opportunities that may

arise which if capitalized on would help spur ongoing redevelopment.” To these ends, the

Redevelopment Program calls for the City to use tax increment financing for “assembly

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 1
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CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

and site preparation of pi-operty throughout South St. Petersburg to facilitate residential

and nonresidential development.”

III Funding Source and Amount

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually from both City and Pinellas
County TIF contributions to support the CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation
Program. The use of Pinellas County funding to support this program will be consistent
with the County’s June 2014 policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount
will be determined annually and by budget amendment if necessary.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 2
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EXHIBIT 8

Redevelopment Loan Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Redevelopment Loan Program provides funding to a South St. Petersburg loan pool to
support the lending efforts in the CRA by the City’s financial partners.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Lack of capital is the biggest challenge to growing and sustaining small businesses not
only in South St. Petersburg CRP but throughout Florida and the United States. The
South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan continues the City’s policy of
marketing business incentives and finance opportunities such as SBA Loans and
Enterprise Zone tax incentives, but also develops lending programs using tax increment
financing to increase capital availability in the CRA.

The Redevelopment Loan Program is consistent with the South St. Petersburg CRP by
furthering strategies in the Action Plan calling for collaboration with “financial institutions
to develop a South St. Petersburg lending facility that pools resources to lower risk,
streamlines bank approval and servicing procedures and provides a range of loans
meeting the needs of the CRA, such as construction loans, microloans, working capital,
and loan guarantees.” The Action Plan also identifies tax increment financing as an
important funding source for the lending facility. The Redevelopment Program and
Funding Strategy proposes a loan program that can be used to provide a range of loans
meeting the needs of the CRA, such as construction loans, microloans, working capital,
and loan guarantees.

III Funding Source

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate revenue annually from its TIE contributions to
support the loan program.

IV Program Goals and Objectives

The Redevelopment Loan Program uses TIE and other City funds for bridge loans,
microloans, subordinated long-term debt, loan guarantees and other financial vehicles to
close financing gaps for projects to ensure they can be bankable through conventional
lenders. The City will partner with financial institutions to create a lending pool that will
support the borrowing needs of the CRA’s businesses and residents. Emphasis will be
placed on loans for purchase or improvements to real estate, expansion of business
operations through increased hiring, expanded facility and replacement/improvements
to capital plant, and working capital.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 1
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EXHIBIT 9

“Paint Your Heart Out” Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The “Paint Your Heart Out” Program provides funding to the City’s Neighborhood Team to
help property owners in targeted areas of the CRA refurbish and refresh the exterior of
their properties.1 The Program encourages collaboration with volunteers and non-profit
and for-profit entities such as the CRA’s neighborhood associations and Main Streets,
Habitat for Humanity, Leadership St. Petersburg, Dream Center and other entities to
leverage the City’s TIE contribution.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan recognizes that successful
revitalization programs improve the investment climate of a neighborhood by removing
blight and enhancing its image and leveraging the efforts of citizens and nonprofit
organizations to accomplish these ends. The “Paint Your Heart Out” Program is
consistent with the intent of the South St. Petersburg CRP by creating “an incentive
program that will provide façade improvement grants or loans to residential property
owners.” The CRP also encourages upgrades to the exteriors of properties along
commercial corridors and calls for the City to develop incentive programs to serve this
end. Among other programs designed to implement this strategy, the Redevelopment
Program and Funding identifies a program providing small grants to property owners that
paint their property.

In addition to physical improvements to properties, the South St. Petersburg CRP
encourages collaboration and provides funding for the neighborhood revitalization
activities of nonprofit organizations as well as involving neighborhood associations. The
CRP calls for supporting volunteer initiatives, “such as Carefest, Scrubbin da ‘Burg, which
connect various organizations such as neighborhood associations, faith-based groups,
civic groups and schools.”

III Funding Source

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually from its TIE contributions to
support the “Paint Your Heart Out” Program. The funding amount will be determined
annually and by budget amendment if necessary. It is the intent of the program for the
City to collaborate with other entities to better leverage its contribution.

The N-Team, as it is known, is comprised of City staff and volunteers and has as one of its several programs a
“Paint Day” that utilizes 8 to 15 individuals to paint a house as a team in one day. The N-Team also provides a range
of services to St. Petersburg homeowners who are elderly, disabled, or low-income including handicap access, minor
roof and plumbing repair, code violation remedies and overgrowth removal.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 1
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EXHIBIT 10 

Workforce Readiness and Development Program 
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program 

I Description and Purpose 

The Workforce Readiness and Development Program provides annual funding to 
accredited educational and job training providers, such as Career Source, St. Petersburg 
College and Pinellas Technical College, to prepare CRA residents for job opportunities 
with emerging St. Petersburg jobs through training, education and job placement.   

II Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan 

Poverty and unemployment underpin the blighted conditions of the CRA and the 
Workforce Readiness and Development Program is consistent with the South St. 
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP) by implementing a “people based” 
economic development strategy that prepares residents of the CRA for job opportunities.  
The CRP notes that “these programs are necessary to ensure that the Redevelopment 
Plan not only revitalizes South St. Petersburg as a place but also increases the economic 
prospects of the people living there allowing them to remain in the neighborhood 
without being displaced by successful redevelopment efforts.” Ultimately, the CRP 
intends to avail capital through tax increment financing to providers of early childhood, 
work readiness and workforce development programs that will facilitate opportunities for 
existing and future residents of South St. Petersburg. 

The CRP Action Plan calls for the City to provide funding to accredited workforce 
development providers such as Pinellas Technical College, St. Petersburg College and 
CareerSource Pinellas to “train residents of South St. Petersburg for entry into the 
workforce as well as later career opportunities.”  The Action Plan also encourages the 
development of a TIF incentive program that will pay for businesses to train residents of 
South St. Petersburg.  Finally, a high priority of the CRP is supporting and helping fund 
workforce readiness programs that train youth and young adults in the CRA.  

The CRP Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy reinforces the Action Plan by 
emphasizing that a portion of tax increment revenue be used to “enhance the capacity of 
early education, work readiness and workforce development providers to improve 
‘Cradle to Career’ opportunities for residents.” To that end, the CRP specifically calls for 
the development of an “urban apprenticeship” program that will fund the 
aforementioned workforce development providers to train residents of South St. 
Petersburg for entry into the workforce as well as later career opportunities. In addition, 
the Redevelopment Program understands the importance of workforce readiness for 
teens and young adults and proposes using TIF funding to support these efforts.  

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 1 
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Workforce Readiness and Development Program 
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program 

 

III Funding Source 
 

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate tax increment financing revenue annually to 
support the workforce readiness and development efforts of accredited educational and 
job training entities and assist businesses and other organizations in training residents of 
the CRA. 

 
IV Program Goals and Objectives 
 

The Workforce Readiness and Development Program is focused on linking CRA residents 
with job opportunities that will be created in the St. Petersburg Commerce Park as well 
as throughout the CRA.  

 
1. Identify 10 (ten) St. Petersburg companies to participate in the program and pledge 

to give the CRA residents first priority in job opportunities with their company. 
 

a. The Program will work to place 20 (twenty) CRA residents in jobs offered by the 
ten private sector participants. 

 
2. The Program will work with other job training providers to recruit at least 30 (thirty) 

CRA residents for targeted job training supported by private sector participants.  
 

3. The Program will work with education providers to recruit at least 15 (fifteen) CRA 
residents to attend education in targeted occupations supported by the private 
sector participants. 
 

4. The City will facilitate and finance the above objectives.  
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of February 4, 2016

TO The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT A Resolution by City Council approving the FY2016-2020 budget for the

Redevelopment Trust Fund of the South St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Area.

RECOMMENDATION Administration recommends City Council approve the attached

Resolution.

OVERVIEW

On May 21, 2015, St. Petersburg City Council adopted a Community Redevelopment Plan (Plan)

for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) that also established a tax

increment financing district for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St. Petersburg CRA (Ord. #169-H).

Tax increment financing (TIE) directs a percentage of future increases in St. Petersburg and

Pinellas County property tax revenues generated within a TIE district into a special

redevelopment trust fund. This increased revenue, known as the “increment”, is then used to

fund eligible redevelopment projects within the boundaries of the TIE district. The trust fund

provides a sustainable source of revenue for revitalization programs identified in the South St.

Petersburg Plan.

Each fiscal year, the Community Redevelopment Agency (Agency) will recommend and City

Council will approve a budget for the South St. Petersburg CRA Redevelopment Trust fund

allocating the anticipated TIE contributions from the City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County.

Based on the increase in property values in the South St. Petersburg CRA since its establishment

in 2015, the TIE district yielded $487,369.58 in revenue for EY2016 with the City responsible for

a payment of $285,773.32 to the trust fund, while the County will be contributing its share of

$201,596.26 by April 15, 2016. (The actual amounts may differ based on final tax rolls.)

City Council is being asked to approve allocations of City and County TIF contributions into

three budget categories identified in the South St. Petersburg Plan based on annual priorities

identified by Administration and the South St. Petersburg Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC).

These three budget categories are

• Business Development

• Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization

• Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development

The various TIE programs that have been approved by City Council to implement the South St.

Petersburg Redevelopment Plan will be included in one or more of these three budget
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categories without funding levels identified. Administration will then allocate the available
revenue for, say, Business Development to the TIE programs associated with it as demand
warrants. If during the fiscal year, demand is greater for TIE programs in Business Development
than in Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization, Administration will request City Council to
approve a formal amendment changing the revenue allocations between the two budget
categories.

This approach is advisable because most of the TIE revenue from the redevelopment trust fund
will be distributed during any given year through awards to businesses, property owners and/or
residents of the CRA on a first come, first served basis. The demand for any TIE program will be
unknown so setting annual funding levels for each TIE program would invite frequent
amendments as they may be under- or oversubscribed. In addition, Pinellas County restrictions
on the use of its TIE complicates this issue further.

PROPOSED FY2016 BUDGET ALLOCATION FOR THE SOUTH ST. PETERSBURG REDEVELOPMENT
TRUST FUND

The redevelopment program for the South St. Petersburg Plan utilizes an initial budgeting
formula that allocates 50 percent of annual TIE revenues to business development programs,
40 percent to housing and neighborhood revitalization programs, and 10 percent for workforce
readiness and training programs. Administration, the CAC and Agency are recommending these
same funding percentages for EY2016 (see Exhibit 1 of the attached resolution). If approved by
City Council, the TIE revenue will be allocated as follows

Business Development $243,685
Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization $194,948
Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development $48,737

Total TIF Revenue for FY2016 $487,370

However, it is important to stress that the Plan allows allocation percentages to budget
categories to change over time based on City and CAC priorities and anticipates that the original
budgeting percentage established in the Plan may not be the same when the Plan expires in
2045.

OVERVIEW OF SOUTH ST. PETERSBURG TAX INCREMENT FINANCING PROGRAMS

The ten tax increment financing programs described below will be the vehicles through which
the FY2016 annual budget allocations will be expended. City Council is being asked to approve
these first TIE programs by resolution at its February 4, 2016, public meeting. Additional TIE
programs identified in the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan will be developed and
approved over the next two years. The detailed program requirements for these ten programs
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can be found in the February 4, 2016, report to City Council. The programs have been
organized by the major budget category under which they fall.

A. BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

COMMERCIAL SITE IMPROVEMENT GRANT program provides a reimbursable grant to
commercial property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting,
loading and service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-
of-way. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible
for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement
payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIE contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given to applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• l6 Street South
• 22 Street South
• 34111 Street North/South
• 49111 Street North/South

• Central Avenue corridor (including 1st Avenue North and 11t Avenue South)
• 5thAvenueSouth

• l8thAvenueSouth

COMMERCIAL BUILDING INTERIOR AND TENANT IMPROVEMENT GRANT provides matching grants
from the City’s TIE contribution to commercial property owners for interior upgrades
with a focus on projects that remedy degraded building systems and extend the
economic viability of the building. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching
grant of up to $20,000. Projects costing $5,000 or less are not eligible for the program.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible
for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement
payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIF contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given for applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• l6thStreetSouth
• 22nd Street South
• 34t11 Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South



CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING

FEBRUARY 4, 2016

PAGE 4

• Central Avenue Corridor (including 1’ Avenue North and 1’ Avenue South)
• 5Ih Avenue South
• 18 Avenue South

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FUND (P3 Fund) provides
grant awards to projects that enhance established business districts by redeveloping
properties, decreasing vacancy rates, adding to the tax base, creating jobs, leveraging
private sector investment, and improving the quality of life for surrounding
neighborhoods through removal of blight and revitalizing vacant or underutilized
properties. The P3 Fund is a city-wide program supported by revenue from both the
general fund and the City’s TIE contribution to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment
Trust Fund. (Any project funded from the trust fund must be located in the CRA.) An
applicant may receive up to $50,000. Projects costing $100,000 or less are not eligible
for the program.

B. HousiNG AND NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION PROGRAMS

AFFORDABLE MULTIFAMILY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides an annual property tax
rebate for up to fifteen years on increases in ad valorem taxes for all applicable Pinellas
County taxing authorities for developers of new and substantially renovated affordable
multifamily housing in the CRA. The rebate, which must first be approved by the Agency
and City Council, will be based on the increase in ad valorem taxes in the first year the
completed project goes on the tax rolls. The maximum award is $50,000 per project per
year and both City and County TIE contributions will be used to fund the program. For
the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined as housing meeting the
needs of households whose income is 80 percent or below the area median household
income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program are based on the Florida
Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program.

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY IMPROVEMENT GRANT program reimburses approved applicants for
eligible exterior and interior improvements on affordable or market-rate residential
housing in the CRA. Emphasis will be placed on funding substantial renovations that
upgrade vital building systems and sustain and extend the economic life of a structure.
The grant program supplements the City’s annual investment in the “Rebates for
Residential Rehabilitation” (RRR) but is focused on incentivizing the substantial
renovation of multifamily housing (defined as three or more units in a building) by
increasing the total grant award allowed for these projects. An applicant may receive a
reimbursable grant equaling the lesser-of 20 percent of the pre-construction value of
eligible improvements or up to $10,000 per unit. The maximum award for a multifamily
project is $90,000. The program requires a minimum investment of $10,000 toward
eligible improvements per residential unit. City and County TIE Contributions can be
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Used for this program if used for an affordable project. Otherwise, only the City share is
available. Affordable units must be maintained for at least five years.

“PAINT YOUR HEART OUT” PROGRAM provides funding to the City’s Neighborhood Team to
help property owners in targeted areas of the CRA refurbish and refresh the exterior of
their properties. The Program encourages collaboration with volunteers and non-profit
and for-profit entities such as the CRA’s neighborhood associations and Main Streets,
Habitat for Humanity, Leadership St. Petersburg, Dream Center and other entities to
leverage the City’s TIF contribution. The funding amount will be determined annually
and by budget amendment if necessary.

C. EDUCATION, JOB READINESS AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

WORKFORCE READINESS AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides annual funding to accredited
educational and job training providers, such as Career Source, Pinellas Technical College
and St. Petersburg College, to prepare CRA residents for job opportunities with
emerging St. Petersburg jobs through training, education and job placement. The
program is focused on linking CRA residents with job opportunities that will be created
in the St. Petersburg Commerce Park as well as throughout the CRA.

D. TIE PROGRAMS AVAILABLE FOR ONE OR MORE BUDGET CATEGORIES

CRA GRANT MATCH PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIE
revenue contributions to provide a local matching share for federal, state foundation
and other grant applications that would implement programs and strategies identified in
the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan. The use of Pinellas County funding to
support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014 policy governing
use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually or as
opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

CRA PROPERTY ACQUISITION AND PREPARATION PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and
Pinellas County TIE revenue contributions to acquire properties and consolidate and
prepare development sites within the South St. Petersburg CRA to promote housing,
economic development and revitalization of the CRA. The land assembly effort may also
involve demolition of existing structures, vacating streets, alleyways and relocating

associated utilities such as water, sewer and stormwater facilities. The use of Pinellas

County funding to support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014

policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually

or as opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

REDEVELOPMENT LOAN PROGRAM provides funding to a South St. Petersburg loan pool to

support the lending efforts in the CRA by the City’s financial partners for CRA businesses

and residents. The program, which will supplement the city-wide loan consortium
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program being assembled by City Development Administration, will use TIE and other
City funds for bridge loans, microloans, subordinated long-term debt, loan guarantees
and other financial vehicles to close financing gaps for projects to ensure they can be
bankable through conventional lenders. Emphasis will be placed on loans for purchase
or improvements to real estate, expansion of business operations through increased
hiring, expanded facility and replacement/improvements to capital plant, and working
capital.

RECOMMENDATION

Administration recommends City Council approve the attached Resolution.

AttaChments; Budget Resolution with Exhibit 1 - FY2016-2020 Budget for the South St. Petersburg
Redevelopment Trust Fund



NO. 2016 -

A RESOLUTION BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG APPROVING THE FY2016-2020 REDEVELOPMENT
PLAN FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND FOR THE SOUTH ST.
PETERSBURG COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AREA (EXHIBIT 1)
AND A SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION IN THE AMOUNT OF
$487,369.58 FROM THE UNAPPROPRIATED FUND BALANCE OF THE
SOUTH ST. PETERSBURG REDEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (1104) FOR
TRANSFER TO THE GENERAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND (3001);
AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg City Council approved Resolution No. 2013-
247, on June 20, 2013, which made a finding of necessity identifying the South St. Petersburg
Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) as blighted, pursuant to Florida’s Community
Redevelopment Act of 1969 (Chapter 163, Part Ill) and was delegated authority by the Pinellas
County Board of County Commissioners (BCC) on June 9, 2014, in order to carry out certain
redevelopment functions within the CRA;

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg City Council approved a Community
Redevelopment Plan (Plan) for the South St. Petersburg CRA on May 21, 2015 (Ord. #169-H),
which included establishment of a tax increment financing district and redevelopment trust
fund for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St. Petersburg CRA;

WHEREAS, the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners approved the
Plan on June 2, 2015 (Res. #15-48), delegated authority to the City of St. Petersburg to establish
a redevelopment trust fund for the entire CRA, and approved on June 23, 2015, Ord. #15-27
establishing a redevelopment trust fund for the entire South St. Petersburg CRA and
establishing FY2014 as the base year on which future increments in property values in the CRA
will be based;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the “lnterlocal Agreement between the City of St.
Petersburg and Pinellas County for the Governance of the South St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Area” (June 2, 2015), until May 21, 2045, the City of St. Petersburg will annually
deposit into the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust Fund a sum no less than the tax
revenue generated from 95 percent of the tax increment created each year in the CRA and
Pinellas County will contribute 85 percent of the tax increment created each year in the CRA;

WHEREAS, based on the increase in property values in the South St. Petersburg
CRA in 2015, the district will generate an estimated $487,369.58 in increment revenue that

1



includes the City contribution of $285,773.32 in its FY2016 adopted Budget to the trust fund
and a Pinellas County contribution of $201,596.28 by April 15, 2016; the actual amounts may
differ;

WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan identifies three major
program areas in which tax increment financing revenue can be spent, which are Business
Development, Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization, and Education, Job Readiness and
Workforce Development;

WHEREAS, the redevelopment program for the South St. Petersburg Plan utilizes
an initial formula that allocates 50 percent of annual TIE revenues to business development
programs, 40 percent to housing and neighborhood revitalization programs, and 10 percent for
workforce readiness and training programs, but also recognizes that the funding allocation
percentages to the three programs can be changed over time to reflect City priorities;

WHEREAS, on December 1, 2015, the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South
St. Petersburg CRA unanimously voted to recommend that St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Agency and City Council approve the EY2016-2020 budget for the CRA
redevelopment trust fund with the program allocation percentages identified above; and

WHEREAS, at its February 4, 2015, public meeting, the St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Agency recommended that the St. Petersburg City Council approve the FY2016-
2020 budget for the CRA redevelopment trust fund with the program allocation percentages
identified above.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the St. Petersburg City Council does
hereby approve the FY2016-2020 Redevelopment Plan for the Redevelopment Trust Fund of
the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (see Exhibit 1) and a supplemental
appropriation for FY2016 in the amount of $487,369.58 from the unappropriated balance of the
South St. Petersburg Redevelopment District (1104) to the General Capital Improvement Fund
(Projects TBD) allocating the revenue to the three budget categories in the following manner.

Business Development (Project TBD) $243,685
Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization (Project TBD) $194,948
Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development (Project TBD) $48,737
Total FY2016 South St. Petersburg TIF Revenue $487,370

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that any revisions to the above

funding allocation by program wII require approval by City Council.

2



Passed by St. Petersburg City Council in regular session on the 4” day of

February, 2016.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT: APPROVED BY:

City Attorne (Designee) Dave Goodwin Director

and Economic Development

Tom Greene, Director

Budget & Management

3
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL 
 

Report  
 

Meeting of February 4, 2016 
 

 
TO:   The Honorable Amy Foster Chair and Members of City Council 
 
SUBJECT:  Rescinding Resolution No. 2016-15 and Approving a Second Amendment to the 
Construction Manager at Risk Agreement (“CMAR”) to the Haskell Company for Construction 
Phase services to construct the new Biosolids and Waste to Energy Project for a Guaranteed 
Maximum Price not to exceed $64,868,267 for the work; Authorizing the Mayor or his designee 
to execute the Second Amendment (which Amendment provides that the initial Notice to Proceed 
for construction phase services shall be limited to $54,984,018 until additional funds in the amount 
of $9,884,249 are appropriated) after execution of a State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan agreement 
for funding from FDEP in the amount of $40,000,000; Rescinding an unencumbered appropriation 
in the Water Resources Capital Project Fund (4003), the WRF SW RW Storage FY14/15 project 
in the amount of $1,000,000 and authorizing a supplemental appropriation in the amount of 
$1,000,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Water Resources Capital Projects Fund 
(4003) resulting from this rescission to the WRF SW Biosolids Dewater FY16 project (15291). 
 
EXPLANATION:  On January 7, 2016, City Council approved the Second Amendment to the 
Construction Manager at Risk Agreement with the Haskell Company for construction phase 
services, when at the time of approval, it was understood that the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) would be providing a loan agreement for the full $49,884,249.  
However, as stated in the previous Council material, FDEP has an annual segment cap of 
$40,000,000.  The balance of the loan has Priority Funding status and will be made available in 
FDEP’s next Fiscal Year.  In order to assure that funding is available for authorized work, The 
Haskell Company has agreed to an initial Notice to Proceed in the amount of $54,984,018, until 
additional funds in the amount of $9,884,249 are appropriated.  At that time, a revised Notice to 
Proceed will be issued to include the additional $9,884,249. Project costs funded from Bonds will 
remain the same.  We will enter into a loan agreement with FDEP in the amount of $40,000,000 
at this time.  When the additional funds become available, we will execute an amendment to the 
loan agreement for the additional amount.  We do not anticipate that the project schedule will be 
affected by the revised funding. 
 
On June 19, 2014, City Council authorized the Mayor or his designee to apply for assistance from 
FDEP’s State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan program for water reclamation facility improvements 
identified in the “2014 Supplement to the 201 Facilities Plan Update”.  Council also authorized the 
Mayor to execute the requested loan agreement documents for an amount not to exceed $50 
million subject to the approval of the City Attorney and Director of Finance.  Therefore, no 
additional Council action will be necessary to accept the second segment funding. 
 
This Council action rescinds the previous resolution and reauthorizes approval of the Second 
Amendment with the Haskell Company and includes an initial Notice to Proceed for Construction 
Phase Services limited to $54,984,018 until additional FDEP loan funds are available in their 
Fiscal Year 2017.  It also rescinds an unencumbered appropriation in the amount of $1,000,000 
from the unappropriated balance of the Water Resources Capital Project Fund (4003) to the WRF 
SW RW Storage FY14/15 Project (14231) and appropriating these dollars to the WRF SW 
Biosolids Dewatering FY16 Project (15291). 
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RECOMMENDATION:  Administration recommends City Council approve the attached 
Resolution approving a Second Amendment to the Construction Manager at Risk Agreement 
(“CMAR”) to the Haskell Company for Construction Phase services to construct the new Biosolids 
and Waste to Energy Project, and authorizing the Mayor or Designee to execute the Second 
Amendment including a Guaranteed Maximum Price in the amount of $64,868,267 for the work, 
including an initial Notice to Proceed to the Haskell Company in the amount of $54,984,018. 
 

 COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION:  Funds will be available following the 
successful execution of the State Revolving Fund loan agreement in an amount not to exceed 
$40,000,000.  Following the availability of FDEP funds in their FY17, an additional Notice to 
Proceed in the amount of $9,884,249 will be issued to the Haskell Company for construction 
services.  Funds are also available in the Water Resources Capital Projects Fund, WRF SW CNG 
Gen FY13/14/15 project (14018), the WRF SW GBT Rehabilitation FY16 project (15293), and 
WRF SW Biosolids Dewater FY16 project following the rescission of unencumbered 
appropriations from the Water Resources Capital Projects Fund (4003), the WRF SW RW Storage 
FY14/15 project in the amount of $1,000,000 and authorizing a supplemental appropriation in the 
amount of $1,000,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Water Resources Capital Projects 
Fund (4003) resulting from this rescission to the WRF SW Biosolids Dewater FY16 project 
(15291), 

 
 

 ATTACHMENTS: Resolution  
 

 

APPROVALS:  __________________________ ________________________ 
    Administrative     Budget 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016- 

  

  

A RESOLUTION RESCINDING RESOLUTION NO. 

2016-15; APPROVING A SECOND AMENDMENT TO 

THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER AT RISK 

AGREEMENT WITH THE HASKELL COMPANY FOR 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE SERVICES TO CONSTRUCT 

THE NEW BIOSOLIDS AND WASTE TO ENERGY 

PROJECT FOR A GUARANTEED MAXIMUM PRICE 

NOT TO EXCEED $64,868,267; AUTHORIZING THE 

MAYOR OR HIS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE THE 

SECOND AMENDMENT (WHICH AMENDMENT 

PROVIDES THAT THE INITIAL NOTICE TO 

PROCEED FOR CONSTRUCTION PHASE SERVICES 

SHALL BE LIMITED TO $54,984,018 UNTIL 

ADDITIONAL FUNDS IN THE AMOUNT OF 

$9,884,249 ARE APPROPRIATED) AFTER  

EXECUTION OF A STATE REVOLVING FUND LOAN 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN  THE CITY OF ST. 

PETERSBURG AND THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT 

OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (“FDEP”) FOR 

FUNDING FROM FDEP IN THE AMOUNT OF 

$40,000,000; RESCINDING AN UNENCUMBERED 

APPROPRIATION IN THE WATER RESOURCES 

CAPITAL PROJECT FUND (4003) IN THE AMOUNT 

OF $1,000,000 FROM THE WRF SW RW STORAGE 

FY14/15 CAPITAL PROJECT (14231); APPROVING A 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION IN THE 

AMOUNT OF ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000) 

FROM THE UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE OF THE 

WATER RESOURCES CAPITAL PROJECT FUND 

(4003) TO THE WRF SW BIOSOLIDS DEWATERING 

FY16 PROJECT (15291) RESULTING FROM THIS 

RESCISSION; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE 

DATE. 

WHEREAS, on January 7, 2016, City Council approved Resolution 2016-15 approving a 

Second Amendment to the Construction Manager at Risk Agreement with the Haskell Company 

for Construction Phase services to construct the new Biosolids and Waste to Energy Project 

(“Project”); subject to the execution of a State Revolving Fund (“SRF”) loan agreement between 

the City of St. Petersburg (“City”) and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
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(“FDEP”) in an amount not to exceed $49,884,249 and authorizing the mayor or designee to 

execute the Second Amendment including a Guaranteed Maximum Price (“GMP”) in the amount 

of $64,868,267 for the work upon execution of a state revolving fund loan agreement in an 

amount not to exceed $49,884,249, rescinding an appropriation from one project and making an 

appropriation to another project in the amount of $1,000,000; and 

  WHEREAS, FDEP has provided the City with a draft SRF loan agreement in the amount 

of $40,000,000 which is the loan segment cap for any given project in a single fiscal year; and 

         WHEREAS, the FDEP has advised the City that the additional SRF funding in the 

amount of $9,884,249 has a priority status and is expected to be available in FDEP’s FY2017, 

but will not be available prior to executing the Second Amendment with Haskell; and  

  

          WHEREAS, the Second Amendment provides that the Notice to Proceed for 

Construction Phase Services shall be limited to $54,984,018 until such time as an additional 

appropriation is made in the amount of $9,884,249; and  

  

          WHEREAS, City Administration recommends that City Council approve this resolution.   

 

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

Petersburg, Florida, that Resolution 2016-15 is hereby rescinded in its entirety. 

            BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Second Amendment to the Construction 

Manager at Risk Agreement (“CMAR”) with Haskell Company for Construction Phase Services 

to construct the new Biosolids and Waste to Energy Project for a GMP of $64,868,267 is hereby 

approved. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor or his Designee is authorized to execute 

the Second Amendment (which amendment provides that the initial Notice to Proceed for 

Construction Phase Services is limited to $54,984,018 until additional funds in the amount of 

$9,884,249 are appropriated) after execution of a State Revolving Fund loan agreement between 

the City and FDEP for funding from FDEP in the amount of $40,000,000. 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an unencumbered appropriation in the amount of 

$1,000,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Water Resources Capital Project Fund (4003) 

to the WRF SW RW Storage FY14/15 Project (14231) is hereby rescinded. 

 

  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a supplemental appropriation in the amount of 

$1,000,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Water Resources Capital Project Fund (4003) 

to the WRF SW Biosolids Dewatering FY16 Project (15291) resulting from this rescission is 

hereby approved as follows: 
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    Water Resources Capital Project Fund (4003) 

      WRF SW Biosolids Dewatering FY16 Project (15291) $1,000,000  

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption. 

Approved by:                                                                       Approved by: 

  

____________________________                                     __________________________ 

Legal Department                                                                Thomas B. Gibson, P.E. 

By: (City Attorney or Designee)                                         Engineering Director 

   

____________________________ 

Tom Greene 

Budget Director 
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[( ): The 1-lonorahle A my Foster. (‘hair and Meiiihers uI Ci Lv CuLl nci

SUBJ F( r[: Second A mendment to the I )eve Iopment Agreement associated with
approximately I acres ol vacant land generally located on the northeast corner ui
)Ih Aven tie North and (th1 Street N )rth.

REQUEST: ORDINANCE _—H, approving a Second Amendment to the Development
Agreement.

Analysis is provided in the attached stall’ report.

RECOMMENDATiON:

Administration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the attached proposed
ordinance,

Neighborhood Input: The subject property is not located within the boundaries of’ a formal
neighborhood association, however, the Garden Manor Neighborhood Association is located
immediately north (on the north side of I 3tI Avenue North), the Eagle Crest Neighborhood
Association is located to the south (on the south side of 9 Avenue North), and the Crossroads
Area Homeowners Association to the west (on the west side of 66 Street North).

A meeting on Sunday, November 22, 2015 was attended by leaders of the three neighborhood
associations and representatives of DSSA, LLC and the City. The new vision and concept plan
for the Residential Property was thoroughly discussed and supported by the neighborhood
leaders, with the understanding that more details were forthcoming.

A second neighborhood meeting was held on Tuesday, January 19, 2016, hosted by the
Crossroads Association. The DSSA, LLC representative presented two concept plans and
discussed design and architectural features, and answered questions about the project including
access from both 66h1I Street North and 9111 Avenue North. It was estimated that 50 residents were
in attendance, and while no formal vote was taken the City staff assessment was that the concept
plans were (generally) favorably received.

City staff has received one phone call (requesting additional information) and one e-mail
(requesting the CPPC minutes).

Community Planning & Preservation Commission (CPPC): On January 12, 2016 the CPPC held
a public hearing on this matter and voted unanimously (6 to 0) to recommend approval.
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Stall Report to the St. Petersburg Community Planning & Preservation Commission
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department.

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Di vision

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on January 1 2, 2016
at 3:00 p.m., in the City Council Chambers. City Hall.

I 75 Fi fib Street North. St. Petersburg, Florida.

Accordin to Plannini & hconomic Development Department records, no Commission members reside or have a
place ol business located within 2,000 eel of the subject property. All other possible conllicts should he declared
01)011 anIlotlIlcemelIt at the item.

SUB,JECT: Proposed Second Amendment to the Development Agreement associated with the
estimated I $ acres of land generally located on the northeast corner of 9th Avenue North and 66111
Street North.

PROPERTY OWNERS: The Diocese of St. Petersburg
6363 - 9 Avenue North
St. Petersburg, FL 33710

West Florida - PPH, LLC
P.O. Box 80610
Indianapolis, IN 46280

REPRESENTATIVE: Bo Russ, Partner
DSSA, LLC
2401 West Bay Drive, Suite 503
Largo, Florida 33770

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (HISTORY)

On May 20, 2010 the St. Petersburg City Council adopted Ordinance 973-C, authorizing
the Mayor to enter into a Development Agreement with the Diocese of St. Petersburg and
Clear Ocean Investments, LLC. The eastern-most 12 acres (mol) of the overall 18 acre
site, referred to as the “Residential Property,” was to be redeveloped by Clear Ocean
Investments II, Corporation with an 83-unit apartment building for the elderly; a 100-bed
skilled nursing facility; and a 150-bed Assisted Living/Independent Living facility. The
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Vestern—fllost six aen_’s (nml ). relerred to as the ( lililercial Property,’’ was IL) be
redeveloped with —l5383() sq. Ii. of medical 010cc space in two separate buldinis J)U()
sq. Ii. of dayc;ire space and a -L00() sq. Ii. hank on the northeast corner ol Street and
‘)° Avenue. or some combination of these uses not to exceed 55.0(8) sq. It. of lolal
developnien t While a s/a’ p/au was approi’ed /r the ( onhula’lria/ Proper/v in l’eliuuiarv
2(12 (dis iissed lw/mi’) no (/(‘i’elopuul(’uil øt riiui’ed.

( )n A uiust I (-,, 2() I 2 the St Petersburg City Council adopted ( )rdi mince 40—11
authorii,i ng the Mayor ii) enter i lb a Modi lied I )evelopment AgreefllL’nl with the I )ioeese
of St. Petersburg and Heartland Communil ic’s, LLC. Fleartland succeeded Clear Ocean as

the developer of the Residential Property. This first amendment to the 2() I ()
I )evelopment Agreement was sped lie to the Residential Properly, providing lor the
lollowi ng: a lour—story building containing 85 assisted living l’aci I ity/ski lied nursing beds
and 83 independent living units; and a second three—story building containing 165
ALP/skilled nursing beds. The amendment also provided l’lexihi lit as to the final mix of
units and beds, with “[lot to exceed’’ Ii m its of I 66 independent Ii vi ng units or 499
ALF/skilled nursing beds. While a site p/au was appuvrec//or tile Residential Property in
.SL71eHI/N’I 2012 (discussed below) no (/ei’L’/opuuleIll occurred

PREVIOUS SITE PLAN APPROVALS

• On February 17, 2012 the Community Preservation Commission (CPC) approved a
variance request related to a proposed site plan for the western—most six acres of the 18
acre area governed by’ the Development Agreement. reflrred to as the Commercial
Property, abutting 66)11 Street North (City File 12-54000001). The applicant was IASIS
Healiheare. Specifically, the CPC approved variances to the required building setbacks
and site design standards for two proposed medical office buildings and a bank site. The
site pian was consistent with the Development Agreement, however, the site plan expired
on February 17, 2015.

• On September 5, 2012 the Development Review Commission (DRC) approved a
Heartland Communities, LLC site plan for 250 assisted living/skilled nursing beds and 83
independent living units on the eastern 12 acres of the 18 acre area governed by the
Development Agreement (City File 1 2-3 1000030). The site plan was consistent with the
Development Agreement, however, the site plan expired on September 5, 2015.

REQUEST

DSSA, LLC, which has succeeded Heartland Communities, LLC as the developer of the
Residential Property, is requesting a second amendment to the 2010 Development Agreement,
affecting both the Residential and Commercial properties. Regarding the Residential Property,
the amendment provides for the following: two four-story buildings, one containing a 90 bed
ALF community and the other containing 80 independent living units; a three-story, 120 bed
skilled nursing facility; and three one-story Memory Care Villas, totaling 48 beds. The skilled
nursing facility may be replaced with 14 one-story villas, totaling 28 independent living units.
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Ihe amendment si ipu lutes that development on the Residentml Property canm)t exceed I 66
nìdependent living units or 49 A I E/ski lIed nursing beds, or an overall floor area of 259,600 sq.
II. llie proposed amendment als( I affects the SiX acre ( mol ) Commercial Property abutting 66111

Street North. providinL more Flexibility for the approved 55.()()0 sq. ft. of development, which
may include a bank branch, medical oli’ice space. daycare space or a mix of professional office
uses. Concept Plans have heen provided for the Residential Property, and if adopted hv City
Council this Second A mendment to the. I )evelopment Agreement and Concepts Plans will be
recorded in the Pine! las Cou nty Public Records.

SPECIAL INFORMATION

The I S acre area governed hy the I )evelopment Agreement is not located within the
boundaries of a formal neighborhood association, however, the Garden Manor
Neighborhood Association is located immediately north (on the north side of 3111 Avenue
North), the Eagle Crest Neighborhood Association is located to the south (on the south
side of 9111 Avenue North), and the Crossroads Area Homeowners Association to the west
(on the vest side of 66h11 Street Nortl0. A meeting on November 22, 2015 was attended
by leaders of the three neighborhood associations and representatives of DSSA. LLC and
the City. The new vision and concept plan for the Residential Property was thoroughly
discussed and supported by the neighborhood leaders, with the understanding that more
detai Is were forthcoming.

• The 1 2 acre Residential Property remains under the ownership of the Diocese of St.
Petersburg. The property’s Future Land Use Map designation of Residential Medium and
zoning designation of NSM- I (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily) were adopted in
May 2010 (City File: FLUM-7).

• The six acre Commercial Property is presently owned by West Florida - PPH, LLC, a
subsidiary of HCA (Hospital Corporation of America). The property’s Future Land Use
Map designation of Residential/Office General and zoning designation of CRS-1
(Corridor Residential Suburban) were also adopted in May 2010 (City File: FLUM-7).

ANALYSIS

The applicant (DSSA, LLC) is requesting that the 2010 Development Agreement he amended for
a second time in order to accommodate its new development proposal and vision for the
Residential Property. City staff supports the requested amendment because it does not increase
the density or intensity of development previously approved, and it remains consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan (discussed below).
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The signi Iicant aspects of this proposed Second A mendnieni to the I )evelopment Agreement are
SLInUililrliL’d iii the lol1ovine table:

Rcsi(len(iaI Property
4—story hui Idi ng wHh SO Independent Living

IL) units

4—story hui di ig wi Ui O() Assisted Living
Facility (ALE) heds
3—story Skilled Nursing Facility with 120
beds (The developer may replace the Skilled
Nursing Faciliy with l4 one—story vii las.
totahn 25 IL units.)
I —story 45—bed Memory Care Facility
(comprised ol three villas)

Commercial Property

l)evelopmen( may inclu(le a bank branch.
medical olhce space, daycare space or
/)ro/evsioIla/ of/ice uses (with [he overall
Ill I.\ i iii u ni in ten si tv ol development
remaining at 55.000 sl It.).

Concept plans are attached, depicting the proposed uses to be constructed on the Residential
Property (one plan showing the Skilled Nursing Facility and the other showing the 14 one—story
villas that may replace the facility).

The applicant. DSSA, LLC, will be responsible for constructing the main project entrance and
driveway on 66 Street North, to he used as the primary point of ingress and egress for both the
Commercial Property and Residential Property. However, references in the Development
Agreement to the norihern and southern, driveways on 66u1 Street abutting the Commercial
Property have been deleted primarily due to the fact that while they were contemplated in the
original (2010) Development Agreement and concept plan, the eventual developer of the
Commercial Property should decide if one or both driveways (or neither) are needed. While
there are several additional, non-substantive changes proposed, all terms and conditions of the
Development Agreement, as previously amended, remain in full force and effect.

City staff supports this proposed Second Amendment to the Development Agreement because
the amendment does not increase the density/intensity or type of development originally
approved in May 2010 and modified in 2012. Should the City Council adopt the amendment in
February 2016, it is anticipated that the DRC (Development Review Commission) will hold its
public hearing pertaining to the site plan on April 6, 2016.

(/11(1(1 110(1’rciimsiulIces ((n
iliieIlsiiv ()/ deee/opln(’Ili exceed
/\/SJ1/i— / /ioor—arca—ruiio oj 0.50,
sq. /1.

1/ic ocerall
the present
oi 259,600
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CONSISTENCY WITH
C( )MPREHENSIVE
PLAN:

the proposed Second A mendment to the I )evelopment Agreeiuenl is consistent with the
IolIowin policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan:

LU3.5 The tax base will he maintained and improved by encouraging the appropriate use
of properties based on thei locational characteristics and the goals. objectives and
policies within this Comprehensive Plan

Ii ‘3.X Ihe City shall protect existing and future residential uses from incompatible uses.
noise, traffic and other intrusions that detract [mm the long tenu desirabilit oF an
area through appropriate land development regulations.

LU3. 15 The Land Use Plan shall provide housing opportunity for a variety of’ households
01 various age, sex, race and income by providing a diversity of zoning categories
with a range ol densities and lot requirements.

LU 12. 1 Participation by neighborhood groups in planning activities and decisions shall be
encouraged through inibrmational mailouts and di i’ect notiFication to
neighborhood association ollicers oF workshops, meetings and public hearings
that address issues that may concern or interest any or all neighborhoods, and
through presentations to neighborhood groups.

RECOMMENDATION: City staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Second
Amendment to the Development Agreement based on consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.

Attachments:

V Subject Area Aerial
V Draft Second Amendment to the Development Agreement
V Ordinance 40-H, First Amendment to the Development Agreement adopted in August

2012 (exhibits not included)
V Ordinance 973-G, Development Agreement adopted in May 2010 (exhibits not included)
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( )R I )INAN(1 N( ). — II

AN ORI)INANCE API3R()VING A SEC()NI) AMENI)MENT To TI-IE
I)EVEL()PMENT AGREEMENT ASSOCIATED WITI-I APPROXIMATELY
I ACRES OF VACANT LANI) GENERALLY LOCATEI) oN THE
NORTHEAST CORNER OF ‘‘ AVENUE NORTI-I ANI) (6 STREET
NORTH; RECOGNIZING TI-IAT TI-IE SUBJECT AMENI)MENT IS BY ANI)
BETWEEN ROBERT N. LYNCI-I, AS BISHOP OF THE DIOCESE OF ST.
PETERSBURG, WEST FLORII)A — PPM, LLC, OWNER OF THE
COMMERCIAL PROPERTY, DSSA, LLC, WI-lICE-I HAS SUCCEEI)EI)
1-IEARTLANI) COMMUNITIES, LLC AS I)EVELOPER OF THE
RESII)ENTIAL PROPERTY, ANI) THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG;
AUTI-IORIZING TI-IE MAYOR OR 1-uS 1)ESIGNEE TO EXECUTE THE
AMENI)MENT TO THE AGREEMENT; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE
I)ATE.

TI-IE CITY OF ST. PETERSI3URG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1 . A Second Amendment to the Development Agreement associated
with appmximutely 1 acres of vacant land generally located on the northeast corner of 9
Avenue North and 66a Street North is hereby approved and adopted. The subject amendment is
by and between Robert N. Lynch, as Bishop of the Diocese of St. Petersburg, West Florida —

PPH, LLC, owner of the Commercial Property, DSSA, LLC, which has succeeded Heartland
Communities, LLC as developer of the Residential Property, and the City. A copy of the Second
Amendment is attached hereto and incorporated herein.

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

SECTION 3. 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 (5U1)

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

APPROVED’TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

/• —
/___,

F1NING & ECON(

ASSISTANT CITY A

1•- (‘1- 1
I)ATE



SI’X’()NI) A [‘vi INI)N’1 [N’I’ fl ) DFIVI’l A)I[’v1 I:N’I’ A( RIk[’vI I;N’I

‘ii lix SlC()Nl) ,‘\rvllNi )MI-Nl i’( ) I)lVId1)PMhNI A(;RllMIN’I (Second Anieiidnieiit ) is
iiiade mid entered iiito tins

— (lay ol —
. 2W 6. by and between R( )BIR’l N. LYNCI I. i\S

0151 lOP UI H IL I)lO(’LSL UI SI. lLHRSB1JR(L a Corporation Sole, whose nailing address is 6363 9’
Avenue North. St. Petershure. l’kuida 33710 (iiereiiiaiter lie “( )wner ol the Residential Property). West
Honda — PPI I. I.! .C. a Iloiida I .nnited Liability Conipmy. whose iiiailiiie address is P.( ). Box 75)). Nashville.
l’ennessee 37202 thereinatter the ‘( )wner ui the (‘oiiiiiieieiLI Propeity’’) (and. collectively with the ( )wner ui
the Resilential Property. the “( )wners”). l)SSA. EEC. an ( )hio Liiinted I .iability (‘oinpiinv. whose nailing
aridiess is 21(11 West Bay I )rive. Suite 503. Lareo. Honda 33770 hereinaiter lie “Residential Property
l)e\eloper”. and the CITY ( )l— ST. liTLRSHERG. EL( )Rll)A. a Honda iiiimieipal eorporatiun. whose
nailing address is City Attorney’s Ut hee. P.( ). Box 2542. St. Petersbuig, Honda 33731 (heieinalter the
“City’) uhe ( )wners. the Residential Propert\ l)eveloper and the City shall hereinafter eollectively be relerred
to as the “Parties’).

W ITNESSETH:

WHlRE’\S. the Owner ut the Residential ProperR’. Clear Ocean Investments II Corporation (‘‘Clear
Ocean’’). and the City entered into that certain Development Agreement dated July I 9. 2(u)) (‘‘l)evelopntent
Agreement’’t. a trite and correct copy ol which is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit ‘A.’
pertaining to a certain approximate I 7.99 acre tract ot’ land generally loeaied at 6533 9 Avenue North. St.
Petersburg. Honda 337 1(1 within the boundaries 01’ the City, mole particularly described by its legal
descript ion, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit ‘‘B” ( herei nailer. (lie ‘‘Propert5 ). and

WHEREAS. the Developntent Agreement discussed the development of the Property in terms of the
development of I he “Residential Property” (approximately 12.02 acres ol the Property). more particul:irl3
described by its legal description which is atiached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit C.•’ and the
development of the “Commercial Properly (approximately 5.96 acres of the Property), which is more

particularly described by its legal description which is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “I),”
and it iclentihed Clear Ocean as the initial developer of record for the entire Property: and

WHEREAS. when the Owner of the Residential Properly. Clear Ocean and the City entered into the
Development Agreement. the Owner of the Residential Property owned the entire Property: and

WHEREAS. (lie Development Agreement established certain terms and conditions relating to the
proposed development of (lie Property in accordance with Sections 163.3220-163.3243. Florida Statutes. the
Florida Local Government Development Agreement Act (hereinafter. the “Act”): and

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement was recorded on August 5. 2010. at Official Records Book
16994. Pages 385-405. in the Public Records of Pinellas County. Florida. and it runs with the Property for a
period of twenty (20) years from the Effective Date of the Development Agreement: and

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement, as amended by the First Amendment (detined herein), and
which is attached hereto aiid incorporated herein as Exhibit “E.” is still in effect as of the Effective Date of this
Second Amenclment aiid is binding upon and enforceable by aiid against those parties who signed the
Development Agreement. their personal representatives, heirs, successors. grantees. and assigns: and

WHEREAS, on or about Deceiiiber 13, 2011. the Owner of the Residential Property sold the
Commercial Property to Seaboard Development LLC (“Seaboard’). and on or about October 1.2013. Seaboard
sold the Commercial Property to the Owner of the Commercial Property: and
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WI lIRI.AN. ( ‘lear ( )ceaii. vlneli previously had a contract to purchase the Property Front the ( )wner
ol the Residential Property :nRl ‘as :ietiiiu as nHi ii iuied the developer in the l)evelopiiient Agieeiiient. lit)
loneer has any interest in the Property: anti

WI llRl./\S_ I Ieartlauitl ( ouinnnnlties. LI X’ (I IeirtImtl). throueh that certain auiiendntent to the
I )evelopuuieuit /\cecnuent (‘tirst Aiiieuuiluiueiut’’t, \vliucli was recorded on Noveniber l4. 2012. in the ( )ltieial
‘cords Book I 77X.. I es3(j3—3t)(. in the Public Records ot Pinellas County. Florida. had a contract to
p1irchise the Rt_’sidential Property I roin the ( )wner ud the Residential Property and was aeling as and named the
tleve kper in the list Aniendnient, also no loneer has any interest in the Property: anti

\VI—IEREAS, the Residential Prupertv I )eveloper has succeeded Clear ( )cean and Heartland as the
(leveloper ol the Residential I>roperiy and currently has a contiact to purchase the Residential Property troni
the ( )wner ol the Resident al Property: and

Wi—i l- RLAS. because the Property is currently owned by the ( )wners. which are two separate and
(listinet entities, the Parties desire to change the dehnition of the term ‘Developer’’ in the Development
Aereeiiient. as amended in the First Aniendnient. in order to retleet that the Owner ol’ the Residential Property
has ident i tied the Residential Property I )eveioper as the developer of record to construct the mproveinents on
the Residential Property and that the ( )wner ot the Coinniercial Property nay identily its own de eloper to
construct the improvements on the C’oiniiiercial Property: and

WI—I EREAS. the Parties desi i.e to. aniong other things. eliminate certain restrict ions on the number of
buildings allowed to be constructed upon the Resident al Property. to clan ly the speci lie buildings arid uses
allowed on the Residential Piopert . to provide for an alternatie conceptual site plan on the Residential
Property. to provide a maxinluin intensity or the Residential Properly, to modify the allocation of rises on the
Commercial Property, and to hi lurcate certain on—site i inprovenlent requirements between the Commercial
Property and the Residential Property so that the Residential Property will not he burdened with any on—site
improvement requirements associated with the Commercial Property, and vice versa: and

WHEREAS. the Parties desire to iclcntil’y the Residential Property Developer as the developer of
record pertaining solely to the development of and improvements constructed upon the Residential Property
pursuant to the terms and conditions of the Development Agreement. as amended by the First Arnenclment and
this Second Amenclment.

NOW. THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is
hereby acknowledged. the Pai-ties agiee as follows:

1. Recitals. The Recitals set forth above at-c true and cori’ect and are hereby incorporated herein
by reference. All exhibits to this Second Amendment are essential to this Second Amendment and are hereby
deemed a part hereof.

2, Additional Definitions. The terms defined in the Development Agreement. as amended by
the First Amendment and this Second Amendment, shall have the following meanings, except as herein
otherwise expressly pm’ovided:

Commercial Property Developer’ means that certain developer (its successors and/or assigns) selected by the
Owner of the Commercial Property to construct the improvements on the Commercial Property.

“Developer” means the Residential Property Developer or Commercial Property Developer, as the case may
be.

“Residential Property Developer’ means DSSA. LLC. an Ohio limited liability company, its successors and/or
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155 gii 5.

Main IIOJect )riveway means the driveway consirucled to provide access to the Residential l’r perty foni
6(,t h Street Nt wt h

3. ,i\iiieiidiiieiit to Section 3. The one ( I) relerence to “1-icirida l)epartiiicnl ui (‘oniinuinty

Allairs is licieby deleted and replaced with “Honda l)eparlnient of i-cononiic ( )pportunitv”. The Iwo (2)
releicnces to I )(1\ arc hereby deleted and ic laced \vith “DE( )“.

\lI other teriiis and conditions of Section 3 of ihe i)evelopnient Aizreenient not specifically addressed or
inodilied in this Par:ierapli 2 shall ieiiiain in lull bce and effect.

4. Aiiiendinent to Section 5(c) of the Development Aereemenl. The followiiis lanuaee from
Sect ion 5c) ol he Development Agieement. previously aniended by the birsi Amendnient tin paragraph 2
t herct if). is hereby deleted:
“The (levelopmenl uses pioposed on the Residential Property shall include no more than Iwo buildings: a
bui Idnig with approximately eighty—live (85) Assisted Living Facility ( ALF)/ski lied nursing beds and eighty—
three (83 independent Living (IL) units and no more than lour (4) stories: and a building with approximately
one hundred sixty—five (I 65) ALF/skil led nursing beds and no more than three (3) stories. Each IL unit may be
exchanged for three (3) ALE/skilled nursing beds. and vice versa, pursuant to the City Code.

and in its place is substituted the following:
The development uses proposed on the Residential Property shall include the following: a four—story building

with 80 Independent Living (IL) units: a four—story. 90 bed Assisted Living Facility: a three—story. I 20—bed
ALE/Ski! led Nursing Facility: a one—story. 48—bed Memory Care Facility: and a one—story auxiliary/support
services building. Each IL unit may be exchanged for three (3) ALF/skilled nursing beds. and vice versa,
pursuant to the City Code. As an alternative, the Residential Property Developer may replace the Skilled
Nursing Facility with up to 14 one—story dupleX Villas, totaling 28 IL units. An alternative conceptual site plan
for the Residential Property which depicts the Villas in place of the Skilled Nursing Facility is attached hereto
and incorporated herein as Exhibit “G.” to this Second Amendment.”

The following language from Section 5(c) of the Development Agreement, as previously amended by the First
Amendment (in paragraph 2 thereof). is hereby deleted:
“The development uses proposed on the Commercial Property and their approximate sizes include a four
thousand (4.000) sq. ft. bank branch: a fifteen thousand (15.000) sq. ft. one (I) story medical office building: a
six thousand (6.000) sq. ft. daycare facility; and a thirty thousand (30.000) sq. ft. two (2) story medical ofilce
building. In the alternative, the development uses proposed on the Commercial Property and their approximate
sizes include a four thousand (4,000) sq. ft. one (1) story bank branch and a fifty-one thousand (5 1.000) sq. ft.
medical office building with no more than three (3) stories, and the Owner of the Commercial Property agrees
that such uses are to be located on the portion of the Commercial Property fronting 66’’ Street. Under either
proposed development scenario, total development of the Commercial Property shall not exceed fifty-five
thousand (55.000) sq. ft. of development uses.”

and in its place is substituted the following:
“The development uses proposed on the Commercial Property and their approximate sizes include a four
thousand (4.000) sq. ft. bank branch: a fifteen thousand (15,000) sq. ft. one (I) story medical office building: a
six thousand (6.000) sq. 1.t. daycare facility: and a thirty thousand (30,000) sq. ft. two (2) story medical office
building. In the alternative, the development uses proposed on the Commercial Property and their approximate
sizes include a four thousand (4.000) sq. ft. one (1) story bank branch and a fifty-one thousand (5 1 .000) sq. ft.
medical office building with no more than three (3) stories. However, under any proposed development
scenario, total development of the Commercial Property shall not exceed fifty-five thousand (55,000) sq. ft. of
professional office uses.”
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IliC loIlo\Vln! I iieiIa!e Ironi Sectioii Nc )(o)) ol the I )evclopiiient /\ ieeiiieiit Is liereliy iiiended to rearl as
lollows. with st-fFkeI-hi44u-h liiioue!e deiiotin deletions. and tiiiilerliiied laileLiace (lenotilic additions:

‘‘IIi._’ Residential Proudly I )eveloper aiid lie (oiiiiiii._’rcial Property I )evelolier shall each be responsible or
(.oiistrli(.’tiOii ot a sidewalk vlucli coliii.._’ts lie niinediiteIy adlacent bus stops on 66 Street North to the
entrnice to each respective Property ni a direct and etticient niinner it’ aeree(l to by the City, lie Honda
l)epantiiient ol Iransportation. and PSL\. prior to issuance oF a (‘er ilicate of Occupmcy ton the 1st bLnldinC
t1)pJ_eted on lie Property.

The lolIovini: lancuace 111)111 Section SteP 2) ol’ the )evelopnient Agieenient. as pieviousl amended by the
I—inst Aiiiendnient (in parai.raph 2 theieo( ). is hereby deleted:
‘‘l)evelopnient ot the Residential Property shall be limited to two buildines. One buildine shall be no more
than tbur stories. not to exceed lie heichi pernntted 1w the Cliv Code. The second building shall be no more
than three stories. It is anticipated that lie 0111 story building Will include eighty—nyc (85) ALE/skilled
nursing beds and eighty—I hiee (83) Independent Living (IL) Liiiits and that the three story building will include
one hundred sixty—live (I 65) ALE/ski I led nursine beds. Each IL tnnt ntay be exchanged br three (3)
ALE/ski I led nursi ic beds, and vice versa, pursuant to the City Code. Additional exaitiples ol’ an IL unit and
ALE/skilled nursing bed development iiix iii lIlting the 3: I ratio permitted by the City Code ate as t’ol lows:
l’ily (5(i) IL units and three hundred Forty—nine (349) ALE/skilled nursing beds: one hundred (lOt)) IL units
and one hundred ninety—n inc (I 99) A LE/ski lIed nursing beds: and one hundred twenty—live (I 25) IL units and
one hundred t\ve nty—lbur (I 24 ALE/skilled nursing beds. IF the Residential Property is developed solely with
ALE/ski I led nursing beds. the max iniuni (he velopnient potential shall not exceed ‘our hundred ninety—nine
(499) ALE/s killed nursing beds. IF (lie Residential Property is developed sold’, with IL units, the niaxiniuni
developntent potential shall not exceed one hundred sixty—six I I 66) IL units. These “not to exceed’’ limits are
intended to allow Flexibility in the mix of IL units and ALE/skilled nursing beds.’’

and in its place is substituted the l’ollowing:
“The developnient uses proposed on the Residential Property shall include a four-story building with 80
Independent Living (IL) units: a ‘our-story. 90-bed Assisted Living Facility: a three-story. I 20—bed
ALF/Skilled Nursing Facility: a one-story. 48-bed Memory Care Facility and a one-story auxiliary/support
services building. As an alternative, the Skilled Nursing Facility may be replaced with up to 14 one-story
duplex Villas, totaling 28 IL units. Au alternative conceptual site plan for the Residential Property which
depicts the Villas in place of the Skilled Nursing Facility is attached hereto aiid incorporated herein as Exhibit
“U” to this Second Amendment. Each IL unit may be exchanged for three (3) ALF/skilled nursing beds, and
vice versa, pursuant to the City Code. If [lie Residential Property is developed solely with ALF/skilled nursing
beds. the maximum development potential shall not exceed four hundred ninety—eight (498) ALF/skifled
nursing beds. If the Residential Property is developed solely with IL units, the maximum development
potential shall not exceed one hundred sixty-six (166) IL units. These “not to exceed” limits are intended to
allow flexibility in the mix of IL units and ALF/skilled nursing beds on the Residential Property. However,
under no circumstances will the overall intensity of the development on the Residential Property exceed the
present floor-area-ratio of 0.50. or 26 1.795 sq. ft. The development uses proposed on the Residential Property
may include a licensed adult clay care center as part of the Memory Care Facility and a health and wellness
clinic that provides care for residents. which may be operated by the Owner of the Residential Property or a
licensed third-party operator. or their successors and/or assigns.”

The following language from Section 5(c)(l 3) of the Development Agreement is hereby amended to read as
follows, with stnikcthrough language denoting deletions, and underlined language denoting additions:
“The final site plan shall clearly identify the points of vehicular access into the Residential Property and
between the Residential Property and the Commercial Property. Construction of the Main Project T)riveway.
providing ingress and egress between the Residential Property an(l 66th Street North. shall he completed prior
to the issuance of the first building permit.
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A\ll other ternis and con(litioiis of Section 5(e) ol the l)evelopiiient Ai!reement. as previously aniended by the
Inst Anienhnent. lot specifically adrhessed or iiioditied in this Paragraph 3 shall reniani in lull force and
etfeeL

5. /\nieli(lnient to Section 5d). The tollowine language honi Section 5(d) I) ot 11w
I )evelopineiit Areenient is hereby aniended to read as lollows. with s-tFf-ke{-l+Fk-*t-g-l- language denoting
deletions. and nndrlined lancuace denoting additions:

(I. lrovide directional iiiedian opening and southbound lelt tuin lane on b61h Street at the niain
lroject (I ri ewav I{-)i it-ed—be-w-een—t-he—nort hern—and—st-m-theFn (lii VC\VV.

e. Provide a northbound rieht turn lane on 6611 Street at 11w main Project drivewa\ located
between the northern and ;outhern (In vewavs.

Provide a northbound right turn lane on 665 Street at the northern and/or southern Project
dnivewavs). at the I inie of developnient ol the Commercial Property. iF deemed necessary by the governmental
entities.

All other terms and conddions of Section 5(d ( I) ot the Development Agreement not specifically addressed or
modilied in this Paragraph 4 shall remain m full Force and effect.

6. Amendment to Section 6. The following language from Section 6(c) and 6(j) of the
Development Agreement is hereby amended to iead as follows, with i$i-iketlwøuh language denoting
deletions, and underlined language denoting additions:

(c) Stormwater Management: Stormwater management level of service is projectdependent
rather than based on the provision and use of public facilities and is not directly provided by the City. The
design and construction of the proposed stormwater facilities on the Project Site shall he in compliance with
the requirements of the City’ of St. Petersbur-g City Code and the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWEWMD’). shall meet the concurrency requirements for stormwater. and shall not result in
degradation ol’ the level of service below City’s adopted level of service. Stormwater improvements necessary
to provide adequate stormwater management for the Residential Property. including the capacity required by
construction of the Main Project Driveway which costs shall be shared with the Commercial Property
Developer pursuant to the terms of a separate Reciprocal Easement Agreement, shall be designed and
constructed by the Residential Property Developer, at its sole cost and expense. The stormwater improvements
necessary to provide stormwater management for the Commercial Property shall be designed and constructed
by the Commercial Property Developer in accordance with the to be determined scope of the Commercial
Property Development, at its sole cost and expense.

(j) Utility Improvements: Utility improvements necessary to provide services to a structure shall
be constructed by Developer at Developers own cost and expense prior to issuance of certificates of
occupancy for the structure. The utility improvements necessary for the Development of the Residential
Property shall be indlependent from the utility improvements necessary for the Development of the
Commercial Property, and vice versa. In other words, under no circumstance may either Developer use the
other Developer’s proposed utility facilities or improvements in order to comply with the requirements of the
City Code.

All other terms and condlitions of Section 6(c) and 6(j) of the Development Agreement. as amended by the
First Amendment. not specifically addressed or modified in this Paragraph 6 shall remain in lull force and
effect.
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Aiuendiiient to Section 15. Set tion IS ui the Developnu.ait i\recnient. md as amended 1w the First
Aiiiendnien tin piraiziaph 3 thereof). is hereby deleted in its entirely and in its place is substituted (he
tot lowine:

Notices. All notices. deiieuids. requests or approvals or other coniiiiunicat ons eiveii 1w any
Party to another shall be m wiitine and shalt be sent by ieeistered or certiied mail. postace piepaid. return
receipt requested. by a recognited national overnight courier service, or by i’acsnnile transmission to the ci lice
icr each Party nd ic ated bet OW and addressed as lot ow s

(a) To the Owner of the Residential Property:
I )iocese of St. Petersburg
ATTN : Real Estate Department
P.O. Box 40200
SL PetersbLirg. FL 33743-0200
,‘Vitli il cOl)3’ to:
DiVito & Higham
ATTN: Joseph A. DiVito. Esq.
45 14 Central Avenue
St. Petersburg. FL 337 II

(h) To the Owner of the Commercial Property:
West Florida - PPH. LLC
P.O. Box 750
Nashville, TN 37202

(c) To the Residential Property Developer:
DSSA. LLC
2401 West Bay Drive. Suite 503
Largo. Florida 33770

(d) To the City:
City of St. Petersburg
Altn: Director
Planning and Economic De elopment Depart meni
One 41h Street North
St. Petersburg. FL 33701
With a copy to:
City Attorney’s Office
City of St. Petersburg
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg. FL 33731

7. Deadline for Execution. The Owners and Residential Property Developer shall execute this
Second Amendment prior to the date on which the City Council considers this Second Amendment for final
approval.

8. Conceptual Site Plan. The conceptual site plan attached to the First Amendment as Exhibit
“E is deleted and in its place is substituted a new conceptual site plan as set forth on Exhibit “F” attached to
this Second Amendment. Al] references to Exhibit “F” in the Development Agreement shall instead now refer
to Exhibit “F” in this Second Amenclment. An alternative conceptual site plan. as set forth on Exhibit “G”
attached to this Second Amendment. may be used in lieu of Exhibit “F” in this Second Amendment.

9. References to “Agreement.” References to “Agreement” in the Development Agreement shall
mean the Development Agreement, including any Exhibits, and any amendments thereto, including this
Second Amendment.
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10. lIbel iii \nientliiitnts .:\ii other teriiis and contiilions of the I )e\eiopiiient Agreement. as
i)reviousiv iienticd by the bust ,\iiiendiiient. not specihcaily addressed or modilied in this Second

,‘\iiientiiiient shall reiiiaiil in lull lorce and eliect.

Riititicatioii. Ilie parties hereto ritiIv and coiiliriii that all ol the teriiis. conditions and

provisions ol lie I )evelopiiient A reenient. as aiiiendeti by the First Aiiieidiiient and this Second Aiiiendnient.

remain in lull lorce and ellecL

12. Recortline anti EHective )ate. Alter this Second Amenthnent has been executed by the
Parties. the City shall record he Second Agreement in the Public Records of Pinellas County. blorida. at the

expense ot the ( )wncr ol he Resident al Property. This Second Amendnient shall become effective upon such
rec RI Lit ii) n

3. Counterparts. ihis Second Aniendnient may be executed in counterparts, together which
shall constitute an oriemal document.

14. Bindinu FiTect/Agreeinent Assignable. The Development Agmeenient. as amended by the

First Anmenchuent and Second Amendment, shall run with the land. shall be assignable and binding upon and
nure to tile bene lit of the ( )wners and/or the Residential Property Developer. and (heir successors and/or

assigns in ntemcst Lmd the City anti its successor md/or assigns in interest.

IN \VITNESS WHEREOF. tile parties have executed this Second Amendment to tile Development

Agreement as ot’ the day and year set lorth above.

OWNER OF THE RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY:

ROBERT N. LYNCH. AS BISHOP OF

THE DIOCESE OF ST. PETERSBURG,

A CORPORATION SOLE

WITNESSES:
By: Sign:

Print:

_________________________________________________

Print:

_____________

As its:

_____________________________________

Sign:
Print:

_______

OWNER OF THE COMMERCIAL PROPERTY:
West Florida - PPH, LLC

WITNESSES:
By: Sign:

________

Print:

___________________________________________________

Print:

_____________

As its:

________________________________

Sign:
Print:

_______

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY DEVELOPER:

DSSA, LLC
WITNESSES:

By: Sign:

________

Print:

____________________________________

Print:

_________

As its:

________________________________

Sign:
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(‘FlY:
(‘I ‘I’Y ( )I’ S’I’. PI’I’I lSB U k( , l’I A )I{ II )A

By:

_______

WII’NI SSI X:
Print: Sign: -

As its: Print:
Si cii:

Ill ST: Pri nI:
City Clerk

ACKNOWLEDGEMFN’I’ - OWNER OF THE RESII)ENTIAL PROI’ERTY
STATE UI’
COUNTY OF

ihe loregoing instrument was acknowledged be lore me this day of 2(L. by
on behalf ol Robert N. Lynch. as Bishop of the Diocese ol St. Petersburg. a

Corporal ion Sole, who is personally known to me or who has produced

__________

as
identi l’icat ion.

NOTARY PUBLIC
(SEAL)

Sign:
Print:

_________

Notary Public. Stale ol’___

My commission expires:

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT - OWNER OF THE COMMERCIAL PROPERTY
STATE OF

_____________

COUNTY OF____________

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of

______

20_. by

____________________

in his/her capacity as

________________

of West Florida - PPH. LLC. who is
personally known to me or who has produced

______________________________

as identification.

NOTARY PUBLIC
(SEAL)

Sign:
Print:_______________________________
Notaiy Public. State of

_______________

My commission expires:

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT - RESIDENTIAL PRO1ERTY DEVELOI>ER
STATE OF

______________

COUNTY OF____________
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The lore!uin! iistriiiiient was acliiowleclceil helore inc his day ol January. 2() I (. by Bo Russ. in his
caj)ai_ity as a iilanaiicr ut I )SSA. Ii .(. lm is personally knoss’n to lie or ‘lio has produced

as dent I icat ion.

NOTARY PUBLIC

(SI A L)

Si en:

Print:

______________________ ______________

Notary Public. State of

______________—

f\i coiiuiii ssioii expires:

ACKNOWLEI)GEMENT - CITY OF ST. PETERSBuR(;, FLORIDA
STATE OF

_____

COUNTY OF

The I regoing i nstruinent was acknowledged heroic ne this day ol —. 21L. by
in his/her capacity as and Chandrahasa Srinivasa. City Clerk, on

behalf of the City of St. Petersburg. Florida. who are personally known to me or who have produced

__________________________

as iden Ii heat ion.

NOTARY PUBLIC
(SEAL)

Sien:

Print:

_____ ______

Notary Public, State of —______________

My commission expires:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney (or designee) City Attorney (or designee)

By: By:

Assistant City Attorney Assistant City Attorney
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KEN HURKE. CLERK OF COURT
PINELLAS COUNTY FLORIDA
INSTIl 2010221015 0810512010 at 02:40 PM
OFF REC BK: 16994 PG: 385-406
DocType:GOV RECORDING: $180.00

ORDINANCE NO. 973-G

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AND ADOP1ING
A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH
ROBERT N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OF THE
DIOCESE OF ST. PETERSBURG, A
CORPORATION SOLE, AND CLEAR OCEAN
INVESTMENTS II CORPORATION, A FLORIDA
CORPORATION, RELATING TO THE
DEVELOPMENT OF PROPERTY GENERALLY
LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF
9111 AVENUE NORTH AND 66TH STREET
NORTH; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO
EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTiVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The Development Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg, the
Diocese of St. Petersburg and Clear Ocean Investments II, Corporation, a copy of which is
attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit A,? is hereby approved and adopted.

-

SECTION 2. The Mayor is authorized to execute the Development Agreement on
ijhan J LuZ

SECTION 3. The Development Agreement shall be valid for a period of twenty
years from the date of execution.

SECTION 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in accordance
with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth (5th) business day
after adoption unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written notice filed with the City
Clerk that the Mayor will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shall become
effective immediately upon filing such written notice with the City Clerk. In the event this
ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the City Charter, it shall not become
effective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in accordance with the City Charter,
in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful vote to override the veto.
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day of May, 2010.

First reading conducted on the 4” day of March, 2010.

Adopted by St. Petersburg City Council on second and final reading on the 20th

ATTEST:
Amelia Preston,

FLUM-7

Leslie Curran Chair-Councilmember
Presiding Officer of the City Council

/L4h
Deputy City Clerk

Not vetoed. Effective date Thursday, May 27, 2010 at 5:00 p.m.



DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

ô ihTHIS DEVElOPMENT AGREEMENT (hereinafter the Agreement) is made and entered into this I’
day of JjLf

_____

2010, by and between ROBERI N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OF THE DIOCESE OF ST.
PETERSBURG, a Corporation Sole, whose mailing address is 6363 9 Avenue North, St. Petersburg, FLorida 33710
(hereinafter “Owner’), CLEAR OCEAN INVESTMENTS II CORPORATION, a Florida Corporation, whose
mailing address is 4701 Central Avenue, St. Petersburg, Florida 33713 (hereinafter the “Developer”) and the CITY
OF SI.. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, a Florida municipal corporation, whose mailing address is P. 0. Box 2842, St.
Petersburg, Florida 33731 (hereinafter the “City”) (collectively hereinaller “the Parties”).

WITNESSE’I’II:

WHEREAS, Owner is the fee simple title owner of approximately 17.99 acres of land located at 6533 95
Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33710 within the boundaries of the City, the legal description of which is
attached hereto as Exhibit “A” (hereinafter the Property”); and

Wi IEREAS, Owner has contracted to sell the Property and Developer has contracted to purchase the
Property; and

WHEREAS, SEMI3LER FLOR[DA, INC., a Florida Corporation, whose address is 5858 Central Avenue,
St. Petersburg, Florida 33707 (hereinafter “Sembler”) has some existing contractual rights related to the Property
that are not expected to survive the closing by the Developer on the Property; and

WHEREAF, De’Ioper desirc to develop appro;cmately 12.02 aere of the Property described on Exhibit
“33” attached hereto (hereinafter the “Residential Property’) as permitted in the City’s Neighborhood Suburban
Multifamily (NSM-l) zoning district with a Residential Medium (RM) comprehensive land use designation; and

WHEREAS, Owner has filed an application with the City requesting a Comprehensive Plan ChangeAmendment to change the Future Land Use Plan Category for the Residential Property from Institutional toResideniial Medium (RM); and

WHEREAS, Owner has filed a Rezoning Application with the City to change the zoning oIthe Residential
Property from Neighborhood Suburban -2 (NS-2) to Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily (NSM-1); and

WHEREAS, Developer desires to develop approximately 5.96 acres of the Property described on Exhibit
“C” attached hereto (hereinafter the “Commercial Property”) as permitted in the City’s Corridor Residential
Suburban (CRS-1) zoning district, subject to the limitations set forth in this Agreement, with a Residential/Office
General (R’OG) comprehensive land use designation; and

WHEREAS, Owner has filed an application with the City requesting a Comprehensive Plan ChangeAmendment to change the Future Land Use Plan Category for the Commercial Property from Institutional toResidential/Office General (R/OG); and

WHEREAS, approximately 4.50 acres, described on Exhibit “D” attached hereto, of the Commercial
Property is currently zoned Corridor Residential Suburban (CRS-l); and

WHEREAS, Owner has filed a Rezoning Application with the City to change the zoning of remaining
approximately 1.46 acres, described on Exhibit “E” attached hereto, of the Cmmcrcial Property from
Neighborhood Suburban - 2 (NS-2) to Corridor Residential Suburban (CRS-l); and

WHEREAS, Owner, Developer and the City desire to establish certain terms and conditions relating to the
proposed development of the Property in accordance with Sections 163.3220-163.3243, Florida Statutes, the FloridaLocal Government Development Agreement Act (hereinafter the “Act”); and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 163.3220, Florida Statutes. et. seq. and Section 16.05 of the City’sLDRs, the City is authorized to enter into a Development Agreement; and
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WHEREAS, the lirst public hearing on this Agreement was held by the Planning and Visioning
Commission on Frhru:try 9,2010; and

WhEREAS, the first reading of’ this Agreement was held by the City Council on March 4,2010; and

WHEREAS, the second reading of and public hearing on this Agreement is scheduled to be held by the
City Council on May 20, 2010; and

WHEREAS, the Developer desires to develop the l’roperty in accordance with the conditions and
limitations set forth in this Agreement.

DEFINITIONS

The terms defined in this Agreement shall havc the following meanings, except as herein otherwise
expressly provided

“Aereelnent” means this Development Agreement, including any Exhibits, and any amendments hereto or thereto.

“Authorized Representative” means the person or persons designated and appointed from time to time as such by
the Owner, Developer, or the City.

“City Council” means the governing body of the City, by whatever name known or however constituted from time
to tirre.

‘City’s Comprehensive Plan” means the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan, as most recently amended
prior to the date hereof.

“City’s LORs” means the City of St. Petersburg Land Development Regulations, as most recently amended prior to
thr date hereof.

“Development” means all improvements to real property, including buildings, other structures, parking and loading
areas, landscaping, paved or graveled areas, and areas devoted to exterior display, storage, or activities.
Development includes improved open areas such as plazas and walkways, but does not include natural geologic
forms or unimproved real property.

“Development Permit” includes any building permit, zoning permit, subdivision approval, rezoning, certification,
special exception, variance, or any other official action of local government having the effect of permitting the
development of land.

“Exhibits” means those agreements, diagrams, drawings, specifications, instruments, forms of instruments, and
other documents attached hereto and designated as exhibits to, and incorporated in and made a part of, this
Agreement.

“Florida Statutes” means all references herein to ‘Florida Statutes” are to Florida Statutes (2009), as amended
fiom time to time.

“Governmental Authority” means the City, the County or any other governmental entity having regulatcty
authority over the Project and that issues a Development Permit for the Project to be constructed and opened for
business.

“Project” means the proposed development to be located on the Property as contemplated by this Agreement and as
more particularly shown in tire Diocese of St. Petersburg Site Plan, attached hereto and incorporated herein as
Exhibit “F”.

“Property” means the real property more particularly described in the legal description in Exhibit “A”.
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AGREEMENT

NOW. 1’HKREF’ORE, in consideration of the terms, conditions, covenants and mutual promises
hereinafter set forth, the Parties agree as follows:

I, Recitals, Definitions, gnd Exhibits, The foregoing recitations are true and correct and are hereby
incorporated herein by reforence. ‘[he foregoing Definitions are hereby incorporated herein by reforence. All
exhibits to this Aurcement are essential to this Agreement and are hereby deemed a part hereof.

2, Intent. It is the intent of the Parties that this Agreement shall he adopted in conformity with the
Act and that this Agreement should be construed and implemented so as to effectuate the purposes and intent of the
Act, This Agreement shall not be executed by or binding upon any Party until adopted in conformity with the Act.

3. Recording and Lffective_De. After the Agreement has been executed by the Parties, and after
the date the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zoning Designation Amendment become effective, the City shall
record the Agreement in the Public Records of Pinehlas County, Florida, at the Developer’s expense and shall
forward a copy of the recorded Agreement to the Florida Department of Community Affairs (“DCA”). ‘lhirty (30)
days after receipt of the recorded Agreement by the DCA, this Agreement shall become effective (the “Effective
Date”).

4. Duration. The initial term of this Agreement shall be for twenty (20) years from the Effective
Date. Owner and Developer agree that this Agreement may he extended by the City at the end of the initial term for
an additional twenty (20) year renewal term, subject to all necessary requirements in accordance with the Florida
atutz and he City’r ther. eitirig LDP.

5. Permitted Development Uses and Buildinv Intensities.

(a) Permitted Development Uses. The Property currently holds an Institutional comprehensive land
use designation. Owner has applied to the City to rezone the Residential Property from NS-2 to NSM-l, with a
ocne’rrent rpplication to amend the Future Land Uc detignation to RM. Current!:,’ apprcainiate!y 4.50 acrer cfth:
Cominercial Property is zoned CRS-l. Owner has applied to the City to rezone the remaining approximately 1.46
acres of Commercial Property from NS-2 to CRS-1, with a concurrent application to amend the Future Land Use
designation of the Commercial Property to R/OG. Upon such rezoning and land use plan amendments being
adopted, the Property may be used for the purposes permitted in the applicable zoning districts subject to the
additional limitations and conditions set forth in this Agreement.

(b) Maximum Density, Intensity, and Height of Proposed Uses, For the purposes of this
Development Agreement, maximum density, intensity, and height shall be as provided by the City of St.
Petersburg City Code, including the City’s LDRs, and all applicable laws and regulations of the State of Florida,
including but not limited to the Florida Statutes, the Florida Building Code, and all applicable regulations of the
Florida Department of Transportation. A workforce housing density bonus of six (6) units per acre is also
allowable, subject to the City’s Workforce Housing Ordinance. Additional building height can be achieved
pursuant to the Large Tract Planned Development Overlay regulations, set forth in Chapter 16 of the City Code.

(c) Limitations and Conditions on Use. A conceptual site plan for the Property is attached hereto
as Exhibit “F”. This site plan is conceptual only to provide a conceptual layout for the general location of the
proposed uses and is subject to full site plan review in accordance with existing procedures and requirements
established by the City’s LDRs. The development uses proposed on the Commercial Property and their
approximate sizes include a four thousand (4,000) sq. ft. bank branch; a fifteen thousand (15,000) sq. ft. one (1)
story medical office building; a six thousand (6,000) sq. ft. daycare facility; and a thirty thousand (30,000) sq.
ft. two (2) story medical office building. In the alternative, the development uses proposed on the Commercial
Property and their approximate sizes include a four thousand (4,000) sq. ft. one (1) story bank branch and a
fifty-one thousand (51,000) sq. ft. medical office building with no more than three (3) stories, and the
Developer agrees that such uses are to be located on the portion of the Commercial Property fronting 66th Street.
Under either proposed development scenario, total development of the Commercial Property shall not exceed
fitly-five thousand (55,000) sq. ft. of development uses. The development uses proposed on the Residential
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Property include an apartment building for the elderly with eighty-three (83) units and no more than three (3)
stories: a skilled nursing theility with approximately one hundred (100) beds and no more than two (2) stories;
and an Assisted Living Facility/Independent living Facility (ALF/ILF) with approximately one hundred fifty
(150) beds and no more than three (3) stories. ‘together the skilled nursing facility and the AT F/ILF on the
Residential Property shall have no more than two hundred lilly (250) beds total, Owner and Developer agree
that the Idllowing limitations and conditions shall apply to any site plan approved for thc Property:

(1) Any buildings shall be prohibited within the northern one hundred forty (140) thet of the
Property.

(2) Residential buildings located on the 9’ Avenue North perimeter of the Residential
Property facing the abutting single family neighborhoods shall be designed in accordance with the
Redeelopment Plan criterta set forth in the City’s LDRs.

(3) No motor vehicular access to or from the Property shall be allowed to or .l’romn I3
Avenue North.

(4) The following uses shall be prohibited on any part ol the Property:

a. Restaurants and bars (where the predominant business is the sale of’ alcoholic
beverages) and liquor stores.

b. Outdooi’ sound system, loud speakers or live outdoor music.
c. Service truck deliveries between 10:00 pm and 6:00 am.

P’wn thce.

(5) Developer shall incorporate the most current technology and applications to address site
lighting spillage, including, but not limited to, flat lens, shields, low profile baffled lighting, and low profile
poles. A photometric plan shall be developed to ensure that no source of illumination shall be directly
visible from any window in any residence abutting the Property.

(6) Any solid wall installed along 9t5 Avenue North shall be no higher than three (3) feet
unless required to be higher by City Code.

(7) Developer shall provide a bus pull-off area on 66th Street between gth Avenue North and
3’ Avenue North, if agreed to by the City, the Florida Department of Transportation, and Pinellas

Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA).

(8) Developer shall provide enhanced bus shelters on 66” Street between 9’ Avenue North
and l3” Avenue North, if agreed to by the City, the Florida Department of Transportation, and PSTA.

(9) Developer shall provide a pedestrian connection from the bus stops on 66th Street to the
site, if agreed to by the City, the Florida Department of Transportation, and PSTA.

(10) Developer shall provide pedestrian connections between the buildings within the site and
1 Avenue North, Avenue North, and 66’ Street, if agreed to by the City.

(11) Developer shall provide bicycle racks within the site as required by City Code.

(12) Development of the Residential Property shall be limited to an apartment building for the
elderly with eighty-three (83) units and no more than three stories; a skilled nursing facility with
approximately one hundred (100) beds and no more than two stories; and an Assisted Living
Facility/Independent Living Facility (ALF/ILF) with approximately one hundred fifty (150) beds and no
more than three stories. Together the skilled nursing facility and the ALF/ILF on the Residential Property
shall have no more than two hundred fifty (250) beds total.
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(l3) The final site plan shall clearly identify the points of vehicular access into the Residential
Property and between the Residential Property and the Commercial Property.

(d) Additional Development Requirements. In addition to the site plan requirements set forth above,
Developer agrees:

(I) To seek any required approvals from the Florida Department of’l’ransportaio and any
other governmental entity for the following improvements and to make such improvements if the required
approvals are received:

a. Close the existing northern median opening on 66’ Streel between 9th Avenue
North and I 3’ Avenue North.

b. Extend the southbound left turn lane on 66’ Street at 9(1 Avenue North.

c. Extend the northbound left turn lane on 6d Street at 13th Avenue North.

d. Provide directional median opening and southbound left turn lane on 66” Street
at the main Project driveway located between the northern and southern driveways.

e. Provide a northbound right turn lane on 66” Street at the main Project driveway
located between the northern and southern driveways.

a ricrthcurd right turn la::e orm 66th street a. the northern Project
driveway.

g. Provide an eastbound left turn lane on 9’’ Avenue North at the eastern Project
driveway.

Pro”ide a westbound right turn iane or’. 9m Aienue North et th arterr Prcec
driveway.

i. Extend the westbound right turn lane and westbound left turn lane on 91h Avenue
North at 66Lh1 Street.

(2) To design and construct any access to or egress from the Property onto 9th Avenue North
so as to eliminate or deter vehicular traffic from and through to 65th Street North into the Eagle Crest
Neighborhood. Developer will assist, support and cooperate with the Eagle Crest Neighborhood
Association to obtain modifications at the southernmost intersection of 9” Avenue North and 65th Street
North to eliminate or deter through traffic access onto the Property from 65” Street North.

(3) To assist, support and cooperate with the appropriate neighborhood associations to obtain
“No UTurn” approval and signage at the intersection of 66th Street and 13’-’ Avenue North from the Florida
Department of Transportation and any other governmental authority/jurisdiction from which approval of
such signage must be obtained.

(4) To limit, as reasonably practicable, vehicular traffic related to construction activities at
the Project Site from using the streets in the residential neighborhoods surrounding the Project Site.

(5) To limit the days and hours of construction activities as required by the City of St.
Petersburg City Code.

6. Public Facilities Traffic Concurrency. The following existing and needed public facilities are
identified as serving the Project:

00121966 doc 04/01/10 5



(a) table Water: The City will provide potable water to the Project Site, Sullicient supply capacity
is available to service the Project, consistent with the requirements of the City’s concurrency maiiagement
regulations.

(b) Sanitary Sewer: The City will provide sanitary sewer service to the Project Site. Sufficient
treatment capacity is available to service the Project, consistent with the requirements of the City’s concurrency
management regulations.

(c) Storrnwater Management: Stormwater management level of service is project-dependent rather
than based on the provision and use of public facilities and is not directly provided by the City. The design and
construction of the proposed stormwater facihties on the Project Site shall be in compliance with the requirements of
the City ot’ St. Petersburg City Code and the Southwest Florida Water Management District, shall meet concurrency
requirements for stormwater, and shall not result in degradation of the level of service below City’s adopted level of
service.

(d) Law Fnforcernfl: Law Enforcement protection will be provided by the City of St. Petersburg
Police Department using available facilities and service capacity already in place. Such capacity is sufficient to
allow the Project to meet the applicable level of service requirements, and no new public facilities will be needed to
service the Project.

(e) Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Service: Fire protection and emergency medical services
will be provided by the City using available facilities and service capacity already in place. Such capacity is
sufficient to allow the Project to meet the applicable level of service requirements, and no new public facilities will

oc’ to ervoe the °roject.

(f) y.fgcilitics and Services: Library facilities and services will be provided by the City using
available facilities and service capacity already in place. Such capacity is sufficient to allow the Project to meet the
applicable level of service requirements and no new public library facilities will be needed to service the Project.

(g) bji’ Schools: Public cchoo! frci!ities and servicec t’il! be provided by the Pire!la County
School Board. Such capacity is sufficient to allow the Project to meet the applicable level of service requirements
and no new public facilities will be needed to service the Project.

(h) Solid Waste: Solid waste collection services will be provided by the City using facilities,
equipment and service capacity already in place, while waste disposal services will be handled by Pinellas County.
Capacity is sufficient to allow the Project to meet the applicable level of service requirements, and no new public
facilities will be needed to service the Project.

(i) TransportationiMass Transit: The determination of adequacy of public facilities, including
transportation facilities, to serve the proposed development shall be made in accordance with the City’s
Concurrency requirements in existence as of the date of this Agreement.

(j) Utility Improvements: Utility improvements necessary to provide service to a structure shall
be constructed by Developer at Developer’s expense prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for the structure.

7. Reservation or Dedication of Land. Owner and Developer shall not be required to reserve or
dedicate land within the Property for municipal purposes other than: (a) public utility easements for utilities
servicing the Property; (b) as applicable for roadways and other transportation facilities; and (c) subject to
reasonable reservation and dedications during site plan review and approval.

8. Local Development Permits. The following local development approvals will be required to
develop the Property for uses permitted in the NSM-l and CRS-1 zoning districts:

(a) Final site plan and, if applicable, special exception approval;
(b) Water, sewer, paving and drainage permits;
(c) Building permits;
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(d) Certificates of Occupancy;
(e) Certificates of Concurrency;
(fi Any other development permits that may be required by City ordinances and regulations: and
(g) Such other City, County, State or Federal permits as may he required by law.

9. Consistcny with Comarchdnsive Plan. l)evelopment of the Property br the purposes allowed in
the NSM-1 and CRS.-1 zoning districts will be consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan once the Future Land
Use element of the Plan is amended to Residential/Office General (RIOG) for the Commercial Property and to
Residential Medium (RM) for the Residential Property.

10, Ncccssir of Compiyjg with Local Regulations Relative to Permits. The Parties agree that the
failure of this Agreement to address a particular permit, condition, fee, term or restriction shall not relieve Owner
and/or Developer of the necessity of complying with regulations governing said permitting requirements, conditions,
fees, terms or restrictions.

11, finding Effcg.. The obligations imposed pursuant to this Agreement upon the Parties and upon
the Property shall run with and bind the Property as covenants running with the Property. This Agreement shall be
binding upon and enforceable by and against the Parties hereto, their personal representatives, heirs, successors,
grantees and assigns, which shall include, but are not limited to, Sembler. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the rights
and obligations under this Agreement of the owner of the Property shall pass to Developer upon the closing of
Developer’s purchase of the Property from such owner, and the owner of the Property shall be relieved of any
further obligations under this Agreement upon Developers acquisition of title to the Property.

12, Concurrencyd Cornrehensive PlFindings. Based on the conceptual site plan incorporated
herein as Exhibit “F”, the City has determined that the concurrency requirements of Sections 16.03.050 and
16.03.060 of the City’s J.DRs and the City’s Comprehensive Plan will be met for the Project. The City has found
that the Project and this Agreement appear to be consistent with and further the goals, objectives, policies and action
strategies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan and with the City’s LDRs.

13, ic&er o” Joint Vei.t’tre. The Parties reprecnt that by !h’ exeauticu of this i greeent it is
not the intent of the Parties that this Agreement be construed or deemed to represent a joint venture or common
undertaking between any Parties, or between any Party and any third party. While engaged in carrying out and
complying with the terms of this Agreement, Owner and Developer are independent principals and not contractors
for or officers, agents, or employees of the City. Neither Owner nor Developer shall at any time or in any manner
represent that it or any of its agents or employees are employees of the City.

14. Amendments. The Parties acknowledge that this Agreement may be amended by mutual consent
of the Parties subsequent to execution in accordance with § 163.3237, Florida Statutes and Section 16.05 of the City’s
LDRs. All amendments to this Agreement shall be ineffective unless reduced to writing and executed by the Parties
in accordance with the City’s LDRs.

15. Notices, All notices, demands, requests for approvals or other communications given by any Party
to another shall be in writing and shall be sent by registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt
requested, by a recognized national overnight courier service, or by facsimile transmission to the office for each
Party indicated below and addressed as follows:

(a) To the Owner:
Diocese of St Petersburg
ATTN: Real Estate Department
P.O. Box 40200
St. Petersburg, FL 33743-0200
With a copy to:
DiVito & Higham
ATfN: Joseph A. DiVito, Esq.
4514 Central Avenue
St. Petersburg, FL 33711
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(b) To the Developer:
Clear Ocean investments II Corporation
AITN: William H. Howell
4701 Central Avenue, Suite A
St. Petersburg, FL 33713
With a copy to:
Hayes Law Group
ATTN: George L. Hayes, III. Esq.
4701 Central Avenue, Suite A
St. Petersburg, FL 33713

(c) To the City:
City of St. Petersburg
Attn: Rick W. MacAulay, Manager
Urban Planning, Design and Historic Preservation Division
City of St. Petersburg Development Services Dept
One 4th Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
With a copy to:
Assistant City Attorney, City of St. Petersburg

Attn: Milton A. Gaibraith, fr,, Esq.
Municipal Services Center

One 4t1 Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

16. Effectiveness of Notice. Notices given by courier service or by hand delivety shall be effective
upon delivery and notices given by mail shall be effective on the fifth (5) business day after mailing. Refusal by any
person to accept delivery of any notice delivered to the office at the address indicated above (or as it may be
changed) shall be deemed to have been an effective delivery as provided in this Paragraph. The addresses to which
notices are to be sent may be changed from time to time by written notice delivered to the other Parties and such
nqtirs sh1J he e’re ‘.iptjq rept Until notk’ of age of addses’ is m’eived as to ny piirP’ii
hereto, all other Parties may rely upon the last address given. Notices given by facsimile transmission shall be
effective on the date sent.

17. Default. In the event any Party is in default of any provision hereof, any non-defaulting Party, as a
condition precedent to the exercise of its remedies, shall be required to give the defaulting Party written notice of the
same pursuant to this Agreement. The defaulting Party shall have thirty (30) business days from the receipt of such
notice to cure the default. If the defaulting Party timely cures the default, this Agreement shall continue in full force
and effect. If the defaulting Party does not timely cure such default, the non-defaulting Party shall be entitled to
pursue its remedies available at law or equity,

18. Non-Action on Failure to Observe Provisions of this Agreement. The failure of any Party to
promptly or continually insist upon strict performance of any term, covenant, condition or provision of this
Agreement, or any Exhibit hereto, or any other agreement, instrument or document of whatever form or nature
contemplated hereby shall not be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy that the Party may have, and shall not be
deemed a waiver of a subsequent default or nonperformance of such term, covenant, condition or provision.

19. Applicable Law and Venue. The laws of the State of Florida shall govern the validity,
performance and enforcement of this Agreement. Venue for any proceeding arising under this Agreement shall be
in the Sixth Judicial Circuit, in and for Pinellas County, Florida, for State actions and in the United States District
Court for the Middle District of Florida for federal actions, to the exclusion of any other venue.

20. Construction. This Agreement has been negotiated by the Parties, and the Agreement, including,
without limitation, the Exhibits, shall not be deemed to have been prepared by any Party, but by all equally.
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21. hntire Areemcnt.

(a) ibis Agreenient., and all the terms and provisions contained herein, including without limitation
the hxhihits hereto, constitute the full and complete agreement between the Parties hereto to the date hereof, and
supersedes and controls over any and all prior agreements, understandings, representations, correspondence and
statements whether written or oral. With the exception of conditions that may be imposed by the City in approving
any Development Permit, no Party shall be bound by any agreement, condition, warranty or representation other
than as expressly stated in this Agreement, and this Agreement may not be amended or modified except by written
instrument signed by the Parties hereto, in accordance with this Agreement, Florida Statutes Section 163.3237, and
Section 16,05 of the City’s LDRs.

(b) Any provisions of this Agreement shall be read and applied in para materia with all other
provisions hereof.

22. Holidays, It is hereby agreed and declared that whenever a notice or performance under the terms
of this Agreement is to be made or given on a Saturday or Sunday or on a legal holiday observed by the City, it shall
be postponed to the next fi.llowing business day.

23. Certification. The Parties shall at any time and from time to time, upon not less than ten (10) days
Prior notice by the other Pai’ty execute, acknowledge and deliver to the other Party (and, in the ease of the City, to a
Project Lender) a statement in recordable form ccrti’ing that this Agreement has not been modified and is in lull
force and eftct (or if there have been modifications that this Agreement as modified is in full force and effect and
setting forth a notation of such modifications), and that to the knowledge of such Party, neither it nor any other Party

in dcfaelthcrccf(cr if another Pa:tj it then a; default i-iereof, statirg the nature arid details of such default), it
being intended that any such statement delivered pursuant to this Paragraph ma’ be conclusively relied upon by any
prospective purchaser, mortgagee, successor, assignee of any mortgage or assignee of the respective interest in the
Project, if ally, of any Party made in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement.

24. Termination, This Agreement shall automatically terminate and expire upon the occurrence of the
first of the follo’.t’ing:

(a) The expiration of twenty (20) years from the Effective Date of this Agreement, as defined herein.
unless the City extends the initial term for an additional twenty (20) year renewal term pursuant to the terms of this
Agreement and subject to all necessary requirements in accordance with the Florida Statutes and the City’s then-
existing LDRs; or

(b) The revocation of this Agreement by the City Council in accordance with Section 163.3235,
Florida Statutes and Section 16.05 of the City’s LDRs; or

(c) The execution of a written agreement by all Parties, or by their successors in interest, providing for
the cancellation and termination of this Agreement.

25. Deadline for Execution. The Owner and Developer shall execute this Agreement prior to the date
on which the City Council considers this Agreement for final approval.

26. Covenant of Cooperation. The Parties shall cooperate with and deal with each other in good faith
and assist each other in the performance of the provisions of this Agreement and in achieving the completion of
development of the Project Site, including processing amendments to this Agreement.

27. Approvals.

(a) For the purposes of this Agreement any required written permission, consent, approval or
agreement (“Approval”) by the City means the Approval of the Mayor or his designee unless otherwise set forth
herein and such approval shall be in addition to any and all permits and other licenses required by law or this
Agreement.
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(b) For the purposes of this Agreement any right of the City to lake any action permitted, allowed or
required by this Agreement, may be exercised by the Mayor or his designee, unless otherwise set forth herein.

28, Partiallnvalidity, If any term or provision of this Agreement or the application thereof to any
person or circumstance is declared invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement, including any valid
portion of the invalid term or provision and the application of such invalid term or provision to circumstances other
than those as to which it is held invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, shall not be affected
thereby and shall with the remainder of this Agreement continue unmodified and in full force and effect.

29. Counterpzr. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
original hut all ot which shall constitute a single instrument.

30. Failure of Development to Occur as Proiosed. If development of the Property does not occur as
proposed under tins Agreement, both the City and the property owner have the right to initiate the process to change
the land use and zoning designations of the Property to the designations that existed at the time of execution of this
Agreement.

31. Cancellation, This Agreement shall become null and void as to any portion of the Property if any
of the following occur: (1) the Developer fails to obtain the rezoning or Comprehensive Plan Amendment as more
fully set forth above; (2) the Future Land Use designation of the Residential Property or any portion thereof changes
to any designation other than RM; (3) the zoning of the Residential Property or any portion thereof changes to any
designation other than NSM-l; (4) the Future Land Use Designation of the Commercial Property or any portion
thereof changes to any designation other than RIOG; or (5) the zoning designation of the Commercial Property or
ay Fertion th asofhanget tr. ar’:’ de;ig:.atica othcr than CP 1.

32. Third Pamy Beneficiaries. The rights and obligations ot’the Parties set forth in this Agreement are
personal to the Parties, and no third parties are entitled to rely on or have an interest in any such rights and
obligations.

JN W!TNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed thc Agreement as cf the day and year first a.a’a
written.

CITY
ATTEST: CY-OV ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

/By:
CITY CLERK

As Its: Mayor

19th day of July ,2010

Approved as to form aid went

By Office of City Attorney

CL .

1.
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OWNER

WITNESSES:

print c’-

ROBERT N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OF
THE DIOCESE OF ST. PETERSBURG,
A CORPORATION SOLE

printg.,-L 2/2?/
title Sc# F

date 41L4

DEVELOPER

WITNESSES: CLEAR OCEAN INVESTMENTS II CORPORATION,
A FLORIDA CORPORATION

sign_ rL_

pr(nt print_h2,j)4-.

sigh. title.

print_LIJD date

I
STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

The foregoininstrument was acknowledged before me this 9 day of

____________________,

2010,
by 4.c-rC k7 on behalf of Robert N. Lynch, as Bishop of the iocese of St. Petersburg, a
Corporat1n Sole, who is personally_known to me or produced

____________________________

as identification.

MY COMSS1ON t DO 69929
EXPiRES: Sepeniber9, 2011

cndid Thu Noiy pUndewhrs

(SEAL)

NOTARY PUBLIC:

sign

______________________

print_________________________

State of Florida at Large

My Commission Expires:
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STAlE OF FLORIDA
COUI\TY OF PINELLAS

Ih flireguing instrument was acknowledged
by /jx
Corporation, a Florida corporation, on behalf of the

_____________________________

as identitication.

- UNDALBARTLEY
4 MYCOMMIS$l0N#0D6145 I

EXPtRESNovembar16 2010 I

(SEAL)

z2
before me this day of

______________

, 2010,
-____________________

of Clear Ocean investments II
corporation, who is

My Commission Expires:
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LXIIIBIT “A”

I.FCA1. DESCRIPTION:

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNShIP 3! SOUTh, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS
COUN’I’Y. FLORIDA. SAID Pi\RCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTFI ¼ OF THE SOUTIIWEST ¼ OF
S,\ID SECTION 17, ANI) BEING MORE PAR’I’ICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING A’! ‘I’HE NOR’IHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SEC’I’ION TWO ADDITION. AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POiNT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF’ WAY LINE OF 13TH AVENUE NORTH: ThENCE ALONG
SAID SOIJTH RIGHT OF WAY LiNE, NORI’H 894825’ EAST, 173.81 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAID
SOUTH RIGH’l OF WAY LINE, SOU’I’H 000623 FAST, 275.79 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 32°34’44” EAST,
228,12 FEE’!’; ‘i’l-iENCE SOU’l}{ 00’03’55’ WEST, 775,72 FEEl’ TO A POIN’l’ ON THE NORTH RIGHT OF
WAY LINE OF 9TH AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH
89°5605’ WEST, 762.64 FEET TO A POINT ON ‘I’HE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66T1-I STREET
NORTH: THENCE DEPARTING SAIl’) NOR’I’H RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, NORTH 0O°18’28” WEST, 980.52 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECI’ION ‘IWO ADDI’I’ION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAS’I’ RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
i\LONG ‘i’JIE SOLJFI-I BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION ‘IWO ADDITION, NORTH
89°48’38” EAS’i’, 472.12 FEE’l’’I’O ‘l’IIE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO
ADDITIO ‘I’IIENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OF
SAIL) GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDiTION, NORTH 00°06’23” WEST, 260.21 FEET TO THE
PO1N’F OF 2EUJNNING,

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 17.991 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
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EXHIBIT “B”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOLITI-I, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS
COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH /2 OF THE SOUTHWEST h OF
SAID SEClION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY LJESCRII3ED AS FOLLOWS:

LIEGINNING AT TilE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON TI-IE SOUTIl RIGI-IT OF WAY LINE OF 13T AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG
SAID SOUTH RIGIIT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89c4825 EAST, 173.82 FEE’l’; TI-IENCE DEPARTING SAID
SOUTH RTGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST, 275.79 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 32°34’44” EAST,
228.12 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 0020355 WEST, 775.72 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTI-I RIGI-IT OF
WAY LINE OF 91 AVENUE NORTH, THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTIl
89°56’05” WEST, 497.64 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGFIT OF WAY LINE, NORTH
000l828 WEST, 981.70 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR
SECTION TWO ADDiTION; TI-IENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, NORTH 89°48’38” EAST, 207.12
FEET TO TI-IF SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECTION IWO ADDITION, NORT1-I 00°06’23” WEST, 260.21 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.

PARCEL COfITAINC 212 kCRE.IAOE CR LET.
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EXHIBIT “C”

lEGAl. DESCRIPTION:

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNShIP 31 SOUlhI, RANGE 16 EAST, PINF.LI.AS
COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH Va OF TI-IF SOUTHWEST ¼ OF
SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRiBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT TIlE NORTI1EASF CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLA’I 1300K 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PIN ELLA S COUNTY. FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT O WAY LINE OF 13TI AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE FAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00’06’23’ EAST,
260.21 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECF ION TWO ADD1’I[ON;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTL-I BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH S9D4838 WEST, 20712 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY,
SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEEI’; THENCE NORTH 89°56’16” WEST, 265.00 FEET I’O A POINT ON
THE EAST RIGhT OF WAY LINE OF 66TH STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, NORTH 00°I8’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET TO THE SOUTI-IWESI’ CORNER OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; ThENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECtION TWO ADDITION, NORTH
89°48’38” EAST, 265.00 FEJETTO TI-IE POINT OF BEGINNING.

S 1D r REEL CONTA:NS 2.9 ACRES, MORE CR LETS.

PLUS

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS
COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH ‘/2 OF THE SOUTHWEST ¼ OF
SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF TFIE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF l3 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 0O00623 EAST,
260.2[ FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, SOUTH 00c1828 EAST, 490.85 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST,
490.85 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 97 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE
ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°56’05” WEST, 265.01 FEET TO A POINT ON THE
EAST RIGHT OF WAY LiNE OF 66 STREET NORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 89°56’ 16” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

TOTAL SAID PARCELS CONTAIN 5.96 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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L’XI’IIBIT “I)”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

THE WEST 200 FEET OF A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16
FAST, P1NELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA, SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH ‘/2 OF THE
SOL”I’I-IWEST ‘/2 OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75. PAGE 69 01” THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON ‘11th SOU1’l I RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13H AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG
TIlE EAST BOUNDARY 01’ SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST,
260.21 FE’1’ 10 ‘FIlE S’OUTI’IEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION:
THENCE DEPAR’I’ING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG ‘THE SOU’[l-I BOUNDARY OP SAID
GARDEN MA.OR SEC’I’ION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF TI-IC HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; ‘THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOU1”i-i BOUNDARY,
SOUTI-I 00°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°56’16” WES’l’, 265.00 FEET TO A POINT ON
THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 6G’” STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECI’ION TWO ADD1’I’ION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RiGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
ALONG THE SOUTh BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECI’ION TWO ADDITION, NORTH
8948’38” EAST, 265.00 FlEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2,98 ACRES,
MORE OR LESS.

PLUS

THE WEST 200 FEET OF A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTI-I, RANGE 16
EAST, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTI-I ‘/ OF THE
SOUTH WES ¼ OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTiON TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13T11 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDiTION, SOUTH 00006w23 EAST,
260.21 FEET TO TI-IE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTI-I 89°48’38” WEST, 207,12 FEET; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, SOUTI’I 00°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST,
490.85 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 9 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE
ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTI-I 89°56’05” WEST, 265,0 I FEET TO A POINT ON THE
EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66TH STREET NORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 00l8’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 89°56’ 16” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. TOTAL SAID
PARCELS CONTAIN 5,96 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

00121966 doc 04/01/10 16



EXHIBIT “E”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

[‘1-IE EAST 65 FEEl’ OF’ A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSI-IIP 31 SOUTI-I, RANGE 16
EAST, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEiNG A PORTION OF THE NORTH ¼ OF THE
SOUTHWEST ¼ OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN FLAT 1300K 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 131H AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST,
260.21 FELT 1’O ‘rIlE SOUThEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
[‘HENCE DEPAR’I’ING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE DEPARTING SAiD SOUTH BOUNDARY,
SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST, 490,85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°56’I6” WEST, 265.00 FEET TO A POINT ON
THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66TH STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, NOR’I’l-I 00°l8’28” WEST, 490.26 FEEF TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDIT[ON, NORTH
89’48’3S” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES,
MORE OR LESS.

PLUS

THE EAST 65 FEET OF A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16
EAST, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH Vz OF THE
SOUTHWES’I’ ¼ OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTiON TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00c0623 EAST,
260.21 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 00°I8’28” EAST,
490.85 FEET TO A POLNT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 9 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE
ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°56’05” WEST, 265.01 FEET TO A POINT ON THE
EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66 STREET NORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 89°56’ 16” EAST, 265,00 FEET TO TI-fE
POINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 AcRES, MORE OR LESS. TOTAL OF SAID
PARCELS CONTAIN 5.96 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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EXHIB1I’ “F”

SJTP PLAN
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KEN BURKE, CLERK OF COURT
AND COMPTROLLER PINELLAS COUNTY, FLINSTil 2012330926 1111412012 at 10:03 AMOFF REC Bk: 17783 PG: 363496
DocType:GOV RECORDING: $290.50ORDINANCE NO. 40-11

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING ANAMENDMENT TO TIlE DEVELOPMENTAGREEMENT BETWEEN ROBERT N.LYNCI-I, AS BISI-IOP OF THE DIOCESE OFST. PETERSBURG, CLEAR OCEANINVESTMENTS II CORPORATION, AND THECITY OF ST. PETERSBURG RELATING TOTHE DEVELOPMENT OF PROPERTYGENERALLY LOCATED AT 6533 NINTHAVENUE NORTH WITHIN THE BOUNDARIESOF THE CITY; RECOGNIZING THAT THESUBJECT AMENDMENT IS BETWEEN THECITY, ROBERT N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OFTHE DIOCESE OF ST. PETERSBURG, ANDHEARTLAND COMMUNITIES, LLC, WHICHHAS SUCCEEDED CLEAR OCEANINVESTMENTS II CORPORATION ASDEVELOPER; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOROR HIS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE THEAMENDMENT TO THE AGREEMENT; ANDPROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:
SECTION L An Amendment to the Development Agreement between RobertN. Lynch, as Bishop of the Diocese of St. Petersburg, a Corporation Sole., Clear OceanInvestments II Corporation, a Florida Corporation, aud the City of St. Petersburg relating tothe development of property generally located at 6533 Ninth Avenue North within theboundaries of the City is hereby approved and adopted. The subject Amendment is between theCity, Robert N. Lynch, as Bishop of the Diocese of St. Petersburg, and HeartlandCommunities, LLC, a Florida Limited Liability Company, which has succeeded Clear OceanInvesfinents II Corporation as Developer. A copy of the Amendment is attached hereto andincorporated herein as Exhibit “1.”

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

SECTION 3. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor inaccordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth (5th)business day after adoption unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written noticefiled with the City Clerk that the Mayor will not veto the ordinance, in which case theordinance shall become effective immediately upon filing such written notice with the CityClerk.



40-Fl
Page 2

In the event this ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the City Charter, it shallnot become effective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in accordance withthe City Charter, in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful vote tooverride the veto.

First reading conducted on the 2nd day of August, 2012.

Adopted by St. Petersburg City Council on second and final reading on the 16thday of August, 2012.

:/J/r2<J C-1-LLeslie Curran Chair-Councilmember
Presiding Officer of the City Council

ATTEST:______________________
Eva Andujr City Clerk

Title Published: Times 1-t 8/5/2012

Not vetoed. Effective date Thursday, August 23, 2012 at 5:00 p.m.



AMINDMENT To I)EVILOPMLNT ACllFMliNT

ii l MLNDptjI ‘ DLVl.LOPMENF AGRLEMtNi’ (“Amendment”) is made and enteredinto this LL day of (./(J’UI’V, 2012. by and between ROBLR1’ N. LYNCI I, AS BISI lOP OF ‘Ii ii:1)IOCIiSL 0l ST. PE1IRSBURG, a Corporation Sole, whose mailing address is 6363 9” Avenue North, St.Petersburg, honda 33710 (hereinafter thc “Owner”), I IFAR’l’LANI) COMMUNITIES, LLC, a FloridaLimited Liability Company, whose mailing address is P.O. Box 978. Doylestown, Pennsylvania 18901(hereinafter the “Developer”), and the CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, a Florida municipalcorporation, whose mailing address is City Attorney’s 0111cc. P.O. I3ox 2842, St. Petersburg, Florida 33731(hereinafter the “City”).

WITNESSETH:

Wi IFREAS, Robert N. Lynch, as Bishop of the Diocese of SE. Petersburg, Clear Ocean Investments IICorporation, and the City entered into that certain Development Agreement dated July 19, 2010(“Development Agreement”) and more particularly described in Exhibit “A,” attached hereto and made a parthereof, pertaining to a certain approximately I 7.99 acres of land located at 6533 9th Avenue North, St.Petersburg, Florida 33710 within the boundaries of the City, more particularly described in the legaldescription in Exhibit “B,” attached hereto and made a part hereof (hereinafter the “Property”); and
WI-IEREAS, the Development Agreement established certain terms and conditions relating to theproposed development of the Property in accordance with Sections 163.3220-163.3243, Florida Statutes, theFlorida Local Government Development Agreement Act (hereinafter, the “Act”); and

Wl-IEREAS, the Development Agreement was recorded in the Public Records of Pinellas County onAugust 5, 2010 at OR Book 16994, Page 385-405 and runs with the Property for a period of twenty (20) yearsfrom the Effective Date of that Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement is still in effect as of the Effective Date of this Amendmentand is binding upon and enforceable by and against those parties who signed the Development Agreement,their personal representatives, heirs, successors, grantees, arid assigns; and

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement discussed the development of the Property in terms of thedevelopment of the “Residential Property” (approximately 12.02 acres of the Property), more particularlydescribed in the legal description in Exhibit “C,” attached hereto and made a part hereof, and the developmentof the “Commercial Property” (approximately 5.96 acres of the Property), more particularly described in thelegal description in Exhibit “D,” attached hereto and made a part hereof; and

WHEREAS, this Amendment makes certain changes to the terms of development of the ResidentialProperty only; and

WHEREAS, Clear Ocean Investments II Corporation, which previously had a contract to purchase theProperty from the Owner and was acting as Developer, no longer has any interest in the Property; and
WHEREAS, Heartland Communities, LLC has succeeded Clear Ocean Investments II Corporation asthe Developer of the Residential Property and has a contract to purchase the Residential Property from theOwner; and

WHEREAS, the Owner and the Developer desire to modify certain terms of the DevelopmentAgreement to decrease the maximum number of buildings that may be constructed on the Residential Property,to clarify the allowable height and number of stories for each building, and to clarify that each independent



hvmg unit PLrI1utte(l under the Development Agreement, as amended. may bc exchanged ‘or three assistedlmving lacility/skilled nursing bedS and vice versa.

NOW, ‘l’l IERlFORl, 11r good and valuable considcration, the rcceipt and sufficiency of’ which isacknowledged by the Parties. the Owner, the Developer. and the City agrec as follows:

Recitals. ‘l’hc Recitals set forth abovc arc true and correct and are hereby incorporated hereinby reference. All exhibits to this Amendment arc essential to this Amcndmcnt and are hereby deemed a partlicrco[

2. Amendment to Section 5(c). The following language from Section 5(c) is hereby deleted:“The development uses proposed on the Residential Property include au apartment building for the elderlywith eighty-three (83) units and no more than three (3) stories; a skilled nursing facility with approximatelyone hundred (100) beds and no more than two (2) stories; and an Assisted 1_iving Facility/Independent LivingFacility (ALP/ILF) with approximately one hundred fifty (150) beds and no more than three (3) stories.Together the skilled nursing facility and the ALF/ILF on the Residential Property shall have no more than twohundred fifty (250) beds total.”

and in its place is substituted the following:
“The development uses proposed on the Residential Property shall include no more than two buildings: abuilding with approximately eighty-five (85) Assisted Living Facility (ALF)/skilled nursing beds and eighty-three (83) Independent Living (IL) units and no more than four (4) stories; and a building with approximatelyone hundred sixty-five (165) ALF/skilled nursing beds and no more than three (3) stories. Each IL unit may beexchanged for three (3) ALF/skilled nursing beds, and vice versa, pursuant to the City Code.”

The following language from Section 5(c)(l2) is hereby deleted:
“Development of the Residential Property shall be limited to an apartment building for the elderly with eightythree (83) units and no more than three stories; a skilled nursing facility with approximately one hundred (100)beds and no more than two stories; and an Assisted Living Facility/Independent Living Facility (ALF/ILF)with approximately one hundred fifty (150) beds and no more than three stories. Together the skilled nursingfacility and the ALF/ILF on the Residential Property shall have no more than two hundred fifty (250) bedstotal.”

and in its place is substituted the following:
“Development of the Residential Property shall be limited to two buildings. One building shall be no morethan four stories, not to exceed the height permitted by the City Code. The second building shall be no morethan three stories. It is anticipated that the four story building will include eighty-five (85) ALF/skillednursing beds and eighty-three (83) Independent Living (IL) units and that the three story building will includeone hundred sixty-five (165) ALF/skilled nursing beds. Each IL unit may be exchanged for three (3)ALF/skilled nursing beds, and vice versa, pursuant to the City Code. Additional examples of an IL unit andALF/skilled nursing bed development mix utilizing the 3:1 ratio permitted by the City Code are as follows:fifty (50) IL units and three hundred forty-nine (349) ALF/skiHed nursing beds; one hundred (100) IL unitsand one hundred ninety-nine (199) ALF/skilled nursing beds; and one hundred twenty-five (125) IL units andone hundred twenty-four (124) ALF/skilled nursing beds. if the Residential Property is developed solely withALF/skilled nursing beds, the maximum development potential shall not exceed four hundred ninety-nine(499) ALF/skilled nursing beds. If the Residential Property is developed solely with IL units, the maximumdevelopment potential shall not exceed one hundred sixty-six (166) IL units. These “not to exceed” limits areintended to allow flexibility in the mix of IL units and ALF/skilled nursing beds.”

All other terms and conditions of Section 5(c) not specifically addressed or modified in this Paragraph 2 shallremain in full force and effect.
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3. odment to Section 15. Section 15 of the Development Agreement is hereby deleted in itsentirety and in its place is substituted the following:

Notices. All noticcs, demands, requests for approvals or other communications given by anyParty to another shall be in writing and shall be sent by registered or certilied mail, postage prcpaid, returnreceipt requested, by a recognized national overnight courier service. or by flicsimile transmission to the omcclr each Party indicated below and addressed as follows:

(a) To the Owner:
Diocese of St. Petersburg
ATTN: Real Bstate Department
P.O. Box 40200
St. Petersburg, FL 33743-0200
With a copy to:
DiVito & Higham
ATT’N: Joseph A. Di Vito, Esq.
4514 Central Avenue
St. Petersburg, FL 33711

(b) To the Developer:
Heartland Communities, LLC
P.O. Box 978
Doylestown, Pennsylvania 18901

(c) To the City:
City of St. Petersburg
Attn: Director
Planning and Economic Development Department
One 4th Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
With a copy to:
City Attorney’s Office
City of St. Petersburg
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

4. Amendment to Section 19. Section 19 of the Development Agreement is hereby deleted inits entirety and in its place is substituted the following:

Governing Laws. The laws of the State of Florida shall govern the validity, performance andenforcement of this Agreement. Venue for any proceeding arising under this Agreement shall be inthe Sixth Judicial Circuit, in and for Pinellas County, Florida, for State actions and in the United StatesDistrict Court for the Middle District of Florida, Tampa Division, for federal actions, to the exclusionof any other venue, unless a federal division shall be created in St. Petersburg or Pinellas County, inwhich case any federal action shall be brought in that division. The parties agree that in the eventlitigation is brought by any party, that the parties waive the right to a trial by jury.
5. Deadline for Execution. The Owner and Developer shall execute this Amendment prior to thedate on which the City Council considers this Amendment for final approval.

6. Conceptual Site Plan. The conceptual site plan attached to the Development Agreement asExhibit “F” is deleted and in its place is substituted a new conceptual site plan as set forth on Exhibit “B”attached to this Amendment. All references to Exhibit “F” in the Development Agreement shall instead nowrefer to Exhibit “E” in this Amendment.

3



7. Rcllrenccs to “Agreement.” References to “Agreement” in the Development Agreement shallmean the Development Agreement. including any Exhibits, and any amendments thereto, including thisAmendment.

8. EfFect of Amendrncn. All other terms and conditions of the Development Agreement notspecifically addressed or modified in this Amendment shall remain in full brce and effect.

9. Ratification. The parties hereto ratify and confirm that all of the terms, conditions andprovisions of the Development Agreement as amended by this Amendment remain in full force and effect.

10. Recordintz and Eflectivc Date. After this Amendment has been executed by the Parties, theCity shall record the Agreement in the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, at the Owner’s expense.i’his Amendment shall become effective upon such recordation.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Amendment to the Development Agreementas of the day and year set forth above.

OWNER:
ROBERT N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OF
THE DIOCESE OF ST. PETERSBURG,
A CORPORATION SOLE

By: L

_________________________

Print: (Jt-/’S Al

_____________________

DEVELOPER:
HEARTL ND COMMUNITIES, LLC

Print:

CITY:
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

By________
Print:
As its: (4 PLLs-k

ATTEST: 14LAc)

City Clerk

ACKNOWLEDGMENT - OWNERSTATE OF

_____________

COUNTY OF ie.ikc

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this [3 day of Z11/y , 201.2., by,y , on behalf of Robert N. Lynch, as Bishop of the Dio&se of St.

As its:

WITNE ;;f
PrIpt’cJ’” A ,‘9
Print: \.) tjAg.r.)

I
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CorporulTon Sole, who jjcrsonaIiy known to mcor who has produced
I(ICflIIIICTltIOIl.

(SEAL)

STATE
ACKNOWLEDGMENT - DEVELOPER

COUNTY OF’

___________

TI-ic forcgoing instrument was acknowledged before me II is . day 20/h, by..4rt ,in his/her capacity as/!p2/jfI-IeartIthid Communities, LLC., who is

________________________

as identification.
foT1á11ynown Je.r who has produced

_______________________

NOTARY/UBLIC

Sign9tL %hc)
Print: L
Notatyublic, state of Je

My commission expires: /t -z,’L/

ACKNOWLEDGMENT - CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDASTATE OF___________
COUNTY OF 5-U

TIte foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this jyof6iz,by

________________

in his(capacity as i,Ly 4dm’,v .fici Eva Andujar, City Clerk, on behalf of theCity of St. Petersburg, Florida, who are personally known to me or who have produced

_____________________

as identification.

NOTARY PUBLIC

[ CAThY E. DAVIS Sign:
j41

SEAL -

ExproGMar0h 12, 2013 Print:_____________________
CommissIon # OD 846440

_______________________

Notaiy Public, Staof Ijtuo/(

My commission expires: 3,4z,/zO/..3

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Cit A e ( esignee)
By:

BYiSt/Ity
Attorney

NOTARY PUBLIC

My commission expires: 7/,, (‘/

DONNALWESER
MY COMMISSION EE 004053
EXPIRES. October 25,2014

Booded Thru Notary Pubhc UnderwrIters
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KEN BURKE, CLERK OF COURT
PINELLAS COUNTY FLORIDA
INST# 2010221016 0810512010 at 02:40 PM
OFF REC BK: 10994 PG: 386.406
DocType:GOV RECORDING: $180.00

ORDINANCE NO. 973-G

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AND ADOPTINGA DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WiTHROBERT N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OF THEDIOCESE OF ST. PETERSBURG, ACORPORATION SOLE, AND CLEAR OCEANINVESTMENTS II CORPORATION, A FLORIDACORPORATION, RELATING TO THEDEVELOPMENT OF PROPERTY GENERALLYLOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF9TH AVENUE NORTH AND 66 STREETNORTH; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TOEXECUTE THE AGREEMENT; ANDPROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The Development Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg, theDiocese of St. Petersburg and Clear Ocean Investments II, Corporation, a copy of which isattached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “A,” is hereby approved and adopted.
SECTION 2. The Mayor is authorized to execute the Development Agreement onbctaf of the City.

SECTION 3. The Development Agreement shall be valid for a period of twentyyears from the date of execution.

SECTION 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in accordancewith the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth (5th) business dayafter adoption unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written notice filed with the CityClerk that the Mayor will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shall becomeeffective immediately upon filing such written notice with the City Clerk. In the event thisordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the City Charter, it shall not becomeeffective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in accordance with the City Charter,in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful vote to override the veto.



973-c;
Page 2

First reading conducted on the 4 day of March, 2010.

Adopted by St. Petersburg City Council on second and final reading on thc 20thday of May, 2010.

Leslie Curran Chair-Councilmember
Presiding Officer of the City Council

ATTEST: h
Amelia Preton, Dçputy Citj Clerk

FLUM-7

Not vetoed. Effective date Thursday, May 27, 2010 at 5:00 p.m.



DEVELOPMIINT ACRl!EMENT

j th
THIS DEVEL.OPMENT AGREEMENT (hereinafter (he “Agreement”) is made and entered Into thisday of JJ/ 2010, by and between ROBERT N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OF THE DIOCESE OP ST.PETERSBURG, a Corporation Sole, whose mailing address Is 6363 9” Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33710(hereinafter ‘Owner’), CLEAR OCEAN INVESTMENTS II CORPORATION, a Florida Corporation, whosemailing address is 4701 Central Avenue, St. Petersburg, Florida 33713 (hereinafter the “Developer”) and the CITYOF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, a Florida municipal corporation, whose mailing address is p. o. Box 2842, St.Petersburg, Florida 33731 (hereinafter the “City”) (collectively hereinafter “the Parties”).

W1TNESSE’liI:

WHEREAS, Owner is the fee simple title owner of approximately 17.99 acres of land located at 6533 9”'
Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33710 within the boundaries of the City, the legal description of which isattached hereto as Exhibit “A” (hereinafter the ‘Property”); and

WHEREAS, Owner has contracted to sell the Property and Developer has contracted to purchase theProperty; and

WHEREAS, SEMI3LER FLORIDA, INC., a Florida Corporation, whose address is 5858 Central Avenue,St. Petersburg, Florida 33707 (hereinafter “Sembler”) has some existing contractual rights related to the Propertythat are not expected to survive the closing by the Developer on the Property; and
WHEREAS, Developer desires :c develop approrriateIy 12.02 acres of the Property described on Exhibit“B” attached hereto (hereinafter the “Residential Property”) as permitted in the City’s Neighborhood SuburbanMultifamily (NSM-1) zoning district with a Residential Medium (RM) comprehensive land use designation; and
WHEREAS, Owner has filed an application with the City requesting a Comprehensive Plan ChangeAmendment to change the Future Land Use Plan Categomy for the Residential Property from institutional toResidential Medhim (RM); erd

WHEREAS, Owner has filed a Rezoning Application with the City to change the zoning of the ResidentialProperty from Neighborhood Suburban -2 (NS-2) to Neighborhood Suburban Mu1laliniIy (NSM-1); and
WHEREAS, Developer desires to develop approximately 5.96 acres of the Property described on Exhibit“C” attached hereto (hereinafter the “Commercial Property”) as permitted in the City’s Corridor ResidentialSuburban (CRS-1) zoning district, subject to the limitations set fbrth in this Agreement, with a Residential/OfficeGeneral (R/OG) comprehensive land use designation; and

WHEREAS, Owner has filed an application with the City requesting a Comprehensive Plan ChangeAmendment to change the Future Land Use Plan Category for the Commercial Property from Institutional toResidential/Office General (RJOG); and

WHEREAS, approximately 4.50 acres, described on Exhibit “0” attached hereto, of the CommercialProperty is currently zoned Corridor Residential Suburban (CRS-l); and
WHEREAS, Owner has filed a Rezoning Application with the City to change the zoning of remainingapproximately 1.4-6 acres, described on Exhibit “E” attached hereto, of the Commercial Property fromNeighborhood Suburban - 2 (NS-2) to Corridor Residential Suburban (CRS-1); and
WHEREAS, Owner, Developer and the City desire to establish certain terms and conditions relating to theproposed development of the Property in accordance with Sections 163.3220-163.3243, Florida Statutes, the FloridaLocal Government Development Agreement Act (hereinafter the “Act”); and
WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 163.3220, Florida Statutes, et. seq. and Section 16.05 of the City’sLDRs, the City is authorized to enter into a Development Agreement; and
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WHEREAS, the first public hearing on this Agreement was held by tile Planning and VisioningCommission on February 9,2010; and

WhEREAS, the first reading of this Agreement was held by the City Council on March 4,2010; and
WHEREAS, the second reading of and public hearing on this Agreement is scheduled to be held by theCity Council on May 20, 2010; and

WHEREAS, the Developer desires to develop the Property in accordance with the conditions andliniitalions set forth in this Agreement.

DEFINITIONS

The terms defined in this Agreement shall have the following meanings, except as herein otherwiseexpressly providcd:

“Aareemenl” means this Development Agreement, including any Exhibits, and any amendments hereto or thereto.
“Authorized Representative” means the person or persons designated and appointed from time to time as such bythe Owner, Developer, or the City.

“City Council” means the governing body of the City, by whatever name known or however constituted ftom timetoti’ne.

“City’s Comprehensive Plan” means the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan, as most recently amendedprior to the date hereof.

“City’s LDRs” means the City of St. Petersburg Land Development Regulations, as most recently amended prior tothe date hereo

“Development” means all improvements to real property, including buildings, other structures, parking and loadingareas, landscaping, paved or graveled areas, and areas devoted to exterior display, storage, or activities.Development includes improved open areas such as plazas and walkways, but does not include natural geologicforms or unimproved real property.

“Development Permit” includes any building permit, zoning permit, subdivision approval, rezoning, certification,special exception, variance, or any other official action of local government having the effect of permitting thedevelopment of land.

“Exhibits” means those agreements, diagrams, drawings, specifications, instruments, fonns of instruments, andother documents attached hereto and designated as exhibits to, and incorporated in and made a part of, thisAgreement.

“Flrlda Statutes” means all references herein to “Florida Statutes” are to Florida Statutes (2009), as amendedfrom time to time,

“Governmental Authority” means the City, the County or any other governmental entity having regu1atoyauthority over the Project and that issues a Development Permit for the Project to be constructed and opened forbusiness.

“Proiect” means the proposed development to be located on the Property as contemplated by this Agreement and asmore particularly shown in the Diocese of St. Petersburg Site Plan, attached hereto and incorporated herein asExhibit “F”.

“Property” means the real property more particularly described in the legal description in Exhibit “A”.
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AGREEMENT

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms, conditions. covenants and mutual promiseshereinafter set forth, the Parties agree as follows:

I. Recitals. Definitions, and Exhibits. The foregoing recitations are true and correct nnd are herebyincorporated herein by reference. The foregoing Definitions are hereby incorporated herein by reference. Allexhibits to this Agreement are essential to this Agreement and are hereby deemed a part hereof
2, ijjt. It is the intent of the Parties that this Agreement shall be adopted in conformity with theAct and that this Agreement should be construed and implemented so as to effectuate the purposes and intent of theAct. This Agreement shall not be executed by or binding upon any Party until adopted In conformity with the Act.
3. Recording and Effective Date. After the Agreement has been executed by the Parties, and afterthe date the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zoning Designation Amendment become effective, the City shallrecord the Agreement in the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, at the Developer’s expense and shallforward a copy of the recorded Agreement to the Florida Department of Community Affairs (“DCA”). Thirty (30)days after receipt of the recorded Agreement by the DCA, this Agreement shall become effective (the “EffectiveDate”).

4, Duration, The initial term of this Agreement shall be for twenty (20) years from the EffectiveDate. Owner and Developer agree that this Agreement may be extended by the City at the end of the initial term foran additional twenty (20) year renewal term, subject to all necessary requirements in accordance with the FloridaStatutes and the City’s thenexicting LDRs.

5, Permitted Development Uses and Building Intensities,

(a) Permitted Development Uses. The Property currently holds an Institutional comprehensive landuse designation. Owner has applied to the City to rezone the Residential Property from NS-2 to NSM-l, with aconcurrent application to amend the. Future Land Use designation to RM. Currentiy appre;:irnately 4.50 acres of the;Commercial Property is zoned CRS-l. Owner has applied to the City to rezone the remaining approximately 1.46acres of Commercial Property from NS-2 to CRS-I, with a concurrent application to amend the Future Land Usedesignation of the Commercial Property to RIOt). Upon such rezoning and land use plan amendments beingadopted, the Property may be used for the purposes permitted in the applicable zoning districts subject to theadditional limitations and conditions set forth in this Agreement.

(b) Maximum Density, Intensity, and Height of Proposed Uses. For the purposes of thisDevelopment Agreement, maximum density, intensity, and height shall be as provided by the City of St.Petersburg City Code, including the City’s LDRs, and all applicable laws and regulations of the State of Florida,including but not limited to the Florida Statutes, the Florida Building Code, and all applicable regulations of theFlorida Department of Transportation. A workforca housing density bonus of six (6) units per acre is alsoallowable, subject to the City’s Workforce Housing Ordinance. Additional building height can be achievedpursuant to the Large Tract Planned Development Overlay regulations, set forth in Chapter 16 of the City Code.
(c) Limitations and Conditions on Use. A conceptual site plan for the Property is attached heretoas Exhibit “F”. This site plan is conceptual only to provide a conceptual layout for the general location of theproposed uses and is subject to full site plan review in accordance. with existing procedures and requirementsestablished by the City’s LDRs. The development uses proposed on the Commercial Property and theirapproximate sizes include a four thousand (4,000) sq. ft. banlc branch; a fifteen thousand (15,000) sq. ft. one (1)story medical office building; a six thousand (6,000) sq. ft. daycare fitcility; and a thirty thousand (30,000) sq.ft. two (2) story medical office building. In the alternative, the development uses proposed on the CommercialProperty and their approximate sizes include a four thousand (4,000) sq. ft. one (1) story bank branch and afifty-one thousand (51,000) sq. ft. medical office building with no more than three (3) stories, and theDeveloper agrees that such uses are to be located on the portion of the Commercial Property fronting 66’’ Street.Under either proposed development scenario, total development of the Commercial Property shall not exceedfifty-five thousand (55,000) sq. ft. of development uses. The development uses proposed on the Residential
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Property include an apartment building for the elderly with eighty-three (83) units and no more than three (3)stories; a skilled nursing facility with approximately one hundrcd (100) beds and no more than two (2) stories;and an Assisted Living Facilitv/lndependenl living Facility (ALF/ILF) with approximately one hundred fifty(150) beds and no more than three (3) stories. Together the skilled nursing facility and the ALF)ILF on theResidential Property shall have no more than two hundred fifly (250) beds total. Owner and Developer agreethat the following limitations and conditions shall apply to any site plan approved for the Property:
(I) Any buildings shall he prohibited within the northern one hundred forty (140) feet of theProperty.

(2) Residential buildings located on the 9” Avenue North perimeter of the ResidentialProperty ficing the abutting single family neighborhoods shall be designed in accordance with theRedevelopnient Plan criteria set forth in (lie City’s LDRs.

(3) No motor vehicular access to or from the Property shall be allowed to or from 13dAvenue North.

(4) The following uses shall be prohibited on any part ofthe Property:
a. Restaurants and bars (where the predominant business is the sale of alcoholicbeverages) and liquor stores.
b. Outdoor sound system, loud speakers or live outdoor music.c. Service truck deliveries between 10:00 pm and 6:00 am.
, Pawn c!opa.

(5) Developer shall incorporate the most current technology and applications to address sitelighting spillage, including, but not limited to, flat lens, shields, low profile baffled lighting, and low profilepoles. A photometric plan shall be developed to ensure that no source of illumination shall be directlyvisible from any window in any residence abutting the Property.

(6) Any solid wall insafled along 9th Avenue North shall be no higher than three (3) 1etunless required to be higher by City Code.

(7) Developer shall provide a bus pull-off area on 66” Street between 9th Avenue North and13’s Avenue North, if agreed to by the City, the Florida t)epatlment of Transportation, and PinellasSuncoast Transit Authority (PSTA).

(8) Developer shall provide enhanced bus shelters on 66’ Street between 9th Avenue Northand 13th Avenue North, if agreed to by the City, the Florida Department of Transportation, and PSTA.
(9) Developer shall provide a pedestrian connection from the bus stops on 66 Street to thesite, if agreed to by the City, the Florida Department ofTransportation, and PSTA.
(10) Developer shall provide pedestrian connections between the buildings within the site andI 3” Avenue North, 9” Avenue North, and 66th Street, if agreed to by the City.
(II) Developer shall provide bicycle racks within the site as required by City Code.
(12) Development of the Residential Property shall be limited to an apartment building for theelderly with eighty-three (83) units and no more than three stories; a skilled nursing täcility withapproximately one hundred (100) beds and no more than two stories; and an Assisted LivingFacility/Independent Living Facility (ALF/ILF) with approximately one hundred fifty (150) beds and nomore than Ihree stories. Together the skilled nursing ility and the ALF/ILF on the Residential Propertyshall have no more than two hundred fifty (250) beds total.
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(13) The final site plan shall clearly identify the points of vehicular acccss into the ResidentialProperty and between the Residential Property and the Commercial Property.
(d) Additional Development Requirements. In addition to thc site plan requirements set forth above,Developer agrees:

(I) To seek any required approvals from the Florida Department of Transportation and anyother governmental entity for the following improvements and to make such improvements If the requiredapprovals aic received:

a. Close the existing northern median opening on 66 Street between oh AvenueNorth and l3 Avenue North.

b. Extend the southbound left turn lane on 66 Street at 9” Avenue North.
c. Extend the northbound left turn lane on 66 Street at 1 3th Avenue North.
d. Provide directional median opening and southbound left turn lane on 66h Streetat the main Project driveway located between the northern and southern driveways.
e. Provide a northbound right turn lane on 66th Street at the main Project drivewaylocated between the northern and southern driveways.

f. Provide a orthound rigit turn lane on 66” Street at the northern Projectdriveway.

g. Provide an eastbound left turn lane on 9th Avenue North at the eastern Projectdriveway.

h. Provide a weetbound right turn !ae on 9ih Pvenue Noth at the enetarn P:oecdriveway.

Extend the westbound right turn lane and westbound left turn lane on 9 AvenueNorth at 66 Street.

(2) To design and construct any access to or egress from the Property onto 9 Avenue Northso as to eliminate or deter vehicular traffic from and through to 65th Street North into the Eagle CrestNeighborhood. Developer will assist, support and cooperate with the Eagle Crest NeighborhoodAssociation to obtain modifications at the southernmost intersection of gth Avenue North and 65” StreetNorth to eliminate or deter through traffic access onto the Property from 65th Street North.
(3) To assist, support and cooperate with the appropriate neihborhood associations to obtain“No U-Turn” approval and signage at the intersection of66 Street and 13 Avenue North from the FloridaDepartment of Transportation and any other governmental authorityljurisdiction from which approval ofsuch signage must be obtained.

(4) To limit, as reasonably practicable, vehicular traffic related to construction activities atthe Project Site from using the streets in the residential neighborhoods surrounding the Project Site.
(5) To limit the days and hours of construction activities as required by the City of St.Petersburg City Code.

6. Public Facilities: Traffic Concurrency. The following existing and needed public facilities areidentified as serving the Project:
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(a) jiblc Water; The City will provide potable water to the Project Site. Sufficient supply capacityis available to service the Project, consistent with the requirements of the CiLy’s concurrency managementregulations.

(b) Sanitary Sewer; The City will provide sanitary sewer service to the Project Site. SutTicienttreatment capacity is available to service the Project, consistent with the requirements of the City’s concurrencymanagement regulations.

(C) Stprrnwater Manacement; Storniwater management level of service is project-dependent ratherthan based on the provision and use of public facilities und is not directly provided by the City. The design andconstntction of the proposed stormwater facilities on the Project Site shall be in compliance with the requirements ofthe City of St. Petersburg City Code and the Southwest Florida Water Management District, shall meet concurrencyrequirements for stormwnter, and shall not result in degradation of the level of service below City’s adopted level ofservice,

(d) Law Enforcement: Law Enforcement protection will be provided by the City of St. PetersburgPolice Department using available facilities and service capacity already in place. Such capacity is sufficient toallow the Project to nieettlie applicable level of service requirements, and no new public facilities will be needed toservice the Project.

(e) Fire Protection and Emerencv Medical Service; Fire protection and emergency medical serviceswill be provided by the City using available facilities and service capacity already in place. Such capacity issufficient to allow the Project to meet the applicable level of service requirements, and no new public facilities willho needed t’i oervice the °roject.

(I) Library Facilities and Services: Library facilities and services will be provided by the City usingavailable facilities and service capacity already in place. Such capacity is sufficient to allow the Project to meet theapplicable level of service requirements and no new public library facilities will be needed to service the Project.

(g) PtMio Schools: Public schoc! facilities and servicer will be prcvidcd by the Pinellas CountySchool Board Such capacity is sufficient to allow the Project to meet the applicable level of service requirementsand no new public facilities will be needed to service the Project.

(h) Solid Waste: Solid waste collection services will be provided by the City using facilities,equipment and service capacity already in place, while waste disposal services will be handled by PineUas County.Capacity is sufficient to allow the Project to meet the applicable level of service requirements, and no new publicfacilities will be needed to service the Project

(i) Transportation/Mass Transit: The determination of adequacy of public facilities, includingtransportation facilities, to serve the proposed development shall be made in accordance with the City’sConcurrency requirements in existence as of the date of this Agreement.

Ci) Utility improvements: Utility improvements necessary to provide service to a structure shallbe constructed by Developer at Developer’s expense prior to issuance of certificates ofoccupancy for the structure.

7. Reservation or Dedication of Land. Owner and Developer shall not be required to reserve ordedicate land within the Property for municipal purposes other thatv (a) public utility easetnents for utilitiesservicing the Property; (b) as applicable for roadways and other transportation facilities; and (c) subject toreasonable reservation and dedications during site plan review and approval.

8. Local Development Permits. The following local development approvals will be required todevelop the Property for uses permitted in the NSM-l and CRS-1 zoning districts:

(a) Final site plan and, if applicable, special exception approval;
(b) Water, sewer, paving and drainage permits;
(c) Building permits;
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(d) Certiticates of Occupancy;
(e) Certificates of Concurrency;
(I) Any other development permits that may be required by City ordinances and regulations; and(g) Such other City, County, State or Federal permits as may be required by law.

9. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan. Development of the Property for the purposes allowed inthc NSM-l and CR5-i zoning districts will be consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan once the Future LandUse element of the Plan is amended to Residential/Office General (RIOG) for the Commercial Property and toResidential Medium (RM) for the Residential Property.

10. Necessity of Complying with Local Regulations Relative to Permits. The Parties agree that thefailure of this Agreement to address a particular permit, condition, fee, term or restriction shall not relieve Ownerand/or Developer of the necessity of complying with regulations governing said permitting requirements, conditions,fees, terms or restrictions.

11. indinn Effect. The obligations imposed pursuant to this Agreement upon the Parties and uponthe Property shall run with and bind the Property as covenants running with the Property. This Agreement shall bebinding upon and enforceable by and against the Parties hereto, their personal representatives, heirs, successors,grantees and assigns, which shall include, but are not limited to, Sembler. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the rightsand obligations under this Agreement of the owner of the Property shall pass to Developer upon the closing ofDeveloper’s purchase of the Property from such owner, and the owner of the Property shall be relieved of anyfurther obligations under this Agreement upon Developer’s acquisition of title to the Property.

12. Concurrency and Comoreensive Plan Findings. Based on the conceptual site plan incorporatedherein as Exhibit “F’, the City has determined that the concurrency requirements of Sections 16.03.050 and16.03.060 of the City’s LDRs and the City’s Comprehensive Plan will be met for the Project, The City has foundthat the Project and this Agreement appear to be consistent with and further the goals, objectives, policies and actionstrategies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan and with the City’s LDRs.

13. Disclaimer of Joint Venture. The Parties represent that by the executicn of this Agreement it isnot the intent of the Parties that this Agreement be construed or deemed to represent a joint venture or commonundertaking between any Parties, or between any Party and any third party. While engaged in carrying out andcomplying with the terms of this Agreement Owner and Developer are independent principals and not contractorsfor or officers, agents, or employees of the City. Neither Owner nor DeveLoper shall at any time or in any mannerrepresent that it or any of its agents or employees are employees ofthe City.

14. Amendments. The Parties acknowledge that this Agreement may be amended by mutual consentof the Parties subsequent to execution in accordance with 163.3237, Florida Statutes and Section 16.05 ofthe City’sLDRs. All amendments to this Agreement shall be ineffective unless reduced to writing and executed by the Partiesin accordance with the City’s LDRs.

15. Notices. All notices, demands, requests for approvals or other communications given by any Partyto another shall be in writing and shall be sent by registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, return receiptrequested, by a recognized national overnight courier service, or by facsimile transmission to the office for eachParty indicated below and addressed as follows:

(a) To the Owner:
Diocese of St. Petersburg
ATrN: Real Estate Department
P.O. Dox 40200
St. Petersburg, FL 33743-0200
With a copy to:
DiVito & Higbam
ATTN: Joseph A. DiVito. Esq.
4514 Central Avenue
St. Petersburg, FL 33711
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(b) To the Developer:
Clear Ocean Investments II Corporation
ATTN: William H. Howell
4701 Central Avenue, Suite A
St. Petersburg, FL 33713
With a copy to:
Hayes Law Group
ATTN: George L. hayes, III, Esq.
470) Central Avenue, Suite A
St. Petersburg, FL 33713

(c) To the City:
City of St. Petersburg
Attn: Rick W. MacAulay, Manager
Urban Planning, Design and Historic Preservation Division
City of St. Petersburg Development Services Dept
One 411 Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
With a copy to:
Assistant City Attorney, City of St. Petersburg

Attn: Milton A. Gaibraith, Jr., Esq.
Municipal Services Center

One 4d Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

16. Effectiveness of Notice. Notices given by courier service or by hand delivery shall be effectiveupon delivery and notices given by mall shall be effective on the fifth (5) business day after mailing. Refusal by anyperson to accept delivery of any notice delivered to the office at the address indicated above (or as it may bechanged) shall be deemed to have been an effective delivery as provided in this Paragraph. The addresses to whichnotices are to be sent may be changed from time to time by written notice deLivered to the other Parties and suchnotiras shall bc ‘ffe”ti’e upon rreipt. Until notic’ of ‘hange of address ir .raaivd as to any particular Peryhereto, all other Parties may rely upon the last address given. Notices given by facsimile transmission shall beeffective on the date sent.

17. Default. In the event any Party is in default of any provision hereof; any non-defaulting Party, as acondition precedent to the exercise of its remedies, shall be required to give the defaulting Party written notice of thesame pursuant to this Agreement. The defaulting Party shall have thirty (30) business days from the receipt of suchnotice to cure the default. If the defaulting Party timely cures the default, this Agreement shall continue in full forceand effect. If the defaulting Party does not timely cure such default, the non-defaulting Party shall be entitled topursue its remedies available at law or equity.

18. Non-Action on Failure to Observe Provisions of this Agreement. The failure of any Party topromptly or continually insist upon strict performance of any term, covenant, condition or provision of thisAgreement, or any Exhibit hereto, or any other agreement, instrument or document of whatever form or naturecontemplated hereby shall not be deemed a waiver of any right or remedy that the Party may have, and shall not bedeemed a waiver of a subsequent default or nonperformauce of such tenn, covenant, condition or provision.

19. Applicable Law and Venue. The laws of the State of Florida shall govern the validity,performance and enforcement of this Agreement. Venue for any proceeding arising under this Agreement shall bein the Sixth Judicial Circuit, in and for Pinellas County, Florida, for State actions and in the United States DistrictCourt for the Middle District of Florida for federal actions, to the exclusion of any other venue.

20. Construction. This Agreement has been negotiated by the Parties, and the Agreement, including,without limitation, the Exhibits, shall not be deemed to have been prepared by any Party, but by all equally.
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2!. Entire Arecjit.

(ii) This Agreement, and all the terms and provisions contained herein, including vitliout limitationthe bxhibits hereto, constitute the full and complete agreement between the Parties hereto to the date hereof andsupersedes and controls over any and all prior agreements, understandings, representations, correspondence andstatements whether written or oral. With the exception of conditions that may be Imposed by the City in approvingaity Development Permit, no Party shall be bound by any agreement, condition, warranty or representation otherthan as expressly stated in this Agreetnent, and this Agreement may not be amended or modified except by writteninstrument signed by the Parties hereto, in accordance with this Agreement, Florida Statutes Section 163.3237, andSection 16.05 of the City’s LDRs.

(b) Any provisions of this Agreement shall be read and applied in para materia with all otherprovisions hereof.

22. Holidays. It is hereby agreed and declared that whenever a notice or performance under the termsof this Agreement is to be made or giveil on a Saturday or Sunday or on a legal holiday observed by the City, it shallbe postponed to lime next following business day.

23. Certification. The Parties shall at any time and from time to time, upon not less than ten (JO) daysprior notice by the other Party execute, acknowledge and deliver to the other Party (and, in the case of the City, to aProject Lender) a statement in recordable form certiljing that this Agreement has not been modified and is in 11,11force amid effect (or if there have been modifications that this Agreement as modified is in full force and effect andsetting forth a notation of such modifications), and that to the knowledge of such Party, neither it nor any other Partyis hien in dcfmailthcrcof(cr if another Paty is then i. default !erecf, stating the nature and details of such default), itbeing intended that any such statement delivered pursuant to this Paragraph may be conclusively relied upon by anyprospective purchaser, mortgagee, successor, assignee of any mortgage or assignee of the respective interest in theProject, if any, of any Party made in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement,

24. Termination. This Agreement shall automatically terminate and expire upon the occurrence of thefirst of the following:

(a) The expiration of twenty (20) years from the Effective Date of this Agreement, as defined herein,uniess the City e,ctends the initial term for an additional twenty (20) year renewal tenn pursuant to the terms of thisAgreement and subject to all necessary requirements in accordance with the Florida Statutes and the City’s thenexisting LDRs; or

(b) The revocation of this Agreement by the City Council in accordance with Section 163.3235,Florida Statutes and Section 16.05 of the City’s LDRs; or

(c) The execution of a written agreement by all Parties, or by their successors in interest, pmviding forthe cancellation and termination of this Agreement.

25. Deadline for.Execution. The Owner and Developer shall execute this Agreement prior to the dateon which the City Council considers this Agreement for final approval.

26. Covenant of Cooperation. The Parties shall cooperate with and deal with each other in good finthand assist each other in the performance of the provisions of this Agreement and in achieving the completion ofdevelopment of the Project Site, including processing amendments to this Agreement.

27. Approvals,

(a) For the purposes of this Agreement any required written permission, consent, approval oragreement (“Approval”) by the City means the Approval of the Mayor or his designee unless otherwise set forthherein and such approval shall be in addition to any and all permits and other licenses required by law or thisAgreement.
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(b) For the purposes of (his Agreement any right of the City to take any action permitted, allowed or
required by this Agreement, may be exercised by the Mayor or his designee, unless otherwise set forth herein.

211. I’artial i,waIiditv If any term or provision of this Agreement or the application thereof to any
person or circumstance is declared invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement, including any valid
portion of the invalid term or provision and the application of such invalid term or provision to circumstances other
than those as to which it is held invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, shall not be affected
thereby and shall with the remaindcr of this Agreement continue unmodified and in fidi force and effect.

29. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
original but all of which shall constitute a single instrument.

30. Failure of Development to Occw-Proposed. If development of the Property does not occur as
proposed under this Agreement, both the City and the property owner have the right to initiate the process to change
time land use and zoning designatioits of the Property to the designations that existed at the time of execution of this
Agreement.

31. Canceltationi. This Agreement shall become null and void as to aiiy portion of the Property if any
of the following occur: (1) the Developer fails to obtsin the rezonhig or Comprehensive Plan Amendment as more
fully set forth above; (2) the Future Land Use designation of the Residential Properly or any portion thereof changes
to any designation other than RM; (3) the zoning of the Residential Property or any portion thercof changes to any
designation other than NSM-1; (4) the Future Land Use Designation of the Commercial Property or any portion
thereof changes to any designation other than RJOG; or (5) the zoning designation of the Commercial Property or
a”y pcron thereof carges to any sigatie other thar. CRS’t.

32. Third Party Beneficiaries. The rights and obligations of the Parties set forth in this Agreement are
personal to the Parties, and no third parties are entitled to rely on or have an interest in any such rights and
obligations.

IN W!TNESS WHEREOF, the Partiec !ia’e e:euted the Agreemznt ac of the day aod year first aiove
written.

CITY
ATFEST. CY-Ol ST. PETERS1JRG, FLORIDA

%L 4y:j
CITY CLERK

As Its: Mayor

19th day of July .2010

Approved as to form añit

By Offiec of City Attorney

‘.,jJ rfr;Akk.

I.
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OWNER

WIThESSS: ROBERT N. LYNCH, AS BISHOP OF
THE DIOCESE OF ST. PETERSBURG,
A CORPORATION SOLE

sign BY:_fE_

print ( c•

_________________________

_____________

pljfltg.Gh2’)1 Ai.

title -f..L7 oF 4 d,.,vacLA
prini4Kj - date______

_____

DEVELOPER

WITNESSES: CLEAR OCEAN INVESTMENTS II CORPORATION,
A FLORIDA CORPORATION

sign______________

prnt/”

jL/

______

______

__________

print4),

sigI.

date ‘V

titI.

print_____________________

____________________________

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

The foregoin.instrument was acknowledged before me this of__________________ 2010,

_____________________________

Petersburg, a
by on behalf of Robert N. Lynch. as Bishop of the
Corporatin Sole, who is personally_known tome or produced

__________________________

as identification.

lv coMMISSION I
EyptFtES:Septfader9,It

BiJ.d1MeI’

(SEAL)

NOTARY PUBLIC:

sign

print Q,,
State of Florida at Large

My Commission Expires:
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STAIl 01: FLORIDA
COUNTY OF PINELLAS

z-The loregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this dayby £‘. ,Lj,gq.a5 Zj?e.
-Corporation, a Florida corporation, on behalf of the corporation, who is

as dciiEitcatioii.

(SEAL)

BARTLEY
MY COMMISSION #00 014548
EXPIE& N*vinibir 16, 2010

Novy P1*iVfld,nqja,

My Commission Expires:
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EXHIBIT “A”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNShIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLASCOUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH Y OF THE SOUTHWEST ¼ OFSAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECIION TWO ADDiTION, ASRECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,SAID POINT LYiNG ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13TH AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONGSAID SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTh-I 89°48’25” EAST, 173.81 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAIDSOUTH RIGH’I OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST, 275.79 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 32°34’44” EAST,228.12 FEET; ‘iHENCE SOUTH 00°03’55” WEST, 775.72 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OFWAY LINE OF 9TH AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH89°56’OS” WEST, 762.64 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66TH STREETNORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OFWAY LINE, NORTH 0001828 WEST, 980.52 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDENMANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, ANDALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH8904838 EAST, 472.12 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWOADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OFSAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH 00°06’23” WEST, 260.21 FEET TO THEPOINt’ OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 17.991 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
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EXHIBIT “B”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING [N SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLASCOUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH V2 OF THE SOUTHWEST ¼ OFSAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRII3EI) AS FOLLOWS:

I3EGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SEcTiON TWO ADDITION, ASRECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF I3 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONGSAID SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°48’25” EAST, 173.82 FEET; THENCE DEPARTNG SAIDSOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST, 275.79 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 32°34’44” EAST,228,12 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 0000355 WEST, 775.72 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OFWAY LINE OP 9’l AVENUE NORTH, THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH89°56’Os” WEST, 497.64 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RiGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH00°18’28” WEST, 981.70 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANORSECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, NORTH 89°48’38” EAST, 207.12FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCEDEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAiD GARDENMANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH 00°06’23” WEST, 260.21 FEET TO THE POINT OFBEGINNING.

SMD PARCEL CONTAINS i2,2 ACRES, MC?E CR
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EXHIBIT “C”

LEGAL 1)ESCPJPTION:

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLASCOUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH ¼ OF THE SOUTHWEST ¼ OFSAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT TIlE NORTI-IEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, ASRECORDED iN FLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,SAID POINT LYiNG ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONGTHE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST,260.21 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;THENCE DEPARTING SAiD EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAIDGARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET TO THE POINT OFBEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY,SOUTh 00°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°56’16” WEST, 265.00 FEET TO A PO[NT ONTHE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66T STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OFWAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDENMANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, ANDALONG THE SOUTh BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH89°48’38” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.9 ACRES, MOP.E OR LESS.

PLUS

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLASCOUNTY, FLORIDA. SAil) PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH ¼ OF THE SOUTHWEST ¼ OFSAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, ASRECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,SAil) POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF l3 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONGTHE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST.26021 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAIDGARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET; THENCEDEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY. SOUTH 00°I8’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET TO THE POINT OFBEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 009 8’28” EAST,490.85 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 9 AVENUE NORTH; THENCEALONG SAID NORTH RiGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°56’05” WEST, 265.01 FEET TO A POINT ON THEEAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66 STREET NORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OFWAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 00°I8’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET;THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 89°56’16” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THEPOINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

TOTAL SAID PARCELS CONTAIN 5.96 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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EXHIBIT “D”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

TI-IF WEST 200 FEET OF A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSI lIP 31 SOUTh, RANGE 16
EAST, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTh V2 OF THE
SOU’IHWEST ¼ OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLOPJDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF I31 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG
TIlE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST,
260.21 FEET TO TIlE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY,
SOUTH 00°I8’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°56’I6” WEST, 265.00 FEET TO A POINT ON
THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER. OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTh
89°48’38” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES,
MORE OR LESS.

PLUS

THE WEST 200 FEET OF A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16
EAST, PENELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH V2 OF THE
SOUTHWEST ¼ OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OP GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN FLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF l3 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG
ThE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDiTION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST,
260.21 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDiTiON,
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, SOUTH 00°I8’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF ThE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST,
490.85 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 9m AVENUE NORTH; THENCE
ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°56’05” WEST, 265.01 FEET TO A POINT ON THE
EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66 STREET NORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET;
ThENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LiNE, SOUTH 89°5616” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGiNNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. TOTAL SAID
PARCELS CONTAIN 5,96 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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EXHIBiT “E”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

THE EAST 65 FEET OF A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16
EAST, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH V2 OF THE
SOUTH WEST ¼ OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEiNG MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS cOUNTy, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF I31 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST,
2602) FEET TO TIlE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNiNG OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY,
SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°56’I6” WEST, 265,00 FEET TO A POINT ONTHE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY I.INE, NOR’I’H 00°I8’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH
89°48’38” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES,MORE OR LESS.

PLUS

THE EAST 65 FEET OF A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16EAST, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH V2 OF THE
SOUTHWEST V OF SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN FLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,SAID POINT LYJNG ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF i3 STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONGTHE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 000O623 EAST,
260.21 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAIDGARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADD1TION. SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, SOUTH 0098’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET TO THE POINT OFBEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONT]14UE SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST,
490.85 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 9 AVENUE NORTH; THENCEALONG SAID NORTh RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°56’OS” WEST, 265.01 FEET TO A POINT ON THEEAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 6G STREET NORTH. THENCE DEPARTiNG SAID NORTH RIGHT OFWAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 89°56’16” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THEPOINT OF BEGINNING. SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. TOTAL OF SAID
PARCELS CONTAIN 5.96 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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EXI I I B IT” B”
LEGAl. DESCRIPTION - PROPERTY

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNS[IIP 31 SOUTh, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS
COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF TIlE NORTH ‘/2 OF THE SOUTHWEST ¼ OF
SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT TI-IE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75. PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON TIlE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13TH AVENUE NORTh-I; THENCE ALONG
SAiD SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°4825” EAST, 173.81 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAID
SOUTH RIGI-IT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 00°06’23’ EAST, 275.79 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 32°3444’ EAST,
228.12 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 0000355 WEST, 775.72 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH R1GHT OF
WAY LINE OF 9TH AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH
89°56’05” WEST, 762.64 FEET TO A PO1NT ON THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66TH STREET
NORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, NORTH 000l828 WEST, 980.52 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF’ SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH
89°4838’ EAST, 472.12 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO
ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OF
SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH 00°06’23’ WEST, 260.21 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 17.991 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
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EXHIBIT “C”
I SEGA L DESCRIPTION RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 soum. RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLASCOUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF TI-IE NORTH ‘/2 OF THE SOU’flIWEST ¼ OFSAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, ASRECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF I3 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONGSAID SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°48’25” EAST, 173.82 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAIDSOUTH RIGhT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST, 275.79 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 32°34’44” EAST,228.12 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°03’55” WEST, 775.72 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT OFWAY LINE OF 9 AVENUE NORTH, THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH89°56’05” WEST, 497.64 FEET; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH000I828 WEST, 981.70 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANORSECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, NORTH 89D4838 EAST, 207.12FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCEDEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDENMANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH 00°06’23” WEST, 260.2! FEET TO THE POINT OFBEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 12.02 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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EXI IIBIT “D”
LEGAl,, DESCRIPTION —COMMERCIAL PROPERTY

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTII, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS
COUNTY, FLORIDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTIl OF TIlE SOUTH WEST ¼ OF
SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SEC’flON TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13TH AVENUE NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 00°06’23” EAST,
260.21 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY,
SOUTH O0°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°56’16” WEST, 265.00 FEET TO A POINT ON
THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66TH STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, NORTH 009 8’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN
MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION; THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, AND
ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, NORTH
89°48’38” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2,98 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

PLUS

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, PINELLAS
COUNTY, FLORiDA. SAID PARCEL BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTH V2 OF THE SOUTHWEST ¼ OF
SAID SECTION 17, AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, AS
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 75, PAGE 69 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA,
SAID POINT LYING ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 13TH STREET NORTH; THENCE ALONG
THE EAST BOUNDARY OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 0000623 EAST,
260.21 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST BOUNDARY, AND ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY OF SAID
GARDEN MANOR SECTION TWO ADDITION, SOUTH 89°48’38” WEST, 207.12 FEET; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID SOUTH BOUNDARY, SOUTH O0°18’28” EAST, 490.85 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED PARCEL; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 00°18’28” EAST,
490.85 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTh RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 9 AVENUE NORTH; THENCE
ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 89°56’OS” WEST, 265.01 FEET TO A POINT ON THE
EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 66T1 STREET NORTH; THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT OF
WAY LINE, AND ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, NORTH 00°18’28” WEST, 490.26 FEET;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, SOUTH 89°56’16” EAST, 265.00 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGINNING.

SAID PARCEL CONTAINS 2.98 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.

TOTAL SAID PARCELS CONTAIN 5.96 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of February 4, 2016

TO: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: Approval of a vacation of one three (3) foot north/south public
right-of-way and utility easement at the rear of lots 14, 15, 16, and
17, and two three (3) foot east/west public right-of-way and utility
easements at the rear of lots 12, 13, 18, and 19 of Grady Swope’s
Harris School Subdivision No. 2, Block 1, generally located at
4344 21st Street North. (City File No.: 15-33000014)

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

RECOMMENDED CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

1) Conduct the first reading of the attached proposed ordinance; and
2) Set the second reading and public hearing for February 18, 2016

The Request: The request is to vacate one three (3) foot north/south public right-of-way and
utility easement at the rear of lots 14, 15, 16, and 17, and two three (3) foot east/west public
right-of-way and utility easements at the rear of lots 12, 13, 18, and 19 of Grady Swope’s Harris
School Subdivision No. 2, Block 1.

Discussion: As set forth in the attached report provided to the Development Review
Commission (DRC), Staff finds that vacating the subject right-of-ways would be consistent with
the criteria in the City Code and the Comprehensive Plan.

Agency Review: The application was routed to the standard list of City departments and
outside utility providers. No objections were noted, provided that the applicant be required to
dedicate any necessary easements, a suggested condition of approval is the dedication of a
new easement.

Public Comments: Several inquiries were received from the public, but no objections were
indicated.

DRC Action/Public Comments: On January 6, 2016, the Development Review Commission
(DRC) held a public hearing on the subject application. No person spoke in opposition to the



request. Alter the public hearing, the DRC voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the proposed
vacation. In advance of this report, no additional comments or concerns were expressed to the
author.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the easement and right-of-way vacation,
subject to the following conditions:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall dedicate one (1) seven
and a half (7.5) foot north/south public utility easement immediately adjacent to the
western boundary of Lots 12 and 19 of Grady Swope’s Harris School Subdivision No 2,
Block 1.

Attachments: Ordinance, Parcel Map, Aerial, Development Review Commission Staff Report



)RI )INAN( ‘I NO.

AN ()RDINAN( ‘IL APPROVIN(; A VACA’I’ION OF”
()NI. Fl IRILIL (3) FOOT NOR’I’If/SOIYI’lI PLJI3LIC
RlGlI’I’-O[’WAY ANI) UTIlITY lLASFLMEN’l’ Al’ TI-IlL
RILAR OF IiDTS 14, 15, 16, ANI) 17, AND TWO
‘II IRI LI L (3) I ( )( )‘l’ I LAST/WLLS’I’ PUBLIC R 1(1 I FLOE-
WAY i\Nl) UTILITY [LAS EMENTS AT THE REAR OF
LOTS 12, 13. I. AND 19 OF GRADY SWOPE’ S
HARRIS SCI-IOOI. SUBDIVISION NO. 2, BLOCK
GENERALLY LOCATED AT 4344 21ST STREET
NORTH; SET’IiNG FORTI-I CONI)ITIONS FOR TI-IL
VACATION TO BECOME EFFECTIVE; AN[)
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1 . The tollowing right-of-way is hereby vacated as recommended by the
i-\dministration and the Development Review Commission on January 6. 2016. (City File No. 15—
33000014):

One three (3) loot north/south public right—of-way and utility easement at the rear of lots
14, 15, 16, and 17, and two three (3) foot east/west public right—of—way and utility
easements at the rear of lots 12, 13, 18. and 19 of Grady Swope’s Harris School
Subdivision No. 2, Block I, see attached Exhibit “A”.

Section 2. The above-mentioned right-of-way is not needed for public use or travel.

Section 3. The vacation is subject to and conditional upon the following:

I. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall dedicate one (1)
seven and a half (7.5) foot north/south public utility easement immediately adjacent to the
western boundary of Lots 12 and 19 of Grady Swope’s Harris School Subdivision No 2,
Block 1.

Section 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor iii accordance with
the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth business day after adoption
unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written notice filed with the City Clerk that the Mayor
will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shall become effective immediately upon filing
such written notice with the City Clerk. In the event this ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance
with the City Charter, it shall not become effective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in
accordance with the City Charter, in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful
vote to override the veto.

LEGAL: PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT:
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

1IIIIII DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

stptrshur DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
www.stpete.oro STAFF REPORT

VACATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY
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 January 6, 2016, at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 15-33000014 PLAT SHEET: H-24

REQUEST: Approval of a vacation of one three (3) foot north/south public

utility easement at the rear of lots 14, 15, 16, and 17, and two

three (3) foot east/west public utility easements at the rear of lots

12, 13, 18, and 19 of Grady Swope’s Harris School Subdivision

No. 2, Block 1, also dedicated as right-of-way.

OWNER: Vietnamese Evangelical Church
4344 21St Street North
Saint Petersburg, FL 33714-4142

ARCHITECT: Jim Bedinghaus
2963 1st Avenue South
Saint Petersburg, FL 33712

ADDRESS: 4344 21st Street North

PARCEL ID NO.: 01-31-16-37044-001-0120 & 0130

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File
ZONING: Neighborhood Traditional-i (NT-i)

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION:

Request The request is to vacate one three (3) foot north/south public utility easement at the

rear of lots 14, 15, 16, and 17, and two three (3) foot east/west public utility easements at the



Case No. 15-33000014
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rear of lots 12, 13, 18, and 19 of Grady Swope’s Harris School Subdivision No. 2, Block 1.
These were dedicated by plat language as right-of-way but function like utility easements and
are wholly contained within the site boundaries.

The area of the right-of-way proposed for vacation is depicted on the attached maps and aerials
(Attachments A” and “B”), Sketch (Attachment “C”) and Survey (Attachment “D”). The
applicant’s goal is to vacate these unused right-of-way I easements in order to expand and
repair the buildings on site. The City’s property card records show that development on the site
began in 1926 and that buildings on site were enlarged and expanded during the 1950’s and
since then have been located over the north south three foot easement.

Analysis Staff’s review of a vacation application is guided by:
A. The City’s Land Development Regulations (LDR’s);
B. The City’s Comprehensive Plan; and
C. Any adopted neighborhood or special area plans.

Applicants bear the burden of demonstrating compliance with the applicable criteria for vacation
of public right-of-way. In this case, the material submitted by the applicant does provide
background or analysis supporting a conclusion that vacating the subject right-of-way would be
consistent with the criteria in the City Code, the Comprehensive Plan, or any applicable special
area plan.

A. Land Development ReQulations
Section 16.40.140.2.1E of the LDR’s contains the criteria for reviewing proposed vacations.
The criteria are provided below in italics, followed by itemized findings by Staff.

1. Easements for public utilities including stormwater drainage and pedestrian easements may
be retained or required to be dedicated as requested by the various departments or utility
companies.

The subject right-of-ways I easements have been reviewed by both City Departments and Utility
providers and there is no objection to their vacation.

2. The vacation shall not cause a substantial detrimental effect upon or substantially impair or
deny access to any lot of record as shown from the testimony and evidence at the public
hearing.

The requested vacation, if approved, is not anticipated to substantially impair or deny access to
any other lot of record.

3. The vacation shall not adversely impact the existing roadway network, such as to create
dead-end rights-of-way, substantially alter utilized travel patterns, or undermine the integrity of
historic plats of designated historic landmarks or neighborhoods.

The requested vacation, if approved, is not anticipated to adversely impact the existing roadway
network. Given that the land has previously been assembled and the right-of-way easements
cannot function as right-of-way due to their three foot widths, the right-of-way I easements
proposed for vacation are no longer necessary.
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4. The easement is not needed for the purpose for which the City has a legal interest and, for
rights-of-way, there is no present or future need for the right-of-way for public vehicular or
pedestrian access, or for public utility corridors.

The right-of-way / easements proposed for vacation were presumably dedicated to provide
utility access between the individual lots within the block. The assembly of the individual lots
eliminates the need for which the easements were originally dedicated. The Engineering and
Transportation Planning Departments have reviewed the proposed plan and agree that there is
no present or future need for the easements to remain. A new easement to protect the City’s
existing infrastructure is required as a suggested condition of approval.

5. The POD, Development Review Commission, and City Council shall also consider any other
factors affecting the public health, safety, or welfare.

No other factors have been raised for consideration.

B. Comprehensive Plan

Transportation Element Policies T 2.3 and 2.4 support the elimination of unnecessary right-of-
way to promote efficient use of land where right-of-way is not necessary for present or future
public use. The assembly of the lots makes the originally dedicated easements unnecessary.
Vacation of these unnecessary encumbrances will facilitate continued use of the site. The
circumstances in this case support the determination that approval of the requested vacation
would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

C. Adopted Neighborhood or Special Area Plans

There are no neighborhood or special area plans which affect this type of vacation of right-of-
way.

Comments from Agencies and the Public The application was routed to the standard list of
City departments and outside utility providers. No objections were noted, provided that the
applicant be required to dedicate any necessary easements. The special condition of approval
in this report have been designed to address this requirement. Facilities for Duke Energy
Florida and WOW have been relocated out of the eastlwest easement.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed right-of-way / easement vacation, If the DRC is
inclined to support the vacation, Staff recommends the following special conditions of approval:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall dedicate a seven and one
half (7.5) foot utility easement along the western edge of the property on lots 19 and 21.



Case No. 15-33000014
Page 4 of 4

REPORT PREPARED BY:

, :A4 / - -

KKrHR)?\J YOUN , AIC, LD , BD+C, Deputy Zoning Official DATE

Development Review Servic Division
Planning & Economic Devel5pmnt Department

REPORT APPROVED BY:

r
DATEELIZ BETH ABERNETHY, AICP, Zonig Official (POD)

Planning and Economic Development
Development Review Services Division

Attachments: A — Parcel Map, B — Aerial Map, C — Sketch of Right-of-Way I Easements, D
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of February 4, 2016

TO: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City CoLincil

SUBJECT: Ordinance approving a vacation of a twenty (20) foot east/west
alley in the block bounded by 2nd Avenue South and 3rd Avenue
South between 3rd Street South and 4th Street South. (City File
No.: 15-33000023)

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

RECOMMENDED CITY COUNCIL ACTION:
1) Conduct the first reading of the attached proposed ordinance; and
2) Set the second reading and public hearing for February 18, 2016.

The Request: The request is to vacate a twenty (20) foot east/west alley in the block bounded
by 2nd Avenue South and 3rd Avenue South between 3rd Street South and 4th Street South.

Discussion: As set forth in the attached report provided to the Development Review
Commission (DRC), Staff finds that vacating the subject right-of-ways would be consistent with
the criteria in the City Code, the Comprehensive Plan, and the applicable special area plan.

Agency Review: The application was routed to City departments and non-City utility agencies.
One City Department, the City of St. Petersburg’s Water Resources Department indicated that
they objected to the vacation of the alley. Private utilities requested that the alley be retained as
a public utility easement or that their facilities be relocated at the applicant’s expense. The
City’s Fire Department has requested that continued access be ensured. Suggested conditions
of approval have been added to address these concerns.

Public Comments: As of the date of this report, no inquiries have been received from the
public.

DRC Action/Public Comments: On January 6, 2016, the Development Review Commission
(DRC) held a public hearing on the subject application. No person spoke in opposition to the
request. After the public hearing, the DRC voted 6-0 to recommend approval of the proposed
vacation. In advance of this report, no additional comments or concerns were expressed to the
author.



RECOMMENDATION:

The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the alley right-of-way vacation, subject to the
following conditions:

1 Prior to recording of the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall address the location of
public utilities and services by providing a public utility easement covering the entire area
to be vacated, or relocating City and private utilities at the owner’s expense. In either
case a written letter of no objection from the utility providers is required stating that the
easement is sufficient for their interest, or that the facilities have been relocated.

2. Prior to recording of the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall provide an alternative
approved by the City of St Petersburg’s Sanitation Department for sanitation pickup
locations. Future sanitation locations shall be located behind proposed structures and
shall not be visible from Avenues and shall not be located in the City right-of-way.

3. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, comply with the Conditions of Approval
in the Engineering Memorandum dated December 1,2015.

4. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, provide written correspondence from the
City’s Fire Department that access has been ensured or the required fire department
connections on the alley have been relocated at the owner’s expense.

5. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, the alley along with the abutting
properties shall be replatted.

6. As required City Code Section 16.70.050.1.1 G, approval of right-of-way vacations
requiring replat shall lapse unless a final plat based thereon is recorded in the public
records within 24 months from the date of such approval or unless an extension of time
is granted by the Development Review Commission or, if appealed, City Council prior to
the expiration thereof. Each extension shall be for a period of time not to exceed one (1)
year.

Attachments: Ordinance, Parcel Map, Aerial, Development Review Commission Staff Report



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A VACATION OF A
TWENTY (20) FOOT EAST/WEST ALLEY IN THE
BLOCK I3OLJNDEI) 13Y 2ND AVENUE SOUTI-l AND
3RI) AVENUE SOUTH BETWEEN 3RD STREET
SOt 1111 AND 4TH STREET SOUTH; SETTING FORTH
CONI)ITIONS FOR TIlE VACATION TO BECOME
EFFECTIVE; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE
I)ATE.

‘Ii IL CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

Section I. The following tight—of—way is hereby vacated as recommended by the

Administration and the Development Review Commission on January 6, 2016 (City File
No. 15-33000023):

That certain 20 foot alley lying between Lots I through 9, Block 54 and Lots 12 through
20, Block 54, REVISED MAP OF THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG. as recorded in

Pint Book I, Page 49 of the Public Records of Hillsborough County, Florida, of which
Pinellas County was formerly a part. See attached Exhibit “A” —2 pages.

Section 2. The above-mentioned right-of-way is not needed for public use or travel.

Section 3. The vacation is subject to and conditional upon the following:

I. Prior to recording of the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall address the location
of public utilities and services by providing a public utility easement covering the
entire area to be vacated, or relocating City and private utilities at the owner’s
expense. In either case a written letter of no objection from the utility providers is
required stating that the easement is sufficient for their interest, or that the facilities
have been relocated.

2. Prior to recording of the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall provide an alternative
approved by the City of St Petersburg’s Sanitation Department for sanitation pickup
locations. Future sanitation locations shall be located behind proposed structures and
shall not be visible from Avenues and shall not be located in the City right-of-way.

3. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, comply with the Conditions of
Approval in the Engineering Memorandum dated December 1,2015.

4. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, provide written coirespondence from
the City’s Fire Department that access has been ensured or the required fire
department connections on the alley have been relocated at the owner’s expense.

5. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, the alley along with the abutting
properties shall be replatted.

6. As required City Code Section 16.70.050.1 .1 G, approval of right-of-way vacations
requiring replat shall lapse unless a final plat based thereon is recorded in the public



records within 24 months from the date of such approval or unless an extension of

Inc is granted by the I)evelopment Review Commission or, if appealed, City
Council prior to the eXpiration thereof. Each extension shall be For a period of time
1101 to exceed one (I) year.

SECTION 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with

the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth business day after adoption
unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written notice Filed with the City Clerk that the Mayor
will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shall become effective immediately upon filing

such written not ice with the City Clerk. In the event this ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance
with the City Charter, it shall not become effective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in

accordance with the City Charter, in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful
vote to override the veto.

LEGAL: PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT:

6
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That certain 20 foot alley lying between Lots 1 through 9, Block 54 arid Lots 12

through 20, Block 54, REVISED MAP OF THE CITY OF Si. PETERSBURG, as recorded

in Plot Book 1, Page 49 of the Public Records of Hilisborough County, Florida, of

which Pinellas County was formerly a part.

St. Petersburg, Florida

NOTES

1. Basis of Bearings: SOUTHERLY along the West right—of—way line of 3rd Street

South (assumed).
(2

CA

2. NOT A BOUNDARY SURVEY.
CA
0
L)
11)

3. This sketch is a graphic illustration for informational purposes only and is not
0
CA

intended to represent a field survey. —

0
.1)

4. This sketch is made without the benefit of a title report or commitment for -C-)

title insurance.
C-)
U,
0
0

5. Additions or deletions to survey maps and reports by other than the signing
CJ

party or parties are prohibited without written consent of the signing party or a
U)

parties.
0
CI)

6. Not valid without the signature and the original raised seal of a Florida C)
C-i

Licensed Surveyor and Mapper.

Li

LEGEND

LB Licensed Business PG. Page

LS Land Surveyor PSM Professional Surveyor and Mapper

P.B. Plat Book R/W Right—of—way
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CREW George F. Young, Inc. i 1219SS -

CPECKED RAW 1 /o3/ Catherine A. Bosco PSM LS 5257
LICENSED BUSINESS L5021
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

___

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

____ ____

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st.petershurg DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
www.stpete.org STAFF REPORT

VACATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY
PUBLIC HEARING

According to Planning & Economic Development Department records, Commissioner Richard
Doyle 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 January 6, 2016, at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 15-33000023 PLAT SHEET: E-1

REQUEST: Approval of a vacation of a twenty (20) foot eastlwest alley in the
block bounded by 2 Avenue South and 31d Avenue South
between 3rd Street South and 41h Street South

OWNER: 334 2 Avenue South Investors
125 Street South #201
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33701-4196

OWNER: Echelon Realty Investments, LLC
235 3” Street South #200
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33701-4242

AGENT: R. Donald Mastry, Esq.
200 Central Avenue #1600
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33701

ADDRESS: 211 3rd Street South; 19-31-17-74466-054-0010
334 2nd Avenue South; 19-31-17-74466-054-0030
02nd Avenue South; 19-31-17-74466-054-0060
352 2nd Avenue South; 19-31-17-74466-054-0070
03rd Avenue South; 19-31-17-74466-054-0120
235 3rd Avenue South; 19-31-17-74466-054-0150

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File

ZONING: Downtown Center-i (DC-i)



Case No. 15-33000023
Page 2 of 5

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION:

Request The request is to vacate an eastlwest alley in the block bounded by 2nd Avenue

South and 3rd Avenue South between 3rd Street South and 4th Street South.

The area of the right-of-way proposed for vacation is depicted on the attached maps

(Attachments “A” and “B”) and Sketch and Legal (Exhibit “A”). The applicant’s goal is to

consolidate the block for redevelopment.

Analysis Staff’s review of a vacation application is guided by:

A. The City’s Land Development Regulations (LDR’s);

B. The City’s Comprehensive Plan; and
C. Any adopted neighborhood or special area plans.

Applicants bear the burden of demonstrating compliance with the applicable criteria for vacation

of public right-of-way. In this case, the material submitted by the applicant (Attachment “C”)

does provide background or analysis supporting a conclusion that vacating the subject right-of-

way would be consistent with the criteria in the City Code, the Comprehensive Plan, or any

applicable special area plan.

A. Land Development Reciulations
Section 16.40.140.2.1E of the LDR’s contains the criteria for reviewing proposed vacations.

The criteria are provided below in italics, followed by itemized findings by Staff.

1. Easements for public utilities including stormwater drainage and pedestrian easements may

be retained or required to be dedicated as requested by the various departments or utility

companies.

The application was routed to all affected City departments and outside utilities for review and

comment. The City of St. Petersburg Water Resources Department objected to the vacation on

the grounds that they have facilities in the area to be vacated. The City’s Engineering

Department also required an easement or relocation of facilities in the alley. Four utility

providers, Bright House Networks, TECO/Peoples Gas, Verizon Florida LLC and Duke Energy

Florida requested that an easement be provided or utilities be relocated at the owner’s expense.

The City’s Fire Department has requested that the alley not be vacated unless access to the fire

department connections is ensured or the fire department connections are relocated.

Associated special conditions of approval have been suggested at the end of this report.

2. The vacation shall not cause a substantial detrimental effect upon or substantially impair or

deny access to any lot of record as shown from the testimony and evidence at the public

hearing.

The entire block is under the ownership of two corporations. The east-west alley, which is

proposed for vacation, is currently used to access properties to the north and south of the alley.

During redevelopment of the block, and through the platting process, traffic circulation and

utilities will be addressed. Vacation of the alley will not detrimentally impact or impair access to

any other lot of record on the block. An associated special condition of approval has been

suggested at the end of this report.



Case No. 15-33000023
Page 3 of 5

3. The vacation s/ia!! not adversely impact the existing roadway network, such as to create

dead-end rights-of-way, substantially alter utilized travel patterns, or undermine the integrity of
historic plats of designated historic landmarks or neighborhoods.

Vacation of the alley, if approved, is not anticipated to adversely impact the existing roadway
network or substantially alter utilized travel patterns. Other similar requests have been

approved in the surrounding blocks, to facilitate land assembly.

4. The easement is not needed for the purpose for which the City has a legal interest and, for

rights-of-way, there is no present or future need for the right-of-way for public vehicular or
pedestrian access, or for public utility corridors.

The alley was originally dedicated to provide a secondary means of access to the rear yards of
the lots within the block and for public utilities. In the DC Zoning districts surface parking,
ancillary equipment, loading and service operations shall be placed to the rear or internal to the
property and shall not be visible from streets. Redevelopment of the subject block will eliminate
the need for access from the alley for vehicular traffic.

5. The POD, Development Review Commission, and City Council shall also consider any other
factors affecting the public health, safety, or welfare.

The subject block is included in the Intown Activity Center area. Please see comments below
under Special Area Plans.

B. Comprehensive Plan

Future Land Use Element Policy T1.6 The City shall support high-density mixed-use
developments and redevelopments in and adjacent to Activity Centers, redevelopment areas
and locations that are supported by mass transit to reduce the number and length of automobile
trips and encourage transit usage, bicycling and walking.

Future Land Use Element Policy T2.4 The City should preserve the historical grid street pattern,
including alleys, and shall not vacate public right-of-way until it is determined that the right-of-
way is not required for present or future public use.

The vacation of this alley will foster redevelopment which is a goal of the Comprehensive Plan.
The City’s Neighborhood Transportation Division has reviewed the proposed vacation and has
no objection.

C. Adopted Neighborhood or Special Area Plans

The subject right-of-way is within the boundaries of the Downtown Neighborhood Association.
There are no adopted neighborhood plans which affect vacation of right-of-way in this area of
the City.

The subject property is within the boundaries of the Intown Activity Center. The Intown Activity

Center plan has three elements which may apply to the vacation of right-of-way:



Case No. 15-33000023
Page 4 of 5

One Objective is to provide greater accessibility to Intown activity areas and visual assets

through the development of an integrated movement system for vehicles, transit, pedestrians

and parking and one of those elements is to “utilize existing sidewalks and alleys for

establishing a pedestrian system base”.

The vacation of the subject alley will not enhance pedestrian options.

Under the Residential Development Program it is noted that the “City may initiate vacation of

alleys and streets for development”.

While this is not a City initiated vacation, the policy allows vacation of alleys specifically for

residential development.

One of the Development Guidelines is to “To encourage consolidation of blocks and promote a

unified development concept, the City will consider the closing of selected streets and alleyways

in accordance with an appropriate proposal”.

This proposed vacation is in support of redevelopment of the block. The northern half of the

block is proposed for a 244 unit apartment building and parking garage. The southern half of

the block is planned for redevelopment, but there are not yet specific plans.

Comments from Agencies and the Public
The application was routed to City departments and non-City utility agencies. The applicant will

provide an additional public notice prior to the public hearing before the City Council.

One City Department, the City of St. Petersburg’s Water Resources Department indicated that

they objected to the vacation of the alley. Private utilities requested that the alley be retained as

a public utility easement or that their facilities be relocated at the applicant’s expense. The

City’s Fire Department has requested that continued access be ensured.

No inquiries were received from the public.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed alley vacation. If the

DRC is inclined to support the vacation, Staff recommends the following special conditions of

approval:

1. Prior to recording of the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall address the location of

public utilities and services by providing a public utility easement covering the entire area
to be vacated, or relocating City and private utilities at the owner’s expense. In either

case a written letter of no objection from the utility providers is required stating that the
easement is sufficient for their interest, or that the facilities have been relocated.

2. Prior to recording of the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall provide an alternative
approved by the City of St Petersburg’s Sanitation Department for sanitation pickup

locations. Future sanitation locations shall be located behind proposed structures and
shall not be visible from Avenues and shall not be located in the City right-of-way.



Case No. 15-33000023
Page 5 of 5

3. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, comply with the Conditions of Approval

in the Engineering Memorandum dated December 1,2015.

4. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, provide written correspondence from the

City’s Fire Department that access has been ensured or the required fire department

connections on the alley have been relocated at the owner’s expense.

5. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, the alley along with the abutting

properties shall be replatted.

6. As required City Code Section 16.70.050.1.1 G, approval of right-of-way vacations

requiring replat shall lapse unless a final plat based thereon is recorded in the public

records within 24 months from the date of such approval or unless an extension of time

is granted by the Development Review Commission or, if appealed, City Council prior to

the expiration thereof. Each extension shall be for a period of time not to exceed one (1)

year.

REPORT PREPARED BY:

//) )
/ - - /

KATHR/N A. YUNKIN, AICP, LEE AP BD+C, Deputy Zoning Official DATE

Development Review Services 3Ivi(on
Planning & Economic Develop ent’Department

REPORT APPROVED BY:

/r
ELIZABETH ABERNET Y, AICP, Zoning Official (POD) DATE

Planning and Economic Development
Development Review Services Division

Attachments: A — Parcel Map, B — Aerial Map, C — Applicant’s Narrative, D — Engineering

Memorandum dated December 1, 2015, Exhibit “A” — Sketch and Legal
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NARRATIVE

The Applicants own the entire block bounded by 2 Avenue S., 3rd

Avenue S., 3rd Street S. and 4th Street S. 334 Second Avenue South

Investors, LLC owns all of the block north of the subject alley and

Echelon Realty Investments, LLC owns all of the block south of the

subject alley.

The subject alley runs east and west from 3 Street S. to 4th Street

S. and it does not connect to an alley to the east or west.

334 Second Avenue South Investors, LLC has entered into a

contract to sell all of the block north of the subject alley to American

Land Ventures, LLC. American Land Ventures intends to demolish all

of the existing buildings north of the subject block and to construct a 22

story, 244 unit apartment building and. a parking garage. In order to

construct the parking garage it requires an encroachment into the

subject alley.

Echelon Realty Investments, LLC does not have any final plans to

develop its part of the subject block but it is in the process of developing

plans to develop its part of the subject block and would like to



incorporate its one half of the vacated alley into its future site plan and

its property wifi have access from 3rd Avenue S.

In the event the alley contains any public utilities including

stormwater drainage, the applicants wifi dedicate easements requested

by the various departments or utility companies or wifi relocate the

utilities at their cost, under a separate cost sharing agreement between

the Applicants.

The vacation of the alley wifi not cause a substantial detrimental

affect upon or substantially impair or deny access to any lot of record.

The Applicants own the entire block and there is access to their

properties from 3rd St. South. 4th Street South, 2nd Avenue South and 3

Avenue South.

Vacation of the alley, if approved, is not anticipated to cause an

adverse impact to the existing roadway network because the alley does

not connect to an alley to the east or west. It is believed the alleys to

the east and west were previously vacated.

The primary intended purpose of the subject alley is to provide

secondary access to the rear of the separate and numerous parcels on

2nd Avenue South and 3rd Avenue South and now that each side of the



subject block has been consolidated, the need to provide each parcel

with a rear access no longer exists. The redevelopment of each half of

the block will provide the access needed.

It does not appear that the vacation of the alley wifi result in any

negative impact to the public, safety and welfare.

Attached is a legal description and sketch of the subject alley, both

were prepared by George F. Young., Inc.
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TO: Riniela Smith, I)evelopment Serv ices

FROM: Nancy I)avis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: I)ecem her I, 201 5

SUBJECT: Al Icy Vacation

FILE: 15-33000023

LOCATION: 211 3rd Street South; 334 2T1 Avenue South;
352 2 Avenue South; 369 3’ Avenue South;
32 I 3id Avenue South

PIN: 19/3 I / 17/74466/054/0010; 19/31/17/74466/054/0030;
19/31 / 17/74466/054/0060; 19/3 I / 17/74466/054/0070;
19/3 1/17/74466/054/0120; 19/31 / I 7/74466/054/0150

ATLAS: E-l
PROJECT: Alley Vacation

REQUEST: Approval of a vacation of an east/west alley in the block bounded by 2 Avenue South
and 3rd Avenue South between 3 Street South and 4th Street South.

COMMENTS: The Engineering and Capital Improvements Department has no objection to the alley
vacation request provided the following are included as conditions of the approval:

1. The applicant is required to relocate the 8” public sanitary sewer currently located with the east/west
alley around the subject site. All construction shall be in compliance with current City Engineering
Standards and Specifications and subject to City approval. Necessary design, permitting and
construction for the abandonment of the existing sanitary main and reconstruction of the new sanitary
main shall be by and at the sole expense of’ the applicant / developer.

2. In designing the new sanitary sewer route, the applicant must provide sanitary sewer service to each
lot of record. Since the land to the north and south of the alley are currently platted as individual lots
and no redevelopment plans have yet been approved and permitted by the City, each lot of record must
be provided with a sanitary sewer service lateral. Alternatively, a replat must be pursued to consolidate
the lots to suit the future development plans and to assure that each replatted lot has its own individual
sanitary sewer service lateral.

3. This project is within the Downtown National Historic District. All existing roadway brick, granite
roadway curbing, and hexagon block sidewalk must be preserved. 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.

N F D/MJ R/jw

pc: KelI Donnelly
Reading File
Correspondence File



LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That certain 20 foot alley lying between Lots 1 through 9, Block 54 and Lots 1 2

through 20, Block 54, REVISED MAP OF THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, as recorded

in Plot Book 1, Page 49 of the Public Records of Hillsborough County, Florida, of

which Pinellas County was formerly a port.

St. Petersburg, Florida

NOTES

1. Basis of Bearings: SOUTHERLY along the West right—of—-way line of 3rd Street

South (assumed).

2. NOT A BOUNDARY SURVEY.

3. This sketch is a graphic illustration for informational purposes only and is not

intended to represent a field survey.

4. This sketch is mode without the benefit of a title report or commitment for

title insurance.

5. Additions or deletions to survey mops and reports by other than the signing

party or parties are prohibited without written consent of the signing party or

parties.

6. Not valid without the signature and the original raised seal of a Florida

Licensed Surveyor and Mapper. a
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of February 4, 2016

TO: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

SUBJECT: Ordinance approving a vacation of a portion of an east/west ten (10)
foot alley, south of 2931 11th Street North and north of 2921 11th
Street North. (City File No.: 15-33000024)

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

RECOMMENDED CITY COUNCIL ACTION:
1) Conduct the first reading of the attached proposed ordinance; and
2) Set the second reading and public hearing for February 18, 2016.

The Request: The request is to vacate a portion of an east/west ten (10) foot alley, south of
2931 1 jth Street North and north of 2921 1 11h Street North.

Discussion: As set forth in the attached report provided to the Development Review
Commission (DRC), Staff finds that vacating the subject right-of-ways would be consistent with
the criteria in the City Code and the Comprehensive Plan.

Agency Review: The application was routed to City Departments and Utility Providers. The
City’s Engineering Department has requested that the sanitary sewer line be field located, and
that a ten foot utility easement be provided centered over the line. In addition Bright House
Networks and Verizon Florida LLC indicated that they have facilities in the alley which may be
affected. A suggested condition of approval to address these concerns has been added.

Public Comments: One call was received from a property owner who was noticed about the
case. He indicated that he had no opinion at the time and would discuss this further with the
applicant.

DRC Action/Public Comments: On January 6, 2016, the Development Review Commission
(DRC) held a public hearing on the subject application. No person spoke in opposition to the
request. After the public hearing, the DRC voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the proposed
vacation. In advance of this report, no additional comments or concerns were expressed to the
author.



RECOMMENDATION: The Administration recommends APPROVAL of the partial alley right-
of-way vacation, subject to the following conditions:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall comply with the
conditions of approval of the Engineering Memorandum dated December 1, 2015.

2. Relocate facilities or provide a private easement to Bright House Networks and to
Verizon Florida LLC, or as an alternative provide a letter stating that the easement
granted to the City in the condition above is adequate for their use.

3. Parking on site to be incompliance with the standards of Section 16.20.010.11.

Attachments: Ordinance, Parcel Map, Aerial, Development Review Commission Staff Report

15-33000024
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AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A VACATION OF A
PORTION OF AN EAST/WEST TEN (P)) FOOT
ALLEY, SOUTI-I OF 2931 I ITlI STREET NORTH AND
NORTI-l OF 2921 I ITI-I STREET NORTI-I; SETTING
FORTE-I CONDITIONS FOR TI-IE VACATION TO
BECOME EFFECTIVE; AND PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

TI-IE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

Section I . The lollowing right—ol—way is hereby vacated as recommended by the
Administration and the Development Review Commission on January 6, 2016 (City File No. 15—
33000024):

Ten (10) foot alley lying North and adjoining Lot 16, Block 3, MAP OF PINELLAS
ADDITION TO ST. PETERSBURG, FLA as recorded in Pint Book I, Page 9 of the
Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida. From the Northwest corner of said Lot 16 as
a Point of Beginning, run N 89° 47’ I 8” E a distance of 150.00 feet to the Northeast
corner of said Lot 16; thence run N 00° 00’ 00” W a distance of 10.00 feet; thence S 89°
47’ 18” Wa distance of 150.00 feet; thence run S 00° 00’ 00” E a distance of 10.00 feet
to the Point of Beginning. See attached Exhibit “A”.

Section 2. The above-mentioned right-of-way is not needed for public use or travel.

Section 3. The vacation is subject to and conditional upon the following:

I. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall comply with the
conditions of approval of the Engineering Memorandum dated December 1,
2015.

2. Relocate facilities or provide a private easement to Bright House Networks and
to Verizon Florida LLC, or as an alternative provide a letter stating that the
easement granted to the City in the condition above is adequate for their use.

3. Parking on site to be incompliance with the standards of Section 16.20.0 10.11.

Section 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with
the City Charter, it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth business day after adoption
unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written notice filed with the City Clerk that the Mayor
will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shall become effective immediately upon filing
such written notice with the City Clerk. In the event this ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance
with the City Charter, it shall not become effective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in
accordance with the City Charter, in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful
vote to override the veto.

LEGAL: PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT:
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CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

___

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

_____ ____

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st.p1ersbur DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
Www.stpete.org STAFF REPORT

VACATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY
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 January 6, 2016, at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 15-33000024 PLAT SHEET: G-16

REQUEST: Approval of a vacation of a portion of an east/west 10-foot alley,

south of 2931 1 1th Street North and north of 2921 1 Street North

OWNER: Rebecca Irving
2921 j1th Street North
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33704-2506

OWNER: OCP Green Street, LLC
142 West Plafl Street
Tampa, Florida 33606-2315

ADDRESS: 2931 1 ltI Street North; 12-31-16-69570-003-0130

1921 1 Street North; 12-31-16-69570-003-0160

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File

ZONING: Neighborhood Traditional (NT-2)

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION:

Request The request is to vacate a portion of an east/west 10-foot alley, south of 2931 11th

Street North and north of 2921 11th Street North. This is an unimproved alley which was

dedicated to serve three north/south lots facing on 30th Avenue North. In the last year, these

three lots were refaced to face 11th Street North, eliminating the need for the alley for access to



Case No. 15-33000024
Page 2 of 4

those three lots. 2921 1 jth Street North has always had access available to their property from

the north/south alley within the block.

The area of the right-of-way proposed for vacation is depicted on the attached maps

(Attachments ‘A” and “B”) and Sketch and Legal (Exhibit “A”). The applicant’s goal is to vacate

the right-of-way in order to add width to the substandard lot at 2921 1 11h Street North and to

discourage activities in this unimproved alley.

Analysis Staff’s review of a vacation application is guided by:

A. The City’s Land Development Regulations (LDR’s);

B. The City’s Comprehensive Plan; and

C. Any adopted neighborhood or special area plans.

Applicants bear the burden of demonstrating compliance with the applicable criteria for vacation

of public right-of-way. In this case, the material submitted by the applicant (Attachment “C”)

does provide background or analysis supporting a conclusion that vacating the subject right-of-

way would be consistent with the criteria in the City Code, the Comprehensive Plan, or any

applicable special area plan.

A. Land Development Regulations

Section 16.40.140.2.1E of the LDR’s contains the criteria for reviewing proposed vacations.

The criteria are provided below in italics, followed by itemized findings by Staff.

1. Easements for public utilities including storm water drainage and pedestrian easements may

be retained or required to be dedicated as requested by the various departments or utility

companies.

The City’s Engineering Department has requested that a 10 foot wide public utility easement be

dedicated over the field located and centered over the existing sanitary sewer main. In addition

Bright House Networks and Verizon Florida LLC have requested utility easements. This

condition is included in the recommended conditions of approval at the end of this report.

2. The vacation shall not cause a substantial detrimental effect upon or substantially impair or

deny access to any lot of record as shown from the testimony and evidence at the public

hearing.

The lots which would use this alley as access have been refaced and the transportation use for

which the alley was intended is no longer necessary.

3. The vacation shall not adversely impact the existing roadway network, such as to create

dead-end rights-of-way, substantially alter utilized travel patterns, or undermine the integrity of

historic plats of designated historic landmarks or neighborhoods.

The vacation of the subject right-of-way will not have an effect on the existing roadway network,

as all of the affected lots have access to a north/south alley within the block.
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4. The easement is not needed for the purpose for which the City has a legal interest and, for
rights-of-way, there is no present or future need for the right-of-way for public vehicular or
pedestrian access, or for public utility corridors.

There is no longer a need for the alley for pedestrian or vehicular access. The City’s
Engineering Department has requested that a 10 foot wide public utility easement be dedicated
in the area of the vacated alley. This condition is included in the recommended conditions of
approval at the end of this report.

5. The POD, Development Review Commission, and City Council shall also consider any other
factors affecting the public health, safety, or welfare.

No other factors have been raised for consideration.

B. Comprehensive Plan

Future Land Use Element Policy T2.4 States: The City should preserve the historical grid Street
pattern, including alleys, and shall not vacate public right-of-way until it is determined that the
right-of-way is not required for present or future public use.

There is an existing north south alley that will serve the lots on this block. Vacation of the
subject alley portion will not be in conflict with this policy.

C. Adopted Neicihborhood or Special Area Plans

The subject properties are located within the Greater Woodlawn Neighborhood Association. A
letter of support from the Neighborhood Association is included in this report (Attachment E).
There are no neighborhood or special area plans which affect vacation of right-of-way in this
area of the City.

Comments from Agencies and the Public The application was routed to City Departments
and Utility Providers. The City’s Engineering Department has requested that the sanitary sewer
line be field located, and that a ten foot utility easement be provided centered over the line. In
addition Bright House Networks and Verizon Florida LLC indicated that they have facilities in the
alley which may be affected. A condition of approval to address these concerns has been
added at the end of this report.

A call was received from a property owner who was noticed about the case. He indicated that
he had no opinion at the time and would discuss this further with the applicant.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed alley vacation. If the DRC is inclined to support
the vacation, Staff recommends the following special conditions of approval:
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1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall comply with the conditions
of approval of the Engineering Memorandum dated December 1, 2015.

2. Relocate facilities or provide a private easement to Bright House Networks and to
Verizon Florida LLC, or as an alternative provide a letter stating that the easement
granted to the City in the condition above is adequate for their use.

3. Parking on site to be incompliance with the standards of Section 16.20.010.11.

REPORT PREPARED BY:

KATH YN A. ‘UNKIN, AIC, LE,D AP BD+C, Deputy Zoning Official
Development Review Servic’s DjVision
Planning & Economic Develdpril’ent Department

REPORT APPROVED BY:

ELI ABETH ABERNETHY, AICP, Zoning Official (POD)
Planning and Economic Development
Development Review Services Division

Attachments: A — Parcel Map, B — Aerial Map, C — Applicants Attachment, D — Engineering
Conditions of Approval dated December 1, 2015, E — Letter of Support from the Neighborhood
Association, Exhibit ‘A’ Sketch and Legal
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A’I’i’ACI IMENT C

ATTACHMENT A

The applicants own the properties on the north and south sides of the alley. Until

recently the three lots to the north of the alley were facing north. Those lots were

undeveloped until recently, and the alley was never developed. The current owner of

those lots (OCP Greenstreet) successfully petitioned the City to reposition those lots to

face west, with the front of those properties now on II th Street North and with the rear

of those properties being serviced by the existing alley that runs north/south behind

those properties and the other houses on 11th Street North. With the realignment of

the three parcels north of the alley, there is no longer an apparent purpose for the alley.

The alley is being maintained at the front by applicant, Rebecca Irving. The back half is

overgrown and is not being maintained. It is now being used by unknown persons for

dumping and as a passageway for homeless or other individuals, who also go onto the

applicants’ land unauthorized. If approved, the undeveloped land would be fenced and

maintained.

Applicant OCP Greenstreet has agreed that any interest it may have in the alley shall

become the property of applicant, Rebecca Irving, if the application is approved so that

Ms. Irving’s property will become the same width as the Greenstreet properties, 50 feet

wide, which appears to be the standard width in the neighborhood.

The vacation would not cause any detrimental effect upon or substantially impair or

deny access to any lot of record. Also, the vacation would not adversely impact the

existing roadway network in any way, as the alley was never developed and is not being

used now for any purpose. The only use the applicants are aware of is the partial use of

the back of the alley for sewage lines that were recently installed for the new

construction on the lots owned by Greenstreet.
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MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

‘I’O: Pamela Smith, Development Services

FROM: Nancy [)avis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

I)ATE: December 1, 20 I 5

SUBJECT: Alley Vacation

FILE: I 5-33000024

LOCATION: 293 1 I 1th Street North, 292111 th Street North

PIN: 12/31/16/69570/003/0130; 12/31/16/69570/003/0160
ATLAS: G-16
PROJECT: Alley Vacation

REQUEST: Approval ofa vacation ofa portion ofan east/west 10 foot alley, south of 2931 I 1thi Street

North and north oF 2921 11th Street North.

COMMENTS: The Engineering and Capital Improvements Department has no objection to the alley
vacation request provided the following are made a condition of the approval;

I. The Engineering department has no objection to the vacation of the described east-west alley provided
that a 10-foot wide Public Utility Easement is retained/dedicated which is centered over the existing
sanitary sewer main. Note that per the attached City utility map the sanitary sewer main exists to the
north of the alley centerline and possibly north of the southern boundary of parcel
l2/3l/16169570/003/0130. The actual field verified location of the sanitary sewer main must be
determined by the applicant to set the boundaries of the necessary public utility easement dedication.

To initiate new Public Utility Easement dedication the applicant must:

A. Provide a legal description and sketch of the required easement.

B. Provide property ownership information (including the property owners name, address,
contact person, phone number).

C. Provide a check made out to the “City of St. Petersburg’ in the total amount of $750.00 for
the cost of title insurance and recording fees. The applicant is responsible to pay all costs
associated with granting of the easement to the City so if costs are less the difference will be
rebated and if costs are more the applicant will be billed.

The above listed information and the check for easement dedication should be provided to the City Real
Estate and Property Management department (do Alfred Wendler, phone727-893-7183, email
Alfred.Wendlerstpete.org) who will draft the required easement instrument, obtain necessary
signatures, and ultimately record the document.

2. Any vegetation planted in a utility easement shall be herbaceous vegetation and shall not interfere
with the use of the easement for utility purposes which includes the maintenance and replacement of

underground utilities.

3. Fences placed within or across a utility easement shall be removable (wood, vinyl, etc.) and shall not



interFere with the use ci the easement icr its intended purpose which includes the maintenance and
replacement ci underground utilities. Fences shall not block access to any public sanitary sewer manhole
structure ring and cover. IF any manhole structure is located within a private Fence boundary a gated
access or easily removable ience panel sections is recommended across the easement area to maintain
ease of’access should public maintenance oF the pipeline be required. It should be noted that City Utility
maps indicate that the sanitary sewer main in this area is relatively shallow (approximately 3.5’ below
grade) so owners should be sure to call tbr utility locates (Cali 8 I I belore you dig sunshine8 I I .com)
prior to any excavation.

N li)’1.I Ri’’.
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AIlACI-IMENI’ E

Greeter Woodlawn Neighborhood Association

June 1,2015

Development Review Commission &
Development Review Services Staff
City of St Petersburg
Post Office Box 2842
St Petersburg, FL 33731 -2842

Re: 2921 11 h Street N Rebecca Irving

Dear Development Review Commission Members & City Staff,

Please accept this letter as proof of our support and agreement with the
referenced applicant’s request to vacate the east/west alley directly abutting her
premises at 2921 11 Street N. With the lots directly to the north having been
reoriented west facing along 1 1th Street instead of their original siting as north
facing along 30’’, the need for this alley is no longer evident. Further, vacating
this alley will enlarge the applicant’s property to the more standard 50 foot lot
width from its current 40 foot width.

Regards,

Cathy,Wilson,
Acting President

l’72 29 .4ienue N Prlone: (727) 55-95
t Pe’ersburg, ft, 337Cf Email:
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COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   January 21, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: February 4, 2016 

 

RE: Explanation of Mayor's Sustainability Executive Order vs. Purchasing 

Chevy Tahoes 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 

 

Respectfully request a referral to the ENR&S Committee for an explanation of how the above 

Executive Order and purchase of Chevy Tahoes further our energy efficiency policies, and what 

we are carrying that mandates a 6,000 pound vehicle.   

 

RATIONALE: 

 

Mayor Kriseman updated a long standing executive order on sustainability initiatives last year.  

The policy includes a policy to “reduce greenhouse gas emissions and increase energy efficiency 

to include... transportation retrofits for efficiency improvements."   My understanding of this 

policy has been to buy the most efficient vehicle that meets the use for which it was purchased.  

Attached is the list of December purchases of under $100,000.  Please see the purchase of two 

Chevy Tahoes for the police department. 

 

Attachments 
 

 

 

      

 

Karl Nurse 

     Council Member 

 











COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   January 27, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: February 4, 2016 

 

RE: Resolution Supporting Restoration of Local Control of Smoke-Free Air 

and Other Tobacco-Related Laws in the State of Florida 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 

 

Respectfully requesting City Council support a resolution to restore local control of smoke-free 

air and other tobacco-related laws in the state of Florida. 

 

 

Attachment 
 

 

 

      

 

Karl Nurse 

     Council Member 

 







 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   January 29, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: February 4, 2016 

 

RE:   Referral to the Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 

Respectfully request a referral to the February 25, 2016 Public Services & Infrastructure 

Committee (PS&I) to continue the discussion on the Bike Share program. 

 

 

 

     Jim Kennedy, Council Member 

     District 2 

 

 

 

 





    ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL 
BUDGET, FINANCE & TAXATION COMMITTEE  

 
Committee Report 

 
January 28, 2016 

8:00 a.m. - City Hall Room 100 
 

Present: Chair James R. “Jim” Kennedy, Jr.; Vice Chair Karl Nurse; Councilmembers Darden Rice and Ed 
Montanari (alternate).  

 
Also: Chief Assistant City Attorney, Jeannine Williams; City Administrator, Gary Cornwell; City Council Chair 

Amy Foster, Councilmember Lisa Wheeler-Brown; City Development Administrator, Alan DeLisle; 
Director Planning & Economic Development, Dave Goodwin; Manager Economic Development, Sophia 
Sorolis; Finance Director, Anne Fritz;  and  Senior Deputy Clerk, Cathy E. Davis.   

 
Absent:  Councilmember Gerdes. 
 
Support Staff: Robert Coats, Risk Management Analyst, Human Resources 
                       Linda Seufert, Manager Parks and Recreation  
   

A. Call to Order 

Chair Kennedy called the meeting to order at 8:01 a.m. with the above persons present. 

B. Approval of Agenda 

In connection with the approval of the meeting agenda Councilmember Nurse motioned that the agenda be 

approved as written.  All were in favor of the motion.  Ayes: Kennedy, Nurse, Rice, Montanari (Alternate).  

Nays. None. Absent: Gerdes.  

 

C. Approval of Minutes  

           In connection with the approval of the January 14th meeting minutes Councilmember Nurse motioned that 
the minutes be approved as written.  All were in favor of the motion.  Ayes. Kennedy. Nurse. Rice. Montanari 
(Alternate). Nays. None. Absent. Gerdes.  

          

   

D.  New/Deferred Business  

 

1.  January 28, 2016 

 

a. Neighborhood Commercial Corridor Public Private Partnership Fund  

 

Alan DeLisle, City Development Administrator along with Dave Goodwin, Director of Planning 

and Economic Development and Sophia Sorolis, Manager of and Economic Development 

provided an overview of the Commercial Revitalization Program proposed to provide grant 

awards to commercial projects located within defined commercial corridors. The program is to 

be made available to support projects on commercial corridors, outside of the downtown core, 

that provide visible improvements to a building or site, decrease vacancy rates of the area, 

retain or create jobs, and/or create new commercial space. Eligible projects must demonstrate 

that but/for the City’s investment, the project would not occur.  There are to be three funding 

thresholds; up to $25,000, up to $50,000, and up to $100,000.  

 



Projects eligible for a grant award of up to $25,000 must be located in a commercial corridor 

within the City, exclusive of downtown, must have a minimum private capital investment of 

$100,000, and must involve the rehabilitation or improvement of commercial structures. 

 

To be granted an award of up to $50,000, the project must meet all of the above criteria and 

also be located in a Census Tract eligible for New Markets Tax credits (poverty in these Census 

Tracts is at least 20% and the median household income does not exceed 80% of the area 

median household income) or be located in the City’s Skyway Marina District. 

 

To be considered for a grant award of up to $100,000, an eligible project must have a minimum 

private capital investment of $500,000 and must create or retain at least 10 full time jobs. 

Projects funded at the $100,000 level would also require City Council approval. 

 

For projects under the $100,000 threshold, application packages will be reviewed by a staff 

committee that will conduct an eligibility analysis, and final approval of a project will be made 

by the Mayor. 

 

Funding for the Commercial Revitalization Program will be provided by previously appropriated 

funding of $100,000, of which $50,000 has been budgeted from the General Fund and $50,000 

will come from Tax Increment funding from the South St. Petersburg Community 

Redevelopment Area. Additionally $167,466, from CIP Award 81038 and Project #15006 will be 

appropriated, along with the previously referenced appropriated funding of $100,000 to 

establish the Commercial Revitalization Program Project (TBD).     

 

Councilmember Foster expressed the need for flexibility in the criteria as some aspects of the 

criteria may be eligible and some aspects may not be quite as clear.  Councilmember Nurse 

commented that Property Assessed Clean Energy (“PACE”)  financing is something that should 

be considered here and suggested that the presenting group discuss same with the Mayor. 

Council Member Rice commented that there are some areas that would flourish with just a 

little help with the City, and that there be verbiage that would include the importance of 

vitality, and that we are working to attract businesses that would actually benefit the 

neighborhood.  Councilmember Wheeler-Brown inquired to verify that 22nd St South is included 

as an eligible corridor, and to verify that the funds for this area would be CRA funds. 

Councilmember Montanari questioned the funding from the $167, 466 from the CIP award. 

Sophia Sorolis explained that tax credits from the cleanup from a property contained within the 

City were acquired from the State of Florida and these tax credits were auctioned netting 

$167,466.  Councilmember Kornell commented that he would like to see how we might be able 

to make this available to smaller business. Dave Goodwin explained that the award amounts 

are “up to” and could be used by smaller businesses. Councilmember Kennedy asked that 

measurement indicators be included in the program. 

 

Councilmember Nurse made a motion to move forward with the program and have the agenda 

item presented to full City Council for approval. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

E. Continued Business 

 

 

 



F. Upcoming Meetings Agenda Tentative Issues 

 

1. February 11, 2016 

 

a. Debt Financing (Fritz) 

 

b. 1st Quarter Financial Report (Fritz, Green) 

 

2.    February 25, 2016 

 

a. External Audit Services RFP Evaluation and Short Listing (Scott)  

 

b. Promoting a form of democracy that will support small, local campaign contributions during City 

elections. (Wolfgram) 

 

c. 2016 1st Quarter Grant Writer’s Report (Ojah-Maharaj) 

 

1.   March 10, 2016   

 

a. Property Insurance Renewal (Guella) 

 

d. External Audit Services RFP Short5 Listed Vendor Presentations (Scott)  

 

G. New Business Item Referrals  

 

H. Adjournment 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:05 am. 
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RESOLUTION No. 2016-______ 

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE COMMERCIAL 

REVITALIZATION PROGRAM; TRANSFERRING AN 

APPROPRIATION OF $167,466 FROM THE GENERAL CIP 

FUND (3001) AWARD 81038 AND PROJECT 15006 TO 

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (3702609); 

TRANSFERRING AN APPROPRIATION OF $50,000 FROM 

THE SOUTH ST. PETERSBURG REDEVELOPMENT 

DISTRICT (1104) TO PLANNING & ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT (3702609); APPROVING A SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATION OF $217,466 FROM THE TRANSFERS TO  

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (3702609); 

ESTABLISHING THE COMMERCIAL REVITALIZATION 

PROGRAM IN THE PLANNING & ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT; AUTHORIZING THE 

MAYOR OR HIS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS 

TO EFFECTUATE THIS RESOLUTION; AND PROVIDING AN 

EFFECTIVE DATE. 

  WHEREAS, the Florida legislature has declared that it constitutes a public purpose 

to expend public funds for economic development activities, including improving local 

infrastructure and making grants to private enterprises for the expansion of businesses in the 

community or the attraction of new business to the community which serves a public purpose; and 

  WHEREAS, the Florida legislature has declared that the development, 

redevelopment, and revitalization of communities are public purposes for which public money 

may be granted; and 

  WHEREAS, the Florida legislature has declared that the elimination of blight in 

communities is a public purpose for which public funds may be expended; and 

  WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan cited lack 

of access to capital as a barrier to redevelopment in the South St. Petersburg Community 

Redevelopment Area (SSPCRA); and 

WHEREAS, Administration finds that lack of or access to capital also hinders 

development and redevelopment in other areas of St. Petersburg, including commercial corridors, 

that are outside of the downtown core, the Skyway Marina District, and the City’s Census Tracts 

that are eligible for the New Markets Tax Credit Program as defined by the attached Map; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Administration desires to provide a funding source to assist 

eligible applicants in developments that will provide visible improvements to a building or site, 

decrease commercial vacancy rates of the area, retain and create jobs, and/or create new 

commercial space; and  
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  WHEREAS, the Commercial Revitalization Program is being established by this 

Resolution; and 

  WHEREAS, the Commercial Revitalization Program will provide grant funding in 

award maximums of $25,000, $50,0000, and $100,000, to eligible projects approved by the Mayor, 

in accordance with the program guidelines, as may be amended; and  

  WHEREAS, the grant funding will serve the public purposes of increased economic 

development, improving local infrastructure, expansion of businesses, attraction of new 

businesses, elimination of blight, and the development, redevelopment, and revitalization of 

certain communities in St. Petersburg; and  

  WHEREAS, $50,000 was previous appropriated to Planning and Economic 

Development and will be used to implement the Commercial Revitalization Program. 

  NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. 

Petersburg, Florida, that this Council hereby establishes the Commercial Revitalization Program. 

  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, 

Florida that the following transfer from the General CIP Fund (3001), the VCTC Com. Park Fund 

Project 15006, Award 81038, to Planning and Economic Development (3702609) for Fiscal Year 

2016 is hereby approved: 

 

 General CIP Fund (3001) VCTC Com. Park Fund Project 15006 Award 81038 

  Transfer: Planning and Economic Development (3702609)         $167,466 

  

  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, 

Florida that the following transfer from the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment District (1104) 

to Planning and Economic Development (3702609) for Fiscal Year 2016 is hereby approved: 

 

 South St Petersburg Redevelopment District (1104) 

  Transfer: Planning and Economic Development (3702609)           $50,000 

   

  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, 

Florida that the following supplemental appropriation of $217,466 from the transfers of $217,466 

to Planning and Economic Development (3702609) for Fiscal Year 2016 is hereby approved: 

  

VCTC Project 15006/General Fund (0001)/Redevelopment District (1104) 

  Planning and Economic Development (3702609)                   $217,466 

 

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption. 
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Approvals: 

 

Legal: ________________________________ 

 

Budget: _______________________________ 

 

Administration: __________________________ 

00258235 

 

 



 

 

City of St. Petersburg 

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

Meeting of January 28, 2016 - 9:15 a.m. 

City Hall, Room 100 

 

 

Members and Alternates: Chair Steve Kornell, Vice-Chair Ed Montanari, Councilmember Jim 

Kennedy, Jr. Alternate: Council Chair Amy Foster. Absent: Councilmember Charlie Gerdes 

Others present: Councilmembers Karl Nurse, Darden Rice and Lisa Wheeler-Brown; Support 

Staff: Mike Vineyard, Park Operations Manager and primary; Jacqueline Kovilaritch, City 

Attorney, Mark Winn, Legal, Major Paul McWade, Police and Pat Beneby, Deputy City Clerk. 

 

1) Call to Order 9:15 A.M. 

2) Approval of Agenda  

a) Motion for approval by CM Kennedy. Unanimously Passed: 4-0. 

3) Approval of Minutes: 

a) January 14, 2016 – Motion for approval by CM Kennedy. Unanimously Passed: 4-0. 

4) New Business 

a) Noise Ordinance revisions 
i. CM Nurse gave brief history of how the issue came to the Committee approximately 

ten months ago after complaints from businesses, residents and visitors. 

ii. Mark Winn, Legal, provided a history of the standing noise ordinance and how it was 

initially implemented, issues with enforcement and success in court cases. He explained 

how the ordinance moved from measuring decibel levels to a measured distance from 

source and ability to hear. The ordinance revisions require businesses to direct speakers 

downward, towards clientele or if indoors, pointing inward.  CM Nurse and Mark Winn 

stated they have not received any negative feedback on the proposed ordinance 

amendments. 

iii. Discussion from the Committee included that this was a start and could be tweaked as 

necessary moving forward, an eventual return to the use of decibel meters and to 

achieve a balance between a vibrant downtown, businesses and residents. 

iv. CM Kennedy made a motion to forward the revised ordinance to Council for first reading. 

The motion passed unanimously. 
 

b) Marijuana Civil Citation Program Update 

i. Chair Kornell began by providing a brief overview of the initiative and minutes from a 

recent meeting held on January 7, 2016 which was organized and facilitated by Ken 

Burke, Clerk of the Court. He also reminded the committee that Council had already 

passed a resolution which was sent to Pinellas County Board of Commissioners 

outlining the City’s intent to move forward and encouraging the County to do same. 

ii. Mark Winn attended the Clerk’s meeting along with Sasha Lohn-McDermott, St. 

Petersburg Police. He provided his summary of the meeting and cautioned that the state 

has proposed legislation, the County is considering action, the County judicial system is 

considering a program and that the City may want to see what comes of those before 

moving forward too quickly. The City is not preempted from regulating this way and 

could impose lesser punishment than the state, but not more harsh. Concerns were 

expressed at the Clerk’s meeting that each municipality would draft an ordinance 



 

 

making it difficult for the Sheriff’s Office to interpret and enforce because they would 

be different. 

iii. Major Paul McWade, Police presented figures from the past year that included adult 

versus juvenile arrests and multiple charges resulting in an arrest for a small amount of 

marijuana. Major McWade stressed that officers need the ability to use their discretion 

in whether or not to issue a Notice to Appear or make an arrest. These actions 

sometimes lead to stronger community rapport and help solve larger drug issues. 

iv. CM Kennedy made a motion to monitor what the County is doing, request City Legal 

staff to draft an ordinance and bring back to the Committee for discussion. 

v. CM Rice felt the City should draft a strong ordinance and be present when reviewed as 

part of the discussion.   

vi. The motion was once again presented and passed unanimously. 

 

5) Upcoming Meetings 

a) February 11, 2016 – TBD 

b) February 25, 2016 – TBD 

6)   Adjournment 10:02 A.M. 



St. Petersburg Police Department

2015 Marijuana Possession Less Than 20 Grams Arrest Statistics

Table 1: 2015 Subjects Charged for Marijuana Possession of Less Than 20 Grams

Adults 984

Juveniles 147

Total 1,131

Table 2: Randomly Selected 2015 Adult Subjects Arrested and Taken Into Custody for Marijuana Possession of Less Than 20 Grams

Adult Cases Evaluated 67

Only One Charge for Marijuana 12

Table 3: 2015 Juveniles Taken Into Custody for Marijuana Possession of Less Than 20 Grams

Juveniles Taken to JAC for all Charges 62 (The remaining 85 juveniles were released with referrals).

Juveniles Taken to JAC with Additional Charges 44 (e.g., Arrested for auto theft and were also in possession  of Marijuana).

Juveniles Only Arrested for Marijuana 18 (Arrested and transported to JAC with only a Marijuana charge).

Prepared by the LEADS Unit 1/28/2016 1 of 1
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Civil Citation Task Force Meeting Notes 

January 7, 2016 

Michael Schmidt 

 

 (Meeting to Order – 2:03 P.M.) 

 Those Present: 

Ken Burke, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller, Pinellas County 

Don Barbee, Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller, Hernando County 

Bob Gualtieri, Pinellas County Sheriff 

Bernie McCabe, State Attorney 

Bob Dillinger, Public Defender 

Janet Long, County Commissioner 

Jewel White, Chief Assistant County Attorney 

Chief Daniel Slaughter, Clearwater Police Department 

Chief Kevin Riley, Kenneth City Police Department 

Captain Mike Darroch, Pinellas Park Police Department 

Chief Armand Boudreau, Treasure Island Police Department 

Lieutenant Jeff Wolfe, Belleair Police Department 

Gay Inskeep, Trial Court Administrator 

Sasha Lohn McDermott 

Mark Winn, City Attorney’s Office, St. Petersburg 

Craig Corry, Pinellas Schools Police 

Jeff Kronschnabl, St. Petersburg College 

Marcie Biddleman, Juvenile Welfare Board 

Karen Lamb, Administrative Assistant 

Mary Scott Hardwick, Intergovernmental Liaison 

Doyle Walsh, Assistant to Janet Clark 

Vanessa Castrogiovanni, Communications Coordinator 

Michael Schmidt, Board Reporter, Deputy Clerk 

Burke Good Afternoon, Everyone.  Welcome to the meeting.  Thank you for your interest and being 

here and accepting the invitation to be here.  My name’s Ken Burke.  I’m the Clerk of the 

Court.  Let me just give you some of the reasons why I asked you all to be here today.  Around 

the state, it seems like the civil citation movement is growing life a fire, just moving very 

quickly, and a lot of entities, whether they’re cities or counties, are adopting some type of civil 

citation program.  In looking at them, they’re going in many different directions with this.  

There is not a consistency in the way they’re approaching it.  Something tells 

me…Association, the counties, or the League of Cities is probably somewhat evangelizing this 

idea, and people are going back and saying, well, me too, let’s get onboard with this right 

away and pass something. 
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Burke And some of the things that have been passed, I don’t want to editorialize on other people’s 

ordinances or ways of doing things, probably the action came before the thought.  I think it 

was very wise of the City of St. Petersburg that when this came up that they deferred and said, 

well, let’s see if the County wants to do something countywide, kind of handed it off to the 

County, and I’m glad that Commissioner Long’s here today with us, and then the County is 

going to be taking a look at this in some type of workshop session.  I thought the date was set 

for March, but I just got an email from new Chairman Justice saying the date has not yet been 

established. 

Burke So I thought rather than the way some of these other entities have approached it with a very 

quick draw up an ordinance, let’s pass something, get it out there, and implement a program, 

and I’ll pick on Palm Beach like I did in the letter where it only deals with one topic and that 

small amount of marijuana possession, which can be a civil citation, pay a $100 fine, do a 

small amount of community service, and it’s over with.  And I equated my letter to the person 

sitting next to that person with the open can of Budweiser who is 19 years old who will go 

through the criminal court system.  How do we justify that?  I don’t know how they will in 

Palm Beach County and actually the Sheriff down there is reluctant to even implement the 

ordinance and maybe has good reason not to.  But he’s being criticized in the paper.  An 

editorial went in the paper against the Sheriff saying why isn’t he onboard on this?  Well, they 

probably didn’t ask enough opinion beforehand as to a program that meets everyone’s needs 

that takes all of these different factors into consideration before moving forward. 

Burke So, we are a self-appointed group.  We have no real authority other than the expertise that we 

bring to the table here, which I hope that when the BCC has a workshop session that they 

would respect any work product that we as a Task Force can submit.  They can totally discard 

it.  Something tells me with the quality of County Commissioners we have they don’t discard 

it based on the people sitting around this room right now and the expertise that you all bring to 

the table, I think they would welcome input from stakeholders who know about how the 

criminal justice system operates and all the factors that need to be taken into consideration 

when passing any type of ordinance or action or not pass an action in this regard.  So that’s the 

reason for the group.  Again, we have no formality.  The County Commission has not 

appointed us to serve on this or asked us to serve on this.  It was a self-appointed group to say 

let’s get together, talk about this issue, and see if we wish as a group to make a 

recommendation to the BCC or give various points that the BCC should consider in making 

any decision they want to make.  So that’s the purpose as I see it behind the group.  Before we 

go onto the introductions, does anyone have a question on our purpose here? 

Long Will we receive minutes from the meeting today?  I assume we will. 

Burke We like taking minutes as Clerk.  Mike is here from Board Records who take minutes at our 

BCC meetings and will be taking minutes and distributing here.  So we do have a record.  So 

that’s our task of work here. 

 (Introductions) 

Burke To get us educated on this topic, I’ve asked Don Barbee to join us.  Don, as he mentioned, is 

the Clerk from Hernando County.  Prior to being Clerk, Don served as an FBI agent and after 
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that he served as an Assistant State Attorney up in the Circuit that contains Hernando County.  

Don obviously is a lawyer.  Don has really immersed himself into this issue and has studied it.  

So has Sasha who may be batting cleanup here.  I asked Don to go over what other 

jurisdictions have done in the State of Florida, what the proposed legislation that Senator Evers 

is sponsoring, and now there’s a House companion bill that’s slightly different that’s being 

considered, and various options as far as from a legal perspective on the civil citation program.  

So I’m going to turn it over to you, Don. 

Barbee (PowerPoint Presentation – “Civil Citation” Programs in Florida) 

Ken, thanks for having me.  I appreciate being here, everybody.  I will try my best to hide – 

Mr. Burke is very good at not expressing his biases if he has them.  I am not so good after 20 

years in the law enforcement profession both as a decade as a prosecutor and then about 12 

years as a street cop and an FBI agent.  I will try my best to hide any biases that I have 

regarding these different things as we go forward and just provide you the best overview that I 

can. 

Barbee (Civil Citation) 

We’re calling this civil citation programs, which is part of the problem in and of itself.  That is 

a phrase that is leading people to believe different things about the programs.  We use that 

term for a variety of things in the criminal justice system.  Some of them are up there.  There 

are more than what’s just up there.  But most of law enforcement has been using them in the 

juvenile diversion program, calling them civil citations for a long time even though it’s really a 

diversionary program.  We use them for tobacco cases.  FWC uses them.  There are all kinds 

of different ways that we use that term civil citation.  So when newspapers come out and say 

this is a civil citation program, well, we need to look a little deeper than that and see really 

what this program is all about.  Is it a decriminalization program or is it a diversionary 

program?  And those are two different things, except in some counties where they’ve 

combined them into one. 

Barbee Broward and Miami-Dade actually have a program that is both a diversionary and, which we’ll 

talk about, but potentially diversionary as well as a decriminalization program.  So that’s the 

kind of stuff we’re going to talk about.  That’s just an overview.  But try to get beyond that 

phrase civil citation, because I think that’s what’s leading to a lot of the miscommunication.  

The ordinances that we’re going to talk about are the six that you see up there plus what’s 

going on in Leon.  There’s a seventh that I’m aware of that I could not find other than in the 

newspaper.  I didn’t want to use that.  The seventh is in the City of West Palm Beach, but I 

could not find that ordinance anywhere that I looked.  The newspapers have cited Fernandina 

Beach as having an ordinance.  They do not.  Their only ordinance is related to synthetic 

marijuana and other synthetic drugs.  It has nothing to do with real cannabis. 

Barbee So a lot of what we’re going to talk about, thanks to Sasha who did a lot of the legwork up 

front, so I owe her a lot for having the foundation of this set, and then we’re just going to keep 

going beyond that. 

Burke May I add, also, that there have been bunch of articles the last two months of counties and 

cities considering adopting, which have not yet, all over the state, small and large.  Volusia 
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County, not a very large county is considering an ordinance.  So this is not just a big urban 

county issue. 

Barbee (Cannabis) 

So when you are talking decriminalization versus diversion, decriminalization is easy.  You 

guys do that all the time.  The County Commission and the City Councils, they decide whether 

or not their ordinances are going to be criminal or civil.  Up in Hernando, all of our ordinances 

are civil.  We have no criminal arrests on ordinances in Hernando County.  So we don’t – in 

the State Attorney’s Office, law enforcement, they don’t even see the ordinance stuff.  But I 

know that’s different jurisdiction to jurisdiction.  Decriminalization happens all the time.  It’s 

not nearly as complicated as some of diversionary programs we’re going to talk about. 

Barbee So diversion right now – if you have familiarity with the criminal justice system and juveniles 

in particular, are familiar with the diversionary program that has been very successful in 

Florida and is used regularly.  We’re not going to really go into that.  We’re going to go into 

the newer stuff, which is the Leon County, what’s happening in Leon, and then Broward and 

Miami-Dade’s ordinances, which have a diversionary aspect to them, and then the 

decriminalization of basically of marijuana in the other counties. 

Barbee (Miami Gardens and Miami Beach) 

So let’s start out with, these two are identical.  Miami Gardens and Miami Beach are cut and 

paste with their ordinances.  So theirs is the easiest to understand.  Theirs is a straight 

decriminalization of marijuana and paraphernalia.  That’s it.  It does not go into any other 

criminal activity.  There is no diversion here.  All it is is law enforcement’s authority to instead 

of taking you to jail or giving you a Notice to Appear, I’m giving you a ticket for your 

possession of marijuana of less than 20 grams or paraphernalia.  That’s the end.  They’re 

calling it a Notice of Violation, kind of like the red light camera situations.  Because they’re 

not getting to the court house in these scenarios.  The police department is handling everything 

in both of these cities.  They are taking care of the administration of the program and the 

record keeping of the program.  The only thing they’re not doing is taking money across the 

counter, which is what Code Enforcement is doing.  So these are individual police agencies 

running these programs.  You can see the penalties up there.  We don’t need to get too deep 

into them.  I just wanted to provide this to you so you can see and have an idea.  In these two, 

it’s pay $100 or request a hearing within 10 days.  If neither, they send it to a special master 

who assesses it and records it as a lien.  That’s very commonplace I’m sure in many of your 

municipalities for code enforcement violations.  So if they don’t do anything, it goes on as a 

lien and that way we’ll hopefully pick it up through a– 

Burke To request a hearing within 10 days, is that with a city, municipal officer? 

Barbee Yes, a hired special magistrate, special master, whatever you want to call it. 

Barbee In these two scenarios, there is no maximum, no increased fines, no nothing.  It’s $100 each 

time.  In theory, you could get 100 of them.  It doesn’t say in the ordinance.  So it just creates 

an alternative, we’ll call it a punishment, for these two what were formally criminal acts.  They 

still can be criminal acts.  Law enforcement has the discretion in these two cities.  We’re going 

to talk about Hallandale Beach in a minute where they tried to take a little bit of discretion 
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away from law enforcement.  So in these two scenarios, totally law enforcement discretion.  

Just another alternative form, and it’s fairly clean as a process.  So this is what these two cities 

have accomplished.  Any questions about these two before we– 

McCabe How long have they been in effect? 

Barbee A couple months, November and October I believe. 

McCabe No indication of where the payment comes from? 

Barbee No.  None of them have any real history to report yet, except for Miami-Dade’s 

decriminalization program.  I know Sasha talked to them and so did I, and they are so far 

behind in getting the tickets onto the system that they couldn’t even really tell me a good 

parameter of how many people are paying and how many are not.  Because about 50 percent 

are on the books, and 50 percent are sitting on somebody’s desk.  So they’re struggling to keep 

up with this new program. 

McCabe That’s a good model. 

Barbee (Hallandale Beach) 

So if we move on up to Hallandale Beach.  This has been in place since August, a little more 

time, not a ton of use.  I guess it’s not a very big jurisdiction.  I’m not real familiar with it.  

Code enforcement collects the money, again.  The police department administers the program.  

They transferred a code enforcement employee to the police department to handle this process 

for them from an administrative perspective.  They don’t have any protocol in place yet, how 

to handle hearings.  They don’t have a special master hired yet.  In my conversations with 

them, they anticipate this being handled like code enforcement.  That’s what they told me.  

They do have a little bit of an escalated scale where your first and second offenses are $100 

and third and fourth are $250.  It is completely silent as to what happens on fifth, sixth, 

seventh, or eighth.  It doesn’t say.  I would assume that this is no longer an option at five, six, 

seven, and eight, but it doesn’t say that.  What is interesting about this, it’s called a resolution 

because they tacked it onto an existing ordinance.  They require the police department to use it.  

If the police department decides not to issue the citation, they have to articulate why they 

didn’t.  So that is an interesting little extra that they added in there.  I guess in your police 

report you would add that the guy was a jerk.  I’m not sure what you would put as to why you 

didn’t give him a citation.  But that is one of the aspects of it. 

Barbee So in all three of these cities, there is no centralized database for anything that law 

enforcement decides to do.  So each city, individually, is keeping their own records, how many 

times they’ve issued these citations, they’re not…they’re not in CCIS, they’re not anywhere.  

So only in that individual city.  So if they cross the line into another municipality, they will 

have no idea of how many that person has received in the other city, obviously, unless they 

make a phone call during business hours to find out how many times this citation has been 

issued.  So that is potentially a concern with the individual municipality ones that are going 

through the police departments by themselves. 

Barbee (Palm Beach County) 

Palm Beach County’s is more in line with a lot of other civil citations if you will that we 

handle in the criminal justice system.  This was just adopted.  So there’s not a lot to talk about 
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yet.  It applies only to cannabis less than 20 grams and paraphernalia again.  It does not go into 

some of the other misdemeanors that Broward and Miami-Dade do.  It’s two citations 

maximum, not an increase in the fine though.  It is $100 or 10 community service hours.  You 

get your choice if you are the defendant or the recipient in that case.  And it’s handled like any 

other what we in the Clerk’s Office call IN cases.  So all of your FWC stuff that comes over 

the counter, your tobacco stuff that comes over the counter in the Clerk’s Office, we call those 

IN cases.  That is the case type as opposed to MM, CF, or CT.  That’s how they’re handling 

these.  The plus side for that is they’re all going to be in CCIS.  So any of you can see at any 

time, any government agency that has access to CCIS, can see how many times across the 

State of Florida that they’ve received this infraction, this civil citation if you will. 

Barbee The Failure to Pay is handled just like all the other IN cases as well.  Right now, if we receive 

an IN case from a law enforcement agency, I’m assuming it’s the same in Pinellas, it’s typical, 

is it has a court date already, and the defendant has until that court date to pay or show up and 

fight it.  If the defendant doesn’t show up to fight it, nor does he pay during that period of 

time, then 99 percent, at least in my jurisdiction, the judge issues an order for the costs on the 

case that gets recorded as a lien against the defendant and we’re done.  Once in awhile, if it’s a 

repeat offender, he’ll issue an FTA for Failure to Appear for the guy who should have showed 

up in court that day.  But most of the time it’s just order for that amount of the fine.  So it goes 

on, that case is closed, and we’re all done. 

Barbee So Palm Beach, the difference in them, obviously, is the use of the Clerk’s Office and then the 

use of the availability of having a database like CCIS. 

Burke But also a very restricted ordinance as far as the one issue. 

Barbee Right.  Simply cannabis and paraphernalia – everyone we’ve talked about so far, that is 

cannabis and paraphernalia. 

Burke Let me ask a question on the first three.  We’re they for 18 and older or juveniles? 

Barbee To my recollection, they don’t indicate whether they are one or the other.  But since the 

juvenile diversion program would allow you to use that statute, you probably wouldn’t use the 

ordinance. 

Burke I think in Palm Beach it said 18 or over. 

Barbee Palm Beach was specifically adults. 

Burke I didn’t see the other ones. 

Long Did you say that in some of these other jurisdictions they were not processing the citations? 

Barbee The Clerk’s Office is not processing the citations.  The police department is. 

Long What is the central database for? 

Barbee The police department’s record keeping system would be there.  However the police 

department is maintaining their current records, that’s how they would keep them.  Code 

Enforcement is collecting the money and turning it over to the PD. 

Long So then can any other jurisdiction access that as well? 

Barbee Presumably, with the cooperation of that police department.  Then you get into all of the 
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security issues. 

Gualtieri …systems have to be linked and they’re not all linked. 

Long That’s what I thought.  In our county, don’t you handle all that stuff as the Clerk? 

Burke Well, yes.  Not municipal ordinance violations we don’t, which is basically what they’re 

doing.  Those are handled by the municipality.  In some cases we handle them.  I think like 

Clearwater we don’t…contract agreement with the – kind of like parking.  Same philosophy.  

If the city wants the Clerk to handle parking, we do.  If they want to handle it themselves, the 

cities handle it. 

Barbee (Broward County) 

Moving onto Broward County we start to get a little more complicated.  If we start with 

Broward County’s Decriminalization Program that’s the easy part.  It’s cannabis only again in 

Broward.  They don’t get into the others that Miami-Dade gets into.  Actually, it’s not even 

paraphernalia in Broward, which is interesting.  So if you have the marijuana, you can get a 

civil citation.  If you have the pot pipe, you’re going to jail.  So that’s what it says though.  For 

some reason within the ordinance, and this must be something specific to Broward, they 

appoint all law enforcement officers as code enforcement officers.  I am not aware of how that 

works, but that was something odd that I picked up on from that statute.   

Barbee They have a little bit more complicated eligibility criteria in Broward and Miami-Dade.  They 

are identical on the two.  They say that if the possession is part of the same criminal episode as 

a felony, domestic violence case, violent crime, or DUI.  So a guy gets arrested for DUI.  If he 

has marijuana on him this option if off the table.  You have to charge him with both.  That is 

not the case in the other four that we’ve talked about already.  So, in theory, the bad guy could 

be arrested for the DUI and then given a civil citation for the marijuana that was in his pocket 

at the time of the arrest.  So there is no prohibition against that in the first ones that we talked 

about, but in this one there is.  So to be eligible, the marijuana has to be separate and apart 

from one of those four things.  The guy has not previously failed the program.  So if he has 

failed through this program once before we’re not going to give him another bite at that apple.  

And you only get three shots.  They have a full paragraph of eligibility requirements that go 

into the Broward County version. 

White I am just going to offer up – You questioned the appointment as code enforcement officers.  I 

suspect that’s due to some of the statutes that govern how counties and also municipalities can 

enforce ordinances.  Many of those statutes require officers to be appointed code enforcement 

officers.  They may have had a belief that they needed to do that there.  Frankly, I think any 

law enforcement officer could write a citation for an ordinance, but that may have been their 

belief there. 

White In regard to Commissioner Long’s question, the municipalities in Miami that have this set up 

to go to the special master system, I assume that’s probably similar to for instance the 

County’s special magistrate system that we do divert many County ordinance violations to.  

For instance, if there was a system like this in Pinellas County and a citation of this manner 

was sent to the special magistrate, the only records that would be kept would be housed by the 

County’s Code Enforcement Department.  So it wouldn’t be something that law enforcement 
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officers would necessarily have access to while they’re out undertaking their normal course of 

business.  It could be obtained through a public records request, certainly, but it would not 

become part of a centralized database. 

Barbee So Broward’s, as we said, only cannabis.  The eligibility requirement is a little bit stricter.  The 

penalties are up there for you.  There are four different options for the recipient of the civil 

citation.  He can pay the fine within 30 days, appeal it within 10 days, do community service, 

and it says up there the first time is 8 or the second time is 16, or he can enter a drug treatment 

or educational program.  There is no definition of those that I’m aware of.  I’m not sure how 

they would be approved necessarily.  But those are the options available to an offender. 

Barbee On your third time through you have to do a drug screening similar to a DUI where you have 

to have the screening and then receive any necessary treatment.  The same holds true here that 

you’d have the screening plus the fine and the program afterwards on the third offense.  So 

those are the penalties, which I don’t know how important that stuff is to you. 

Barbee What is most interesting and complicated, in my opinion, about the Broward ordinance is what 

happens if you fail?  If you fail, it sways you are reported back to the agency that issued the 

citation for further action.  So, presumably, you are a police officer or a Sheriff’s deputy in 

Broward County and you issue this civil citation.  30/60 days go by and you get a notification 

that says, hey, this guy didn’t do what he was supposed to do.  Now what?  I guess they’re 

trying, just based on their proximity to Miami-Dade and what Miami-Dade did, that they’re 

trying to create a diversionary program attached to a decriminalization program.  As 20 years 

in law enforcement, I don’t know what I’m going to do on a marijuana case that comes back to 

me 60 days later after I already decided to give the guy a ticket.  I struggle with this. 

Barbee When we get to Miami-Dade we’ll talk more about it.  I see all kinds of criminal procedure 

issues that are created here, speedy issues and Miranda issues.   I think there are all kinds of 

things that are potentially problematic from this.  But there’s no direction.  So that law 

enforcement officer is going to receive this ticket back a month or two months down the road 

and go, here you go, and now you’re facing that case again, and you’re a road deputy.  What 

are you going to do with that ticket?  I think that’s what they’re doing is trying to create a 

diversionary program attached to their decriminalization program.  This statute would have 

been a whole lot cleaner if they had just stuck that end part and just let go at code enforcement 

if it was done, let it go to judgment lien. 

Barbee (Miami-Dade County) 

The most complex of all is Miami-Dade.  Miami-Dade started with a decriminalization 

program back in June.  This is the one that we were talking about where they’re backlogged 

with their tickets and trying to get these things onto the system.  The vast majority of people 

are actually paying and not asking for an appeal.  This one is far more comprehensive in the 

crimes that it is decriminalizing.  There are seven different misdemeanors included in the 

ordinance that you can take a look at.  It does include cannabis and paraphernalia.  Same 

eligibility as Broward.  So it’s got to be separate and apart from any violent crimes, felonies, 

domestic violence, or DUIs.  No maximum number.  So you just keep on going similar to 

Palm Beach that it was just $100, $100, $100. 
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Burke What are the seven misdemeanors? 

Gualtieri One of them is loitering and prowling? 

(?) Loitering and prowling? 

Gualtieri Yes.  It’s one of them.  So if you’ve got a guy that’s in the backyard all dressed in black and 

he’s got a pair of pliers in his hand– 

(?) Give him a ticket, man?  (Laughter) 

Barbee The seven are: 

Florida Littering Law 

Illegal Use of Dairy Cases and Egg Baskets 

Trespassing Other Than a Structure or Conveyance 

Retail Theft by Removal of a Shopping Cart 

Loitering and Prowling 

Possession of Cannabis Less Than 20 Grams 

Paraphernalia 

Barbee Not regular retail theft but retail theft by removal of a shopping cart. 

Darroch Was law enforcement involved in the formation of any of these? 

Barbee I know that Leon law enforcement was.  In their program we get to that one.  But other than 

theirs I don’t know. 

Gualtieri Yeah, but that’s not this. 

Barbee No, that’s totally different.  So Miami-Dade starts with decriminalization of these seven 

misdemeanors allowing for the law enforcement community to use the civil citation or the 

ticket as opposed to taking these people to jail and charging them with a criminal offense.  Just 

in November, Miami-Dade adds a diversionary aspect similar to Broward where it says these 

seven misdemeanors you can also, the person who receives the citation can elect to go into a 

diversionary program instead.  Now, they made it clear that the diversionary program is only 

allowed for those people that actually receive the civil citation.  So if you’re arrested for those 

seven things, you cannot go into diversion, which I’m glad they clarified that. 

Barbee The penalties are up there.  It’s $50 to get into the program.  Then it’s one day of community 

service.  It doesn’t say how many hours.  One day of community service for each of your times 

in the program up to three.  So on your third time you’ve got three days of community service 

plus the $50 to get in.  You can avoid the $50 by doing an extra day of community service or 

you can buy out your community service.  If you choose to buy out your community service.  

If you choose to buy out your community service, you don’t even need to come into the office.  

You can mail it in and just pay your whole thing right there in the office. 

Barbee (Miami-Dade – Post Diversion Procedures) 

What is so complex to me about the Miami-Dade diversionary aspect, not the 

decriminalization stuff, the diversionary aspect, is what happens in these cases if the offender 

successfully completes it?  Again, this is all run by the police department.  Miami-Dade PD 

runs this whole thing.  If they successfully complete, they send a Certificate of Completion to 
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the State Attorney for his or her approval.  I don’t know what that means 

McCabe It won’t mean anything here.  (Laughter) 

Barbee So my question is what if the State Attorney says no?  It doesn’t say.  It just says they sent it to 

the SAO for approval.  And then the arrest form, which I don’t even know what that is in a 

civil citation scenario.  I’m guessing a Probable Cause Affidavit was done, which is 

superfluous to the civil citation program.  But it says the arrest form and the certificate that is 

now signed by the State Attorney in theory goes to the Clerk.  The Clerk opens a criminal 

case, closes the criminal case under the No Pros and enters this PTD for the post something 

diversion program.  That’s what it says.  There’s no guidance yet.  Remember, this is 

November 2015.  I don’t know how that is going to work. 

Barbee If they’re unsuccessful and this is where I think there are all kinds of – it’s my opinion that 

there are going to be criminal procedure issues like crazy.  If they’re not successful in the 

diversion program, the arrest form goes to the Clerk.  So they’re going to send in theory a 

Probable Cause Affidavit.  Do you guys know of another arrest form?  That’s the only one I 

can think of.  So a PC Affidavit is going to come to the Clerk and this is quoted, who will be 

asked to proceed as quickly as possible with arrest charges as outlined in the Florida Rules of 

Criminal Procedure. 

Barbee The Clerk has no authority to start arrest charges.  So now that document is coming to the 

Clerk.  What the Clerk’s going to do is punt it and say, State Attorney, are you going to help?  

Law Enforcement, are you going to help?  Because we need either sworn– 

McCabe We are going to say, no. 

Barbee We need a sworn Notice to Appear from law enforcement.  We need a Probable Cause 

Affidavit on an arrested subject.  Or we need an information and a request for a summons from 

the State Attorney.  Those are the only ways we can start a criminal arrest.  We’re not going to 

start it based on this unsuccessful completion.  We don’t have any way to start it under the 

Rules of Criminal Procedure based on this procedure.  I’m assuming that there is a procedure 

that they’ve talked to State Attorney about in Miami-Dade.  Because I don’t know how this is 

going to work with law enforcement and the State Attorney at the end of the day with this 

diversionary aspect.  Now that everybody is confused, that is what is happening around the 

State of Florida so far in the ordinances that have been passed, which is I think one of the great 

reasons why Ken brought this group together was so hopefully you guys can all get out in front 

of this curve and see it coming the way it is obviously coming. 

Barbee So let’s talk just for a minute now that we’ve gotten into diversionary programs.  So all the 

early stuff was decriminalization.  Broward has that little piece that looks like diversion.  

Miami-Dade is clearly trying to implement diversion as part of the process here. 

Barbee (Leon/Tallahassee) 

Alright, now we can talk about Leon County, which is what presumably is the driving force or 

at least the model by which the current legislation that is pending was derived from.  Leon 

County and the City of Tallahassee have a pilot program run by a private entity called the Civil 

Citation Network.  There are 10 eligible misdemeanors in there including less than 20 grams 

and paraphernalia…Eligibility is 100 percent officer discretion.  There is no – that would be up 
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to Tallahassee PD or Leon SO or whatever it was.  There is no eligibility given in the program 

itself.  Here is what the company says.  Because the only documentation of this program other 

than there is a – from what I’ve been told, Tallahassee PD has an order, a standing order on it.  

But the only other documentation that’s public that I’ve found is this from the Civil Citation 

Network and what they’re calling their Implementation Guide for Leon County. 

Barbee It says the officer is supposed to investigate and determine if there is probably cause, then 

advise them of Miranda, obtain an admission, determine eligibility, offer diversion, and 

provide the pamphlet.  That’s what the officer is supposed to do.  At that point, if the officer 

determines that the person is eligible, they give them basically the civil citation and they get 

seven days to come into the provider, which is this private company and set up their 

personalized program.  That includes fees and educational components.  Typical stuff that 

would be conditions of probation is stuff that the company will offer like shoplifting classes, 

drug treatment, or whatever it may be.  So that’s how the program works.  They have several 

different little quotations from different law enforcement entities and officers that say that it’s 

working to some degree. 

Burke So let me ask you on this – so the records within this private entity, are they subject to public 

records disclosure? 

Barbee I would ask one of the…lawyers to help you with that one. 

White They certainly should be. 

Barbee Because they are contracting with the entity. 

White They are now performing a governmental function that would otherwise be performed by the 

government.  So, yes, absolutely, I believe they would be. 

Burke I’ll go to the Jameis Winston.  If you go to this private company, would they give you those 

records? 

McCabe If they have them.  They may have a protocol that says once Jameis finished that community 

service he did, they could destroy everything.  So we have no records to meet your request. 

White To the extent that they are public records, they should be abiding by the same retention 

schedule. 

Burke I would think the same record retention period we would have.  It doesn’t seem like they do.  

That is my reason for asking the question. 

White I think it would be similar to the red light cameras. 

Burke Just so you all know there are these put out by the Civil Citation Network, the private not-for-

profit who has a lobbyist.  (Laughter) 

Long That’s an oxymoron. 

Burke So these are like 20 some pages long.  I’d be glad to email these in the interest of not wasting 

paper for people who don’t want them.  If anyone does want these to read, let me know and I’ll 

be glad to send them to you.  But I purposely didn’t print them out because I didn’t want to 

waste paper.  It’s a lot of printing. 

Barbee So this process that is in place now and has been since 2013 when this program was kicked 
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off.  My first question, and hopefully somebody in the room who is smarter than me can 

answer this, is how is this legal?  There is no ordinance.  There is no resolution.  There is 

simply an agreement between a law enforcement entity and a private contractor to take on 

these cases. 

Gualtieri You don’t need it.  It’s discretion.  It’s just like anything else.  As you know, law enforcement 

every day comes across people and uses discretion.  There are people we just don’t charge. 

Barbee But then couldn’t you say then if this is legal, if I run a small police department, couldn’t I say, 

hey, you know what, I’m not going to take you to jail.  Come on into my office.  (McCabe: 

Give me $100.)  Give me $50 for the program. 

Gualtieri Well, that’s not going to happen.  I mean– 

McCabe It happened in Georgia for years. 

Gualtieri The State Attorney here even before it was in statute for many years ran the PTI, Pretrial 

Intervention Program.  This is no different than that.  This is no different than a Pretrial 

Intervention Program except there is no record.  You’re not charging. 

McCabe With PTI there was a charge…Well, I told the guy that I wasn’t interested unless they had the 

legal authority to do it. 

Gualtieri I know.  You caused this.  (Laughter) 

Burke Don, why don’t you finish up your presentation?  The Sheriff will be going next with his 

presentation. 

Barbee (Leon County – Post Diversion Procedures) 

So in the Leon County system what happens?  If the person successfully completes the 

program from the private entity, then reports that successful completion to the law 

enforcement officer who does a supplement to the report and it’s closed.  If he’s unsuccessful, 

they report to the law enforcement officer who then is supposed to go either try to issue an 

NTA or then apply for an arrest warrant if the person is unsuccessful.  Again, just a prosecutor 

for so many years, I see all kinds of criminal procedure issues.  Now I think the Civil Citation 

Network guy is now a witness in my criminal case and I’m calling him.  Because anything this 

guy said to him over the course of this I’m going to try to get in.  So I think there are a variety 

of potential– 

Darroch Not to mention time constraints. 

Barbee Oh, my goodness, yes.  The speedy issue.  I don’t know how you’re getting around the speedy 

issue.  Maybe he’s going to waive, but it’s going to be an uncounseled waiver if he does 

waive. 

Burke In Leon County, how’s unsuccessful defined? 

Barbee Didn’t do what the vendor wants him to do.  The vendor has the ultimate authority to say did 

they successfully complete or not successfully complete.  These are the two things that happen 

based on CCN’s determination. 

Burke Getting back to Mr. McCabe’s type of question.  Since this program has been around awhile, 

do we know how many successful and unsuccessful cases are in there? 
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Barbee I do not know that. 

McCabe The only number I ever heard was my colleague up there was moaning that over a period of a 

year it cost many thousands of dollars to his office budget.  Because of the thieves that are 

otherwise collecting on misdemeanor cases are all going to the vendor now instead of to the 

court, the Public Defender, and the State Attorney.  Since the Legislature decided that cash 

register justice was a good way to fund the criminal justice system.  So the private vendor now 

is diverting those fees to its group and not to the courts. 

Gualtieri If you call Greg Frost with the Civil Citation Network, I saw a presentation he did last month; 

they claim to have very high success rates and very low recidivism rates.  They have numbers.  

They do have them.  They claim that it is extremely successful as far as the people who 

successfully complete it.  And those who do complete it have extremely low recidivism. 

Darroch Is the law enforcement agency…in Leon County? 

Gualtieri Every one of them.  They all participated. 

Darroch They are basically washing their hands when they push this off? 

Gualtieri Correct. 

Barbee I wonder how they’re checking recidivism.  Are they getting access to criminal histories? 

Gualtieri I don’t know. 

McCabe The guy didn’t violate within two weeks or something. 

Gualtieri A lot of this is misdemeanor.  It’s minor stuff that nobody is getting that complicated with it. 

They’re just kind of doing it.  I don’t know the answer. 

Burke I guess, also, though, Sheriff, how do you define success? 

Gualtieri They define success – Because what these people are doing is they have a screening 

instrument.  They have an intake.  It’s a risk assessment tool that they use that they’ve 

developed.  They go through the risk assessment tool as part of what the vendor does.  Then 

based on that they assign certain things a person has to do.  It could be anything from anger 

management to community service to an anti-theft program to whatever it is.  So whatever 

they assign, program completion or community service, that’s how they define it.  If you 

complete what they’ve assigned you to do. 

Barbee So moving on from Leon.  I guess that this is why this legislation is now here.  If there are 

concerns about legality or not, whether this is legal or not, because now there is legislation as 

Ken mentioned in both the House and the Senate regarding these pre-arrest diversion 

programs.  Now the only pure one that we’ve talked about today, the only pure diversion 

program that we’ve talked about is Leon.  So in Miami-Dade and Broward it’s an add-on to 

the decriminalization part.  So this statute would allow for any local community and public 

and private educational institutions, which I would assume CCN would consider themselves at 

this point, can create a pre-arrest diversion program should this legislation pass.  This is what 

they call the Evers Bill. 

Barbee The eligibility is it has to be an enumerated misdemeanor offense.  It’s on the list.  I think there 

are 10 on there.  They have to admit.  There has to be no criminal history.  And there has to be 
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no objection from the victim if there is a victim involved in the crime.  According to the 

legislation, if they’re successful, there is no criminal history and the case is closed just like the 

Leon County program that’s in place.  If they’re unsuccessful, the legislation says that the law 

enforcement shall criminally charge – I think that’s probably poor verbiage, but it says shall 

criminally charge the defendant and refer the case to the State Attorney’s Office.  Again, the 

criminal procedure is just one of the concerns that the legislation has. 

Barbee (House Bill) 

The House Bill has slightly different language.  But for our purposes I think it’s the same.  

But, again, it’s trying to create an authority for these pre-arrest diversion programs anywhere. 

Barbee (Potential Concerns) 

There are several concerns with this.  One is the consistence that we’ve already talked about.  

So in a county like Pinellas County you have 25 plus different programs here.  So as you travel 

around, a defendant could have multiple different consequences all over for the same offense.  

The record keeping issues that we talked about already where there is no, except in the Palm 

Beach scenario but that was decriminalization, in this case there is no centralized record 

keeping system that an officer could check or that the State Attorney can check or that 

anybody can check.  Because there is no requirement that they be kept at any state level.  They 

can be kept by a local, private, in some cases, entity. 

Barbee Program oversight.  There is nothing in the statute about program oversight.  This is in the 

House bill.  In the Senate bill there is nothing about program oversight.  In the House bill 

there’s a steering committee that’s supposed to be created to help with some oversight.  

Obviously, there’s a loss of state revenue issue here.  As Mr. McCabe pointed out, our system 

is funded on the users that come into the system.  The people who are most likely to pay are 

the people that these diversionary programs are going to pick up.  So your first and second 

time offenders are the ones who pay their misdemeanor fines, their marijuana fines, the 

cannabis fines.  Fifth, sixth, seventh time through the system, those are going on somebody’s 

lien.  They’re not getting paid or the guy is spending time serving in jail.  Those revenues are 

not Clerk revenues necessarily.  Just as an example.  For those of you who don’t know, your 

misdemeanor marijuana case goes to nine or ten different places, including courts, police 

department, county commission, the city, all those buckets get divvied up on a simple 

misdemeanor marijuana case that are going to be diverted from the system.  So I don’t know 

what the fiscal impact, but there will be certainly a fiscal impact the more this is used as 

opposed to the court system for these cases. 

Barbee (Beyond Cannabis) 

The only other issue that Ken asked me to touch on real quick is because so many of these are 

cannabis only, could Pinellas County decide to go beyond cannabis and go in the Miami-Dade 

direction?  You can go anywhere you want unless it’s preempted by state law.  So the local 

municipalities and counties are authorized to create laws pretty much of anything they want 

except for a very specific list of crimes or subject matters that are preempted by state law.  The 

most common is traffic offenses.  For those of you who have red light cameras, you know that 

is what happened on those.  The state went in and preempted it by passing, that’s other 

subsection 316.  The firearm related offenses are preempted, fish and wildlife, and obscenity 
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stuff.  You could take this pretty broadly should this be the policy decision that is made by the 

policy makers.  Thankfully, as Clerk, we don’t make policy.  So that’s all I’ve got. 

Burke Great.  Don, thank you for that presentation.  It was very informative.  I’ll turn it over to the 

Sheriff 

Gualtieri A couple of things from a law enforcement perspective, my perspective, are that the 

ordinances that create the civil infraction are a huge problem and not the way to go at all.  

First, I think most of the law enforcement people know but what everybody should know is 

what you’re talking about here when you’re talking about 20 grams of marijuana is probably 

around 35 marijuana cigarettes.  You’re not talking about one or two.  If you figure that a joint 

probably has between .5 to .75 grams in a joint, for somebody to have up to 20 grams, they 

could have up to about 35 marijuana cigarettes.  So you create this environment under this 

ordinance where anything less than 20 grams of marijuana gets you this civil infraction.  I 

agree with Don. 

Gualtieri They totally mess this up by using this interchangeable term of civil citation, which confuses 

everybody all the time.  So they create this civil infraction scheme.  You’ve got a kid who is 

on St. Pete Beach and you’ve got a 19-year-old with a can of Budweiser in his hand.  That’s a 

minor in possession.  He goes to jail and gets a criminal NTA.  But if you exchange the can  of 

Budweiser for 35 marijuana cigarettes, then he gets this $100 ticket but he never has to pay 

and nobody cares and that the worst thing that ever happens to him is he gets a lien against him 

and he can 1,000 of them and never pay the lien.  There are all kinds of problems with that. 

Gualtieri Some other problems with it are it creates – I think the entities that are doing are trying to 

create an opportunity, if you will, for especially young people.  So that they don’t get these 

charges on their record that will affect them from getting jobs, getting into the military, etc., 

which is good.  It’s the right thing to do.  I think it’s the wrong mechanism in how they’re 

trying to do it.  Because you create a situation in different counties; take Pinellas County as an 

example.  Let’s say hypothetically the County Commission passed such an ordinance.  It’s got 

to be done in an opt-out way.  If any of the cities opted out, that really creates an unequal and 

imbalanced playing field.   

Gualtieri Because you’ve got somebody who lives in Clearwater and drives to Largo, and in Clearwater 

it’s a civil $100 infraction, but Largo opted out of it and then you go to jail.  If you’re on Gulf 

to Bay and Clearwater’s got it and Clearwater has it, if you get stopped by an FHP trooper or 

you’re lucky to get stopped by the guy in blue you get a $100 ticket.  You get stopped by the 

guy in brown, you go to jail.  It’s not the way.  It’s completely unequal.  Then if you get 

somebody who lives in Tarpon Springs and they made the decision I’m okay driving around 

with my 35 marijuana cigarettes.  The worst thing that’s going to happen to me is I’ll get a 

$100 ticket.  I’ve made that conscious decision.  But if while I’m driving around I decide to go 

Home Depot up in Holiday.  That crops into Pasco County.  They don’t have this.  And so now 

you get stopped by Pasco County deputy, you’re going to jail. 

Gualtieri There are too many situations I think that are problematic.  If it is going to be decriminalized it 

should be addressed by the State Legislature on a statewide basis that creates a level playing 

field across the state.  But the reality is the State Legislature, in my view, won’t ever address 
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this.  That’s why these municipalities and counties have done what they have done out of 

frustration with the state not willing to address the issue.  So there are all kinds of issues with, 

in addition to the ones that you mentioned, all kinds of issues from an enforcement perspective 

and a level playing field and a fairness perspective as it relates to creating a civil infraction 

program.  Again, not the least of which is the difference between a minor in possession of 

alcohol and some other crimes even.  So I don’t think it’s the way to go. 

Gualtieri The civil citation program like Leon County has, which is a diversion program, might be the 

way to go if it’s set up properly.  You mentioned how people get into it.  Well, I can tell you 

that the fee that the Civil Citation Network charges is $400 to participate in that program.  

That’s the fee they charge.  So if you get the referral to their program, part of the success, 

because you’ve got to not only do the courses, the programs, and the community service, you 

have to pay that $400 fee. 

Burke Bob, is there an indigency out on that? 

Gualtieri I don’t know the details of it.  I’ve been told not total indigency on it.  But they will “work 

with you.”  I ask what does “work with you” mean.  They don’t have an answer for that. 

McCabe They’ll take what you’ve got. 

Gualtieri They’ll take what you’ve got, I guess.  I don’t know.  So $400 is pretty steep to me to 

participate in a program like that. 

Gualtieri I also am concerned in any of these that the amount that we’re talking about here of 20 grams 

to me is more than just a couple joints.  It’s more than just personal use.  You can have a lot 

with really impunity because there is no consequence for not paying.  If we wanted to do 

something that is meaningful and getting back to the public records issue, what everybody is 

trying to avoid and I too am trying to avoid and agree with is that a 19-year-old who might 

have one or two marijuana cigarettes who then gets that criminal charge gets booked into the 

jail and then a year later is trying to get a job someplace and an employer is doing a search.  

Well, the reality is employers are not going to do a public records request to the Civil Citation 

Network to try to find out if this guy has ever been through – no, they’re going to do it through 

the FDLE website.  They’re going to do an FCIC (Florida Crime Information Center) search. 

Gualtieri So that’s why I don’t think that’s a big deal within the Civil Citation Network that these people 

keep these records.  Diversion programs have records…Just like what we operate here with the 

juvenile diversion programs.  We operate here in Pinellas County probably one of the longest 

standing and most successful juvenile diversion programs in the state.  There are tons of kids 

that go through it.  But there is no JJIS, Juvenile Justice Information System record of it.  We 

have a record in police reports.  But nobody is going around to all of the different police 

departments and doing public records requests to see if Joey Smith at 15 years old is the 

subject of any police reports. 

Burke Aren’t those exempt by law? 

Gualtieri Yes.  They would be.  It depends upon the case.  Mostly it would be for the juveniles.  The 

point is that there is no index that anybody is checking…So if we are going to do something, a 

diversion program in my view is a better way to go and stay away from this…creating these 

civil infractions.  I think the ordinance civil infraction route is just filled with problems and we 
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should totally stay away from it.  We can accomplish the same thing in a better way with some 

type of a diversion program 

Burke Mr. McCabe? 

McCabe I think it’s a misnomer anyway.  There’s nothing civil about it. 

Gualtieri No. 

McCabe Calling it a civil citation.  That’s like saying a duck is a person.  You’ve got a crime.  It’s in 

the books.  You’re diverting.  That’s what you’re doing.  Call it a diversion program, pre-arrest 

diversion.  Put any tag on it you want.  I think there has to be mandates in it.  Just as we’re 

worried about Belleair versus Clearwater versus Largo and how their officers all react, how 

about the individual officer reacting to different segments of the community.  I think you know 

where I’m going there.  There is a certain inherent risk that bias will be raised after a period of 

time as well.  I think there needs to be some sort of mandate that if we’re going to do 

something like this that certain circumstances this is the way you go.  I think also there is a 

misconception out there that police officers are arresting a whole bunch of people for 

standalone misdemeanor marijuana offenses.  Those are not filling the jailhouse.  Those are 

usually ancillary to being arrested for something else, breaking into a house, robbing a bank, 

or whatever and they’ve got pot in their pocket or a DUI and they’ve got pot in their pocket.  

There are some.  But it’s not overwhelming the jail of people getting caught with 35 joints.  

Something else drew the attention of the officer to them and got them in trouble. 

McCabe So I agree with the Sheriff, if we’re going do something, it needs to be done in a well thought 

out way, not stream of consciousness as these other ordinances appear to be.  That somebody 

just sat down one night over a whole bunch of booze and decided to write some crazy law.  

There needs to be consideration of all these factors into it to make it work right.  Leon County, 

it is totally discretionary with the officer.  You’ve got to have some money in your pocket or 

you’re not eligible.  And whatever money is collected goes to the private vendor.  I am 

philosophically against that part of it in any event.  If we’re going to do something – we’ve got 

the Sheriff’s Office running our County Court Probation System here.  I won’t speak for him, 

but I presume he could find a way to work this into that.  But it needs to be well thought out. 

Burke And, Mr. McCabe, I think one of the reasons with the Sheriff, too, we have an operation that’s 

non-profit who is really – they’re calling it the Civil Citation Network.  And they’re going 

around and proselytizing this around this state.  So I think it’s hard to argue with a public 

relations firm that keeps calling itself things.  So I think that education on our part to policy 

makers that it’s really a diversion program.  And this is a very poorly named thing but we’re 

fighting a group that has this out there already in a big way and is obviously – all the articles 

say civil citation.  So they’ve done a good job at contacting the press and letting them know 

this is the name given to this program even though it makes no sense. 

McCabe Well, it’s a term of ours in Florida.  They tried to say the juvenile situation is civil citations.  

But it’s not.  It’s pre-arrest diversion.  So it’s already in our nomenclature that we’re using that 

term but not appropriately I don’t think. 

Burke Yes. 
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Darroch Well, I think when we started the civil citation program these forms were for the possession of 

tobacco.  That’s what we were using them for.  They were muchly done by the school folks.  

We didn’t have cops going out…everybody for possession of cigarettes.  It was done by the 

SROs and folks like that.  And then they’ve added in sexting now.  That wonderful change in 

the statute that they came out with.  But they’re trying to fit a square peg into a round hole. 

Burke Right. 

McCabe Well, those are denominated in statute as civil citations. 

Gualtieri To bring it full circle.  The Red Cross…retired captain who now…he’s the one that runs the 

Civil Citation Network.  They already approach Operation PAR here in Pinellas County.  So 

they came to see me last year and made their pitch about it.  They already have PAR lined up 

to be the provider (McCabe: Sure did.) of this.  So I listened to what they had to say and I said, 

one, is I’ll never agree to participate in it unless everybody in Pinellas County is participating 

in it.  Because I’m not going to have an unequal and uneven playing field where you’ve got 

somebody in St. Petersburg that doesn’t get and somebody north of 38th Avenue that does, etc.  

So it’s got to be countywide or I’m not doing it.  Number two is you’ve got to have the 

concurrence of all the stakeholders.  So there next stop was to see the State Attorney.  There 

was legitimate concern raised.  They called me back, came back, and they said I shared the 

concerns that he has.  I don’t believe they didn’t come back again.  Once they talked to me and 

they talked to the State Attorney, I don’t believe whether they’d come back and pitch… 

McCabe I think they talked to Tony Holloway.  He said the same thing that we said. 

Gualtieri So we’re all on the same page with it.  They haven’t come back since last year. 

Burke Bob, let me ask you a question both as Sheriff and you’re an attorney.  Can any ordinance, and 

I don’t mean this as a conflict thing, Janet, in any way, can any ordinance that the County pass 

force the hand of the Sheriff?  I mean, there is a state law that says…I kind of got a little bit 

disturbing letter from our Chairman of the County Commission and I’m sure it was written by 

someone else.  But this has to be a cooperative effort or it’s not going to work. 

Gualtieri To answer your question, the way I understand your question, is this.  Let’s say the County 

Commission says, okay, we’re going to pass an ordinance similar to Miami-Dade or one these 

that creates a civil offense for possession of marijuana less than 20 grams.  I could, I want to 

make sure I’m clear with this because I’m not saying I would, but I clearly could, I could tell 

the deputies you will not enforce that period.  You will use state statute and put everybody in 

jail.  They can’t tell me what to do…Is that your question? 

Burke Yes. 

Gualtieri Yes.  They can’t do that. 

Burke I just want to emphasize that is one of the reasons here is that there has be cooperation here for 

the ordinance to go into effect.  Because that’s what’s happening in Palm Beach County.  You 

have an ordinance which passed, which the Sheriff I guess was not part of.  He probably has 

concerns and has basically said I’m not enforcing that ordinance. 

Gualtieri And he doesn’t have to. 
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Burke And he doesn’t have to.  Not that we want that in Pinellas.  We’re trying to avoid that 

happening in Pinellas. 

McCabe Well, historically, if something’s a good idea, the Chiefs in Pinellas generally band together 

and support it.  If it’s not, they don’t. 

Burke Sasha (McDermott), who is the legal counsel for the St. Petersburg Police Department, she has 

immersed herself into this because of obviously the interest of St. Petersburg initiating this 

idea in Pinellas County.  Sasha, I know the Sheriff has spoken and Don Barbee has spoken.  

What would you like to add to our conversation? 

McDermott Really, all the things that you all covered are the things that we’ve been talking about.  Our 

recommendations were three and you all covered those, which are equitable treatment 

throughout the county…as the Sheriff said make sure that there is the same treatment as you’re 

driving north and south.  Our second one, we haven’t really talked about is we talked about 

funding being removed from the public sector to the private sector.  But we would like to see 

that…a lot of times these programs are created and they’re unfunded.  A lot of times that 

burden falls on various police departments…So we’d like to see some movement in money 

that was for this passed. 

McDermott Then, finally…Defense attorneys are starting to tell their clients you don’t have to pay that.  It 

will just get filed.  Don’t worry about it.  Nothing is going to happen with it.  So we 

recommended that if a relevant legislative…to address that, they would address the issue of 

unenforceable fines…Those were our three. 

Burke Don’t suggest suspension of driver’s license.  That’s not very popular any more. 

Burke Gay (Inskeep), I know the court stays out of any type of political type of matter.  I appreciate 

you being here.  That is why we asked you to be here and not any judges because of the nature 

of what we’re trying to craft here.  From the court’s perspective, what concerns should this 

task force be considering as far as that would impact you all? 

Inskeep No, I don’t have any concerns.  I had the same thought that Mr. McCabe and Sheriff Gualtieri 

had.  We already run a successful juvenile diversion program.  Let’s stick with what we know 

and just make it apply for adults.  I think the only difference really…this legislation is I don’t 

think we require – I don’t think of the victim objection would preclude somebody participating 

in our juvenile programs.  But other than that it’s similar. 

McCabe Well, the thing about victim objection – the categories of offenses that they talked about are 

victimless crimes.  So I don’t know what victim crimes they’re talking about unless it’s petty 

theft. 

Burke Mr. Dillinger, I was going to call on you next, Bob, to talk about from your angle. 

Dillinger I’m certainly in favor of whatever we can so that minor offenses don’t impact people down the 

road.  I don’t know that these things are really that functional from my perspective.  But what I 

would like to see if we’re going to do this, we’re looking at more than 1,000 arrests a year out 

of St. Petersburg for open containers, which to me is an incredible waste of money and time 

and accomplishes nothing.  Right behind them is Clearwater.  Nobody else pretty much is 

doing it.  That’s three or four a day going into the county jail who plea to get time served and a 
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fine that’s never going to be collected.  So when we start talking collections of fines, I’m 

concerned.  When we used to do the default calendar, which was illegal for years and years. 

(Burke: An editorial there.) I just think we need to have a comprehensive approach.  I 

understand the pot and paraphernalia.  But these open container arrests that come primarily out 

of St. Petersburg and secondarily Clearwater are a huge impact on our system. 

Dillinger Safe Harbor is sitting there and the officers aren’t using it.  It’s just not right.  So that’s a little 

bit different take on it.  I go to Pasco County and there’s no open container criminal offense.  

Up in Hernando, which I’m a resident also of Hernando, there’s no open container.  And here 

we’re getting over 1,000 arrests from one police agency in Pinellas on open containers.  So I 

would hope that if we’re going to do something comprehensive, and I agree we need to do 

what we already do, that juvenile diversion program is the model, and I think if we can do 

something to implement it, whether it’s to get the Legislature to give us more power to seal 

records or expunge records, so that the system can work that we cannot let those people be 

impacted down the road on a minor offense, particularly when they were young or they were 

in college and they were in possession of alcohol by a minor, those types of things.  So I would 

just hope we do something comprehensive and well thought out and follow what we have as a 

successful model. 

Burke Good thoughts.  Jeff, you come from a different perspective here.  Do you have anything you 

would like to add? 

Jeff K. Well, I’m smart enough to include…Hillsborough County and they have a pre-arrest diversion 

program…They have civil citations in place for various offenses like… 

Burke Which of those? 

 (various speakers – inaudible) 

Burke Dr. Biddleman, do you have any thoughts or concerns or reactions to what has been said here 

today? 

Biddleman Other than being extremely naïve about the whole process, what purpose would be served?  It 

appears to be... 

Burke What is trying to be achieved is what Mr. Dillinger said, is to give people a chance who have 

committed a minor offense to not have a criminal record.  That’s the main purpose behind 

whatever this program is called.  I didn’t mean to interrupt you but I just wanted to clarify. 

Gualtieri In 2015…you’re talking about 1,000 open containers.  So in Pinellas County in calendar year 

2015, there were 7,700 people, I’m not saying individuals, 7,700 charges of misdemeanor 

possession of marijuana.  It’s a combination of booked into the jail and NTAs.  So that’s what 

we’re looking at. 

McCabe How many are standalone? 

Gualtieri 3,900. 

Burke Commissioner, do you know what an NTA is?  That means when…arrest, they get a notice to 

appear.  That’s at the officer’s discretion?  Is that correct, Bob? 

Gualtieri Yes, with criteria.  In the statute it gives criteria.  You apply the criteria and you make a 
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determination.  Say somebody has marijuana.  You can either physically arrest them or you 

can give them a Notice to Appear, which is you don’t go to jail.  You show up in court at a 

later time. 

Burke Obviously, that saves the system money because booking costs are, how much for booking? 

Gualtieri It is $126 a day to house somebody. 

Long So were the 7,700 charges all notices to appear? 

Gualtieri No. 

Burke No. 

Long They actually were booked into the jail? 

Gualtieri Here is the breakdown.  During 2015, there were a total of 7,702 misdemeanor marijuana 

charges.  Of those – (Burke:  Are those standalone charges?) Just that, no other issue.  A total 

of 7,702 misdemeanor marijuana charges.  So 7,702.  Of that 3,894 were standalone marijuana 

charges for misdemeanor booked into the county jail.  Of that 7,702 – 1,820 were not booked 

into the jail at all and they were notices to appear.  The next category is 1,989 that were 

booked into the county jail but there was a companion charge to it like a warrant or something 

else. 

Burke What the Sheriff just said, especially for you, Commissioner, it is very important to know the 

perspective of why what that charge is about.  Is it affiliated with something else?  Is it part of 

some other incident?  Is there a warrant out there?  Is this the third time? 

Gualtieri You don’t know.  But there are other factors that come into play with that.  So if you break it 

down by percentage of the 7,702 about 50 percent are physically arrested with no other 

companion charge, about 23 percent get a notice to appear, and about 25 percent are booked 

into the jail but there’s a companion charge.  Then you’ve got to get deeper into that 50 

percent.  In that 50 percent you may have a whole bunch that are eligible for an NTA for a 

whole variety of reasons.  You might have a whole bunch that have some kind of an attitude 

problem, etc.  You’ve got other factors.  So on the surface it looks like a bunch of people are 

booked into the jail.  But you’ve got to get deeper into it to see what exactly it is.  I know 

Chief Slaughter and I have had this conversation to try and get the numbers higher on the 

NTAs and lower on the physical arrests.  That dovetails into all of this.  But if we did have an 

adult diversion program, what’s important to know is what we would be considering and not 

everybody would be eligible.  But from a volume standpoint you’re talking about close to 

8,000 cases a year.  Plus if you did the 1,000 open containers from St. Petersburg.  Plus let’s 

say if you did minor possession of alcohol and other things.  My whole point is, and like the 

State Attorney said, I’d be willing to take it on countywide.  I’d be willing to do it and do a 

diversion program and run it through our misdemeanor probation and take it on.  But my point 

is when you’re talking probably somewhere in excess of 10,000 cases, it’s going to require 

some resources.  I can’t do it with existing staff.  I don’t think it would be super expensive but, 

with that volume of 10,000, it’s not something you could with existing staff. 

Burke Who else in the room would like to make comments?  Yes, Sir? 

Slaughter (Difficult to hear Chief Slaughter’s comments)  I would like to respond to a few things.  From 
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my perspective, a lot of these…another avenue to try to decriminalize marijuana…I’m 

philosophically opposed to decriminalizing something that…However, I am extremely 

supportive of diversion, not only in its current form but in an expanded form….I think as the 

Sheriff alluded to in some of our conversations, I am extremely concerned an feel that at least 

from our side of the…that we can do a better job of utilizing the NTA process… 

Slaughter I’m not so sure I buy the argument that people are labeled for life…because I’ve hired people 

that have misdemeanor…I’m not so sure that there is this large group of people unfit for labor 

based on that particular…I can tell you that my officers are committed to trying to take full 

advantage of Safe Harbor.  There is an element of the process in dealing with open containers 

and the homeless population where some will flat our refuse to go to Safe Harbor and leave us 

with limited options… 

Slaughter From my perspective, I think the most advantageous position to take is whether it’s considered 

expansion…is the most logical option… 

Burke Good comments.  Who else? 

Riley (Inaudible) 

Darroch May I ask a question, Sheriff?  Is medical marijuana… 

Gualtieri It’s not going to come through the Legislature I don’t think.  I think it will be a ballot 

referendum in 2016.  That’s the question.  You’d need a crystal ball to answer that.  It will be 

on the ballot I believe in 2016.  I don’t think there’s any question about that.  What the 

outcome will be I don’t know. 

Darroch I think that might change the landscape. 

Gualtieri I don’t know. 

Burke Yes, Bob. 

Dillinger I don’t know if it’s appropriate or not, but I wanted to follow up with what Mr. McCabe said.  

A private entity that does these things to me just doesn’t ring well.  Like misdemeanor 

probation.  If the Sheriff does it, I think that’s a good idea.  There’s oversight.  And to charge 

$400 that pretty much kind of eliminates the Public Defender clients.  For some it may be a lot 

cheaper in court in essence.  I would hope that we could have a general consensus that these, 

well, they call themselves not-for-profit, but these private entities with no oversight are just 

not something we want in Pinellas County.  That’s my opinion, but I like oversight, whether 

it’s through the County Commission or law enforcement or the Sheriff’s Office. 

Slaughter (Inaudible) 

Burke Janet, did you have something? 

Long I did.  I just want to assure everyone.  I can’t speak for the entire County Commission.  But I 

am very pleased that I am here this afternoon.  I applaud the efforts of the Clerk and the Sheriff 

and the rest of the folks who are here in the room to dialogue about this issue and try to help 

provide some insight into a lot of things that we as County Commissioners may not be 

thinking about.  I would hope that at the end of this meeting you’ll be prepared somehow to 

make a few recommendations.  I would welcome them, personally, and I’m pretty sure that the 
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rest of my colleagues would.  I don’t really know where we’re going and I can’t speak for 

anyone else but I have found it very valuable.  So thank you very much for your leadership. 

Burke I think one thing, though, Janet, this issue is complex.  I think you can tell from today’s 

presentations that there’s a lot to it.  I think that’s the reason for bringing us together.  It is hard 

in a BCC one-time one-hour workshop to do what we’re doing here from these different 

perspectives.  Mr. McCabe, you had something? 

McCabe Yes.  I’ll shut up after this.  As I think through this and listen to everybody, in my mind I’m 

thinking do we really need a county ordinance?  Do we really need to complicate the issue by 

trying to create county legislation?  Or can we create a program either through handshakes, 

memorandums of understanding, court administrative orders, or everybody gets to say we’re 

going to do it, and create a program that we want and create a pre-arrest diversion program for 

certain misdemeanor offenses for certain people, and I don’t see any reason why we can’t do 

that. 

 Member Discussion – Agreed Upon Points 

(Karen Lamb typing these during the ensuing discussion) 

Purpose – Avoid identifiable criminal records for certain first time, second time, third time 

minor offenders. 

1.  Want something that is countywide. 

2.  Governmental entity to run program due to oversight. 

3.  Pre-arrest diversion program and not an ordinance infraction. 

4.  Applied as consistently as possible by all law enforcement agencies. 

5.  Police Chiefs and other stakeholders to develop criteria as it applies to application. 

6.  Would there be a fee for participation? Who would pay and where would it go? 

7.  What crimes: 

Burke That is a perfect lead in to – it’s 3:25 P.M.  We said we’re going to get out of her by 4:00 P.M.  

I think there are certain things just from reading facial expressions and conversation that we’ve 

agreed to.  Okay?  So let’s kind of take it from there and see if we can bring this to some 

conclusion at least in this meeting.  We probably need one more meeting to bring a suggestion 

to the BCC, which is one of the reasons we are meeting.  The suggestion may be not to pass a 

county ordinance but do an MOU or something with the Sheriff.  Let’s go over some things 

though that I just heard that I copied down and we can add to these.  So, Karen (Lamb), put in 

a section here as to Agreed Upon Points or something.  And we’ll label these 1, 2, 3, that type 

of thing. 

Burke Do we agree – I’m not trying to put words in anyone’s mouth here or surmise that this is what 

you agreed to.  I’m just – Someone has to do this.  Okay? 

Burke Do we agree that we want something that is countywide, that we don’t have individual city 

programs here?  Is there general agreement to that?  If we can come to some consensus that it 

would be better to have it countywide?  Is there anyone who disagrees with that?  Okay.  So 

there is a point that we have. 

Burke Second point.  We probably do not want a private entity involved in this process. 
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McCabe No probably about it. 

Burke Okay.  Again, this is not me. 

Gualtieri What if you framed it differently?  Not that we don’t want a private entity involved.  We want 

a governmental entity to run whatever it is. 

McCabe That’s better. 

Burke This came from something you said, Sheriff.  I think very important, too.  In light of that 

bicycle thing and all that, we want this applied as consistently as possible with all different law 

enforcement throughout the county. 

Gualtieri Well, I think that goes back to number one. 

Burke Well, that’s a countywide program.  That’s having a countywide program and not cities opting 

out.  But at least the officer in the street knows when to offer the diversion program or not.  

There is no offering, right? 

Gualtieri No.  I think before you do that you’ve got to go back to may perhaps is there consensus that 

what we want is a pre-arrest diversion program and not an ordinance infraction program…If 

we’re going the ordinance infraction route, that’s a whole different discussion. 

Burke Put as three then, pre-arrest diversion program. 

Gualtieri And not an ordinance infraction. 

Burke Okay. 

McCabe Well, I’m comfortable that the police chiefs group, which meets monthly, can develop a set of 

standards to apply consistently countywide. 

Burke Okay, let’s put that as four. 

Burke Bernie, are you suggesting we solicit the police chiefs as to which crimes should be put under 

this? 

McCabe No.  I think the policymakers need to pick the crimes.  But the police chiefs need to be 

solicited on the standards that are going to be applied. 

Burke Okay. 

McCabe In other words, when are you going to use it and when are you not. 

Gualtieri Develop criteria. 

McCabe Criteria. 

Gualtieri Yes.  Develop criteria. 

McCabe Criteria for implementation. 

Long May I ask a question at this point?  Are we talking about this as an adult only program? 

Burke Well, there’s already a juvenile diversion program. 

Gualtieri We’ve already got one. 

Long So this would be adult? 

Gualtieri Right. 
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Burke But, of course, adult starts at 18.  Those of us who have 18 and 19 year olds don’t consider 

them adults. 

Long Granddaughters especially. 

Gualtieri If you want to, just for Bernie and Bob…going to go into a more formal type…police chiefs 

and other stakeholders.  I think there should be stakeholder as far as the criteria.  If we’re 

going to have countywide application for consistency with it. 

McCabe What I was talking about, Sheriff, was when I’m going to arrest and when I’m not going to 

arrest.  That’s a cop decision. 

Burke I think we need to talk about the money angle here, too.  This should not be a buy in for justice 

that you know, a $400 fee to, you know – There has to be some type of fee I’m sure.  But how 

do it?  Is this only for people who can afford it?  It doesn’t apply to people who can’t afford it?  

So how do we put that in wording as a concern that should be addressed here? 

Inskeep We don’t charge a fee for the juvenile program.  They do have to pay restitution. 

McCabe No.  You’re removing a category of cases from a fee status to a no-fee status.  I think you’ve 

got to build in those fees.  But you apply the same rules that you apply now.  If they don’t pay, 

it just goes to liens. 

Gualtieri But this cost of supervision to participate with somebody right now for the juvenile diversion 

program that Gay is talking about is is that we don’t charge any of these kids to participate in 

the juvenile diversion program.  So if we expanded it to an adult diversion program where they 

have to pay at all and if so how much to participate – the Civil Citation Network thing is $400.  

So would the County pick up the whole cost of the program or would they have to pay 

something to offset the cost of the operational program? 

McCabe I think the offender has to.  You’re giving them a huge benefit without the arrest going on their 

record. 

Gualtieri So we charge them right now like for misdemeanor probation the cost of supervision is $55 a 

month.  Some people are on it for many months and some are on it for maybe one month. 

Burke Bernie, let me ask this question.  Let’s say if there is a fee…pick a number, $200 for this.  This 

program is staying totally within the Sheriff’s Office. 

McCabe Right. 

Burke Where would the fee go? 

McCabe We would design it that the fee – I would design it, if it were me designing it right now, I 

would design it that the fee would go where it would currently go if it went in the court system 

and the balance to the Sheriff. 

Dillinger What about restitution?  Shouldn’t we say if the guy can only pay restitution that should come 

before some fee to be in the program?  If he can’t do both, wouldn’t we rather it be restitution? 

Burke That depends on the menu of crimes that are under this.  Is shoplifting the only one that would 

have restitution… 

Gualtieri No.  You have criminal mischief.  You could have all kinds of stuff. 
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Burke Which ones of the ones of Leon County had like restitution on it? 

McCabe That’s detail work. 

Burke Right. 

Gualtieri But the other question is with it too, is not to take anything away from the workshop or what 

the County Commission may want to do if they want to do that, is I agree with Bernie.  I don’t 

think we should have an ordinance on this.  I don’t think this needs an ordinance. 

Long I don’t think we’ve gotten that far have we? 

Burke No.  You haven’t.  No. 

Gualtieri I don’t think that’s in there…a pre-arrest diversion program and not an ordinance infraction 

program.  What I’m saying is we don’t need an ordinance to develop a diversion program… 

Burke But it could be a memorandum of understanding. 

Gualtieri The County Commission doesn’t need to pass an ordinance. 

McCabe As long as the courts go along with the idea of diversion, which I can’t imagine they wouldn’t, 

you can create anything you want. 

Burke I think in fairness, the County Commission has been asked to take on this issue from the City 

of St. Petersburg…There needs to be inclusion of the County Commission.  What you 

suggested was a good idea, Bernie. 

McCabe My understanding is the County Commission is planning a workshop some day in the future.  

We’ll go to the workshop and tell them what we’re doing and thank them very much for their 

interest.  I hate to be blunt about it, but I think an ordinance will merely complicate things in 

this county. 

Gualtieri And the same thing for the City of St. Petersburg. 

Winn I can tell you that the city has asked me to check with the County to see what they’re doing 

and what they’re not doing… 

 (Multiple Speaking) 

Burke They are sometimes saving face by coming up with an MOU that we all sign that so everyone 

has agreed to this. 

McCabe Is it a political issue or is it a criminal justice issue (Burke: Both.) or is it just a good idea 

issue.  I don’t think we ought to do it if it’s a political issue. 

Burke I think all those. 

McCabe If it’s a good idea issue, public policy issue, yes. 

Burke In fairness though, Bernie, probably we wouldn’t be in the room if this organization didn’t 

start going around promoting this whole idea.  So maybe this has been the catalyst for us to 

consider the issue that is being pushed statewide.  That’s why it’s all over the state happening 

within a period of four months. 

McCabe The catalyst for me is if the Legislature creates it, it will be totally unworkable.  And if we’re 

going to do something we need to do it right. (Burke: Right.) And we can design a better 
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mousetrap (Burke: Amen.) pretty much than most anybody.  We have a history of doing that.  

So I think if it’s a good public policy we can do it. 

Burke I think that’s the challenge I want to give the Sheriff for our next meeting.  I’m not sure how 

much time you would need, Bob.  Is that basically start thinking, if this is what our thoughts 

are is how to make this into a program. 

Gualtieri Yes, and you could do it.  But I think that I’m optimistic of this that the St. Petersburg City 

Council and any other city council or commissions or the Pinellas County Commission that 

was apprised of this in the landscape because my discussions with City Council Members, 

Commissioners, etc., is that every time I have a discussion with one of them about this they are 

fully unaware of the minefield and the landscape.  There interest is purely to try to do the right 

thing as far as, especially young people, to not have these records and having a viable 

alternative.  I don’t think they’re going to care how we get there as long as we get there to 

some degree.  And the better way to get there, frankly, is for them to stay out of it and let us do 

it. 

(?) That’s exactly right. 

Gualtieri So if they need a discussion and if they wanted to, I’d be more than happy to come to a work 

session, St. Petersburg City Council, and explain this to them.  I think the more that we just do 

it, because I agree that we have a history here in the law enforcement community and the 

criminal justice stakeholder community to get these things done.  And the juvenile diversion 

program is an example of that.  That was done by the stakeholders.  I think that we can 

accomplish this. 

Burke Mark, do you have comments? 

Winn …I think that all the City Council wants is results.  I think the points you made will resolve 

everything. 

Gualtieri I think we can get there.  Their concern is what they don’t want and I went there and you’re 

their lawyer.  I think what they were saying is if nobody else is going to do something about 

this then we want to do something about it.  But if we come up with something that doesn’t 

require an ordinance but accomplishes results, I hope that they’d be– 

Winn I think they will… 

Burke So, Bob, do you think this is something you can come back and if we met in a like a month 

from now, of course we want to meet prior to the County Commission’s workshop and have 

something.  That would be the objective of the next meeting is to actually finish our product to 

present.  Do you think that you can come up with like I think basing in on the juvenile 

diversion program and do an adult diversion program? 

Gualtieri We can try.  We’ll work on it. 

Burke You know, a White Paper on what you would do.  Now, let me ask you this.  Because this is 

probably the most controversial part of any of this, which crimes would we be talking about as 

the one that are eligible for this diversion program? 

McCabe Quite frankly, I think probably – we see what others have done.  So we’ve got some idea what 

others think.  I think off the top of your head you shouldn’t be doing that.  I think we ought to 
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think about that as we move forward.  We know we’ve got to have a base number.  And then 

the idea would be do I want to add to that.  And I think that requires thought. 

Burke Okay.  Maybe go back to you, Don.  You had your list there.  What are the ones that other 

people – I think we can put them up here so we know which ones we’re considering for next 

time. 

McCabe It sounds like the only thing that anyone cares about is misdemeanor pot, and that really is 

wrong. 

Dillinger Shouldn’t it be that you’re excluded from the program if it’s like a domestic violence, a DUI?  

Do things that are excluded and leave the rest discretionary. 

(?) Just like the juvenile. 

McCabe With who? 

Dillinger You’re not eligible for this program is you have domestic violence, if you have a DUI, a BUI. 

McCabe I want to restrain the discretion of the cop a little bit.  I think that’s important that we have 

certain guidelines. 

(?) …loitering and prowling? 

Gualtieri I think what happened down there and I talked to somebody within the police department 

down there is is that it’s one of those things…is that they confused the state loitering and 

prowling statute with panhandling and loitering of the homeless…and they quoted the wrong 

statute.  That’s what happened.  They didn’t know what they were doing. 

Burke Again, these are not well thought out.  That’s what we’re trying to battle here.  So I do think 

we need to put, Bernie, something up here, at least among the others – obviously, that’s not 

what we want to include.  What are the ones out there? 

Barbee These are from Leon County. 

Barbee Leon has battery that’s non domestic and assault. 

McCabe Those are victim crimes. 

Barbee Petty theft when restitution is less than $50. 

Barbee Possession of alcohol by a person under 21. 

Barbee Trespass. 

Barbee Disorderly conduct. 

Barbee House parties. 

Barbee And the sale of alcohol to a minor. 

Burke Is marijuana not in there? 

Barbee These are the others. 

Burke Oh, okay.  What’s the amount of marijuana?  Are they all over the place on these? 

(?) 20 grams. 

Barbee And paraphernalia. 
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Burke And paraphernalia. 

McCabe There’s a bill that’s changed petty theft from $300 to $1,000 

Burke And, folks, this is just to give us a list.  This is not to say this is what our recommendation is.  

It’s just to say what other people have done.  Now which of these do we want to just take off 

the list, which we can say as a group here shouldn’t be on this list? 

(?) Battery. 

Burke Battery?  Does everyone agree we take battery off?  Okay. 

Gualtieri …How do you do a diversion program for disorderly conduct? 

Burke Do you want to take that off? 

Gualtieri I don’t see how that works. 

McCabe Well, it starts the discussion. 

(?) Law enforcement defines disorderly conduct in a lot of different ways.  Some of them are jerks 

and won’t keep their mouth shut and stuff like that.  But some are just yelling at their neighbor 

and off… 

Gualtieri I just don’t see arresting somebody for disorderly conduct and saying, oh, by the way, go back 

in your house and report to the– 

Darroch The problem is, I mean, I don’t think I’ve ever seen anybody get an NTA for disorderly 

conduct. 

Gualtieri About the only one I can see where it would be, the only one that sometimes they charge it that 

way is when it’s disorderly conduct for urinating in public.  That’s about the only one I could 

see. 

Burke So we’ll leave it on there for that purpose there? 

Burke Let’s hear what Miami-Dade did.  What did Miami-Dade do? 

Barbee Littering is not up there yet.  That’s one of Miami-Dade’s.   

Barbee This illegal use of dairy stuff.  I’m not familiar with the statute.  Dairy cases, egg baskets, 

poultry boxes, and bakery containers. 

Gualtieri I will tell the reason they are doing that in Miami-Dade County is because of the homeless… 

Barbee The shopping cart thing, retail theft by shopping cart, loitering and prowling, and then the two 

drug charges… 

Burke What other parts – I guess, really, Sheriff, since we’re asking you to kind of come back with 

like a draft program that we can all get behind, what other items of agreement do we have in 

the room as far as to help and then an alternative program through the County passing an 

ordinance.  Yes, Sir? 

Boudreau The marijuana is, kind of echoing what Sheriff Gualtieri said a little while ago, 20 grams of 

marijuana is a lot of dope.  Do we have to stay at 20 grams?  Couldn’t we lower that to two or 

three grams? 

McCabe Unworkable.  It’s unworkable. 
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Burke Why is that, Bernie? 

McCabe 20 is your cutoff…parsing over one or two grams here and there.  The cops basically know 

what 20 grams look like.  I don’t think I’d mess with that. 

Slaughter Well, we’re talking about a program where officers can still retain discretion.  So if I’ve got a 

guy with 19.5 grams, I can choose to push him and still – I know you want to restrict 

discretion. 

McCabe No.  I want directed discretion.  Certain folks are always getting arrested and certain folks 

aren’t.  I don’t want it to be that way. 

Slaughter I agree.  I have the same concern. 

Darroch Can we place on here for this ordinance violations where people have made some physical 

arrests like the open containers he was talking about when, in fact, they’re not state statute 

violations? 

Slaughter I think it would probably cost you more to divert them than it is to just let them process and 

pay and go in and out.  Even though they may not go directly to Safe Harbor, we take them 

and book them into jail and they get taken over to Safe Harbor, correct? 

McCabe No. 

Gualtieri Of course this isn’t applying to just the Safe Harbor type people.  I wouldn’t do the ordinance 

violations on this.  Because, again, if the concern, if the spirit, if the intent of this is to avoid 

people having criminal records that shows up at FCIC, etc., an ordinance violation isn’t 

showing up in there.  The other thing that concerns me with it is is that the quantity of 

workload with the program is that if we put ordinance violations in there it’s going to 

skyrocket.  I wouldn’t include ordinance violations. 

McCabe Well and most of those folks it’s not their first brush with the law. 

Burke Is an open container in this county an ordinance? 

(?) A criminal ordinance. 

Dillinger In certain cities and not in others. 

Burke If it’s criminal then it does show up in the system as – it’s reported. 

Gualtieri True.  It does.  You’re right. 

McCabe But most of those are not your first time offenders. 

(?) It depends on the officer. 

McCabe They’ve been around. 

Gualtieri It doesn’t show up if it’s a local ordinance violation calendar.  But if you do make a physical 

arrest on it then, yes, it will show up. 

Burke Let’s put that down since there is some question whether that – if the idea is that for minor 

offenses people don’t get a record. 

Dillinger Like Spring Break offenses, are those mostly minors in possession of alcohol or misdemeanor 

pot? 
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McCabe Yes. 

Slaughter Disorderly conduct, battery. 

McCabe Do we do anything special with those, Chief 

Slaughter A lot of them you get the disorderly conduct notice to appear…the NTA is utilized mostly for 

the Spring Break.  I know we’re dancing around it, but I don’t think we’re talking about the 

ordinance violations for Spring Break as much as we are other– 

McCabe So it’s not a big problem? 

Slaughter No, Sir. 

McCabe Because in Panama City they create a whole special program up there. 

Slaughter I think they lacked an ordinance in the first place I think up in Panama last year or something.  

So they got themselves in a little bit of trouble.  But I think you cleaned up South St. Pete 

Beach or St. Pete Beaches this least year.  So we’ve always had ours and we’re significantly 

deployed during that time period. 

Darroch Is conduct an NTA out on the beach? 

Slaughter Probably if you had like a group of people fighting potentially would be the scenario.  If we 

arrested them or handcuffed them we may actually choose to NTA them at that point if we 

didn’t resolve it through some other way. 

Jeff K. If we can skip to H for a second.  There is some legislation.  I think it’s under agriculture 

under the horse statute where they prevent you from making any kind of arrest…grocery carts 

that’s been placed by the grocers.  The City of Largo did that year’s and got into trouble.  You 

might just want to check that to see if that’s still in place…You have on there for H, Retail 

Theft. 

Burke That shouldn’t be on there.  I’m sorry. 

Gualtieri Another important criterion is how many times – limit on the number of times somebody can 

be in diversion. 

Burke What are the thoughts in the room on this?  We’ve heard the different models out there. 

Dillinger Once every six months with a maximum of three times.  It’s one thing if you get three in a 

week as opposed to over 1.5 or 2 years. 

Burke How does everyone feel on that? 

Slaughter I wouldn’t disagree with those criteria.  It does pose a little bit of difficulty for the officer on 

the street to figure where you’re at.  But I think it could probably be done through the 

processing side. 

Gualtieri We might be able to come up with something where – any time you’ve got to come up with 

criteria that limits the number of times in any way, then the cops on the street have to have to 

have access to that information or they can’t make the right decision.  So we can probably 

come up with that. 

Inskeep Before the Civil Citation Statute, we operated under the Community Arbitration Statute, which 

is still under 985.  That has criteria and assigns points to different offenses and once you reach 
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a certain number you’re done.  So that’s model you could look at, too. 

Burke Put that down as a possible consideration under the same thing. 

Inskeep I think it’s 985.16.  Yes. 

Burke As a possible model. 

Gualtieri So another consideration that comes up on these is is that does criminal history matter at all?  

In other words, you’ve got a guy who did five runs in DOC and has a history of all kinds of 

burglaries and aggravated assaults and everything else and he’s not got three grams of 

marijuana.  Does that matter? 

McCabe What’s the purpose of this? 

Gualtieri I’m with you.  But that’s a criteria issue that has to be– 

Burke Mr. McCabe, what you’re saying – go back to the top of at least this section, this whole section 

where we put ideas.  We should put what our purpose is on this.  Do you want to try to 

articulate it, Bernie? 

McCabe Well, the purpose to me, I think what everybody’s trying to do is avoid an identifiable criminal 

record for certain first time, second time, or third time offenders.  And the guy who has been in 

prison, I don’t care. 

(?) Aren’t we also trying to keep minor offenses out of the jail? 

McCabe But I don’t think that’s the purpose of this. 

Burke I think that’s helpful to have this as our overriding – Does everyone agree with this being the 

purpose?  Because I do think this is what’s motivating it across the state. 

(?) Minor offenses 

Burke We definitely want minor in there. 

McCabe I don’t think the St. Petersburg City Council is looking at this because they’re worried about 

how many people the Sheriff has at the jail. 

(?) We often worry about that.  (Loud laughter) 

(?) He’s lying. 

Dillinger Do we put in if we’re going to do an MOU about encouraging increased use of NTAs as part 

of the agreement with the law enforcement community? 

McCabe That’s good. 

Burke Let’s put that down.  I think that helps all of us here. 

McCabe It has been awhile, probably five of six years, but periodically we get back to encouraging use 

of NTAs.  Then it starts slipping again.  Then we encourage it again. 

Gualtieri It is.  It’s a peak and valley. 

Burke Is the problem, though, getting back to what you said earlier, Bernie, the even application of 

NTAs? 

McCabe Well, I haven’t looked at the numbers in a long time.  But you could find jurisdictions that 

hardly used them at all and you could find jurisdictions that used them a lot.  I never studied 
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the differences within a jurisdiction depending on the geographic area.  So I never studied that. 

Burke Maybe that’s a noble idea to come out of here, too. 

Gualtieri The other part of those criteria that is in the NTA statute, you have to have verifiable address, 

you have to have ties to the community, all those like 8 or 10 things.  That’s probably 

something else to draw from from the criteria so we have objective criteria to be eligible for 

this.  If you’ve got somebody that’s – we can come up with it.  But Bernie’s point is a good 

point and well taken is that we do have to provide some, they need some discretion.  We want 

some guidance, some bookends for the cops, so that you, again, don’t have it unequally 

applied one way in Pinellas Park, another way in Kenneth City, another way in the county.  

We do want to come up with some… 

McCabe Some sort of consistency. 

Gualtieri I agree 

Burke We’re down to our last five minutes of today’s meeting.  Basically where I see this is we’ve 

come up with some points here, which it looks like we’ve agreed upon.  We’re basically going 

to turn it over to the Sheriff to see if he can put together maybe like a White Paper program, 

not in excruciating detail but of how a program like this which encompasses this would work 

as a diversion program.  And then we’ll meet again to kind of discuss that and maybe offer 

than as a suggestion to the powers that be. 

McCabe Let me ask a question (Burke: Yes, Sir.) of Don. 

McCabe How do Broward, Miami-Dade, and Palm Beach, how are they proposing to fund this thing? 

Barbee No one that I talked to would have that information.  I talked to the operational side.  I didn’t 

ask that question or go that direction. 

McCabe Do you get the impression that the County Commission is just going to take it on? 

Barbee The people they assign, yes.  Code Enforcement and the Police Departments are the ones they 

assigned all the responsibilities to. 

McCabe So we don’t know how they’re funding it other than they’re funding it? 

Barbee Correct, Sir. 

Burke Bernie, I wonder if they even thought about the funding components of this thing.  These 

things have been passed so quickly.  I do question whether that’s even been a component of 

thought. 

Barbee Sasha, has that come up in any of your conversations? 

McDermott (Inaudible) 

Burke What was the answer most gave? 

McDermott We don’t know. 

Burke Does anyone have any closing thoughts before we adjourn today?  We’ll set up our next 

meeting based on the Sheriff’s timetable on coming out with something.  Does that sound fair 

to everyone?  I hope you found this productive.  I sure appreciate you all coming together.  I 

think it will help the county as a whole when we’re talking about this in a thoughtful way.  I 
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definitely want to thank Don Barbee for coming down from Hernando County this afternoon 

and now fighting the traffic back to Hernando County. (Applause) You all have a good day. 

 (Adjournment – 3:57 P.M.) 

 



ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL 

Housing Services Committee Report 

Council Meeting of February 4, 2016 

 

 

TO:   The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council  

 

FROM: Housing Services Committee: Karl Nurse, Committee Chair, Darden Rice, 

Committee Vice-Chair, Charlie Gerdes, Council Member, Lisa Wheeler Brown, 

Council Member, and Ed Montanari, Council Member 

 

RE:  Housing Services Committee Meeting of January 28, 2016 

 

New Business: 

 

Award of Financial Inclusion System and City Leadership Project; Chair Nurse.       

  

Chair Nurse began the discussion by disclosing that the City received an award last week from the 

National League of Cities.  A Financial Inclusion System is aimed at both scaling up and 

coordinating the work that is being done for financial literacy training, the end of which is first 

time homebuyer assistance.  This work was first done in a substantial way in New York City under 

Mayor Bloomberg.  We are currently paying nonprofits to provide homebuyer assistance prior to 

a homebuyer qualifying to purchase a home.  We have thousands of people who do not have a 

bank account, or may not use a bank account and use predatory lenders.  There is a niche within 

this group with some budgeting training can move away from paying their utility bills late and 

avoid having it shut off.  The intent would be to develop a system to include what is being used 

now to help people establish main line banking or credit union accounts, establish budgets, 

increase credit scores and establish the ability to obtain traditional credit and not use predatory 

lenders, to avoid having to pay high interest rates.   

 

Chair Nurse provided a comparison of a 30 year $100,000 fixed rate mortgage loan is $473 per 

month, compared to the average rent in the City at $900 on the north side and $800 on the south 

side of the City.  People could be hundreds of dollars ahead on a monthly basis if they are able to 

come within the mainstream.   

 

Susie Ajoc and Nikki Capehart from the Mayor’s Office will be coordinating this program.  The 

Mayor and Mayor’s from seven other cities will meet in reference to this in April.  In Nashville, 

more than 800 people annually are successful in overcoming their credit issues.   

 

Action:  No action taken.        

 

Proposal for bulk foreclosure auction of vacant homes; Robert Gerdes, Director, Codes 

Compliance Assistance Department.      

 

Mike Dove, Neighborhood Affairs Administration began by discussing that the item is another 

attempt at being creative and finding solutions for properties where no one was responsive to the 



Housing Services Committee Report 
January 28, 2016                                                                                                                                                                          
Page 2 

 

City is trying to asked Rob Gerdes introduced four Attorneys who approached Council Member 

Gerdes with a proposal to work with the banks to finish some foreclosures on 100-200 properties 

and sell those properties at an auction.  Council Member scheduled two meetings of staff and had 

discussions with him and Legal.  Council Member Gerdes requested that the item be brought before 

the Committee to be flushed out and discussed.  What the gentlemen are asking for is some type 

of approval for the proposal.   

 

Action:  A motion was made for the Legal Department to prepare a draft letter for Full Council to 

support the program.   

 

Proposal for Accessory Dwellings; Chair Nurse.  

 

Chair Nurse discussed that accessory dwelling units are mother in-law apartments, garage 

apartments, etc., In 1977 the City outlawed the construction of units.  In 2007 the City reversed 

the decision made in 1977. Any neighborhoods that have alleys, about 40% of the City are able to 

build accessory units.  The upside is that the units are the least expensive housing that can be built 

and provides affordable housing for the tenant and landlord.  The good news is that the rent can 

pay for the mortgage, and the bad news is that only five units have been built since 2007.   

 

Chair Nurse would like to know what is needed to get the process started where accessory units 

may be built.  What would happen if an Architect is hired to produce two or three accessory 

dwelling plans that met the code at the cost of about $2,000 per unit?  What would it might take to 

get the process started?  Rick Dunn, the City’s Building Official responded that some of the zoning 

categories in the suburban areas allow grandfathered use of in-law suites but not by right.  Lots 

that are 45 feet would not meet the requirement for new construction.  Reviewing the Zoning 

Ordinance would be the first step in working toward the desired outcome.  Require that units be 

located at the rear of the property, limit minimum size to 350 square feet or 50% of the principal 

structure.  The parking requirements is 1 parking space for 2 bedrooms or less.  The primary hurdle 

is the minimum lot size of 5800 square feet lot size.   

 

Action:  A request was made to come back in two months with a logical step to move forward. 

   

Discuss process for the Consolidated Plan Review Committee meetings schedule; Joshua A. 

Johnson, Director, Housing and Community Development Department. 

 

Mr. Johnson began the discussion by reviewing the Consolidated Plan Review Committee 

schedule and stating that two meetings have been held as part of the Consolidated Plan process 

and that staff will provide a summary of Priority Needs and Goals and Objectives that have been 

identified to date, and will ask that the Committee weigh in on whether it would like to see 

additional Priority Needs and Goals and Objectives as part of the Consolidated Planning process.   

 

He continued to discuss the schedule and request that the Committee direct its attention to the dates 

of May 13th and 20th for the Consolidated Plan Review Committee to meet and review applications 

that are received by the City.   He asked that members of the Committee review and inform staff 
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if the dates presented meet with their schedule, and that if the dates to not align with their 

schedules, provide dates that staff may schedule which are close to the dates listed on the schedule.     

   

Action:  No action taken.     

 

Update on NSP-1 and NSP-3 Programs, Stephanie Lampe, Sr. Housing Development 

Coordinator. 

 

Ms. Lampe provided that there were three homes that were constructed and two scheduled to start 

shortly.  Administration will be bringing forward a new RFP to construct additional units.  Of the 

three that have been constructed, one has an accessory dwelling units that is currently being 

demolished because of excessive costs.   

 

Vice-Chair Rice discussed that she would like to get an overall state of affordable housing in the 

City.  She wants to get a sense of what are we doing as there is a lack of 3 bedroom 2 bath and 4 

bedroom 2 bath units that are needed.  She wants to get a big picture.  Is it time to bring back 

inclusionary zoning, or provide other incentives.  

 

Mr. Johnson responded that during the information to be presented at the next Housing Services 

Committee meeting on the Consolidated Plan, staff will provide a comprehensive view of its 

findings as the preparation of the Consolidated Plan is underway to include: the number of the 

City’s total housing structures and its Affordable Housing Needs, Homeless Needs, Community 

Development Needs, Economic Development Needs, Public Service Needs, and Anti-poverty 

Strategy.     

 

Action:  No action taken 

    

Next meeting:  The next meeting to be held on February 25, 2016.   

 

Topics:  

 

Update of the Consolidated Plan to include Housing Market Analysis, Homeless Needs, Special 

Needs, Community Development Needs, Economic Development Needs, and Public Service 

Needs.    

Update of the NSP-1 and NSP-3 Programs, Stephanie Lampe, Sr. Housing Development 

Coordinator  

 

Committee Members 

Karl Nurse, Chair 

Darden Rice, Vice-Chair 

Charlie Gerdes, Council Chair  

Lisa Wheeler Brown, Council Member  
Ed Montanari, Council Member 
 

 



A RESOLUTION ENCOURAGING THE 

TRANSFORMATION OF VACANT AND 

ABANDONED HOMES INTO OCCUPIED HOUSING 

IN ST. PETERSBURG; AND PROVIDING AN 

EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

 

 WHEREAS, the Housing Services Council Committee (“Housing Committee”) met on 

January 28, 2016; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Housing Committee heard a presentation about transforming vacant and 

abandoned homes into occupied housing; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Housing Committee supports such an effort so that there are more 

occupied homes in St. Petersburg; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Housing Committee requests that City Council adopt a resolution to 

encourage the transformation of vacant and abandoned houses into occupied housing. 

 

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

Petersburg that this Council hereby encourages the transformation of vacant and abandoned 

homes into occupied housing in St. Petersburg; and  

 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that nothing herein shall be construed as any                 

(i) endorsement of any particular process or procedure used for the transformation of vacant and 

abandoned homes into occupied housing or (ii) support for a particular company or law firm 

engaged in the business of transforming vacant and abandoned homes into occupied housing.  

 

 

 This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.  

 

 

 

Approved as to Form and Content: 

 

 

     

Assistant City Attorney 
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Community Redevelopment Agency
Meeting of February 4, 2016

CRA Case File: SSCRP-2016-01

REQUEST

Community Redevelopment Agency recommendation that City Council approve ten tax

increment financing programs for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area.

OVERVIEW

On May 21, 2015, St. Petersburg City Council adopted a Community Redevelopment Plan (Plan)

for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) that also established a tax

increment financing district and redevelopment trust fund for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St.

Petersburg CRA (Ord. #169-H). Pursuant to its authority as a home rule county, the Pinellas

County Board of County Commissioners approved the Plan on June 2, 2015 (Res. #15-48).

A major strategy of the South St. Petersburg Plan is to direct the vast majority of revenues

generated from the South St. Petersburg tax increment financing district to provide direct

assistance for private investment in residential and non-residential redevelopment in the form

of grants, loans, property tax abatements or other vehicles to help leverage capital from diverse

sources. The Plan also envisions providing funding assistance to governmental and non-profit

entities that provide array of services supporting the intent of the redevelopment plan,

including marketing and promotion, business assistance and loans, workforce development and

job readiness.

This approach to tax increment financing by the South St. Petersburg Plan is a distinct departure

from practice in the City’s other TIE districts, which focused on funding public improvement

projects such as stadium development, parking garages, streetscaping, property acquisition and

preparation and other capital improvements. The South St. Petersburg Plan TIE strategy is

designed to encourage private enterprise in the CRA to the greatest extent possible in

accordance with Section 163.345, ES.

Before funding projects and programs within the South St. Petersburg CRA with tax increment

revenue, the Plan requires administrative procedures to be prepared for each tax increment

financing program. The South St. Petersburg Citizen Advisory Committee and the St. Petersburg

Community Redevelopment Agency shall review and make recommendations on these
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programs to City Council before approval. In addition, Pinellas County staff must review and
comment on programs that contemplate use of Pinellas County tax increment revenue.

Proposed Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Programs for the South St. Petersburg CRA

In faIl 2015, City Administration drafted administrative guidelines for the first round of TIE
programs identified in the South St. Petersburg Plan. These first ten TIE programs include five
programs that propose to provide direct grants to CRA business and property owners and
residents on a “first come, first served” application process. The remaining five programs
support existing programs or partners in the CRA, with three indirectly providing funding to CRA
businesses, property owners and residents. The programs are summarized below and
numbered in the order they occur as exhibits in the attached resolution. Eor greater detail on
each program, see Exhibits 1 through 10. (Please note that if individual TIE programs are
amended in the future, the corresponding exhibit will be amended and not the resolution. A
note will be made indicating the original adoption of exhibit and subsequent amendments.)

The ten programs were presented to the South St. Petersburg Citizen Advisory Committee
(CAC) for discussion at its October 6, 2015, public meeting. Administration incorporated the
CAC comments, finalized the guidelines and transmitted them to the CAC for recommendation
at its December meeting. Concurrently, Administration transmitted five TIE programs that
could potentially utilize Pinellas County’s TIE contribution to County staff for review and

comment (see TIE program numbers 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 below).

On December 1, 2015, the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South St. Petersburg CRA
unanimously voted to recommend that St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Agency and

City Council approve the ten tax increment financing programs. On December 15, 2015,
Pinellas County staff corresponded that it has reviewed the five tax increment financing
programs included in this resolution that could potentially utilize Pinellas County TIF
contributions and found them consistent with the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan

as well as Pinellas County policy regarding use of its TIE contributions.

A. TIE PROGRAMS PROVIDING DIRECT GRANTS TO CRA BUSINESSES, PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS

TIE programs in this section are proposed as direct incentives to the community that will be
rolled out in May 2016 upon receipt of Pinellas County’s TIE contribution by April 15th• After City
Council approves the EY2016 budget for the redevelopment trust fund, City Administration will

begin marketing the availability of funding through these programs for two months alerting
businesses and residents to the formal “Notice of Funding Availability” in May, an effort that
will be repeated for the thirty-year duration of the Plan. This pre-Notice marketing is important
because funding disbursed through these five programs will be on a first come, first served
basis and the advance notice will allow interested parties the time to prepare a timely and
complete application.
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1. AFFORDABLE MULTIFAMILY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides an annual property tax
rebate for up to fifteen years on increases in ad valorem taxes for all applicable Pinellas
County taxing authorities for developers of new and substantially renovated affordable
multifamily housing in the CRA. The rebate, which must first be approved by the Agency
and City Council, will be based on the increase in ad valorem taxes in the first year the
completed project goes on the tax rolls. The maximum award is $50,000 per project per
year and both City and County TIE contributions will be used to fund the program. For
the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined as housing meeting the
needs of households whose income is 80 percent or below the area median household
income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program are based on the Florida
Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program.

2. RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY IMPROVEMENT GRANT program reimburses approved applicants for
eligible exterior and interior improvements on affordable or market-rate residential
housing in the CRA. Emphasis will be placed on funding substantial renovations that
upgrade vital building systems and sustain and extend the economic life of a structure.
The grant program supplements the City’s annual investment in the “Rebates for
Residential Rehabilitation” (RRR) but is focused on incentivizing the substantial
renovation of multifamily housing (defined as three or more units in a building) by
increasing the total grant award allowed for these projects. An applicant may receive a
reimbursable grant equaling the lesser of 20 percent of the pre-construction value of
eligible improvements or up to $10,000 per unit. The maximum award for a multifamily
project is $90,000. The program requires a minimum investment of $10,000 toward
eligible improvements per residential unit. City and County TIF contributions can be
used for this program if used for an affordable project. Otherwise, only the City share is
available. Affordable units must be maintained for at least five years.

3. COMMERCIAL SITE IMPROVEMENT GRANT program provides a reimbursable grant to
commercial property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting,
loading and service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-
of-way. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible
for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement
payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIE contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given to applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• 16th Street South
• 22’ Street South
• 34th Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South
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• Central Avenue corridor (including 1st Avenue North and 1 Avenue South)
• 5th Avenue South
• Avenue South

4. COMMERCIAL BUILDING INTERIOR AND TENANT IMPROVEMENT GRANT provides matching grants
from the City’s TIE contribution to commercial property owners for interior upgrades
with a focus on projects that remedy degraded building systems and extend the
economic viability of the building. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching
grant of up to $20,000. Projects costing $5,000 or less are not eligible for the program.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible
for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement
payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIE contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given for applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• 16th Street South
• 22’ Street South
• 34th Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South

• Central Avenue corridor (including 15t Avenue North and 15t Avenue South)
• 5thAvenueSouth
• 18tIAvenue South

5. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FUND (P3 Fund) provides
grant awards to projects that enhance established business districts by redeveloping
properties, decreasing vacancy rates, adding to the tax base, creating jobs, leveraging
private sector investment, and improving the quality of life for surrounding
neighborhoods through removal of blight and revitalizing vacant or underutilized
properties. The P3 Fund is a city-wide program supported by revenue from both the
general fund and the City’s TIE contribution to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment
Trust Fund. (Any project funded from the trust fund must be located in the CRA.) An
applicant may receive up to $50,000. Projects costing $100,000 or less are not eligible
for the program.

B. TIE PROGRAMS SUPPORTING EXISTING CITY INITIATIVES AND OTHER PARTNERS

The five programs below either anticipate using TIE revenue as opportunities arise but not
necessarily on an annual basis (nos. 6 and 7) or support existing programs and partners serving
the South St. Petersburg CRA (8 through 10). Administration expects to annually fund the
Redevelopment Loan Program and the Workforce Readiness and Development program.
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6. CRA GRANT MATCH PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIE

revenue contributions to provide a local matching share for federal, state foundation
and other grant applications that would implement programs and strategies identified in

the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan. The use of Pinellas County funding to

support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014 policy governing
use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually or as
opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

7. CRA PROPERTY AcquismoN AND PREPARATION PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and

Pinellas County TIE revenue contributions to acquire properties and consolidate and
prepare development sites within the South St. Petersburg CRA to promote housing,

economic development and revitalization of the CRA. The land assembly effort may also

involve demolition of existing structures, vacating streets, alleyways and relocating

associated utilities such as water, sewer and stormwater facilities. The use of Pinellas

County funding to support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014

policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually

or as opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

8. REDEVELOPMENT LOAN PROGRAM provides funding to a South St. Petersburg loan pool to
support the lending efforts in the CRA by the City’s financial partners for CRA businesses

and residents. The program, which will supplement the city-wide loan consortium
program being assembled by City Development Administration, will use TIE and other

City funds for bridge loans, microloans, subordinated long-term debt, loan guarantees
and other financial vehicles to close financing gaps for projects to ensure they can be

bankable through conventional lenders. Emphasis will be placed on loans for purchase

or improvements to real estate, expansion of business operations through increased
hiring, expanded facility and replacement/improvements to capital plant, and working

capital.

9. “PAINTYOUR HEART OuT” PROGRAM provides funding to the City’s Neighborhood Team to

help property owners in targeted areas of the CRA refurbish and refresh the exterior of

their properties. The Program encourages collaboration with volunteers and non-profit

and for-profit entities such as the CRA’s neighborhood associations and Main Streets,

Habitat for Humanity, Leadership St. Petersburg, Dream Center and other entities to

leverage the City’s TIE contribution. The funding amount will be determined annually

and by budget amendment if necessary.

10. WORKFORCE READINESS AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides annual funding to accredited
educational and job training providers, such as Career Source, Pinellas Technical College
and St. Petersburg College, to prepare CRA residents for job opportunities with
emerging St. Petersburg jobs through training, education and job placement. The
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program is focused on linking CRA residents with job opportunities that will be created

in the St. Petersburg Commerce Park as well as throughout the CRA.

A Note on Budgeting for the South St. Petersburg CRA Redevelopment Trust Fund

Each fiscal year, City Council will approve a budget for the South St. Petersburg CRA

Redevelopment Trust fund that will assign the City’s and County’s tax increment financing

contributions to the three budget categories identified in Table 4-2 of the South St. Petersburg

Plan. These three budget categories are

• Business Development
• Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization

• Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development

The ten TIE programs to be approved will be included in one or more of these three budget

categories without funding levels identified (see Attachment 1 for a sample budget).

Administration will then allocate the available revenue for, say, Business Development to the

TIE programs associated with it as demand warrants. If during the fiscal year, demand is greater

for TIE programs in Business Development than in Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization,

Administration will request City Council to approve a formal amendment changing the revenue

allocations between the two budget categories.

This approach is advisable because most of the revenue from the redevelopment trust fund will

be distributed during any given year through grant awards to businesses, property owners

and/or residents of the CRA on a first come, first served basis. The demand for any TIE program

will be unknown until applications are received so setting annual funding levels for each

program would invite frequent amendments as they may be under- or oversubscribed. In

addition, Pinellas County restrictions on the use of its TIF further complicates this issue.

RECOMMENDATION

Administration recommends that the Community Redevelopment Agency recommend City

Council approve the attached Resolution.

Attachment: Draft FY2016-2020 Budget for the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust Fund
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NO. 2016 -

A RESOLUTION BY THE ST. PETERSBURG COMMUNITY

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG APPROVE TEN TAX

INCREMENT FINANCING PROGRAMS FOR THE SOUTH ST.

PETERSBURG COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AREA (SEE EXHIBITS

1 THRU 10); AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg City Council approved a Community

Redevelopment Plan (Plan) for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (CRA)

on May 21, 2015 (Ord. #169-H), which included establishment of a tax increment financing

district and redevelopment trust fund for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St. Petersburg CRA;

WHEREAS, a major strategy of the South St. Petersburg Plan is to direct the vast

majority of revenues generated from the South St. Petersburg tax increment financing district

to provide direct assistance for private investment in residential and non-residential

redevelopment in the form of grants, loans, TIE abatements or other vehicles that help

businesses leverage capital from diverse sources;

WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Plan also envisions providing funding
assistance to governmental and non-profit entities that provide array of services supporting the

intent of the redevelopment plan, including marketing and promotion, business assistance and

loans, workforce development and job readiness;

WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Plan requires administrative procedures to

be prepared for each tax increment financing program and approved by City Council prior to

expenditures being made from them;

WHEREAS, the South St. Petersburg Plan requires the Citizen Advisory
Committee for the South St. Petersburg CRA and the St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment

Agency to make recommendations on these programs to City Council before approval;

WHEREAS, City Administration prepared and transmitted the following ten tax

increment financing programs, which are attached as Exhibits 1 through 10 and identified in

numerical order below, for recommendation by the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South

St. Petersburg CRA:

1. Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program

2. Residential Property Improvement Grant

3. Commercial Site Improvement Grant

4. Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant

5. Neighborhood Commercial District Fund

6. CRA Grant Match Program

1



7. CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program
8. Redevelopment Loan Program
9. “Paint Your Heart” Out Program
10. Workforce Readiness and Development Program

WHEREAS, the tax increment financing programs identified above are consistent
with the action plan and redevelopment program of the South St. Petersburg Plan as well as
designed to encourage private enterprise in the rehabilitation and redevelopment of the CRA to
the greatest extent possible, in accordance with Section 163.345, ES;

WHEREAS, on December 1, 2015, the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South
St. Petersburg CRA unanimously voted to recommend that St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Agency and City Council approve the ten tax increment financing programs;

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2015, Pinellas County staff corresponded that it has
reviewed the five tax increment financing programs included in this resolution that could
potentially utilize Pinellas County TIE contributions (see numbers 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 above) and
found them consistent with the overall objectives of the Redevelopment Plan as well as Pinellas
County policy regarding use of its TIE contributions; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Community Redevelopment Agency of
the City of St. Petersburg recommends that St. Petersburg City Council approve the ten tax

increment financing programs included as Exhibits 1 through 10, which contribute to the
implementation of the action plan and redevelopment program of the South St. Petersburg
Community Redevelopment Plan.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT: APPROVED BY:

City Attorney (D signee) Dave Goodwin, Director
Planning and Economic Development

2



EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program provides an annual rebate on
increases in ad valorem taxes for all applicable Pinellas County taxing authorities for
developers of affordable multifamily housing in the South St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Area (CRA).

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Housing affordability is a serious issue throughout St. Petersburg, but it is particularly
stark in South St. Petersburg. Housing is considered unaffordable if 30 percent or more
of household income is devoted to shelter. Based on 2012 American Community Survey
data, the percentage of all households with housing costs in excess of 30 percent of
income was 55.0 percent in South Petersburg and 45.2 percent in the city, both rising
sharply from 2000. Housing affordability is an even more dire issue for renter households
where 73 percent pay more than 30 percent of their income in housing costs.

Multifamily housing is an important element in improving affordability, but there is a
substantial deficit of this housing type in the CRA. Throughout St. Petersburg, nearly 30
percent of all dwelling units are in complexes with five or more units, and 16 percent are
in complexes with 20 or more units. In contrast, South St. Petersburg has fewer than 10
percent of its total dwelling units in multifamily complexes five units and larger, and only
3 percent in 20-unit or larger complexes. Increasing the availability and quality of
multifamily units would help to alleviate the serious housing affordability issues that are
faced by renters in South St. Petersburg.

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is consistent with the South St.
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan by providing incentives to increase the
supply of affordable housing in the CRA. The Redevelopment Program and Funding
Strategy calls for the City to use TIE to “assist renovation of existing multifamily and single
family units and build new multifamily developments...” (The CRP, in recognizing the
dearth of multifamily units, calls for the City to evaluate strategic zoning and land use
amendments to increase the supply of land suitable for multifamily zoning.) The CRP also
calls for the City to develop a TIF program that provides annual rebates to developers of
affordable housing for a period up to 15 years. The rebate would be based on the
increase in ad valorem taxes for all taxing authorities in the first year the project goes on
the tax rolls.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 1

Approved by Resolution 2O16xx of the St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016



EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
- South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

III Type and Amount of Award

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is an annual rebate for up to
15 years on increases in ad valorem taxes from all applicable Pinellas County taxing
authorities resulting from the development of affordable housing in the South St.
Petersburg CRA. The rebate will be based on the increase in ad valorem taxes in the first
year the completed project goes on the tax rolls. The maximum award is $50,000 per
project per year. For the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined as
housing meeting the needs of households whose income is 80 percent and below the
area median household income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program
are based on the Florida Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program, which are
periodically adjusted.1

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIF contributions.

V Eligible Projects

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is available to fund
construction of affordable multifamily housing in the South St. Petersburg CRA. To be
eligible, a multifamily developer must construct a minimum of 10 residential units that
meet the City’s definition of “affordable”. In the case of a renovation of an existing
multifamily building, the ad valorem rebate will be based on the difference between the
taxable building value in the first year after Project completion and the year prior to the
Project’s commencement. Adaptive reuse projects that convert nonresidential buildings
to residential use are eligible for the rebate, which will be based on the taxable building
value of the project in the first year after completion. Mixed-income projects that
provide both affordable and market-rate units are also eligible for the program with the
annual rebate of ad valorem taxes based on the percentage share of affordable units in
the project.

‘Text in strikethrough/underline format reflects substantive changes made by Administration to the TIE program
since the South St. Petersburg CAC recommended approval on December 1, 2015.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 2
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EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

VI Submission Procedures and Requirements

Applications are to be submitted in an 8”xlO” envelope or larger with the project’s name
and location, the applicant’s name and address and the name of the TIE funding program
for which the application is being made to the Planning and Economic Development
Department on the 8ui Floor of the Municipal Service Building, which is located at 1
Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida, 33701. Enter through the door on the far left
after exiting the elevator. Before leaving the envelope containing the application at the
above location, please ensure that the date and time of submission has been recorded on
the envelope by City staff. This is important because funding will be awarded to projects
with complete applications on a first come, first served basis.

For more information, please contact

Mr. Rick D. Smith, AICP and CEcD
Community Redevelopment Coordinator
727-893-7106
rick.smith @stpete.org

The applications must include the following:

• Completed and signed application form
• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving

permission to conduct the identified improvements. The property owner will be
required to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility to maintain the
affordable housing units for the duration of the Agreement.

• Three quotes from licensed contractors itemizing the estimated cost of
improvements, if applicant has not yet submitted for building permit approval.
(Annual ad valorem taxes will be estimated based on this information.)

• Confirmation the project complies with the City’s land development regulations.

• Confirmation that mortgage, property insurance and property tax payments are
current and in good standing.

• Legal description and survey of project site

• Digital photographs of existing conditions of the project site

• Written description of project improvements including number of units, size and
bedroom/bathroom configuration and rental rates per unit type

• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 3

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of the St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016



EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Failure to provide the above information will delay the review and approval process.

VII Review and Approval Process

Eligible affordable housing projects will be awarded TIE funding on a first-come first-
served basis. Because the incentive involves a multiyear rebate of ad valorem taxes from
all applicable Pinellas County taxing authorities, City Council will review the project and
award amount, which will be based on its current and projected fiscal impact on the
“Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization” budget of the South St. Petersburg CRA
Redevelopment Trust Fund. In order for City Council to assess the fiscal impact of the
rebate during its review and approval process, it will be necessary to estimate the annual
rebate of a Project. To that end, City Administration will utilize the permit value assigned
the Project by the City’s Construction Services and Permitting Department and deem it
the estimated total construction cost of the Project. As an alternative for projects that
have not yet developed construction documents for formal building permit submission,
the applicant can provide construction estimates from three licensed contractors.
The estimated building value from either of these methods will be then reduced by 30
percent to account for the PAO’s typical methodology for determining the estimated
value of a completed project. To this final estimated value will be applied the millage rate
of all Pinellas County’s taxing authorities to determine the estimated Project annual
rebate. Ultimately, the ad valorem rebate will be based on the taxable building value of
the Project assigned by the Pinellas County Property Appraiser’s Office in the first year
after completion, provided it is less than the rebate approved by City Council, In no case
will the amount of the rebate exceed the amount approved by City Council.

VIII Compliance Requirements for Completed Projects

Successful applicants must sign a Grant Agreement with the Mayor or designee which
specifies their obligations and rights upon issuance of the Grant. To ensure timely
commencement and completion of the Project, the Applicant shall abide by the following
deadlines:

• Within 60 days of execution of the Grant Agreement, file a “Notice of
Commencement” pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Construction Services
and Permitting Department.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 4
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EXHIBIT 1

Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Within 6-18 months of execution of the Grant Agreement, request a “Review of
Completed Work” from the City of St. Petersburg. (Length of time will vary based on

size of project.)

Applicants requiring the execution of a Grant Agreement to secure additional financing
will be allowed 90 days from the execution date to do so before the above deadlines will

commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to
comply will result in the cancellation of the TIE Agreement, rescission of the Grant Award

and return of the earmarked funding to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust
Fund.

The Affordable Multifamily Housing Development Program is a multi-year program that

pays rebates annually for a period of up to fifteen years. To be awarded the rebate, a
project must be annually certified that it meets the affordable housing criteria that were

the basis for the initial approval as well as the SHIP household income and rent limits that
are applicable in that year. Failing this, the rebate will be revoked and all previous

rebates repaid to the City by the applicant or successor.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 5
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EXHIBIT 2

Residential Property Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Residential Property Improvement Grant program can be used for exterior and/or

interior improvements on affordable or market-rate residential housing in the South St.

Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area. Emphasis will be placed on funding

substantial renovations that upgrade vital building systems and sustain and extend the

economic life of a structure, such as plumbing, structural improvements, energy

efficiency, HVAC and electrical wiring. The grant program supplements the City’s annual

investment in the “Rebates for Residential Rehabilitation” (RRR) but is focused on

incentivizing the substantial renovation of multifamily housing (defined as three or more

units in a building) by increasing the total grant award allowed for these projects.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Housing rehabilitation is vitally important in the CRA where new construction is faced

with a significant gap in the cost to build versus the price for which units can be sold. The

housing stock is substantially older in South St. Petersburg than the City at-large.

Residential units built before 1970 represent 80 percent of the stock in the CRA, but only

59 percent of the City. With critical housing systems such as roofs, plumbing, HVAC and

electrical in need of replacement every 15-20 years, houses of this age generally will have
gone through at least their third generation of upgrades, if properly maintained.

There is also a substantial deficit of multifamily housing in South St. Petersburg.

Throughout St. Petersburg, nearly 30 percent of all dwelling units are in complexes with

five or more units, and 16 percent are in complexes with 20 or more units. In contrast,

South St. Petersburg has fewer than 10 percent of its total dwelling units in multifamily

complexes five units and larger, and only 3 percent in 20-unit or larger complexes.

Retaining and increasing the availability and quality of multifamily units would help to

alleviate the serious housing affordability issues facing renters in South St. Petersburg.

The Residential Property Improvement Grant program is designed to counteract these

issues by promoting rehabilitation of both single-family and multifamily units that are

either affordable or market rate. The program is consistent with the South St. Petersburg

Community Redevelopment Plan by implementing several strategies identified in the

“Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization” section of the Action Plan. This section calls

for developing TIE Incentive Programs that:

• assists rental residential property owners in renovating their properties;

South St Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 1
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EXHIBIT 2

Residential Property Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• expands the City’s successful “Rebates for Residential Rehab” program to provide a
consistent source of annual funding support;

• increases the supply of affordable housing for both homeownership and rental
opportunities; and

• provides incentives for developers of market rate housing in the CRA.

III Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a reimbursable grant equaling the lesser of 20 percent of the
pre-construction value of eligible improvements or up to $10,000 per unit. The
maximum award for a multifamily project is $90,000. The program requires a minimum
investment of $10,000 toward eligible improvements per residential unit. In order to
utilize Pinellas County TIE contributions for this program, projects must meet the City’s
definition of affordable. For the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined
as housing meeting the needs of households whose income is 80 percent and below the
area median household income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program
are based on the Florida Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program, which are
periodically adjusted.1

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIF contributions to the South St. Petersburg
Redevelopment Trust Fund. (Pine.llas County TIE can only be spent on affordable housing
when used with this program.)

V Eligible Properties and Improvements

Exterior and/or interior improvements on affordable or market-rate residential housing
with a focus on renovations of multifamily housing (defined as three or more units per
building). Mixed-use projects with a residential component occupying more than 50
percent of the gross square footage of the building are eligible for the grant.

‘Text in strikethrough/underline format reflects substantive changes made by Administration to the TIE program
since the South St. Petersburg CAC recommended approval on December 1, 2015.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 2
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EXHIBIT 2

Residential Property Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

VI Submission and Approval Requirements

Applications will be processed through the City’s RRR program and abide by its

established time frames for completion. However, applicants requiring a demonstration

of the City’s intent to provide TIE funding to secure additional financing will be allowed

90 days from the date of an approved RRR application to do so. Projects funded with

Pinellas County’s TIF contribution must be affordable and submit documentation that the

units for which funding is sought meet the City’s definition of affordable (see above).

VIII Compliance Requirements for Completed Projects

All projects funded through this program must comply with the requirements of the

City’s “Rebates for Residential Rehabilitation” program. Affordable units must be
maintained for at least five years. The applicant is required to submit documentation

annually for five years that the Project continues to provide affordable housing in

accordance with the City’s definition. Failure to do so will result in repayment of the

rebate(s) to the City plus interest.
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Commercial Site Improvement Grant provides matching grants to commercial

property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting, loading and

service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-of-way.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The Commercial Site Improvement Grant program is consistent with the South St.

Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan by promoting revitalization of commercial

corridors in the CRA by improving their appearance and upgrading building stock.

The South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan recognizes the importance of the CRA’s

commercial corridors in growing existing businesses and attracting new ones. In the

Action Plan, under “Business Development and Job Creation”, one strategy calls for

working with owners along “primary commercial corridors in the CRA to maintain and

upgrade their properties”, while another specifically instructs the City to develop a TIE

program that will “provide incentives to owners of land and buildings along the CRA’s

primary commercial corridors.”

These strategies are reinforced in the Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy,

which details the implementation approach of the Plan and redevelopment programs

that will carry it out. Improving the image and identity of South St. Petersburg to remedy

blighting influences and encourage investment is a key feature of the Plan and TIE

programs are to be designed for façade and site improvements for both residential and

nonresidential properties. The Plan specifically states that “the main commercial

corridors within the CRA will be a particular focus for this effort because they represent

the front-doors to most neighborhoods and their appearance will drive or reduce

investment.” To that end, the Plan identifies among its CRA Business Programs a

“Commercial Site Improvement Grant” that will provide matching grants to commercial

property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting, loading and

service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-of-way.

Ill Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000. Applicants with

properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible for a matching

grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the City of St.
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The TIE contribution will be reimbursable to

the applicant upon completion of work.

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually to this program from Pinellas County

and/or City TIE contributions.

V Eligible Properties and Improvements

The Commercial Site Improvement Grant program is available to fund eligible exterior

improvements on commercial, industrial and mixed use properties. TIF funding priority

will be given for applications for properties located on the following commercial corridors

in the South St. Petersburg CRA:

‘- Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
,- 16’ Street South
‘- 22 Street South
p 34th Street North/South
, 49th Street North/South
- Central Avenue corridor (including 1 Avenue North and 1 Avenue South)

, 5Avenue South
18 Avenue South

1. Eligible Improvements

• Exterior painting, re-siding, and/or cleaning

• Masonry repairs

• Removal of architecturally inappropriate or incompatible exterior finishes and

materials

• Restoration of significant architectural details or removal of materials that cover

said architectural details
• Landscaping, fencing and buffer walls

• Installation or repair of exterior signage, including wall, window, hanging, and

monument signs advertising the business name and identity

• Awnings and canopies installation or repair

• Doorsandwindows
• Roof repairs

• Exterior lighting
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Demolition of obsolete structures

• Window and cornice flashing and repair

2. Ineligible Improvements
• Installation of aluminum or vinyl siding

• Work performed by an unlicensed contractor

• Permitting and development review fees

• Improvements performed prior to approval of the TIE application

• New building construction
• Reducing or enclosing existing storefront windows

• Improvements to buildings constructed within the last 5 years

• Equipment, mechanical and HVAC systems

• Roof repairs (other than those portions that directly attach to a new or renovated

façade)
• Security systems (including metal roll down gates, window bars, cameras)

• Any interior work

• Any improvements not visible from the public right-of-way

• Improvements in progress or completed prior to preliminary approval

• Routine maintenance

• Improvements to buildings solely used for residences

VI Submission Procedures and Requirements

Applications are to be submitted in an 8”xlO” envelope or larger with the project’s name

and location, the applicant’s name and address and the name of the TIE funding program

for which the application is being made to the Planning and Economic Development

Department on the 8th Floor of the Municipal Service Building, which is located at 1

Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida, 33701. Enter through the door on the far left

after exiting the elevator. Before leaving the envelope containing the application at the

above location, please ensure that the date and time of submission has been recorded on

the envelope by City staff. This is important because funding will be awarded to projects

with complete applications on a first come, first served basis.
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

For more information, please contact

Mr. Rick D. Smith, AICP and CEcD
Community Redevelopment Coordinator
727-893-7106
rick.smith @ tpete.org

Application packages must include the following information:

• Completed and signed application form

• Copy of current business tax certificate

• Confirmation that mortgage, property insurance and property tax payments are

current and in good standing.

• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving

permission to conduct the identified improvements. (The property owner will be

required to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility for maintenance of

improvements funded by the Grant.)

• Legal description and survey of project site

• Proposed use is consistent with the City’s Land Development Regulations

• Digital photographs of existing conditions of the project site

• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

• Written description of project improvements

Failure to provide required information will delay the review and/or approval process.

VII Review and Approval Process

Projects will be awarded TIE funding on a first-come, first-served basis. The one-for-one

reimbursement will be approved after an internal staff evaluation of the completed

project’s compliance with program guidelines and applicable codes of the City of St.

Petersburg. Applicant will not receive funding until the project has been inspected and

issued a Certificate of Occupancy by the City.

VIII Compliance Requirements

Successful applicants must sign a Grant Agreement with the Mayor or designee which

specifies their obligations and rights upon issuance of the Grant. To ensure timely

commencement and completion of the Project, the Applicant shall abide by the following

deadlines:
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EXHIBIT 3

Commercial Site Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Within 60 days of execution of the Grant Agreement, file a “Notice of

Commencement” pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Construction Services

and Permitting Department.

• Within 6-18 months of execution of the Grant Agreement, request a “Review of

Completed Work” from the City of St. Petersburg. (The length of time will be based on

the nature of the work.)

Applicants requiring the execution of a Grant Agreement to secure additional financing

will be allowed 90 days from the execution date to do so before the above deadlines will

commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to

comply will result in the cancellation of the TIE Agreement, rescission of the Grant Award

and return of the earmarked funding to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust

Fund.

The applicant must maintain the improvements in accordance with the terms of the grant

agreement as well as the City’s Code of Ordinances.
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant provides matching

grants to commercial property owners for interior upgrades with a focus on projects that

remedy degraded building systems and extend the economic viability of the building.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant program is consistent
with the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP) by promoting

revitalization of commercial corridors in the CRA by improving and upgrading building

stock. This program is a companion to the Commercial Site Improvement Grant, which
focuses on exterior improvements, by helping extend the economic viability of

commercial buildings through upgrades to critical interior building systems.

The South St. Petersburg CRP recognizes the importance of the CRA’s commercial

corridors in growing existing businesses and attracting new ones. In the Action Plan,
under “Business Development and Job Creation”, one strategy calls for working with

owners along “primary commercial corridors in the CRA to maintain and upgrade their
properties”, while another specifically instructs the City to develop a TIE program that will

“provide incentives to owners of land and buildings along the CRA’s primary commercial

corridors.” A further strategy calls for the adaptive reuse of underutilized buildings.

These strategies are reinforced in the Redevelopment and Funding Program, which

details the implementation approach of the CRP and redevelopment programs that will

carry it out. Improving the image and identity of South St. Petersburg to remedy

blighting influences and encourage investment is a key feature of the Plan.

Ill Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000. Projects

costing $5,000 or less are not eligible for the program. Applicants with properties listed
on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible for a matching grant of up to
$40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the City of St. Petersburg Historic

Preservation Ordinance. The TIE contribution will be reimbursable to the applicant upon

completion of work.
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

IV Funding Source

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually from its TIE contributions to

support this program.

V Eligible Properties and Improvements

The Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant program is available to

fund eligible interior improvements on commercial, industrial and mixed-use properties.

TIE funding priority will be given for applications for properties located on the following

commercial corridors in the South St. Petersburg CRA:

Dr. Martin Luther King, ir. Street South
, 16 Street South
, 22’ Street South
y 34111 Street North/South

.

49111 Street North/South
- Central Avenue Corridor (including 1 Avenues North and South)

5LIlAvenue South
, l8 Avenue South

1. Eligible Improvements

• Equipment, mechanicals and HVAC systems

• Structure stabilization (repair/replacement of foundations, footers, load bearing

walls, roofing systems)

• Room/space reconfiguration, wall relocations

• Plumbing and electrical

• Energy efficiency improvements (window upgrades, insulation, hot water heater,

HVAC systems)

• Electronic security systems

2. Ineligible Improvements

• Work performed by an unlicensed contractor

• Permitting fees

• Improvements performed prior to approval of the TIE application

• Any exterior work not made necessary by interior improvements (i.e., windows,

air handlers, roofing systems)

• Routine maintenance
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Improvements in progress or completed prior to preliminary approval

• Painting when not associated with other improvements

• New building construction (additions to existing structures are permitted)

• Improvements to any residences, including those in mixed-use projects.

(Commercial space associated with mixed use projects is eligible for funding)

• Improvements to buildings constructed within the last 5 years

VI Submission Procedures and Requirements

Applications are to be submitted in an 8”xlO” envelope or larger with the project’s name

and location, the applicant’s name and address and the name of the TIE funding program

for which the application is being made to the Planning and Economic Development

Department on the 8 Floor of the Municipal Service Building, which is located at 1

Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida, 33701. Enter through the door on the far left

after exiting the elevator. Before leaving the envelope containing the application at the

above location, please ensure that the date and time of submission has been recorded on

the envelope by City staff. This is important because funding will be awarded to projects

with complete applications on a first come, first served basis.

For more information, please contact

Mr. Rick D. Smith, AICP and CEcD
Community Redevelopment Coordinator
727-893-7106
rick.smith @stpcte.org

Application packages must include the following information:

• Completed and signed application form

• Copy of current business tax certificate

• Confirmation that mortgage, property insurance and property tax payments are

current and in good standing.

• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving

permission to conduct the identified improvements. (The property owner will be

required to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility for maintenance of

improvements funded by the Grant.)

• Legal description and survey of project site

• Use must be consistent with the City’s land development regulations
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EXHIBIT 4

Commercial Building Interior and Tenant Improvement Grant
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Digital photographs of existing conditions of the project site
• Written description of project improvements
• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

Failure to provide required information will delay the review and/or approval process.

VII Review and Approval Process

Projects will be awarded TIE funding on a first-come first-served basis. The one-for-one
reimbursement will be approved after an internal staff evaluation of the completed
project’s compliance with program guidelines and applicable codes of the City of St.
Petersburg. Applicant will not receive funding until the project has been inspected and
issued a Certificate of Occupancy by the City.

VIII Compliance Requirements

Successful applicants must sign a Grant Agreement with the Mayor or designee which
specifies their obligations and rights upon issuance of the Grant. To ensure timely
commencement and completion of the Project, the Applicant shall abide by the following
deadlines:

• Within 60 days of execution of the Grant Agreement, file a “Notice of
Commencement” pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Construction Services
and Permitting Department.

• Within 6-18 months of execution of the Grant Agreement, request a “Review of
Completed Work” from the City of St. Petersburg. (Length of time will depend on the
nature of work to be performed.)

Applicants requiring the execution of a Grant Agreement to secure additional financing
will be allowed 90 days from the execution date to do so before the above deadlines will
commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to
comply will result in the cancellation of the TIE Agreement, rescission of the Grant Award
and return of the earmarked funding to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust
Fund. The applicant must maintain the improvements in accordance with the terms of
the Grant Agreement as well as the City’s Code of Ordinances.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 4

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of St. Petersburg City Council on Februory 4, 2016



Exhibit 5

Neighborhood Commercial Di5trict Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The purpose of the Neighborhood Commercial District Public Private Partnership Fund
program is for the City to make investments in public private economic development
projects that create jobs, add to the tax basc, leverage private sector investment,
strengthen business districts, redevclop property or create new commercial space and
add to the quality of life for neighborhoods. The Neighborhood Commercial District Fund
is a city wide program supported by revenue from the general fund and the South St.
Petersburg TIE district. However, any project funded by TIE revenue must be located
within the boundaries of the TIE district.’

The Neighborhood Commercial Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund (P3 Fund)
provides grant awards to projects2 that enhance established business districts by
redeveloping properties, decreasing vacancy rates, adding to the tax base, creating jobs,
leveraging private sector investment, and improving the quality of life for surrounding
neighborhoods through removal of blight3 and underutilized properties.

Consistency with South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The Neighborhood Commercial Corridor P3 Fund program is consistent with the South St.
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP) by promoting revitalization of
commercial corridors in the CRA, improving their appearance and upgrading their
building stock.

The South St. Petersburg CRP recognizes the importance of the CRA’s commercial
corridors in growing existing businesses and attracting new ones. In the Action Plan,
under “Business Development and Job Creation”, one strategy calls for working with
owners along “primary commercial corridors in the CRA to maintain and upgrade their
properties”, while another specifically instructs the City to develop a TIE program that will
“provide incentives to owners of land and buildings along the CRA’s primary commercial
corridors.” A further strategy calls for the adaptive reuse of underutilized buildings.

Text in strikethrough/underline format reflects substantive changes made by Administration to the TIF program

since the South St. Petersburg CAC recommended approval on December 1, 2015.
“Project” is defined as work on new or existing commercial development.

“Blight” is defined as a condition that results n substantial diminution of property values of one or more properties

in the same block or in a block adjacent to the block in which the condition is located, or a condition that endangers

life or property.
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Exhibit 5

Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

These strategies are reinforced in the Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy,

which details the implementation approach of the Plan and redevelopment programs

that will carry it out. Improving the image and identity of South St. Petersburg to remedy

blighting influences and encourage investment is a key feature of the Plan and TIF

programs are to be designed for façade and site improvements for both residential and

nonresidential properties. The Plan specifically states that “the main commercial

corridors within the CRA will be a particular focus for this effort because they represent

the front-doors to most neighborhoods and their appearance will drive or reduce

investment.”

Ill Type and Amount of Award

An applicant may receive a reimbursable grant equaling the lesser of 10 percent of the

project cost or up to $50,000 as a grant award for an approved project. Disbursement of

the grant from the City will occur after the project is completed. Projects costing

$100,000 or less are not eligible for the program nor are applicants who are eligible for

the City’s “Social Action Funding” program.

IV Funding Source

City of St. Petersburg TIE contributions to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Trust

Fund and General Fund budget allocations.

V Eligible Projects

The Neighborhood Commercial Corridor P3 Fund is available to f-r4 the costs support

projects on commercial corridors, outside of the downtown core that provide visible

improvements to a building or site, decrease vacancy rates of the area, retain or create

jobs, and/or create new commercial space. The intent of the P3 Fund is business

development, thus the applicant should be an occupant of the building or a property

owner that demonstrate evidence that the building will be occupied by a business,

including hard and soft costs, for commercial development. The program may be used

for renovation or new construction that results in additional office or retail space.

Additionally, eligible prolects must demonstrate that “but for” city investment, the

project would not achieve a return on investment.
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Exhibit 5

Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Mixed-use projects that include residential units are eligible for the “3P Fund” provided

the majority of the project is office or retail, i.e., greater than 50 percent of gross floor

area of the building is devoted to non-residential use.

TIE funding priority will be given for applications for properties located on the following

commercial corridors in the South St. Petersburg CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South

• 16w’ Street South

• 22Street South
• 34111 Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South

• Central Avenue (including 15t Avenue North and 1st Avenue South)
• SlllAvenueSouth

• 18111 Avenue South

VI Approval Process

Applicants will submit the application to the City Development Administration office.

Application packages will be reviewed by a review committee, and final approval of a

project will be made by the City Development Administrator.

Applicants will be informed of approval decision within 45 days of submittal of all

requested information. Projects must commence within 180 days of grant approval

notice.

VII Minimum Selection Criteria

Projects must demonstrate that they meet 10 out of thc 11 eligibility criteria:

• Located in a trentcd economic development area. excludine the downtown core
• uuui vacancy
• r,LIIJUIIILULL., UIIU I LIUI II LU scrIL1. U VULUIII LUIIIIIILI LIJI LI uLLur”

• ,Adds new commercial square footage to busincss district through ncw construction or

adaptive reuse of a building formerly used for non commercial purposes.

.—Located in a Census Tract eligible for New Markets Tax Credits. (These are census tracts

where the poverty rate is at least 20% and where the median family income does not

exceed 80% of the area median family income.)
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as plumbing, elcctrical, HVAC, and energy efficiency improvcmcnts.
Obtains a city approved plan

Projects will be awarded funding based the ability to meet the following criteria. If the

project is multi-phased, it may be eligible for renewal of funding in the subsequent fiscal

year.

Funding Criteria for up to $25,000 Grant Award

• Located on a commercial corridor identified in Section V above.

• Capital investment (excluding land) by applicant represents more than 75% of

total project costs with a minimum capital investment of $100,000.

• Rehabilitates and returns to service a vacant commercial structure or adds new

commercial square footage to business district through new construction or

adaptive reuse of a building formerly used for non-commercial purposes.

• Visibly improves exterior building, site, and/or essential interior building systems

such as plumbing, electrical, HVAC, and energy efficiency improvements.

• Business must occupy space.

Funding Criteria for up to $50,000 Grant Award

The project meets the six criteria listed above has the 4 above merits—plus creates or

retains at least five full-time jobs in South St. Petersburg.

Funding Criteria for up to $100,000 Grand Award

The project meets the minimum requirements for a $50,000 grant award, plus the

following:
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Exhibit 5

Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Renovates a building listed on the Local or National Register of Historic Places. (Also,

allow property owners to seek designation.)

. Creates or retains at least 5 jobs
• Demonstrates at least $100,000 of capital investment (excluding land)

• Capital investment (excluding land) by applicant represents more than 75% of total

project costs.
• Applicant has attended 3 business development sessions at the recnhouse

• Receives at least 2 letters of public support from local business or neighborhood

‘.‘.,rnrr)’ ciirh
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Exhibit 5

Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

• Capital investment (excluding land) by applicant represents more than 75% of

total project costs with a minimum capital investment of $500,000

• Creates or retains at least 10 jobs OR facilitates the relocation of a company with

10 or more employees to South St. Petersburg

VIII Submission Requirements

Application packages must include documentation that illustrates the impact of the

project and its cost. Failure to provide all required information will delay the review and

approval process. Applications must include the following attachments:

• Complete application form (includes proforma).

• Documentation of property ownership or written consent from property owner giving

permission to conduct identified improvements. The property owner will be required

to sign the Grant Agreement to assume responsibility for maintenance of

improvements funded by the Grant.

• Estimated cost of project. (Applicant must provide a cost breakdown by project

element.)

• Digital photographs of existing conditions of project.

• Written description of project with drawings as appropriate.

• Three signed bids from licensed contractors itemizing the estimated cost of

improvements to be funded by the Grant.

• Sketches or conceptual drawings of improvements that will be funded by the Grant.

• Documentation of required private investment of a minimum of $100,000 or more,

dependent on the amount of grant funding requested.

• Copy of current business license.

• Copy of current property insurance.

• Encumbrance and title reports demonstrating that owner has clear title and the

status of any encumbrances on the property.

• Documentation of all other properties owned by applicant demonstrating that those

properties are in good condition and in good standing with the city — no liens, etc.

• Legal description and survey of project site.

• Documentation that proposed use is consistent with the City’s Land Development
Regulations.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 5

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016



Exhibit 5

Neighborhood Commercial District Corridor Public-Private Partnership Fund
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

VIII Disbursement of Funds and Compliance Requirements

Funding will be awarded disbursed by the City after project completion and receipt of

Certificate of Occupancy. Successful applicants must sign a grant agreement with the

Mayor or designee which specifics their obligations and rights upon issuance of the grant.

The applicant must maintain the improvements in accordance with the terms of the grant

agreement as well as the City’s Code of Ordinances. Projects must be completed within

18 months or the earmarked funding will be released for another project.

ut: ,1IiUVJ

Applicants Jiring the executio ‘ grant agreem

w4I-’- ‘-“cd 90 dys from the date to do so before the above JeadlL

commence. Absent approval of an extension of these deadlines by the City, failure to

comply will result in the cancellation of the grant agreement, rescission of the Grant

Award and return of the earmarked funding to either the general fund or the South St.

Petersburg Redevelopment Trust Fund.

additional financine
flflC AIIII
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EXHIBIT 6

CRA Grant Match Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The CRA Grant Match Program utilizes City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIE

revenue contributions to provide a local matching share for federal, state foundation and

other grant applications that would implement programs and strategies identified in the

South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Leveraging existing federal, state and nonprofit funding programs will be an important

implementation approach of the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan

(CRP). Eor instance, there are at least twelve federal agencies with more than thirty-five

funding opportunities that range in focus from “place-based” activities such as housing,

economic development and community infrastructure to “people-based” activities like

access to capital, education and workforce development. All of these activities are

featured in the Redevelopment Plan for South St. Petersburg and would support the

multifaceted approach the community is taking to support revitalization of South St.

Petersburg. Many of these grants will require a local matching share to ensure the City’s

minimum eligibility to apply.

The CRA Grant Match Program is consistent with the South St. Petersburg Community

Redevelopment Plan by availing resources to better compete for grants that can assist

with the revitalization of South St. Petersburg. The Action Plan and the Redevelopment

Program and Eunding Strategy call for using TIE funding as a match “when the proceeds

of the grant will be used for activities specified in the Redevelopment Plan.”

Ill Funding Source and Amount

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually from both City and Pinellas

County TIE contributions to support the CRA Grant Match Program. The use of Pinellas

County funding to support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014

policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually

and by budget amendment if necessary.
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EXHIBIT 7

CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program utilizes City of St. Petersburg and

Pinellas County TIE revenue contributions to acquire properties and consolidate and

prepare development sites within the South St. Petersburg CRA to promote housing,

economic development and revitalization of the CRA. The land assembly effort may also

involve demolition of existing structures, vacating streets, alleyways and relocating

associated utilities such as water, sewer and stormwater facilities. Site preparation work

may also require the performance of preliminary environmental reviews to assess the

extent of contamination on the site.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Land assembly, consolidation, site preparation and conveyance are essential activities for

encouraging residential, commercial and industrial development in the South St.

Petersburg CRA. It is one of the core activities identified in the Community

Redevelopment Act of 1969 for Florida cities to undertake in revitalizing their

communities.

The CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program is consistent with activities

described in the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP). In both its

Action Plan as well as Redevelopment Program, the South St. Petersburg CRP identifies

acquisition and site preparation as important implementation approaches in the CRA.

Under Business Development, the Action Plan calls for promoting business retention,

expansion and relocation efforts through acquisition and disposition of land, with priority

given to “facilitating the creation of larger holdings suitable for industrial and business

use.” The same approach is encouraged in Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization to

purchase “residential property and convey to housing developers for less than fair value

to lower development costs.”

The Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy chapter identifies land assembly and

site preparation as an important implementation strategy that will leave the City “well-

positioned to facilitate new development as well as provide expansion opportunities for

local businesses.” To assist in neighborhood revitalization, the City will also be acquiring

properties within the CRA, including “nuisance properties whose activities, uses or

appearance undermine the revitalization effort, or unforeseen opportunities that may

arise which if capitalized on would help spur ongoing redevelopment.” To these ends, the

Redevelopment Program calls for the City to use tax increment financing for “assembly

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 1

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of the St. Petersburg City Council on Februory 4, 2016



EXHIBIT 7

CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

and site preparation of property throughout South St. Petersburg to facilitate residential

and nonresidential development.”

Ill Funding Source and Amount

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually from both City and Pinellas

County TIE contributions to support the CRA Property Acquisition and Preparation

Program. The use of Pinelias County funding to support this program will be consistent

with the County’s June 2014 policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount

will be determined annually and by budget amendment if necessary.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 2

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of the St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016



EXHIBIT 8

Redevelopment Loan Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The Redevelopment Loan Program provides funding to a South St. Petersburg loan pool to

support the lending efforts in the CRA by the City’s financial partners.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

Lack of capital is the biggest challenge to growing and sustaining small businesses not

only in South St. Petersburg CRP but throughout Florida and the United States. The

South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan continues the City’s policy of

marketing business incentives and finance opportunities such as SBA Loans and

Enterprise Zone tax incentives, but also develops lending programs using tax increment

financing to increase capital availability in the CRA.

The Redevelopment Loan Program is consistent with the South St. Petersburg CRP by

furthering strategies in the Action Plan calling for collaboration with “financial institutions

to develop a South St. Petersburg lending facility that pools resources to lower risk,

streamlines bank approval and servicing procedures and provides a range of loans

meeting the needs of the CRA, such as construction loans, microloans, working capital,

and loan guarantees.” The Action Plan also identifies tax increment financing as an

important funding source for the lending facility. The Redevelopment Program and

Funding Strategy proposes a loan program that can be used to provide a range of loans

meeting the needs of the CRA, such as construction loans, microloans, working capital,

and loan guarantees.

Ill Funding Source

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate revenue annually from its TIE contributions to

support the loan program.

IV Program Goals and Objectives

The Redevelopment Loan Program uses TlF and other City funds for bridge loans,

microloans, subordinated long-term debt, loan guarantees and other financial vehicles to

close financing gaps for projects to ensure they can be bankable through conventional

lenders. The City will partner with financial institutions to create a lending pool that will

support the borrowing needs of the CRA’s businesses and residents. Emphasis will be

placed on loans for purchase or improvements to real estate, expansion of business

operations through increased hiring, expanded facility and replacement/improvements

to capital plant, and working capital.

South St. Petersburg TIE Program Guidelines Page 1
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EXHIBIT 9

“Paint Your Heart Out” Program
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program

Description and Purpose

The “Paint Your Heart Out” Program provides funding to the City’s Neighborhood Team to

help property owners in targeted areas of the CRA refurbish and refresh the exterior of

their properties.1 The Program encourages collaboration with volunteers and non-profit

and for-profit entities such as the CRA’s neighborhood associations and Main Streets,

Habitat for Humanity, Leadership St. Petersburg, Dream Center and other entities to

leverage the City’s TIE contribution.

Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan

The South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan recognizes that successful

revitalization programs improve the investment climate of a neighborhood by removing

blight and enhancing its image and leveraging the efforts of citizens and nonprofit

organizations to accomplish these ends. The “Paint Your Heart Out” Program is

consistent with the intent of the South St. Petersburg CRP by creating “an incentive

program that will provide façade improvement grants or loans to residential property

owners.” The CRP also encourages upgrades to the exteriors of properties along

commercial corridors and calls for the City to develop incentive programs to serve this

end. Among other programs designed to implement this strategy, the Redevelopment

Program and Funding identifies a program providing small grants to property owners that

paint their property.

In addition to physical improvements to properties, the South St. Petersburg CRP

encourages collaboration and provides funding for the neighborhood revitalization

activities of nonprofit organizations as well as involving neighborhood associations. The

CRP calls for supporting volunteer initiatives, “such as Carefest, Scrubbin da ‘Burg, which

connect various organizations such as neighborhood associations, faith-based groups,

civic groups and schools.”

III Funding Source

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate funding annually from its TIF contributions to

support the “Paint Your Heart Out” Program. The funding amount will be determined

annually and by budget amendment if necessary. It is the intent of the program for the

City to collaborate with other entities to better leverage its contribution.

The N-Team, as it is known, is comprised of City staff and volunteers and has as one of its several programs a

“Paint Day” that utilizes 8 to 15 individuals to paint a house as a team in one day. The N-Team also provices a range

of services to St. Petersburg homeowners who are elderly, disabled, or low-income ncluding handicap access, minor

roof and plumbing repair, code violation remedies and overgrowth removal.

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 1

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016



EXHIBIT 10 

Workforce Readiness and Development Program 
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program 

I Description and Purpose 

The Workforce Readiness and Development Program provides annual funding to 
accredited educational and job training providers, such as Career Source, St. Petersburg 
College and Pinellas Technical College, to prepare CRA residents for job opportunities 
with emerging St. Petersburg jobs through training, education and job placement.   

II Consistency with the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan 

Poverty and unemployment underpin the blighted conditions of the CRA and the 
Workforce Readiness and Development Program is consistent with the South St. 
Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan (CRP) by implementing a “people based” 
economic development strategy that prepares residents of the CRA for job opportunities.  
The CRP notes that “these programs are necessary to ensure that the Redevelopment 
Plan not only revitalizes South St. Petersburg as a place but also increases the economic 
prospects of the people living there allowing them to remain in the neighborhood 
without being displaced by successful redevelopment efforts.” Ultimately, the CRP 
intends to avail capital through tax increment financing to providers of early childhood, 
work readiness and workforce development programs that will facilitate opportunities for 
existing and future residents of South St. Petersburg. 

The CRP Action Plan calls for the City to provide funding to accredited workforce 
development providers such as Pinellas Technical College, St. Petersburg College and 
CareerSource Pinellas to “train residents of South St. Petersburg for entry into the 
workforce as well as later career opportunities.”  The Action Plan also encourages the 
development of a TIF incentive program that will pay for businesses to train residents of 
South St. Petersburg.  Finally, a high priority of the CRP is supporting and helping fund 
workforce readiness programs that train youth and young adults in the CRA.  

The CRP Redevelopment Program and Funding Strategy reinforces the Action Plan by 
emphasizing that a portion of tax increment revenue be used to “enhance the capacity of 
early education, work readiness and workforce development providers to improve 
‘Cradle to Career’ opportunities for residents.” To that end, the CRP specifically calls for 
the development of an “urban apprenticeship” program that will fund the 
aforementioned workforce development providers to train residents of South St. 
Petersburg for entry into the workforce as well as later career opportunities. In addition, 
the Redevelopment Program understands the importance of workforce readiness for 
teens and young adults and proposes using TIF funding to support these efforts.  

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 1 

Approved by Resolution 2016-xx of St. Petersburg City Council on February 4, 2016 



EXHIBIT 10 
 

Workforce Readiness and Development Program 
South St. Petersburg Tax Increment Financing Program 

 

III Funding Source 
 

The City of St. Petersburg may allocate tax increment financing revenue annually to 
support the workforce readiness and development efforts of accredited educational and 
job training entities and assist businesses and other organizations in training residents of 
the CRA. 

 
IV Program Goals and Objectives 
 

The Workforce Readiness and Development Program is focused on linking CRA residents 
with job opportunities that will be created in the St. Petersburg Commerce Park as well 
as throughout the CRA.  

 
1. Identify 10 (ten) St. Petersburg companies to participate in the program and pledge 

to give the CRA residents first priority in job opportunities with their company. 
 

a. The Program will work to place 20 (twenty) CRA residents in jobs offered by the 
ten private sector participants. 

 
2. The Program will work with other job training providers to recruit at least 30 (thirty) 

CRA residents for targeted job training supported by private sector participants.  
 

3. The Program will work with education providers to recruit at least 15 (fifteen) CRA 
residents to attend education in targeted occupations supported by the private 
sector participants. 
 

4. The City will facilitate and finance the above objectives.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

South St. Petersburg TIF Program Guidelines Page 2 
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Community Redevelopment Agency
Meeting of February 4, 2016

CRA Case File: SSCRP-2016-02

REQUEST

Community Redevelopment Agency recommendation that City Council approve the FY2016-
2020 budget for the Redevelopment Trust Fund of the South St. Petersburg Community
Redevelopment Area.

OVERVIEW

On May 21, 2015, St. Petersburg City Council adopted a Community Redevelopment Plan (Plan)
for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) that also established a tax
increment financing district for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St. Petersburg CRA (Ord. #169-H).
Tax increment financing (TIE) directs a percentage of future increases in St. Petersburg and
Pinellas County property tax revenues generated within a TIF district into a special
redevelopment trust fund. This increased revenue, known as the “increment”, is then used to
fund eligible redevelopment projects within the boundaries of the TIE district. The trust fund
provides a sustainable source of revenue for revitalization programs identified in the South St.
Petersburg Plan.

Each fiscal year, the Community Redevelopment Agency (Agency) will recommend and City
Council will approve a budget for the South St. Petersburg CRA Redevelopment Trust fund
allocating the anticipated TIF contributions from the City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County.
Based on the increase in property values in the South St. Petersburg CRA since its establishment
in 2015, the TIE district yielded $487,369.58 in revenue for FY2016 with the City responsible for
a payment of $285,773.32 to the trust fund, while the County will be contributing its share of
$201,596.26 by April 15, 2016.

The Agency is being asked to recommend allocations to City Council of City and County TIE
contributions into three budget categories identified in the South St. Petersburg Plan based on
annual priorities identified by Administration and the South St. Petersburg Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC). These three budget categories are

• Business Development

• Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization
• Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development
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The various TIE programs that have been approved by City Council to implement the South St.
Petersburg Redevelopment Plan will be included in one or more of these three budget
categories without funding levels identified. Administration will then allocate the available
revenue for, say, Business Development to the TIE programs associated with it as demand
warrants. If during the fiscal year, demand is greater for TIE programs in Business Development
than in Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization, Administration will request City Council to
approve a formal amendment changing the revenue allocations between the two budget
categories.

This approach is advisable because most of the TIE revenue from the redevelopment trust fund
will be distributed during any given year through awards to businesses, property owners and/or
residents of the CRA on a first come, first served basis. The demand for any TIF program will be
unknown so setting annual funding levels for each TIE program would invite frequent
amendments as they may be under- or oversubscribed. In addition, Pinellas County restrictions
on the use of its TIE complicates this issue further.

PROPOSED FY2O1G BUDGET ALLOCATION FOR THE SOUTH ST. PETERSBURG REDEVELOPMENT
TRUST FUND

The redevelopment program for the South St. Petersburg Plan utilizes an initial budgeting
formula that allocates 50 percent of annual TIE revenues to business development programs,
40 percent to housing and neighborhood revitalization programs, and 10 percent for workforce
readiness and training programs. Administration and the CAC are recommending these same
funding percentages for FY2016 (see Exhibit 1 of the attached resolution). If approved by City
Council, the TIE revenue will be allocated as follows

Business Development $243,685
Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization $194,948
Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development $48,737

Total TIF Revenue for FY2016 $487,370

However, it is important to stress that the Plan allows allocation percentages to budget
categories to change over time based on City and CAC priorities and the original budgeting
percentage established in the Plan may not be the same when the Plan expires in 2045.

OVERVIEW OF SOUTH ST. PETERSBURG TAX INCREMENT FINANCING PROGRAMS

The ten tax increment financing programs described below will be the vehicles through which
the FY2016 annual budget allocations will be expended. City Council is being asked to approve
these first TIE programs by resolution at its February 4, 2016, public meeting. Additional TIE
programs identified in the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan will be developed and
approved over the next two years. The detailed program requirements for these ten programs
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can be found in the February 4, 2016, report to City Council. The programs have been
organized by the major budget category under which they fall.

A. BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

COMMERCIAL SITE IMPRovEMENT GRANT program provides a reimbursable grant to
commercial property owners that upgrade their building façades, landscaping, lighting,
loading and service areas and other features of their sites visible from the public right-
of-way. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching grant of up to $20,000.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible
for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement
payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIE contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given to applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• l6 Street South
• 22’ Street South
• 34th Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South

• Central Avenue corridor (including 15t Avenue North and 1st Avenue South)
• 5thAvenue South
• l8thAvenueSouth

COMMERCIAL BUILDING INTERIOR AND TENANT IMPROVEMENT GRANT provides matching grants
from the City’s TIE contribution to commercial property owners for interior upgrades
with a focus on projects that remedy degraded building systems and extend the
economic viability of the building. An applicant may receive a one-for-one matching
grant of up to $20,000. Projects costing $5,000 or less are not eligible for the program.
Applicants with properties listed on the Local Register of Historic Places may be eligible
for a matching grant of up to $40,000 if the approved work is found compliant with the
City of St. Petersburg Historic Preservation Ordinance. The grant is a reimbursement
payable to the applicant upon completion of work. City and County TIE contributions
can be used to fund this program. Priority will be given for applications for properties
located on the following commercial corridors in the CRA:

• Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street South
• 16tI, Street South
• 22Fid Street South
• 34th Street North/South
• 49th Street North/South
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• Central Avenue corridor (including 1 Avenue North and l Avenue South)
• 5thAvenueSouth
• 1gth Avenue South

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FUND (P3 Fund) provides
grant awards to projects that enhance established business districts by redeveloping
properties, decreasing vacancy rates, adding to the tax base, creating jobs, leveraging
private sector investment, and improving the quality of life for surrounding
neighborhoods through removal of blight and revitalizing vacant or underutilized
properties. The P3 Fund is a city-wide program supported by revenue from both the
general fund and the City’s TIE contribution to the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment
Trust Fund. (Any project funded from the trust fund must be located in the CRA.) An
applicant may receive up to $50,000. Projects costing $100,000 or less are not eligible
for the program.

B. HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION PROGRAMS

AFFORDABLE MULTIFAMILY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides an annual property tax
rebate for up to fifteen years on increases in ad valorem taxes for all applicable Pinellas
County taxing authorities for developers of new and substantially renovated affordable
multifamily housing in the CRA. The rebate, which must first be approved by the Agency
and City Council, will be based on the increase in ad valorem taxes in the first year the
completed project goes on the tax rolls. The maximum award is $50,000 per project per
year and both City and County TIE contributions will be used to fund the program. For
the purposes of this program, “affordable housing” is defined as housing meeting the
needs of households whose income is 80 percent or below the area median household
income. The maximum income and rent levels for this program are based on the Florida
Housing Finance Corporation’s SHIP Program.

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY IMPROVEMENT GRANT program reimburses approved applicants for
eligible exterior and interior improvements on affordable or market-rate residential
housing in the CRA. Emphasis will be placed on funding substantial renovations that
upgrade vital building systems and sustain and extend the economic life of a structure.
The grant program supplements the City’s annual investment in the “Rebates for
Residential Rehabilitation” (RRR) but is focused on incentivizing the substantial
renovation of multifamily housing (defined as three or more units in a building) by
increasing the total grant award allowed for these projects. An applicant may receive a
reimbursable grant equaling the lesser of 20 percent of the pre-construction value of
eligible improvements or up to $10,000 per unit. The maximum award for a multifamily
project is $90,000. The program requires a minimum investment of $10,000 toward
eligible improvements per residential unit. City and County TIE contributions can be
used for this program if used for an affordable project. Otherwise, only the City share is
available. Affordable units must be maintained for at least five years.
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“PAINT YOUR HEART OUT” PROGRAM provides funding to the City’s Neighborhood Team to
help property owners in targeted areas of the CRA refurbish and refresh the exterior of

their properties. The Program encourages collaboration with volunteers and non-profit
and for-profit entities such as the CRA’s neighborhood associations and Main Streets,
Habitat for Humanity, Leadership St. Petersburg, Dream Center and other entities to
leverage the City’s TIE contribution. The funding amount will be determined annually
and by budget amendment if necessary.

C. EDUCATION, JOB READINESS AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

WORKFORCE READINESS AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM provides annual funding to accredited

educational and job training providers, such as Career Source, Pinellas Technical College

and St. Petersburg College, to prepare CRA residents for job opportunities with

emerging St. Petersburg jobs through training, education and job placement. The

program is focused on linking CRA residents with job opportunities that will be created

in the St. Petersburg Commerce Park as well as throughout the CRA.

D. TIE PROGRAMS AVAILABLE FOR ONE OR MORE BUDGET CATEGORIES

CRA GRANT MATCH PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and Pinellas County TIE

revenue contributions to provide a local matching share for federal, state foundation

and other grant applications that would implement programs and strategies identified in

the South St. Petersburg Redevelopment Plan. The use of Pinellas County funding to

support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014 policy governing

use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually or as

opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

CRA PROPERTY ACQUISITION AND PREPARATION PROGRAM utilizes City of St. Petersburg and

Pinellas County TIE revenue contributions to acquire properties and consolidate and

prepare development sites within the South St. Petersburg CRA to promote housing,

economic development and revitalization of the CRA. The land assembly effort may also

involve demolition of existing structures, vacating streets, alleyways and relocating

associated utilities such as water, sewer and stormwater facilities. The use of Pinellas

County funding to support this program will be consistent with the County’s June 2014

policy governing use of its TIE revenue. The funding amount will be determined annually

or as opportunities arise and by budget amendment if necessary.

REDEVELOPMENT LOAN PROGRAM provides funding to a South St. Petersburg loan pool to

support the lending efforts in the CRA by the City’s financial partners for CRA businesses

and residents. The program, which will supplement the city-wide loan consortium

program being assemble by City Development Administration, will use TIE and other City

funds for bridge loans, microloans, subordinated long-term debt, loan guarantees and

other financial vehicles to close financing gaps for projects to ensure they can be
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bankable through conventional lenders. Emphasis will be placed on loans for purchase
or improvements to real estate, expansion of business operations through increased
hiring, expanded facility and replacement/improvements to capital plant, and working
capital.

RECOMMENDATION

Administration recommends that the Community Redevelopment Agency recommend City
Council approve the attached Resolution.

Attachments: Budget Resolution with Exhibit 1 - FY2016-2020 Budget for the South St. Petersburg
Redevelopment Trust Fund



NO. 2016 -

A RESOLUTION OF THE ST. PETERSBURG COMMUNITY

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY RECOMMENDING THAT THE ST.

PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE FY2016-2020 BUDGET

FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT TRUST FUND OF THE SOUTH ST.

PETERSBURG COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AREA; AND

PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg City Council approved a Community

Redevelopment Plan (Plan) for the South St. Petersburg CRA on May 21, 2015 (Ord. #169-H),

which included establishment of a tax increment financing district and redevelopment trust

fund for the entire 7.4-sq.mi. South St. Petersburg CRA;

WHEREAS, based on the increase in property values in the South St. Petersburg

CRA in 2015, the district yielded $487,369.58 in increment revenue that includes the City

contribution of $285,773.32 in its FYZO16 Recommended Budget to the trust fund and a

Pinellas County contribution of $201,596.26 by April 15, 2016;

WHEREAS, the redevelopment program for the South St. Petersburg Plan utilizes

an initial formula that allocates 50 percent of annual TIF revenues to Business Development

programs, 40 percent to Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization programs, and 10 percent

for Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development programs, but also recognizes that

the funding allocation percentages to the three programs can be changed over time to reflect

City priorities; and

WHEREAS, on December 1, 2015, the Citizen Advisory Committee for the South

St. Petersburg CRA unanimously voted to recommend that St. Petersburg Community

Redevelopment Agency and City Council approve the FY2016-2020 budget for the CRA

redevelopment trust fund with the program allocation percentages identified above.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the St. Petersburg Community

Redevelopment Agency recommends that City Council approve the FY2016-2020 budget for the

Redevelopment Trust Fund of the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (see

Exhibit 1) allocating the tax increment financing revenue to the three budget categories in the

following manner.

Business Development $243,685

Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization $194,948

Education, Job Readiness and Workforce Development $48,737

Total FY2016 South St. Petersburg TIF Revenue $487,370

1



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that any revisions to the above
budget category funding allocations during the budget year will require approval by City Council
after receiving a recommendation from the Community Redevelopment Agency.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT: APPROVED BY:

City Attorney (De gnee) ,ve Goodwin, Director
Planning d Lcon(:mc Dvcoprient

2
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of February 4, 2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Approving an increase to the allocation for industrial maintenance and repair service
agreements with Mader Electric, Inc. and Apollo Construction & Engineering Services, Inc. for the
Water Resources Department in the amount of $210,000, which increases the total contract
amount to $300,000.

Explanation: On December 1, 2014, Administration approved three-year agreements with Mader
Electric, Inc. and Apollo Construction & Engineering Services, Inc. for industrial maintenance and
repair. The agreements are effective through November 30, 2017 at a combined estimated annual
amount $90,000. The agreements were not previously approved by Council as the estimated
annual amount was below the required approval threshold. Due to planned maintenance and
repair projects, the forecasted amount is expected to exceed the original estimate, and the
Council approval threshold, prior to end of contract term. Therefore an increase in the contract
amount is requested.

The vendors provide general mechanical, electrical, welding, fabrication, and millwright services
for water and wastewater facilities as well as supplemental services for rebuilding or replacing
electromechanical equipment in the facilities. The vendor also provides services to perform any
general maintenance projects that cannot be completed internally due to resource or capacity
constraints.

The Procurement Department recommends approval:

Original 3 year Contract Sum $ 90,000
Allocation Increase 210,000
Revised Contract Sum $300,000

Amounts paid to vendors pursuant to these agreements shall not exceed a combined amount of
$300,000 through the term of the agreements.

Cost/Funding/Assessment Information: Funds are available in the General Fund (0001),
Recreation & Cultural Capital (3029), Water Resources (4001), and Municipal Office Buildings
(5005).

Attachments: Resolution

Approvals:

.

_______

Administrative Budget



A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INCREASE
TO THE ALLOCATION IN THE INDUSTRIAL
MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR SERVICE
AGREEMENTS FOR THE WATER RESOURCES
DEPARTMENT, WITH MADER ELECTRIC, INC.
AND APOLLO CONSTRUCTION &
ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC., IN THE
AMOUNT OF $210,000 FOR A TOTAL AMOUNT
NOT TO EXCEED $300,000: AUTHORIZING
THE MAYOR OR MAYOR’S DESIGNEE TO
EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
EFFECTUATE THIS TRANSACTION; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on December 1, 2014 the Administration approved three-year
agreements with Mader Electric, Inc. and Apollo Construction & Engineering Services, inc. for
industrial maintenance and repair services effective through November 30, 2017; and

WHEREAS, due to a significant volume of deferred projects with schedule
commitments, cost will exceed the original estimate prior to the end of the term of the agreements;
and

WHEREAS, the amount approved by the Administration was below the threshold
required for City Council approval; and

WHEREAS, an increase in the amount of the allocation requires City Council
approval; and

WHEREAS, the Procurement & Supply Management Department recommends
approval of an increase to the allocation.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida that an increase to the allocation in the industrial maintenance and repair
service agreements for the Water Resources Department, with Mader Electric, Inc. and Apollo
Construction & Engineering Services, Inc., in the amount of $210,000 for a total amount not to
exceed $300,000 is hereby approved and the Mayor or the Mayor’s designee is authorized to
execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to Form and Substance:

r2

City Attorney (esignee)



ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Consent Agenda

Meeting of February 4, 2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Resource Efficiency Solutions, Inc. for
induction and LED lighting replacement parts at an estimated annual amount of $50,000.

Explanation: On February 21, 2013 City Council approved a one-year agreement for lighting
replacement parts through February 28, 2014, with three one-year renewal options. On December
5, 2013 and February 19, 2015 respectively, City Council approved one-year renewals. This is
the final renewal.

The vendor provides induction and LED light replacement parts required to maintain the existing
acorn, cobra head, and hat box style street lighting fixtures. The parts are installed without
removal of the existing fixture on the pole; are interchangeable with existing units; and are fully
compatible with the utility version of Granville Premier and Washington Postlite Acrylic Prismatic,
King Luminaire, Beacon Products and American Electric Lighting cobra head fixtures. In addition,
the vendor will provide induction and LED parts for various directional flood, high bay, parking
garage and façade style lighting fixtures installed by the city.

The primary users are Engineering and Capital Improvements, Public Works, Fleet Management,
and Parks & Recreation departments.

The Procurement Department recommends for renewal:

Resource Efficiency Solutions, Inc. (SBE) $50,000

Resource Efficiency Solutions, Inc. (SBE) has agreed to hold prices firm under the terms and
conditions of IFB No. 7418 dated December 14, 2012. Administration recommends renewal of
the agreement based upon the vendor’s past satisfactory performance, demonstrated ability to
comply with the terms and conditions of the contract, and no requested increase in unit price. The
renewal will be effective from date of approval through February 28, 2017.

Cost/Funding/Assessment Information: Funds have been previously appropriated in the
General Fund (0001), Parks & Recreation Department (190), Neighborhood and Citywide
Infrastructure CIP Fund (3027), Weeki Wachee Capital Improvements (3041), and the Recreation
and Culture Capital Improvements Fund (3029).

Attachments: Resolution

Approvals:

Administrative Budget )(
L)



A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE THIRD AND FINAL ONE-
YEAR RENEWAL OPTION OF AN AGREEMENT (BLANKET)
WITH RESOURCE EFFICIENCY SOLUTIONS INC. FOR
INDUCTION AND LED LIGHTING REPLACEMENT PARTS
AT A TOTAL COST NO TO EXCEED $50,000 FOR THE
ENGINEERING AND CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS, PUBLIC
WORKS, FLEET MANAGEMENT, AND PARKS &
RECREATION DEPARTMENTS; AUTHORIZING THE
MAYOR OR MAYOR’S DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL
DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE THIS
TRANSACTION; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, On February 21, 2013 City Council approved the award of a one-year
agreement with three one-year renewal options to Resource Efficiency Solutions Inc. for induction
and LED lighting replacement parts pursuant to RFP No. 7418 dated December 14, 2012; and

WHEREAS, on December 5, 2013 City Council approved the first one-year
renewal option to the Agreement; and

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2015 City Council approved the second one-year
renewal option to the Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to exercise the third and final one-year renewal option;
and

WHEREAS, the Procurement & Supply Management Department, in cooperation
with the Engineering and Capital Improvements, Public Works, Fleet Management, and Parks &
Recreation departments recommend renewal of this Agreement.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida, that the third and final one-year renewal option of the Agreement with
Resource Efficiency Solutions Inc. for induction and LED lighting replacement parts at a total cost
not to exceed $50,000 for the Engineering and Capital Improvements, Public Works, Fleet
Management, and Parks & Recreation departments is hereby approved and the Mayor or Mayor’s
Designee is authorized to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Agreement will be effective through
February 28, 2017.

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to Form and Substance:

City Attdrney (Designee)











ST. PETERSBURG CiTY COUNCIL
Consent Agenda

Meeting of February 4, 2016

TO: City Council Chair & Members of City Council

SUBJECT: City Council Minutes

EXPLANATION: Approving the City Council minutes of November 12, November 16, and
November 23, 2015 City Council meetings.



A RESOLU11ON APPROVING TIlE MINUTES
OF THE CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS HELD
ON NOVEMBER 12, NOVEMBER 16, AND
NOVEMBER 23, 2015; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that
thc minutes of the City CouncTi meetings held on November 12, November 16, and November 23,
2015 are hereby approved.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM
AND SUBSTANCE:

City Attorney or Designee



COUNCIL MEETING
Municipal Building CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

1 75_5th Street North
Second Floor Council Chamber

REGULAR SESSION OF THE CITY COtJNCIL HELl) AT CITY hALL

Thursday, November 12, 2015, AT 8:30 A.M.

***********************

Chair Charles Gerdes called the meeting to order with the following members present:

Charles Gerdes, Darden Rice, Steven Kornell, Karl Nurse, Wengay M. Newton, Sr., Bill Dudley,

James R. Kennedy, Jr., and Amy Foster. City Administrator Gary Cornwell, City Attorney

Jacqueline Kovilaritch, Chief Assistant City Attorney Jeannine Williams, City Clerk Chan

Srinivasa and Deputy City Clerk Patricia Beneby were also in attendance. Absent: None

A moment of silence was observed to remember the following fallen officers of the St.

Petersburg Police Department that were killed in the line of duty in the month of November:

Officer Gene A. Bessette — November 1 0, 1961.

In connection with the approval of the meeting agenda, Councilmember Newton moved

with the second by Councilmember Dudley that the following resolution be adopted:

BE iT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg,

Florida, that Council approve the agenda with the following changes as amended:

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with the approval of the Consent Agenda Councilmember Rice moved with

a second by Councilmember Newton that the following resolutions be adopted approving the

attached Consent Agenda.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. I)udley. Rice. Kornell. Naycs. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with the Open Forum portion ol’the agenda, the Chair asked if there were

any person(s) that wished to he heard. The following person(s) came lbrward:

:, _) _)



11/12/15

Annie l’ranklin spoke regarding damage done to her house by the St. Petersburg [‘ire

l)epurtment. She went on to explain that she houses foster children at her residence,

and that the damage is threatening to null her license.

Chair Gerdes sutw,ested an appropriation of S 1,000.00 to repair Ms. Iranklin’s home. The

chair asked ii’ there were any persons wishing to speak regarding the appropriation of Iiitids. ‘l’he

following person(s) came forward:

I. Linda Phillips, 5872 3l Avenue North. spoke regarding her experience with N—

‘l’eam. and slated that they are capable of making the full repairs.

2. Gregory Roll, 521 Avenue South, suggested the appropriation be increased to

$1,500.00.
3. Dr. John .Johnson, 31790 US 19 North, Palm harbor, offered to pay for the damages

should there be any issues.

Councilmember Rice moved with a second by Councilrnember Dudley that the following

resolution be adopted relating to Open Forum.

20 15-533 A RESOLUTION OF TIlE CITY COUNCIL OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

APPROVING AN APPROPRIATION NOT TO EXCEED $1,000 TO REPAIR

DAMAGE CAUSED BY THE CITY TO THE HOME OF ANNIE FRANKLIN;

AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

Open forum recommenced after the vote was taken.

I. Alfonso Nixon, spoke regarding racial discrimination within the City of St.

Petersburg.
2. Stephen Fuller, 540 Trinity Lane North, spoke in opposition to the moving of the

Williams Park bus stations.
3. Petya Getsova, 5307 74th Place East, spoke regarding the lack of foreign language

services offered in St. Petersburg.
4. Winthrop Newton spoke in favor of the expansion of the CRA boundaries.

5. Sheila Scott Griffin spoke in favor of the expansion of the CRA boundaries.

6. Dan I larvey spoke regarding the plans for the Pier Park, Rays Stadium, and PS’I’A.

7. Robert Fields spoke in opposition to the Curbside recycling program.

8. Dana Lundmark, 226 61h Street South, spoke in opposition to the removal of the bus

hubs from Williams Park.
9. Travis Norton, 100 2uid Avenue North, spoke in favor or removing the bus hubs from

Williams Park.
10. Mary Cash, 540 2 Avenue South #1408. spoke in lhvor of deferring the decision to

move the bus hubs from Williams Park.

334
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In connection with awards and presentations, Florida I lolocaust Museum Executive

l)ireetor I liabeth (ii Iman gave a short Presentation regarding the Florida I lolocaust Museum

(‘lvii Rights Movement I xhibit. No action was taken.

in connection with awards and presentations, (‘ouncilmember Newton read a proclamation

recognizing Ingrid Comberg for her lifelong efTorts in crime prevention and neighborhood

activism. No action was taken.

In connection with awards and presentations, Fluoridation Action Team Co—Chair Dr.

Johnny Johnson gave a presentation recognizing the City of St. Petersburg for receiving the Water

Fluoridation Quality Award. No action was taken.

In connection with awards and presentations, Chair Gerdes introduced The l)iversity

Initiative CEO John Pribanic, who gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding the agency’s mission

and current projects. The Chair asked if there were any person(s) present wishing to be heard, and

the following person(s) came forward:

1. Theresa Lassiter spoke to her concerns of discrimination in St. Petersburg and

suggested a future partnership.

No action was taken.

In connection with awards and presentations, Councilmernber Kornell introduced Tristan

Byrnes, and gave a presentation recognizing Transgender Day of Remembrance. The Chair asked

if there were any person(s), present wishing to be heard. The following person(s) came forward:

1. Theresa Lassiter spoke regarding Transgender Day of Remembrance, and would preftr

the attention and funds go to impoverished areas of South St. Petersburg.

2. Mary Cash spoke in support of Transgender Day of Remembrance.

No action was taken.

In connection with reports, Councilmember Rice introduced PSTA CEO Brad Miller. Mr.

Miller gave a presentation regarding the relocation of bus hubs li-om Williams Park. The Chair

asked if there were any person(s) wishing to he heard, and the following person(s) came forward:

1. Reggie Craig, 5 1 00 29111 Avenue North, spoke on behalf of Celebrate Outreach,

regarding his opposition to the movement of the bus hubs from Williams Park.

2. Theresa Lassiter spoke regarding concerns of huh placement, and bus access to seniors.

Councilmember Rice moved with the second by Councilmember Kennedy that the

following resolution be adopted:

2015-534 A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF ST. PETERSBURG. FLORIDA

SUPPORTING i}IE PINELLAS SUNCOAST TRANSII AUTI IORITY I IUB TO

GRID PLAN; AN1) PROVIDiNG AN E1FEC’I’1VF I)A’I’E.
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Roll (‘all. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. loster. (lefties. Kennedy. I)udley. Rice. Kornel I. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

‘Iie (‘hair recessed the meeting at 11:37 a.m. br i short break..

The (‘hair reconvened the meeting at 12:01 p.m. and began the meeting with item F—I

regarding restrictions of the .J PA agreement lbr the I langar 1/2 Project at Albert Whitted Airport.

In connection with public hearings, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance I 99—11.

The (‘hair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.
Councilmember Nurse moved with the second by (‘ouncilmember I)udley that the following

resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVEI) By the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that proposed Ordinance 199-11, entitled:

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 199-H

AN ORDINANCE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION
1.02(C)(5)B., ST. PETERSBURG CITY ChARTER,
AUThORIZING TIlE RESTRICTIONS CONTAINED IN
TFIE JOINT PART] CI PATTON AGREEMENT (“JPA”)
FOR THE HANGAR #2 PROJECT (PROJECT #14679),
TO BE EXECUTED BY TI-IE CITY, AS A
REQUIREMENT FOR RECEIPT OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (“FDOT”)
FUNDS (“GRANT”) INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMiTED
TO THE AVIATION PROGRAM ASSURANCES
(“GRANT ASSURANCES”), WHICI-I, INTER ALIA.
REQUIRE THAT TI-IE CITY MAKE ALBERT WHITTED
AIRPORT AVAILABLE AS AN AIRPORT FOR PUI3LIC
USE ON FAIR AND REASONABLE TERMS, AND
MAINTAIN THE PROJECT FACILITIES ANI)
EQUIPMENT IN GOOD WORKING ORDER FOR TIlE
USEFUL LIFE OF SAID FACILITIES OR EQUiPMENT,
NOT TO EXCEED 20 YEARS FROM THE EFI’EC’I’iVE
DATE 01’ THE WA; AUTIIORIZING THE MAYOR OR
hITS DESIGNEE TO ACCEPT THE GRANT IN AN
AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $1,600,000;
AUThORIZING A PROJECT SCOPE AND NAME
CI lANGE BY TI IL MERGING 01’ THE AIRPORT
HANGAR #2 PROJECT (PROJECT #14679) INFO TFIE
SOUTI IWEST I IANGAR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
(#14168); AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR 1-lIS
DESIGNEE To EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS
NECESSARY 10 EFIEC I LÀ I 1 1! uS ORDINANCE;

336



11/12/15

PROVII)ING AN EI’I’EC’l’IVE 1)A’IE; ANE) PROVII)ING
FoR EXPIRA’l’ION.

he adopted on second and Rnal reading.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with public hearings, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 200—11.

The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember I)udley moved with the second by Councilmember Kennedy that the following

resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVEI) By the City Council of the City of St.

Petersburg, Florida, that proposed Ordinance 200-I-I, entitled:

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 200-Fl

AN ORDINANCE IN ACCORDANCE WITh SECTION
I.02(C)(5)B., ST. PETERSBURG CITY CHARTER,
AUTHORIZING THE RESTRICTIONS CONTAINED IN
THE JOTN’1’ PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT (“JPA”)
FOR TI-IE RUNWAY 7/25 EXTENSION FEASIBILITY
STUDY (PROJECT #TBD, TO BE EXECUTED BY THE
CITY, AS A REQUIREMENT FOR RECEIPT OF
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(“FDOT”) FUNDS (“GRANT”), INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED ‘I’O THE AVIATION PROGRAM
ASSURANCES (“GRANT ASSURANCES”), WHICI I,
INTER ALIA, REQUIRE TI [AT TI IF CITY MAKE
ALBERT Wil ITTET) AIRPORT AVAILABLE AS AN
AIRPORT FOR PUBLIC USE ON 1AIR AN[)

REASONAI3I.E TIRMS, AND MAINTAIN TIlE
PROJECT FACIL1’l’IFS AND EQUIPMENT IN GOOD

WORKING ORI)ER FOR TI EL USEFUL LIFE OF SAIl)
FACILITiES OR EQUIPMEN’I’, NOT TO EXCEEI) 20
YEARS FROM TI-IE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE JPA;
AUTHORIZING TI-IL MAYOR OR H[S I)ESIGNEE TO
ACCEPT THE GRANT iN AN AMOUNT NOT TO

EXCEED $40,000; APPROVING A SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATION IN TI-IL AMOUNT OF $40,000 FROM
TI IE INCREASE IN TIlE UNAPPROPRIA’I’ED
BALANCE OF TFIE AIRPOWI’ CAPITAL PROJECI’S
FUNI) (4033) RESULTING FROM THE GRANT;
APPROVING A SUPPLEMEN’I’AL APPROPRIATION
FOR THE 20% MATCh OF $10,000 FROM TIlL
UNAPPROPRIATED FUNI) I3AI,ANCE OF TIlE
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AIRPOR’I’ (‘APIFAI PROJECTS l’ JNI) (4033) ‘I() 11 IF

RUNWAY 7/25 IXTENSION FLASIBILI’I’Y S1’UI)Y

(PRO.Jl C’I’ //I’II)) A(J’I’I IORIZIN(i TI I F MAYOR OR

IllS I)ESIGNIl. TO EXECUTE ALL I)OCUMENTS
NECESSARY ‘I’O EFFECTUATE TI 115 ORDINANCE;

PROVII)ING AN EI’lECTIVE I)A’lI; ANI) PROVIDIN(I

FoR EXPIRA’l’ION.

be adopted on second and linal reading.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. I)udlcy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with new ordinances, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 202—11.

The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Nurse moved with the second by’ Councilmember Rice that the following

resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.

Petersburg, Florida, that setting November 23, 2015 as the public hearing

date for the following proposed Ordinance(s):

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 202-H

AN ORDINANCE OF Tl-iE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG AMENDING THE CITY CODE;

CHANGING TFIE USE MATRIX RELATING TO

PERMITTED USES; AMENDING USE SPECIFIC
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR STORAGE,
SELF; PROVIDING FOR SEVERAI3ILITY; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

‘l’hc Chair recessed the meeting at 12:57 p.m. for a lunch break..

The Chair reconvened the meeting at 1:43 p.m. and began the meeting with item 1”-!

regarding the Land Use and Transportation Report.

In connection with the Land Use arid Transportation report, Councilmember Rice moved

with the second by Couneilmember Kennedy that the following resolution be adopted:
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2015—534 A RLS()I U’II0N 01 ‘II IF (i’I’Y (‘O(JNCII, 01’ SI. PN’I’LRSI3l.JRG, I”LORII)A

STJPPOR’IIN(i ‘II IF PINELLAS SUNCOAS’I’’1’ RANSI’I’ Al. J’I’I IORITY I RiB TO

(iRli) PLAN; ANI) PROVII)ING AN FI”FFC’I’IVF I)A’l’k.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Naycs. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with the Land Use and iransportation report, Councilmember Kennedy

moved with the Second by Councilmember Nurse that the following resolution be adopted:

131 IT RESOLVI I) By the City Council of the City of Si.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council receive and file the Land Use and
1’ranspor1alion report presented by Counci imember Kennedy.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with reports, City’ De\’elopment Director Chris Ballestra gave a presentation

regarding a Firestone Grand Prix update. The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to

be heard, and the following person(s) came forward:

1. Theresa Lassiter spoke in favor of the Grand Prix in St. Petersburg.

Councilmember Dudley moved with the second by Councilmember Rice that the following

resolution be adopted:

2015-535 A RESOLUTION APROVING TilE EIGII’l’lI AMENDMENT TO TIlE
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY 01’ ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

AND GREEN SAVOREE ST. PETERSBURG, LLC FOR TIlE CONI)UC’I’ OF
PROFESSIONAL AUTOMOI3ILE RACING IN DOWNTOWN ST.
PETERSBURG; AUTI-IORIZING THE MAYOR OR 1-ItS DESIGNEE TO
EXECUTE THE EIGHTH AMENDMENT; AU1’[IORIZING TILE CITY
ATTORNEY TO MAKE NON-SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES TO TILE EIGhTH
AMENDMENT; AND PROVII)ING AN EFFIiC’I’IVE DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. I)udley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. Kennedy. Absent.

None.

In connection with reports, Chief I Iol[oway gave a presentation regarding Forfeiture Fund

Program Projects awarded as a part of the FY 2015 Law Enlbrccrnent Trust Fund Grant Award

Program. The Chair asked if lherc were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Newton moved with the second by Councilmember Nurse that the

following resolution be adopted:

fin
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2() 15—536 A RESOLU’I’ION APPROvIN(; Ii IIR’IY—l”OUR (34) I’)RI”EI’liJRk i1JNI)

PROGRAM/PROJECTS AWARI)ED AS A PART 01’ ‘II IL 2015 LAW
LNFORCEMEN’l’ ‘I’RUS’I’ l’UNI) (iRAN’I’ AWARI) PROGRAM

A(J’li IORIZING ‘11 IL MAYOR OR. IllS I)ESIGNEE ii) EXECU’1i

AGREEMENTS AND ALL DOCIiMLNTS NECESSARY ‘10 I’EEEC’IIJA’l’E

TI IESE AWARI)S; AU’l’I IORIZING A SUPPI EMEN’1’AI. APPROPRIATION

IN TI IL AMOUN’l’ OF $1 00.000 FROM I’I IL UNAPPROPRIATLI) BALANCE

01” TI IL LAW LNFORCEMLN’l’ FUND (1023) ‘I’O TI IL POLICE

1)LPARTMENT, LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMEN’I’ STA’I’E ‘I’RUST (140-2857)

‘I’O FULLY FUNI) TI IL AWARI)S; ANt) PROVII)ING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. T)udley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with the ‘Tampa Bay Water report, Councilmember Nurse moved with the
second by Counci imember Newton that the Following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council receive and file the Tampa Bay Water

report presented by Councilmember Nurse.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with reports, City Clerk Chandrahasa Srinivasa gave a presentation regarding

the results of the General Election held on November 3, 201 5. The Chair asked if there were any

person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Newton moved with the second by Councilmember Nurse that the

following resolution be adopted:

2015-537 A RESOLUTION DECLARING THE RESULTS OF THE GENERAL

MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS HELD ON NOVEMBER 3, 2015; DECLARING THE

ELECTED COUNCILMEMBER FOR DISTRICT 3; AND PROViDING AN

EFFECTIVE DA’I’E.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

In connection with reports, Economic Development Manager Sophia Sorolis gave a

presentation regarding Project 135022462378 approval as a Qualified Target Industry Business.

The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to he heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Newton that the

Following resolution he adopted:
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2() 15-538 A REXOL(i’I’ION IUCOMMENI)ING TI IA’!’ PROJEC’l’ 135022462378
(“PROJE( “I”), A CONI’lI)EN’I’IAI. PROJIC’I’, P( IRSI. ANT TO SECTION
288.075, II A)RII)A S’I’A’I’( ‘IFS I3l APPROVI]) AS A QUAIJI”IFI) ‘l’ARGE’l’
lNl)I. JS’I’RY (“QTI”) I3USINESS PURSUAN’l’ ‘l’O SECTION 288.106, FLORIDA
S’I’ATU’FES WITI I AN AVERAGE PRIVA’I’E SECTOR WAGE
C()MMITMEN’I’ CALC(iLA11ON I3ASEI) ON I 50% OF ‘I’I IF AVERAGE
S’l’A’I’E 01’ i’L()RlI)A WAGE; i’INI)ING ‘Ii IAT TI IF COMMI’I’MEN’I’S 01
LOCAL FINANCIAL SUPPORT NECESSARY FOR TI IE PROJECT EXIST;
COMMITTING $16,000 AS TilE Cl’I’Y’S SI IARE 01’ TilE LOCAL
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR TI IF PROJECT BEGINNING IN STATELY 2017,
SUB.IEC’I’ ‘l’() APPROPRIATION ANI) CONI)ITIONEI) ON Ti IF PROJECT
MEETING STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS; AUTIIORIZING TIlE MAYOR,
OR 1115 l)ESIGNEE, TO EXECUTE ALL I)OCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
ELFEC’l’UATE TI IIS RESOLUTION; ANt) PROVII)ING AN EFFECTIVE
I)ATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dud icy.

In connection with reports, Economic Development Manager Sophia Sorolis gave a
presentation regarding Project B505 1443633 approval as a Qualified Target Industry Business.
The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Newton that the
following resolution be adopted:

2015-539 A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT PROJEC’I’ 135051443633
(“PROJECT”), A CONFIDENTIAL PROJECT, PURSUANT TO SECTION
288.075, FLORIDA STATUTES BE APPROVED AS A QUALIFIED TARGET
INDUSTRY (“QTI”) BUSINESS PURSUAN’f To SECTION 288.106, FLORIDA
STATUTES WITH AN AVERAGE PRIVATE SECTOR WAGE COMM I’!’
MENT CALCULATION BASED ON 115% OF TFIE AVERAGE STATE OF
FLORIDA WAGE; FINDING TI[AT T11I’ COMMITMENTS OF LOCAL
FINANCIAL SUPPORT NECESSARY FOR TI IF PROJECT EXIST;
COMMITTING $13,500 AS THE CITY’S ShARE OF THE LOCAL
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT 13EGINNING IN STA’!’E FY 2017,
SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION AND CONDITIONED ON TI-IE PROJECT
MEETING STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS; AUTHORIZING Ti-hE MAYOR,
OR FITS DESIGNEE, TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMEN’l’S NECESSARY TO
EFFECTUATE ‘i’HIS RESOLUTION; ANT) PROVI I)ING AN EFFECTIVE
I)A’l’E.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.
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In connection with reports, transportation I)irector I ivan Mory gave a presentation

regarding the complete Streets Program. The Chair asked ii’ there were any person(s) wishing to

be heard, there was no response.

Counci Imember Kennedy moved with the second by Counci Imcmber Rice that the

Followine, resolution be adopted:

2015-540 A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING TIlE COMPLETE STREETS PROGRAM;

PROVII)IN(I ‘Ii IAT IT IS TIlE CITY’S INTEN’l’ ‘11 IAT ALL APPROPRIATE

SOURCES OF’ FUNDING. INCLUDING CITY, COUNTY, STATE AND

FEDERAL SOURCES ARE DRAWN UPON TO IMPLEMENT TIlE

COMPLETE STREETS PROGRAM; INSTRUCTING TIlE CITY CLERK TO

TRANSMIT A COPY OF TillS RESOLUTION; AND PROVIDING AN

EFFECTIVE I)ATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

The Chair recessed the meeting at 3:50 p.m. for a short break..

The Chair reconvened the meeting at 4:02 p.m. and began the meeting with item F-8

regarding the Individual Artist Grant Awards Program.

In connection with reports, Cultural Affairs Director Wayne Atherholt gave a presentation

regarding the Individual Artist Grant Awards Program. The Chair asked if there were any person(s)

wishing to be heard, there was no response. No action was taken.

In connection with reports, Cultural Affairs Director Wayne Atherholt introduced St. Pete

Arts Alliance Executive Director John Collins, who gave a presentation regarding SHINE: The St.

Petersburg Mural Festival. The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there

was no response. No action was taken.

In connection with the I lomeless Leadership I3oard report. The Chair asked if there were

any person(s) wishing to be heard. ‘[‘he following persons submitted cards, but did not wish to

speak:

1. Theresa Lassiter indicated that she was highly against the Flomeless Leadership Hoard

housing screening criteria change.

Councilmember Foster moved with the second by Councilmember Kornell that the Ibilowing

resolution be adopted:

BE 11’ RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.

Petersburg, Florida, that Council receive and tile the 1-lomeless Leadership

Board report presented by Councilmeinher 1”osler.
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Roll (‘all. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. luster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

l)ud Icy.

In connection with reports. I lousing and Community 1)evelopment I)irector .Joshua

Johnson gave a presentation regarding a Community Development Block Grant Contractor

Agreement with the Young Women’s Christian Association of ‘l’ampa l3ay, Inc. The Chair asked

if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Newton that the

Ibllowing resolLition be adopted:

2015-541 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING TIlE MAYOR OR 1115 DESIGNEE TO

EXECUTE A TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT FOR A COMMUNITY

I)EVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT DATED

JULY 23, 1997, ANI) AMENDEI) ON NOVEMBER 30, 1997 BETWEEN THE

CITY AND THE YOUNG WOMEN’S ChRISTIAN ASSOCIATION (“YWCA”)

OF TAMPA BAY, INC. (“YWCA”); TO CANCEL TIlE PROMISSORY NOTE

IN TIlE AMOUNT OF $300,000, EXECUTED BY TIlE YWCA ON MARCH 3.

1998 AND TO EXECUTE ALL OTHER DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO

EFFECTUATE TIllS RESOLUTION; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE

DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

In connection with reports, Transportation Director Evan Mory gave a presentation

regarding the purchase of pay-by-credit card parking meter mechanisms and related services. The

Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Newton moved with the second by Councilmember Kornell that the

following resolution be adopted:

2015-542 A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE AWARI) OF AN AGREEMENT To IPS

GROUP INC. FOR PAY-BY-CREDIT-CARD PARKING METER

MECI IANISMS ANI) RELATED SERVICES AT AN ESTIMATED ANNUAL

COST NOT TO EXCEED $250,610 FOR THE PARKING ANt)

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT UTILiZING CITY OF ORIANI)()

CONTRACT 14-0312; AUTIIORIZING ‘l’IIE MAYOR OR MAYORS

DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY To

EFFECTUA’IE TFIIS TRANSACTION; AUTI [ORIZING A TRANSFER OF

$55.310 FROM THE DOWNTOWN PARKING CIP FUNI) (3073) PROJECT

14669 TO TFIE UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE OF TIlE PARKING

OPERA’1ING FUND (1021); AUThORIZING A SUPPLEMENTAL

APPROPRI1VIION IN lIIE AMOUNT OF $55,310 FROM TIlE INCREASE IN

THE UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE 01’ TIlE PARKiNG OPERATING FUND
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1021) RES(iI ;1’ING I”ROM TI IF TRANSI’ER ‘10 ‘1’! IF ‘I’RANSPORTA’I’ION

ANI) PARKING MANAGFMFN’I’ 1)FPAR’lMEN’F, PARKING FACILI’I’IFS

MANAGEMFN’I’ (2811 245) ANI) PROVII)ING AN FI’FFCTIVF l)A’I’F.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

l)ud Icy.

In connection with reports. Downtown Enterprise Facilities I)irector (‘lay Smith gave a

presentation regarding a First Amendment to the Lease Agreement with Michael’s Extraordinary

I)esserts, Inc. The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no

response.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Kornell that the

following resolution be adopted:

2015-543 A RESOLUTION AUThORIZING TIlE MAYOR, OR IllS DESIGNEE. TO

EXECUTE A FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE LEASE AGREEMENT WITH

MICHAEL’S EXTRAORDINARY DESSERTS, INC., A FLORIDA

CORPORATION (nTENANT), FOR TI-IF USE OF SPACE LOCATED AT 1961

FOURTH STREET NORTH, ST. PETERSBURG, WITI-IIN TI-IE CITY-OWNED

SUNKEN GARDENS BUILDING, AMENDING TIlE TENANT’S FINANCIAL

RESPONSIBILITY FOR REPAIRS; AND TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS

NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE SAME; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE

DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

In connection with reports, City Architect Manager Raul Quinlana gave a presentation

regarding the Selection Committee’s final ranking lbr the Pier Approach Design and Construction

Administration services.. ‘l’he Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, and the

following person(s) came forward:

I. Theresa Lassiter spoke in opposition to the Pier Approach as a construction project

separate from the Pier 1-lead.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Rice that the

following resolution he adopted:

2015-544 A RESOLUTION ACKNOWLEDGING TIlE SELECTION COMMITTEE’S

FINAL RANKING FOR i’l-IE PIER APPROAC1-1 l)ESIGN ANt) CON

STRUCTION A1)MINISTRA’I’ION SERVICES; AU’l’I-IO RILING ‘Fl-IF MAYOR

OR IllS l)ESIGNEE To NEGOTIATE AN ARCIIITEC’l’/ ENGINEERING

AGREEMENT (“A/F AGREEMEN’I”) WITH ‘li-IF 1”IRST RANKEI) FIRM,

Wl-llCl-l A/E AGREEMEN’i’ IS SUI3JEC’l’’I’O Cl’I’Y COUNCIL APPROVAL;

AND PROVI I)ING AN EFFECTIVE I)A’l’E.
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Roll (‘all. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. l”oslcr. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

I )udley.

ihe (‘hair recessed the meeting at 5:27 p.m. br i short break..

The (‘hair reconvened the meeting at 5:35 p.m. and began (he meeting with item G— I

regarding (‘ity—initiated amendments to the St. Petersburg City (‘ode.

In connection with new ordinances, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 203—11.

The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

(‘ouncilmember Newton moved with the second by (‘ouncilmember Rice that the following

resolution be adopted:

13E IT RESOLVEI) By the City Council of the City of St.

Petersburg. Florida, that setting November 23, 2015 as the public hearing

date for the following proposed Ordinance(s):

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO.203-il

AN ORDINANCE OF TIlE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
PROVIDING FOR TI-IF AMENDMENT OF TI-IF ST.

PETERSBURG CITY CODE LAND DEVELOPMENT

REGULATIONS; ADDING TIlE SOUTh ST.
PETERSBURG COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT

AREA; CHANGING CERTAIN MINIMUM PARKING
REQUIREMENTS; PROVIDING THAT PROPERTY

OCCUPANTS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTE

NANCE OF FENCES, WALLS AND HEDGES;

CHANGING FENCE REQUIREMENTS ON PROPERTY

ABUTTING NEIGFIBORHOOD COLLECTOR
STREETS; REQUIRING Si-IORT AND LONG TERM

PARKING SPACES ‘fO BE PROVIDED ON SITE FOR

VARIOUS USES; ESTABLISHING ADDITIONAL

STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR BICYCLE

PARKING SPACES; PROVIDING FOR A PAYMENT iN
LIEU OF PROVIDING BICYCLE PARKING; REQUIR

1NG BUFFERING FOR OUTDOOR PET PENS ANI)

RUNS; INCREASING THE INTENSI’fY (FAR) FOR

OFIICE, MANUFACTURING, LABORATORIES AND
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMEN1’ USES IN TI IE
TARGET I3MPLOYMEN’I’ CENFER OVERLAY AREAS;
ESTABLISI IING ‘Il-IF MAXIMUM FAR FOR NONRESI

DENTIAL USES IN TIlE EMPLOYMENT CEN’l’ER

ZONING DISTRICT OUTSIDE OF AC’I’IVI’l’Y

CENTERS; LIMITING APPEALS TO PROPERTY

OWNERS l”OR LOT LINE AI)JUSTMEN’I’S AND LOT
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SPIll’S; MAKIN(i IN’I’LRNAI. LAN(I JA(IL, ‘l’ABIJN

ANt) (‘I IAR’lX (‘()NSIS’I’IN’I’; (‘Ol)Il’YING IN’l’lRPRI
‘l’A’l’IVN I AN(H JA(Il ANI) (‘I ARl l’l(A’IIONS;

(‘()RRLC’IlNG ‘I’YP()GRAPI I1C’AL, (IRAMMA11C’AI,

ANI) SCRIVLNLRS lRRORS; RLI\’IOVIN(I OI3SOLL’lL

LAN(i IA(H,; ANt) PROVII)IN(i l’()R AN Ll”lkC’1’lVl

l)A’l’I

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. l’oster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

1)udlev.

In connection with new ordinances, the Clerk t’ead the title of’ pi’oposcd Ordinance 094—1 IL.

‘l’he Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Kornell moved with the second by Councilmember Kennedy that the following

resolution be adopted:

13E IT RESOLVEI) I3y the City Council o the City of St.

Petersburg, Florida, that setting November 23, 2015 as the public hearing

date For the following proposed Ordinance(s):

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 094-ilL

AN ORDINANCE OF TIlE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG. FLORIDA, DESIGNATING THE
ACHESON-MACKEY FIOUSE (LOCATED AT 3900

DR. M.L. KING JR. STREET NORT1-I) AS A LOCAL

LANDMARK AND ADDING THE PROPERTY TO
THE LOCAL REGISTER PURSUANT TO SECTION
16.30.070, CITY CODE; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. Nurse. Absent. Dudley.

In connection with new ordinances, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 204-1 1.

The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to he heard, there was no response.

C’ouncilmember Newton moved with the second by Councilmemher Kennedy that the following

resolution be adopted:

13E iT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.

Petersburg, Florida, that setting November 23, 2015 as the public hearing

date lbr the lollowing proposed Ordinance(s):

PROPOSED OR1)INANCE NO. 204-11

AN ORI)INANCE IN ACCORDANCE W1T1l SECTION
I .02(C)(3). ST. PETERSBURG C1’l’Y Cl IAR’ITR.
AUTI IORIZING TI IL GRANT OF A PUBLIC UTILITY
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EASI:MEN’I’ ‘1,0 1)UKE ENERGY 1’LORII)A, INC.,
1)/B/A 1)1. JKI ENER(iY, A l’I ORll)A CORPORA’I’ION,

FoR TI IF INSTALLA’IION, OPERA’I’ION ANt)
l’vlAlI\J’li 1\lAl’l(l OF I E(”l’ R1Ci\L SI RV1CE FOR
IN4PROVEI\4EN’fS ASSOCIATIJ) \k1’1i I ‘II IF
FACIIII’IES WITI uN ii IN CITY—OWNEI) TWIN

BROOKS GOLF COURSE LOCA’I’El) AT 3800 - 22N1)
AVENUE SOUTI I, SI’. PETERSBURG; AU’li IORIZING

TI IL MAYOR, OR IllS l)ESIGNI E, TO EXECU’I’E ALL
DOCUMENTS NECESSARY To EFFECTUATE TI uS
ORDINANCE; ANt) PROVII)ING AN EFFECTIVE
DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Ne’.vton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Naves. None. Absent.

t)udley.

In connection with new business, the Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be

heard, there was no response. Councilmember Nurse moved with the second by Councilmember

Kennedy that the following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council refer to the Budget, Finance and Taxation
Committee for consideration to consider a uniform fee schedule for impact
or redevelopment fees across the City.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

In connection with new business, the Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be

heard, there was no response. Councilmember Newton moved with the second by Councilmember

Rice that the following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED 13y the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council refer to the Energy, Natural Resources and
Sustainability Committee for consideration to request use of BP funds to
put solar panels on City fitcilitics.

Roll Call. Ayes. Newton. Foster. Rice. Nayes. Nurse. (lerdes. Kennedy. Kornell. None. Absent.

Dudley. MOTION FAILED.

In connection with new business, the Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be
heard, there was no response. Councilmember Newton moved with the second by Councilrnernber

Kornell that the following resolution be adopted:
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BI II’ RI S01 V I I) By the City Council oF the City oF SI.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council request that City Administration and the
Administration o I. Pi nd las County evaluate modi lying the boundaries o F the
South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area to include the
Tropicana Field Site.

Roll Call. Ayes. Newton. Kornell. Nayes. loster. Rice. Nurse. Gerdes. Kennedy. None. Absent.
Dudley. MOTION FAILFD.

In connection with the Fnergy, Natural Resources and Sustainability Committee report,
Councilmember Rice moved with the second by Councilmember Kennedy that the following
resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVEI) 13y the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council receive and flie the Energy, Natural
Resources and Suslainabi lily Committee report presented by
Councilmember Rice.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

In connection with the .Joint Budget, Finance & Taxation and Public Services &
Infrastructure Report, Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Rice

that the following resolution be adopted:

2015-545 A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COIJNCIL 01 THE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG, FLORIDA AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 2014-444 WI IICI-[
AUTHORIZED TI-lE ISSUANCE OF A NON-Al) VALOREM REVENUE
NOTE, SERIES 2014 OF THE CITY IN TIlE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF NOT
TO EXCEED $6,500,000 TO FINANCE TIlE ACQUISI’l’ION 01’ CON’IAINERS

AND TRUCKS AS PART OF THE CITY’S RECYCLING PROGRAM ‘I’O
PROVIDE THAT SUCH CONTAINERS AND ‘I’RUCKS MAY ALSO BE USLI)
AS PART OF THE CITY’S SOLID WASTE PROGRAM: AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Naycs. None. Absent.

Dudley.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Kornell that the

following resolution be adopted:

2015-546 A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE RECOMMENDATION OF ‘Ii IL
BUDGET. FINANCE. ANI) TAXA’l’ION AND PUI3LIC SERVICES AND
INFRASTRUCTURE COM-MI’I’i’LES l’O REQUEST ‘li-IAT
ADMINISTRATION PRO VII)E ‘l’IIE COST TO EXPAND THE SCOPE OF TIlE
CURRENT WASTEWA’I’LR COLLECTION SYSTEM STUDY ‘10 INCLUDE
THE COST OF (I1Z’l”IiNG PEAK FLOWS BELOW A LEVEL TI-IAT
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l>R()’l’EC’1X TI IF (‘I’IY FROM FX’l’RFME WF’I WFA’II IIR FVEN’I’S ANI)
PROV II )IN( AN I ill CTIVI I)A’lF.

Roll (nll. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. loster. (lerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Nurse that the
lollowing resolution be adopted:

2015-547 A RESOLUTION APPROVING TI IE RECOMMENI)ATION OF THE
BUI)GET, FINANCE, AND TAXATION ANt) PUI3LIC SERVICES ANT)
INFRASTRUCTURE COMM ITTEES To REQUEST TI IAT ADMIN
ISTRATION PROVIDE DETAILS TO CITY COUNCIL REGARI)INU TIlE ST.
PETERSBURG To TAMPA FERRY AND BELLOWS RESEARCh VESSEL
PROPOSALS FOR EXPENI)ITURE OF BP SETTLEMENT FUNI)S AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

In connection with the Joint Budget, Finance & Taxation and Public Services &
Infrastructure Report, Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Counci lmember Nurse
that the following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council receive and file the Joint Budget, Finance
& Taxation and Public Services & Infrastructure Report presented by
Councilmember Kennedy.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

In connection with the Committee of the Whole report, Councilmember Rice moved with
the second by Councilmember Nurse that the Ibllowing resolution be adopted:

2015-548 A RESOLUTION APPROVING TIlE RECOMMENI)ATION OF TIlE
COMMITTEE OF THE WI-IOLE To PROVII)E FUNDING FOR A
FEASIBILITY STUDY, EVALUATION OF THE SITE AND COST ANALYSIS
FOR THE MEADOWLAWN COMMUNITY (IARI)EN PROJECT 1’ROM
WEEKI WAd-lEE FUNI)S; APPROVING A TRANSFER IN TI hE AMOUNT OF
$25,000 FROM THE UNAPPROPRIATEI) BALANCE OF T1-[E WEEKI
WACI-IEE OPERATING FUND (1041) To THE WEEKI WACHEE CAPITAL
PROJECTS FUND (3041); APPROVING A SU PPLEMEN’I’AI
APPROPRIATION IN THE AMOUNT OF $25,000 1’ROMT I lE INCREASE IN
TI-IE UNAPPROPRIAI’ED I3ALANCE OF TIlE WEEKI WACFIEE CAPITAL
PROJECTS FUNI) RESULTING FROM TI hIS TRANSFER iN ‘li-IE AMOUNT
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OF $25,000 ‘l() ‘II IF MFAI)OWLAWN COMMUNITY (IARI)NN PRJFCT
(‘IBI)); AN!) PROVI!)!N(i AN Fl’l”lCI’IVF 1)A’l’F.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. [oster. (lerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Korncll. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

In connection with the Committee of’ the Whole report, Councilmember Kennedy moved
with the second by Councilmember Rice that the following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVEI) By the City Council of the City of’ St.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council receive and file the Committee of the
Whole report presented by Chair (3erdes.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
I)udley.
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CONSENT AGENDA
COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

Consent Agenda A
November 12, 2015

NOii: l3usiness items listed on the yellow Consent Agenda cost more than one—halfmillion dollars while
the blue Consent Agenda includes routine business items costing less than that amount.

(P rocu renien t)

1. Approving the purchase of two replacement fire apparatus for the Fire I)epartment from
2015—514 The Sutphen Corporation and Pierce Manufacturing, Inc. at a total cost of

$1,957,534.04.

2015-515 2. Renewing a blanket purchase agreement with Odyssey Manufacturing Co. for Sodium
I lypochiorite for the Water Resources Department at an estimated annual cost of
$1,139,000.

2015-516
3. Renewing an agreement with Carmeuse Lime & Stone, Inc. for finely ground calcium

oxide for the Water Resources I)epartment at an estimated annual cost of $824,000.
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CONSENT ‘$. AGENDA
COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

NO’l’L: I’he 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. Lach Councilmember may, however, (Icier any item for added discussion at a later time.

(I rocu rem en t)

Renewing an agreement with Carmeuse Lime & Stone, Inc. For quicklime (calcium
oxide) for the Waler Resources Department at an estimated annual cost of $438,000.

Moved to
reports

2015-518

2015-519

2015-520

2015-522

Apprev-i-ng the purchase of pay by credit card parking meter mechanisms and related
services from IPS Group, Inc. •for the Transportation and Parking Management
Department at an estimated annual cost of $250,610. Funding for the connectivity and
tiansaction fee expenses will be available after a transfer of $55,310 the Downtown
Parking CIP Fund (3073) project (14669) to the unappropriated balance of the Parking
Operating Fund (1021); authorizing a supplemental appropriation in the amount of
$55,310 from the increase in the unappropriated balance of the Parking Operating Fund
(1021) to ihc Trmvmnrtnlinn nnil Pnrlin Management Department, Parking Facilities

4anatein-en-t-- mnii ni-t- ;InnIIInhI;Il revenues; providing nn fT-tiv12811245)iesulti z z::
da4e PULLED TO REPORTS

3. Awarding a contract to Air Mechanical & Service Corp. in the amount of $176,554.00
for the North Branch Library 1-IVAC Replacement Project (Engineering Project No.
10229-219; Oracle Project Nos. 12578 and 13261).

4. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to award a contract to C-Squared Certified
General Contractor, Inc. in the amount of $172,802.40 for Citywide Transportation
Improvements, FY15 (Engineering Project Number 14080-112, 14083-112, 15014-112,
15016-112, 15039-112, 15050-112, and 15067-112; Oracle Nos. CP31144, 14623,
13288, 13765, 14616, 13282, and 12104).

5. Approving a live-year agreement with American I xpress Travel Related Services
Company, Inc. ibr merchant credit card services at an estimated total cost of $450,000.

201 5—521 6. Awarding a blanket purchase agreement to Ajax Paving Industries of Florida, LLC. for
asphalt for the Stormwater, Pavement & ‘l’raflic Operations 1)epartrnent at an estimated
annual cost of $ 1 90,000.

(City Development)

7. Approving the plat of Ibis Walk. generally located at 10301 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.
Street North and 871 Ibis Walk Place North. (City File 15-20000002)
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X. Authorizing the Mayor or his desigiiee to execute a l”irst Amendment to the I ease
Agreement with Michael’s I ‘xtraordinary Desserts, Inc., a Florida corporation

Moved to ( ‘‘‘l’enant’), for the use of’ space located at 1 96 I l’ourth Street North, St. Petersburg,
reports within the City—owned Sunken Gardens building amending the ‘Tenant’s financial

responsibility ror repairs. PLiLLEI) To REPORTS

9. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a five (5) year Lease Agreement with
St. Pete Aviation Services, LLC d/b/a St. Pete Air, a Florida limited liability company,

2015—523 Ir the use ofJ3,500 square feet of space in Maintenance I langar 3—B. at Albert W1iitted

Airport. (Requires affirmative vote of at least six (6) members of City Council.)

10. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a License Agreement with Advantage
Village Academy. Inc., a Florida non—profit corporation, for use of the City—owned
unimproved parcels generally located on (lie westerly side of 22nd Street South between

2015-524 Sixth Avenue South and Interstate 275, St. Petersburg, Florida, to provide staging and
parking for the public while hosting a charitable community event for a nominal use fee
of $36.00.

11. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to grant a Public Utility Easement to Duke
Energy, Florida, Inc. d/b/a Duke Energy, a Florida corporation, for the installation,

0I5-55 operation and maintenance of electrical service within the City-owned Sanitation
— Complex located at 2601 - 20th Avenue North, St. Petersburg, for the natural gas

compression system.

(Leisure Services)

12. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to accept an Assistance Funding Purchase Order
(“Order”) from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (“FFWCC”)
Gopher Tortoise Habitat Management Program for a Gopher Tortoise Ilabitat
Management Plan Phase IV Project at Boyd Hill Nature Preserve at a maximum

2015-526 reimbursement amount of $15,000; and to execute all other documents necessary to
effectuate the Order; approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $15,000
from the increase in the unappropriated balance of the General Fund (0001), resulting
from these additional revenues, to the Parks & Recreation Boyd 1-Jill Nature Trail
(1902389) Gopher Tortoise Habitat Management Plan Phase IV Project (‘l’BD).

(Public Works)

13. Resolution finding that $10,000 is an amount sufficient to cover the cost of removal of

the Skyway Marina I)istrict Entry Feature Project (“Project”), and restoration of the

Florida Department of Transportation (“FDO’I”) right—of—way (“Removal and

Restoration”) upon the expiration or earlier termination of the Community Features

20 15-527 Aesthetic Agreement (“CAFA”) between FDOT and the City olSt. Petersburg (“City”)

that provides for the design, installation and maintenance of the Project; approving a

supplemental appropriation in the amount of $1 0.000 from the General Fund

Contingency (2503201) to the Engineering Department (130-1341) lbr a deposit

required by the CAFA to secure the payment of the costs of Removal and Restoration:
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authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute (he (‘A IA, and all other documents

necessary to effectuate this transaction.

‘I’hcre being no Further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:54 p.m.

Charles Gerdes. Chair—Councilmember

Presiding Officer of the City Council

ATTEST:

_____________________

(Than Srinivasa, City Clerk
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COUNCIL- MEETING
Municipal Building CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
755i Street North

Second Floor Council Chamber

RECIJLAR SESSION OF TIlE CITY COUNCIL hELl) AT CITY 1-IALL

Monday, November 16, 2015, AT 1:30 I.M.

***********************

Chair Charles Gerdes called the meeting to order with the following members present:

Charles Gerdes, James R. Kennedy, Jr., William “Bill” Dudley, Darden Rice, Steven Kornell, Karl

Nurse, Wengay M. Newton. Sr., and Amy Foster. City Administrator Gary Cornwell, City

Attorney Jacqueline Kovilaritch, Chief Assistant City Attorney Jeannine Williams, and City Clerk

Chan Srinivasa were also in attendance. Absent: None

In connection with the approval of the meeting agenda, Councilmember Kennedy moved

with the second by Councilmember Kornell that the following resolution be adopted:

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

Florida, that Council approve the agenda with the following changes as

amended:

Roll (‘all. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Dudley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

In connection with first readings, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 205-Il

Budget Director Torn Greene gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding budget cleanup lbr FYI 6.

The Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilmember Kennedy moved with the second by Councilmember Rice that the following

resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.

Petersburg, Florida, that setting November 23, 2015 as the public hearing

date for the lbHowing proposed Ordinance(s):
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IR()IOSII) ORI)INANCI NO. 205-Il

AN ORI)INANCL INACI’ING YIAR-INI)

APPROPRIA’I’ION AI).JUS1MINTS FOR lISCAI, YIiAR

2() 15 1()R ‘1,1 II OPIR.AIiNG 13UDG1T /NL) CAPITAL

I M PROVI M I NT PROGRAM Il J1)( H 1 AN I)

A1)JUS’I’MLN’I’S ‘l’O II IL FISCAl. YLAR 2016

mJDGI’I; ANI) PROVII)ING AN IHlLC’I’IVL [)ATL.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. I)udley. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None.

Absent. None.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 2:30 p.m.

Charles Gerdes, Chair-Councilmember

Presiding Officer of the City Council

ATTEST:

_________________________

Chan Srinivasa, City Clerk



COUNCIL MEETING
Municipal Building CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

7551h Street North
Second floor Council Chamber

RECtiLAR SESSION OF TIlE CITY COUNCIL hELl) AT CITY HALL

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 2015, AT 3:00 P.M.

Chair Charles Gerdes called the meeting to order with the following members present: Charles

Gerdes, Darden Rice, Steven Kornell, Karl Nurse, Wengay M. Newton, Sr., James R. Kennedy, Jr.

and Amy Foster, City Administrator Gary Cornwell, City Attorney Jacqueline Kovilaritch, Assistant

City Attorney .Joseph Patner, Assistant City Attorney Michael Dema, City Clerk Chan Srinivasa and

Senior Deputy City Clerk Cathy Davis were also in attendance. Absent: William Dudley.

In connection with the approval of the meeting agenda, Councilmember Nurse moved with the

second by Councilmember Rice that the following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City council of the City of St. Petersburg,

Florida, that Council approve the agenda with the following changes as amended:

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent. Dudley.

Newton.

In connection with the approval of the Consent Agenda Councilmember Kornell moved with

a second by Councilmeinber Kennedy that the following resolutions be adopted approving the attached

Consent Agenda.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

Councilmember Newton was reported present in the meeting at 3:08 p.m.

In connection with the Open Forum portion of the agenda, the following person(s) came

forward:

1. Evan Jones, 23 14 Woodlawn Circle W., spoke in regarding the Rays MOU.

2. Elizabeth Tolli, 2016 Park St. N., spoke regarding the canal in her backyard being clogged

and how she is unable to sell her home due to the conditions.

3. Randall lerna, 131 3rd St. W.. Tierra Verde, spoke regarding the canal in the backyard of

2016 Park St. N.
4. Cesar Morales, 3701 Lang Court N., spoke regarding the lIP Settlement.
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5. Jason Saxon, 4545 2O Ave. N., spoke regarding sewer issues.

6. Art Fleming, 526 43d Ave. N.. complimented (‘ity (‘ouncil on doing a good job.

In connection with the Police l)epartment Quarterly Report, Police (‘hid’ Anthony I lolloway
uave a PowerPoint Presentation reuardina the current status of the St. Petersburg Police Department.

No action was taken.

In connection with the Si. Petersburg Fire Department lii Annual Quarterly, [‘ire (Thief James
Large gave a PowerPoint Presentation regarding the current status ol’ the St. Petersburg Fire
L)epartment. No action was taken.

In connection with the University of South Florida— St. Petersburg (USFSP) Campus Master
Plan Update, l)erek Kilborn, I listoric Preservation Manager and representatives from USFSP, .Joe
Truvoch, Vice Chancellor for Finance and Administration, which is required by all Slate University
System institutions tinder Section 1013.30, Florida Statutes. No action was taken.

In connection with a new business item requesting City Council to approve funding from the
BP Settlement, $250,000 as the City’s contribution to the acquisition/replacement of the Florida
Institute of Oceanography/USF Marine Sciences Research Vessel Bellows. Councilmember Kornell
moved with the second by Councilmember Rice that the following resolution be adopted:

2015-559 A RESOLUTION OF TIlE CITY COUNCIL OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA
APPROVING A CONTRIBUTiON IN TIlE AMOUNT OF $250,000 FROM THE
2010 DEEPWATER IIORIZON OIL SPILL IN THE GULF OF MEXICO
SETTLEMENT FUNDS FOR ACQUISITION OF A VESSEL TO REPLACE THE
FLORIDA INSTITUTE OF OCEANOGRAPI-IY MARINE SCIENCES RESEARCII
VESSEL R/V BELLOWS AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVl 1)ATF.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

In connection with a report item, Councilmember Rice gave an oral report on the ‘l’ampa Bay
Regional Planning Council. Councilmember Rice moved with the second by Councilmember Kornell
that the following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg,
Florida, that Council receive and file the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council
report presented by Councilmember Rice.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. (}erdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
1)udley.

In connection with a new business presented by Couricilmember Nurse relrring to the Budget
I’inance and ‘I’axation Committee to consider promoting a Ibrm of democracy that will support small,
local campaign contributions during city elections. Councilmember Nurse moved with the second by
Councilmember Kennedy that the [bllowing resolution be adopted:
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ni; ii’ RI S( )I N I l) By the City (‘ounci I of the (‘liv of St. Petersburg.
Florida, that (‘ounci I refbr to the I3uduet. Iinance and laxation for
consideration to promoting a forni of democracy thai vill support small, local
canipaign contributions during city elections.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. loster. (jerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. Newton. Absent. 1)udley.

In connection with the Budget, Finance and laxation report regarding approval of the transfer
of $1 ,500,000 of’ 13P settlement funds for waslewater collection system repair, the Chair asked if there

were any persons present who wished to be heard. The Ibilowing person(s) came fbrward:

1 . John Collins spoke in opposition to spending any more on sewer repair until a full study

has been completed.
2. Wilma Norton spoke in favor of’ the resolution as written.
3. Mark Elling spoke in favor of the resolution as written.
4. Ashley Green, 3727 3ghIi Avenue North, spoke suggesting that the 13P funds be spent on

the Southside St. Petersburg Area.
5. Theresa Lassiter suggested that Councilmembers discuss the use of the BP funds with their

respective constituents.
6. .Jason Saxon, 4545 20th Avenue North, spoke in opposition to spending any more on sewer

repair until a full study has been completed.
7. Alex I-Iarris. liii I 8th Avenue South, spoke supporting the BP funds to be used within the

arts community.
8. Pastor Manuel Sykes spoke suggesting that the BP funds be spent on the Southside St.

Petersburg Area.
9. Cory Givens, 777 38111 Avenue South, spoke suggesting that the BP funds be spent on the

Southside St. Petersburg Area.
10. Jabaar Edmond, 3548 5th Avenue South, spoke suggesting that the BP funds be spent on

the Southside St. Petersburg Area.
11. Kevin Jackson, 3315 31 a Avenue N, suggested that the 1W funds be spent on the Traffic

Operations Department.
12. Karen Lieberman, 253 Sunlit Cove Drive Northeast, spoke in support of the resolution as

written.

The Chair recessed the meeting at 6:35 p.m. for a dinner break..

The Chair reconvened the meeting at 7:16 p.m. and continued with item F—i (a) regarding a

resolution approving the recommendation of the Budget, Finance, and Taxation Committee to approve

the expanded wastewater collection system study.

Councilmember Nurse moved with the second by Councilmember Rice that the following

resolution be adopted:

2015-560 A RESOLUTiON OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF ST. PETERSBURG, 1’LORII)A

REQUESTING ADMINISTRAlION TO PROPOSE A SOURCE OF FUN1)ING

OTHER ThAN 1W SETTLEMENT FUNI)S lOR tilE WAS’ITWAl’ER

COLLECTION SYSTEM PROJECTS; REQuI;SILNG TI-IAT ADMEN1STRA’l’iON
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PRFXEN’I’ 5(1(11 ALllRNA’l’IVE F(JNI)IN(i PROPOSAl. Al’ ‘II IF I)FCFMBIR

3, 2015 COUN(’l I M FVI’IN(i; ANI) PROVII)ING AN FI’l’FC’l’l VE 1)A’IF.

Roll (‘all. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. l’oster. (lerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Koniell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

In connection with public hearings, Councilmember Newton moVed with the second by

Councilmember Kennedy that the Following resolution(s), which were taken together, be adopted:

2015-561 A RESOLU’l’ION CONFIRMING ANI) APPROVING PRELIMINARY

ASSESSMENT ROLLS FOR LOT CLEARING NOS. 1556 ANt) 1557; PROVIDING

FOR AN INTEREST RATE ON UNPAID ASSESSMENTS; ANT) PROVIDING AN

1 FF1 CTlV F. DATE.

2015-562 A RESOLUTION ASSESSING TIlE COSTS OF SECURING LISTED ON
SECURING BUILDING NO. 1205 (“SEC 1205”) AS LIENS AGAINST TIlE
RESPECTIVE REAL PROPERTY ON WIIICII THE COSTS WERE INCURRED;

PROVIDING TiIAT SAID LIENS hAVE A PRIORITY AS ESTABLISI-IED BY
CITY CODE SECTION 8-270; PROVIDING FOR AN INTEREST RATE ON

UNPAII) BALANCES; AUTIIORIZING TIlE MAYOR OR 1-uS DESIGNEE TO

EXECUTE AND RECORD NOTICE(S) OF LIEN(S) IN TIlE PUBLIC RECORDS
OF TIlE COUNTY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

2015-563 A RESOLUTION ASSESSING TIlE COSTS OF DEMOLITION LISI’ED ON
BUILDING DEMOLITION NOS. 432 AND 509 (“DM0 NO. 432 AND 509”) AS
LIENS AGAINST THE RESPECTIVE REAL PROPERTY ON WHICI-I TIlE COSTS
WERE INCURRED; PROViDING THAT SAID LIENS hAVE A PRIORITY AS
ESTABLISHED BY CITY CODE SECTION 8-270; PROVIDING FOR AN
INTEREST RATE ON UNPAID BALANCES; AUTHORIZING TI-IE MAYOR OR
1-115 DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE AND RECORD NOTICE(S) OF LIEN(S) IN TFIE

PUBLIC RECORDS OF THE COUNTY; AND PROVIDING AN EI”FECTIVE

DATE.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent. Dudley.

Rice.

In connection with public hearings, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 203-li. ‘I’he

Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, and the lbllowing person(s) came forward.

1. Dan 1-larvey spoke in support of the ordinance.

Councilmember Nurse moved with the second by Councilmember Korncll that the Following

resolution be adopted:

13E IT RESOLVED I3y the City Council of the City oF St. Petersburg,

Florida, that proposed Ordinance 203—I-I, entitled:
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PROIOSlI) OIU)INAN(’I NO. 203-Il

AN ORI)INANCL UI’ ‘II iI’ (‘I’I’Y UI’ SI’. II’’I’I’RSIfl JR(i
PROV 11)1 NG I”OR ‘Ii II AM I N I)M I NT 01 TI II ST.
P1 ‘I’I R513U RG (‘I’FY C0I)I I AN 1) 1)1 VE1 OPM I NT
RI G II A’1’I0NS; AI)1)1 N(I ‘II II S0 i’ll I Si. P1 I’I RX RU R(i
COMMUNITY REI)EVELOPMIiN’l’ AREA: Cl IANGIN(1
CER’l’AIN MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS;
PROV I [)ING TI IAT PROPER1’Y OCCUPAN’I’S ARI
RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF FENCES.
WALLS ANt) IIEI)GES; ChANGING FENCE
REQUIREN4ENTS ON PROPERTY ABUTTING
NEI(ul IBORI 1001) COLLECTOR STREETS; REQUIRING
Si IORT ANI) LONG TERM PARKING SPACES TO 13E
PROVIDED ON SITE FOR VARIOUS USES;
ESTABLIShING ADDITIONAL STANDARDS AND
REQUIREMENTS FOR BICYCLE PARKING SPACES;
PROVIDING FOR A PAYMENT IN LIEU OF PROVIDING
I3ICYCLE PARKING; REQUIRING BUFFERING FOR
OUTDOOR PET PENS AND RUNS; INCREASING THE
INTENSITY (FAR) FOR OFFICE, MANUFACTURING,
LABORATORIES AND RESEARCh AND DEVELOPMENT
USES IN TIlE TARGET EMPLOYMENT CENTER
OVERLAY AREAS; ESTABLISHING THE MAXIMUM FAR
FOR NONRESIDENTIAL USES IN THE EMPLOYMENT
CENTER ZONING DISTRICT OUTSIDE OF ACTIVITY
CENTERS; LIMITING APPEALS TO PROPERTY OWNERS
FOR LOT LINE ADJUSTMENTS AND LOT SPLITS:
MAKING INTERNAL LANGUAGE, TABLES AND
ChARTS CONSTSTI iNT; CODTI’YING INTERPRI TATIVE
LANGUAGE AN I) CLARII” [CATIONS; CORRECTING
TYPOGRAPT IICAL, GRAMMATICAl ANI) SCRIVEN ERS
ERRORS; REMOVING OBSOLETE LANGUAGE; AND
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

be adopted on second and linal reading.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Korncll. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

In connection with public hearings, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 204—Il. ‘l’hc
Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard. there was no response. Councilmember
Kornell moved with the second by Councilmember Kennedy that the lollowing resolution he adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg,
Florida. that proposed Ordinance 204-I-I. entitled:
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IROIOSlI) ORI)I NANCI NO. 204—Il

AN ORI)INANCI’ IN ACCORI)ANCE WITI I SECTION
I .02(C)(3 ), SI’. P1 ‘‘I’i ‘R5131J kG (‘I’I’Y (‘I IAR’I’ER,
AU’I’I IORIZING ‘Ii IF’ GRANT OF A PUI3LIC U’I’ILITY
EASEMF’N’l’ ‘10 I)( IKE ENERGY 1’LORIDA, INC., 1)/13/A
1)1. IKE ENER(IY, A LI ORII)A CoRPoRATION, bR ‘Ii IF
INS’I’ALLA’l’ION, OPF’RA’l’ION AND MAIN’l’ENANCE 01’
E1JCTR1CA1. SERVICE FOR IMPROVEMENTS
ASSOC’IATEI) W1’l’l I ‘Fl II FACI LIII ES WITI I IN ‘11 IL
Cl’I’Y-OWNEI) ‘l’WIN BROOKS GOLF’ COURSE LOCATEI)
AT 3800 - 22N1) AVENUE SOUTh, ST. PETERSBURG
AUTI IORIZING TI IN MAYOR, OR IllS DESIGNEE, To
EXECUTE ALL 1)OCUMENTS NECESSARY To
EFFECTUATE ‘1’! hIS ORI)INANCE; ANt) PROVII)ING AN
EFFECTIVE I)ATE.

be adopted on second and final reading.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
Dudley.

In connection with public hearings, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 205—Il. The
Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response. Councilmember
Kornell moved with the second by Councilmember Kennedy that the following resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg,
Florida, that proposed Ordinance 205-H, entitled:

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 205-H

AN ORDINANCE ENACTING YEAR-END
APPROPRIATION ADJUSTMENTS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2015 FOR TI-IE OPERATING BUDGET AND CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BUDGET AND
Ai)JUSTMENTS TO ‘I’IIE FISCAL YEAR 2016 BUDGET;
AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

be adopted on second and final reading.

Roll Call. Ayes. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent. Dudley.
Nurse.

In connection with second public hearings, the Clerk read the title of proposed Ordinance 202-
11. ‘l’he Chair asked if there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, and the following person(s) came
forward.
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John l)orman spoke regarding a possible highway truck amendment that this company
WOUI(I be amenable to.

Councilmember Newton moVed with the second by (‘ounci Imember Rice that the lol lowing resolution

be adopted:

BI IT RESOI NFl) 13y the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg.
Florida. that proposed Ordinance 202—Il, entitled:

PROPOSII) ORDINANCI NO. 202-il

AN ORDINANCE OF THE C1I’Y OF ST. PETERSBURG
AMFN[)ING TI IF CITY CO[)F; ChANGING TI IF USE
MA’I’RIX RELATING TO PERM ITT ED USES; AMENDING
USE SPECIFIC I)EVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR
STORAGE, SELF; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND
PROVII)ING AN EFFECTIVE I)ATE.

be adopted on second and final reading.

Roll Call. Ayes. Newton. Nurse. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Nayes. Foster. Kornell. Absent. Dudley.

The Chair recessed the meeting at 8:55 p.m. for a short break.

The Chair reconvened the meeting at 9:08 p.m. and began the meeting with item G-8
regarding approval of the Acheson-Mackey Residence as a local historic landmark.

In connection with Quasi-Judicial proceedings, the Clerk administered the oath to those

present wishing to present testimony.

The Chair reviewed the Quasi-Judicial process to be Ibliowed. A presentation was made by
I listoric Preservationist Kim Hinder regarding approval of historic landmark designation of the
Achcson-Mackey Residence (City File LDR-2015-06). ‘the Chair asked if there were any persons
present wishing to be heard. The following person(s) came fbrward:

1. Bill Foster, legal representation for the applicant, spoke stating that his client would like
his name associated with the historic designation, and recognized several key Iiatures of
the property.

2. Jim Stitt spoke in support of the ordinance.
3. Burton Allen spoke in support of the ordinance.
4. Nick Ekonomou spoke in support of the ordinance.

Councilmember Newton moved with the second by Councilmember Nurse that the Ibllowing
resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of’ the City of’ Si. Petersburg,
Florida, that proposed Ordinance 094-1 IL. entitled:
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I’ROP()SlI) ORDI NANCI NO. 094—I I I.

AN OR! )INi\NCF Ci’ ‘ii ii (‘FlY Ci’ SI’. pLTkRS IRG,
FLORII)A, I)FSI(INAI’ING ‘II IF A(’I IFS()N-MACKFY
I lOUSE ( LoCAlE!) AT 3900 1)R. M.L. KING .JR. STREET
NOR’I’I I) AS A LOCAl. LANI)MARK AN!) Al)I)ING II IF
PROPERTY TO 1,1 IF LOCAL REGISTER PURSUANT To
SECtiON 16.30.070, CItY (‘Ol)E; ANI) PROVII)ING AN
I FF1 C’1’1VE I)ATE.

be adopted Ofl Second and final readine,.

Roll Ca!!. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
I)udley.

In connection with the Budget, Finance and Taxation report, regarding a resolution approving

the recommendation of the Budget, Finance, and Taxation Committee to approve the expanded
wastewater collection system study; requesting that administration proceed with the study and return

to the Budget, Finance and Taxation Committee with details regarding the study. The Chair asked if

there were any person(s) wishing to be heard, there was no response.

Councilniember Kornell moved with the second by Councilmember Newton that the following

resolution be adopted:

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that Council defer the Budget, Finance and Taxation
Committee recommendation to approve the expanded wastewater collection
system study until the December 3, 2015 City of St. Petersburg City Council
meeting.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

Dudley.

In connection with the Budget, Finance and Taxation report, Councilmember Kennedy moved

with the second by Councilmember Kornell that the following resolution he adopted:

13E IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg,
Florida, that Council receive and file the Budget, Finance and Taxation report
presented by Cou neil member Kennedy.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. Foster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.

I)udley.

In connection with Council Committee reports, Chair Gerdes stated that the Public Services

and Infrastructure report would be deferred until a later meeting due to the absence of the Committee
Chair, Councilmember Dudley.

In connection with the l-[ousing Services Committee report. Councilmember Nurse moved with

the second by Councilmember Newton that the Ibliowing resolution he adopted:
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Bl II’ RIS01 Vld) By (he City Council of’ (he City oF St. Petersburg,
lIorida, that Council receive and lile the I lousing Services Committee report
presented by Councilmember Nurse.

Roll Call. Ayes. Nurse. Newton. l’oster. Gerdes. Kennedy. Rice. Kornell. Nayes. None. Absent.
l)udley.

In connection with the Open 1omm portion oF the agenda, (he Chair asked if’ there were any
person(s) that wished to be heard. ‘l’he following pci-son(s) came forward:

1 . I)avid McKalip spoke regarding supposed discrepancies in the City’s pension plans.
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CONSENT AGENDA
COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

Consent Agenda A
November 23, 2015

NOl’Lllusiness items listed on the yellow Consent Agenda cost more than one—half million dollars while the
blue Consent Agenda includes routine business items costing less than that amount.

(Public Works)

I. Approving a Resolution finding that $10,171.54 is an amount sufficient to pay for the
maintenance of the City of Si. Petersburg 30th Avenue North Bicycle Facility (“Project”),
over its useful life of fifteen (15) years; authorizing a supplemental appropriation in the

201 _ amount of $1 0,1 71 .54 from the unappropriated balance of the General Fund to fund future
maintenance required by the Local Agency Program Agreement (“Agreement”) between
the Slate of Florida Department of Transportation (“FDOT”) and the City of St. Petersburg,
Florida (“City”); providing that the maintenance funds shall not need annual re—
appropriations and shall be considered encumbered for the useful life of the project with
only authorized expenditures being for maintenance of the improvements of the Project;
finding that execution of the Agreement shall not be considered an unlawful act under
Florida Statute § 1 66.241; approving the agreement and authorizing the Mayor or his
designee to execute the Agreement for participation by FDOT in the construction activities
of the Project, in an amount not to exceed $2,639,000.00; authorizing a supplemental
appropriation in the amount of $2,639,000.00 from the increase in the unappropriated
balance of the Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety Grants Capital Projects Fund (3004), resulting
from these additional revenues, to the 30th Avenue N. Project (13640); and providing an
effective date. (FPN 424532 8 58/68 01) (Engineering Project No. 13022-1 12 Oracle No.
13640)
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CONSENT AGENDA
COUNCIL MEETING CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

Consent Agenda B
November 23, 2015

(1rocureinent)

01 — —

1. Approving an increase to the allocation lbr Internet and intranet services For the Libraries
ftom Hright I louse Networks, LLC in the amount of $72,000 which increases the combined
total contract amount to $265,716.

2. Awarding a contract to Island Marine Group, LLC, in the amount of $146,247.50, for the
2015-551 construction of the Lake Maggiore Picnic Park Boat Ramp project and providing an

effective date (Engineering Project No. 08227-017; Oracle Project Nos. 11756 and 13181).

(City Development)

3. Authorizing the Mayor, or his Designee, to execute two (2) License Agreements with
TFTSP Youth Golf Council St. Petersburg. Inc., a Florida not-for-profit corporation, lhr use
of ±302 sq. ft. of office/storage space within the Mangrove Bay Golf Course Club House
located at 875 — 62nd Avenue Northeast, St. Petersburg, for a period of three (3) years, at

20 15-552 an aggregate rent of $36.00 and for use of ±64 sq. ft. of storage space within the Twin
Brooks Golf Course Club I-louse located at 3800— 22nd Avenue South, St. Petersburg, for
a period of one (1) year, at an aggregate rent of $12.00; and to waive the reserve for
replacement requirement. (Requires an affirmative vote of at least six (6) members of City
Council.)

(Public Works)

4. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute a Joint Project Agreement between the
City of St. Petersburg and Bright House Networks, LLC arid to execute a Joint Project
Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and Verizon Florida, LLC for the Tierra

20 15-553 Verde Bridge Utility Replacement Project (Engineering Project No. 14048-111; Oracle
14251).

5. Approving a Resolution acknowledging the selection ofARC3 Architecture, Inc.: Architect
Larry LaDelfa; C.13. Goldsmith and Associates. Inc.; Canerday, Belfsky + Arroyo
Architects, Inc.; 1-larvard Jolly, Inc.; Renkcr Bich Parks Architects; and Wannemacher

20 15-554 Jensen Architects. Inc. to provide miscellaneous prolessional architectural services lbr City
Facility Improvement Projects for the City of St. Petersburg ‘City”), authorizing the Mayor
or his designee to execute the City’s standard lhrrn architect/engineering agreement.
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6. Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Task Order No. 12—1 0—KCA/GC to the

2015—555 Architect/liigincering Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and Kisingcr Campo
and Associates in (he amount of $11 5,861 .93, for engineering services related to the 1—275
Underpass along 22nd Street South Architectural Lighting Improvements Project.

(Lngincering Project No. 16033—11 9 Oracle No. 14609).

(IVI iscellaneous)

7. Approving the minutes of the City Council meetings held on August 6 and August 20, 201 5.

—
— 8. Approving a three—year use agreement with Sarasota County. a sole source supplier, for

201 57 GovMax budgeting soliware at an estimated total cost of $127,500.

9. Approving the minutes of September 3, September 10, and September 17, 2015 City
2015-558 Council meetings.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 1 0:05 p.m..

Charles Gerdes, Chair—Councilmember
Presiding Officer of the City Council

ATTEST:

________________________

Chan Srinivasa, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016 - ______ 

 

A RESOLUTION DEFERRING THE PUBLIC HEARING FOR 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE 211-H AND APPROVAL OF THE 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AMENDMENTS TO MARCH 

3, 2016; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

 BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida that City 

Council hereby defers the public hearing for proposed Ordinance 211-H and approval of the 

Comprehensive Plan text amendments (City File LGCP-2016-01) to March 3, 2016; and providing 

an effective date. 

 

 This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption. 

 

REVIEWED AND APPROVED AS TO    

FORM AND CONTENT: 

_________________________________  ______________________________ 

City Attorney (or Designee)    Date 

 

_________________________________  ______________________________ 

Planning & Economic Development Dept.  Date 

 

 



MEMORANDUM 

 

To:   The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair and Members of City Council 

 

From:    Rick Kriseman, Mayor 

 

Date:  January 27th, 2016 

 

Subject: TBARTA  

 

I have decided to step down from my committee seat on the Tampa Bay Area Regional 

Transportation Authority (TBARTA) this year. I would like to recommend City Council approve 

Council Member Rice to be appointed to the TBARTA Executive Committee in my seat.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION PROVIDING FOR THE 

APPROVAL OF THE REMOVAL OF MAYOR 

RICK KRISEMAN AS THE APPOINTEE TO THE 

TAMPA BAY AREA REGIONAL 

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (TBARTA) 

BOARD; PROVIDING FOR THE APPROVAL OF 

THE APPOINTMENT OF COUNCILMEMBER 

DARDEN RICE TO THE TBARTA BOARD; 

PROVIDING FOR THE REPEAL OF ALL 

PROVISIONS OF ALL PREVIOUS 

RESOLUTIONS WHICH ARE IN CONFLICT 

WITH THIS RESOLUTION; AND PROVIDING 

AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

 

  WHEREAS, in a prior resolution, City Council approved the appointment of Mayor 

Rick Kriseman as the City of St. Petersburg appointee to the Tampa Bay Area Regional 

Transportation Authority (TBARTA) board; and 

 

  WHEREAS, Mayor Rick Kriseman desires the appointment of a Councilmember 

to the TBARTA board; and 

 

  WHEREAS, Councilmember Darden Rice is willing to accept an appointment to 

the TBARTA Board. 

   

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

Petersburg, Florida that the removal of Mayor Rick Kriseman as the appointee to the TBARTA 

board is approved. 

   

  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the appointment of Councilmember Darden 

Rice to the TBARTA board is approved. 

 

  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that all resolutions previously passed by this 

Council are repealed to the extent that provisions of those resolutions are in conflict with this 

resolution. 

 

  This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

 

Approved as to form and content: 

 

 

______________________________ 

City Attorney (designee) 
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