
 
May 5, 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 needs an 

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

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

 

http://www.stpete.org/
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May 5, 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 Firefighters and Police Officers 

of the City of St. Petersburg that lost their lives in the line of duty during this month: 

Firefighter Robert F. Parker - May 10, 1969  

Detective Wayne M. Barry - May 23, 1923  

Officer Frank A. Pike - May 19, 1933 

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 1079-V approving the vacation of a portion of a 15-foot east/west right-of-way 

lying south of Farm 57, Pinellas Farms as recorded in Plat Book 7, Pages 4 and 5 of the 

Public Records of Hillsborough County, Florida, of which Pinellas County, Florida was 

formerly a part, located north of the intersection of 22nd Avenue North and Tyrone 

Boulevard North and immediately north of the parcel located at 2201 Tyrone Boulevard 

North. (City File 14-33000015)  
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2. Ordinance 1080-V approving the vacation of a 20-foot wide portion of unimproved 

Weedon Drive Northeast adjacent to Lot 1 Florida Riviera Weedon Park, Plat 10 and Lot 

22 Weedon Cove, Block 1, located southeast of 701 Weedon Drive Northeast. (City File 

16-33000003)  

3. Approving the following Annual Action Plan Substantial Amendments (“Amendments”): 

1) to the FY 2011/2012 Annual Action Plan to reduce the HOME Investment Partnership 

(“HOME”) Community Housing Development Organization (“CHDO”) project funding 

previously available to Homes for Independence, Inc. (“HFI”) by $79,829.00 and 

reallocate the funds to the City’s homeowner Rehabilitation Assistance Program (“RAP”) 

and to allow HFI to retain its existing CHDO Proceeds Account for the purpose of 

conducting repairs to its existing CHDO units, 2) to the FY 2012/2013 Annual Action 

Plan to reduce the HOME CHDO operating funding previously available to HFI by 

$922.69 and reallocate the funds to the City’s RAP program, and 3) to the FY 2013/2014 

Annual Action Plan to delete the HOME projects related to HFI by $225,000 of CHDO 

project funding and $16,701.68 of CHDO operating funding, and to allocate the 

corresponding combined amount of $241,701.68 to the CHDO fund for Pinellas 

Affordable Living, Inc. (“PAL, Inc.”); and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to 

submit the Amendments to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and 

to execute all documents necessary to implement this resolution and the Amendments. 

E. Reports 

1. Land Use & Transportation: (Councilmember Kennedy) (Oral) 

(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) Tampa Bay Area Regional Transportation Authority (TBARTA) - (Vice-Chair Rice) 

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

3. Approval of a Development and South Core Parking Agreement in support of the new 

James Museum. [Deferred to June 2, 2016 meeting.] 

4. Resolution approving a supplemental appropriation in the amount of $500,000 from the 

unappropriated balance of the General Fund (0001), derived of settlement funds from the 

2010 Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill (BP Settlement), to the Mayor's Office (0001-020) for 

the establishment and implementation of a city-wide tree planting program. [Deferred to 

May 19, 2016 meeting] 

5. Acquisition of a portion of St. Petersburg Country Club Property. 

6. Resolution authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Task Order No. 12-12-

KCA/GC to the Architect/Engineering Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and 

Kisinger Campo and Associates, Corp. in the amount of $165,500 for professional 

planning services to develop an action plan for the Warehouse Arts District. 
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7. Impact of St. Vincent de Paul shelter on 5th Avenue North and the surrounding 

neighborhoods. – (Oral) (Councilmember Nurse)  

8. Awarding a contract to Cutler Associates, Inc., in the amount of $1,250,000, for design - 

build services for the Regional Skate Park at Campbell Park and providing an effective 

date (Engineering/CID Project No. 15230-017; Oracle Project No. 14893).  

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

Setting May 19, 2016 as the public hearing date for the following proposed Ordinance(s): 

1. Amending the Future Land Use Map designation from Residential Medium to Planned 

Redevelopment-Mixed Use for an estimated 0.75 acre area located approximately 290-feet 

west of 34th Street, at 2500 – 34th Street North, (City File FLUM-38) 

2. Approving the designation of the Sargent House, located at 806 – 18th Avenue Northeast, 

as a local historic landmark. (City File HPC 16-90300001) 

G. New Business 

1. Requesting a report to City Council concerning what action we take in regard to vicious 

dogs, preventing dog fighting, and any conversations we may have or have had with the 

county relative to increasing the budget for animal control. (Councilmember Kornell) 

2. Referring to the budget workshop on May 10 a discussion of a master plan for south St. 

Petersburg and budgeting adequate funds for the plan. (Councilmember Kornell) 

3. Referring to the BF&T Committee to add to the Weeki Wachee Project List improvements 

to Mangrove Bay Golf Course. (Councilmember Kennedy) 

H. Council Committee Reports 

1. Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee (4/14/16) 

2. Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee (4/28/16) 

(a) Resolution accepting the proposal and approving the award of an agreement to Cherry 

Bekaert LLP to perform external audit services; authorizing the Budget, Finance and 

Taxation Committee Chair to negotiate and finalize an agreement with Cherry Bekaert 

LLP; and providing an effective date. 

3. Public Services & Infrastructure Committee (4/28/16) 

(a) An Ordinance of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, creating City Code Article VII 

Sections 20-51 and 20-52; making possession of twenty grams or less of cannabis and 

the possession of drug paraphernalia as defined herein a City Code violation; making 

other misdemeanors a City Code violation; removing a law enforcement officer’s 

discretion concerning whether to use this process; providing for waiver of speedy trial; 

and providing for procedures; and providing for civil penalties including fines, 

community service and education programs.  

(b) An Ordinance of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, creating City Code Article VII 

Sections 20-51 and 20-52; making possession of twenty grams or less of cannabis and 

the possession of drug paraphernalia as defined herein a City Code violation; making 
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other misdemeanors a City Code violation; removing a law enforcement officer’s 

discretion concerning whether to use this process; providing for waiver of speedy trial; 

and providing for procedures; and providing for civil penalties including fines, 

community service and education programs. 

4. Housing Services Committee (4/28/16) 

I. Legal 

J. Open Forum 

K. Adjournment 

A 
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Consent Agenda A 

May 5, 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. 

(Procurement) 

1. Awarding a contract to Cutler Associates, Inc., in the amount of $1,250,000, for design - 

build services for the Regional Skate Park at Campbell Park and providing an effective 

date (Engineering/CID Project No. 15230-017; Oracle Project No. 14893). [MOVED TO 

REPORTS AS E-8] 
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Consent Agenda B 

May 5, 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. Awarding two-year blanket purchase agreements to Mid-State Machine and Fabrication 

Corporation, and Mader Electric, Inc. for machine shop work at an estimated cost of 

$200,000. 

2. Approving the purchase of two trailered easement machines for the Water Resources 

Department from Environmental Products of Florida Corporation at a total cost of 

$117,013.80. 

(Public Works) 

3. Acknowledging the selection of George F. Young, Inc., Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 

and Sprinkle Consulting, Inc. to provide miscellaneous professional services for Traffic 

Calming, Bicycle/Pedestrian and Development of Regional Impact Projects for the City of 

St. Petersburg (“City”); and authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute the City’s 

standard form architect/engineering agreement. 

(Miscellaneous) 

4. Confirming the appointment of Joseph Baldwin as a regular member to the Social 

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

2018. 

5. Confirming the appointment of Susana Weymouth as a regular member to the Arts 

Advisory Committee to serve an unexpired three-year term ending September 30, 2018. 

6. Approval of City Council minutes of April 7, April 14, and April 21, 2016 City Council 

meetings. 
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Note:  An abbreviated listing of upcoming City Council meetings. Meeting Agenda 

Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee 

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

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

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

Housing Services Committee 

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

CRA/Agenda Review 

Thursday, April 28, 2016, 1:30 p.m., Room 100 

Committee of the Whole: Capital Improvement Plan 

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

Civil Service Board 

2 Alternate Members 

(Term expires 6/30/17) 

Nuisance Abatement Board 

2 Alternate Members 

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

City Beautiful Commission 

4 Regular Members 

(Terms expire 12/31/16 and 12/31/18) 
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 PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED FOR QUASI-JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS: 
 
 
1. Anyone wishing to speak must fill out a yellow card and present the card to the Clerk.  All speakers must be 

sworn prior to presenting testimony.  No cards may be submitted after the close of the Public Hearing.  Each 
party and speaker is limited to the time limits set forth herein and may not give their time to another speaker 
or party. 

 
2. At any time during the proceeding, City Council members may ask questions of any speaker or party.  The time 

consumed by Council questions and answers to such questions shall not count against the time frames allowed 
herein.  Burden of proof: in all appeals, the Appellant bears the burden of proof; in variance application cases, the 
Applicant bears the burden of proof; in rezoning and Comprehensive Plan land use cases, the Owner bears the 
burden of proof except in cases initiated by the City Administration, in which event the City Administration bears the 
burden of proof. Waiver of Objection: at any time during this proceeding Council Members may leave the Council 
Chamber for short periods of time.  At such times they continue to hear testimony because the audio portion of the 
hearing is transmitted throughout City Hall by speakers.  If any party has an objection to a Council Member leaving 
the Chamber during the hearing, such objection must be made at the start of the hearing.  If an objection is not made 
as required herein it shall be deemed to have been waived. 

 
3. Initial Presentation.  Each party shall be allowed ten (10) minutes for their initial presentation.   
 

a. Presentation by City Administration. 
 
b. Presentation by Applicant and/or Appellant. If Appellant and Applicant are different entities then each is allowed 

the allotted time for each part of these procedures.  The Appellant shall speak before the Applicant.  In 
connection with land use and zoning ordinances where the City is the applicant, the land owner(s) shall be given 
the time normally reserved for the Applicant/Appellant, unless the land owner is the Appellant. 

 
c. Presentation by Opponent.  If anyone wishes to utilize the initial presentation time provided for an Opponent, said 

individual shall register with the City Clerk at least one week prior to the scheduled public hearing. 
 
4. Public Hearing.  A Public Hearing will be conducted during which anyone may speak for 3 minutes.   Speakers should 

limit their testimony to information relevant to the ordinance or application and criteria for review. 
 
5. Cross Examination.  Each party shall be allowed five (5) minutes for cross examination.  All questions shall be 

addressed to the Chair and then (at the discretion of the Chair) asked either by the Chair or by the party conducting 
the cross examination of the speaker or of the appropriate representative of the party being cross examined.  One (1) 
representative of each party shall conduct the cross examination.  If anyone wishes to utilize the time provided for 
cross examination and rebuttal as an Opponent, and no one has previously registered with the Clerk, said individual 
shall notify the City Clerk prior to the conclusion of the Public Hearing.  If no one gives such notice, there shall be no 
cross examination or rebuttal by Opponent(s).  If more than one person wishes to utilize the time provided for 
Opponent(s), the City Council shall by motion determine who shall represent Opponent(s). 

 
a.  Cross examination by Opponents. 
b. Cross examination by City Administration.   
c. Cross examination by Appellant followed by Applicant, if different. 

 
6.   Rebuttal/Closing.  Each party shall have five (5) minutes to provide a closing argument or rebuttal. 
      a. Rebuttal by Opponents.    
      b.  Rebuttal by City Administration.   
      c.  Rebuttal by Appellant followed by the Applicant, if different.   
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of May 5, 2016

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

SUBJECT: Ordinance approving a vacation of a portion of a 15 foot east west
right-of-way lying South of Farm 57, Pinellas Farms as recorded in
Plat Book 7, Pages 4 and 5 of the Public Records of Hillsborough
County, Florida, of which Pinellas County, Florida was formerly a
part. Located north of the intersection of 22nd Avenue North and
Tyrone Boulevard North and immediately north of the parcel
located at 2201 Tyrone Boulevard North. (City File No.: 14-
33000015)

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

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

The Request: The request is to vacate a 15 foot portion of an east west right-of-way north of
the intersection of 22nd Avenue North and Tyrone Boulevard North and immediately north
of the parcel located at 2201 Tyrone Boulevard North. This is an unused portion of right-of-
way located between the subject parcel and a parcel to the north belonging to the Pinellas
County School Board. This property was dedicated by plat to the City for use as right of way,
and later declared surplus and available for sale. A Purchase and Sale Agreement was
approved by City Council on February 18, 2016 which allows for the applicant to apply for the
vacation of the right-of-way. This vacation is a condition of the approved Purchase and Sale
Agreement.

Discussion: As set forth in the attached report provided to the Development Review
Commission (DRC), Staff finds that vacating the subject right-of-way would be consistent with
the criteria in the City Code, the Comprehensive Plan, and the applicable special area plan.

Agency Review: This request was routed to City Departments and utility agencies for review.
Verizon Florida, LLC indicated that they have facilities in the area that would require an
easement. TECO/Peoples Gas indicated that they may have facilities which could be affected.
The Florida Department of Transportation requested an easement over their existing facilities.



Public Comments: No calls were received from the public in response to this application.

DRC Action/Public Comments: On April 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 right-of-way vacation, subject to the
following conditions:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall comply with the
Engineering Conditions of Approval in the Engineering memorandum dated August 28,
2015.

2. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall grant an easement
acceptable to the Florida Department of Transportation to protect their existing facilities.

3. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall grant a private easement or
obtain a letter of no objection from Verizon Florida, LLC and TECO/Peoples Gas.

4. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall replat the subject property
along with the vacated portion of the right-of-way.

5. As required City Code Section 16.70.050.1.1 0, 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: DRC Staff Report, Attachment A — Parcel Map, Attachment B — Aerial Map,
Attachment C — Engineering Memorandum dated August 28, 2015, Exhibit “A” — Sketch and
Legal — 2 pages



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A VACATION Of A
PORTION Of A 15 FOOT EAST WEST RIGHT-OF-
WAY LYING SOUTH OF FARM 57, PINELLAS
FARMS AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 7, PAGES 4
AND 5 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA, OF WHICH
PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA WAS FORMERLY A
PART. LOCATED NORTH OF THE INTERSECTION
OF 22ND AVENUE NORTH AND TYRONE
BOULEVARD NORTH AND IMMEDIATELY NORTH
OF THE PARCEL LOCATED AT 2201 TYRONE
BOULEVARD NORTH; SETTING FORTH
CONDITIONS FOR THE VACATION TO BECOME
EFFECTIVE: AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE
DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1. The following right-of-way is hereby vacated as recommended by the
Administration and the Development Review Commission on April 6, 2016 (City File No. 14-33000015):

Legal Description: See attached Exhibit “A” — Sketch and Legal — 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 the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall comply with the
Engineering Conditions of Approval in the Engineering memorandum dated
August 28, 2015.

2. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall grant an easement
acceptable to the Florida Department of Transportation to protect their existing
facilities.

3. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall grant a private
easement or obtain a letter of no objection from Verizon Florida, LLC and
TECO/Peoples Gas.

4. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall replat the subject
property along with the vacated portion of the right-of-way.

5. 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.



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
DEP’



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

___

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

____ ____

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st..petersburg DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION
www.stpete.org STAFF REPORT

REVISED 04.05.16
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 April 6, 2016, at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 14-33000015

ATLAS SHEET: P-12 I P-14

REQUEST: Vacation of a portion of a 15 foot east west right-of-way lying South of
Farm 57, Pinellas Farms as recorded in Plat Book 7, Pages 4 and 5 of the
Public Records of Hillsborough County, Florida, of which Pinellas County,
Florida was formerly a part. Located north of the intersection of 22nd
Avenue North and Tyrone Boulevard North and immediately north of the
parcel located at 2201 Tyrone Boulevard North.

APPLICANT: Tyrone 22, LLC
C. Donovan Smith
171 Church Street, Suite 300
Charleston, SC 29401

City of St. Petersburg
Real Estate and Property Management
P.O. Box 2482
St. Petersburg, FL 33714

ADDRESS / PARCEL ID NO.: 2201 Tyrone Boulevard North / 17/31/16/30168/001/0000

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File

ZONING: Corridor Commercial Suburban (CCS-1)



Case No. 14-33000015
Page 2 of 4

DISCUSSION:

Request The request is to vacate a 15 feet portion of an east west right-of-way north of the
intersection of 22nd Avenue North and Tyrone Boulevard North and immediately north of
the parcel at 2201 Tyrone Boulevard North. This is an unused portion of right-of-way located
between the subject parcel and a parcel to the north belonging to the Pinellas County School
Board. This property was dedicated by plat to the City for use as right of way, and later
declared surplus and available for sale. A Purchase and Sale Agreement was approved by City
Council on February 18, 2016 which allows for the applicant to apply for the vacation of the
right-of-way. This vacation is a condition of the approved Purchase and Sale Agreement.

The area of the right-of-way proposed for vacation is depicted on the attached maps
(Attachments “A” and “B”) and Sketch and Legal Description (Exhibit “A” — 2 pages). The
applicant’s goal is to consolidate the property 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 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.

7. 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.

This request was routed to City Departments and utility agencies for review. Verizon Florida,
LLC indicated that they have facilities in the area that would require an easement.
TECO/Peoples Gas indicated that they may have facilities which could be affected. Suggested
conditions of approval at the end of this report address these concerns.

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 vacation of this segment of right-of-way will not impair or deny access to any lot of record.
The applicant is the owner of the only abutting lot.
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.



Case No. 14-33000015
Page 3 of 4

The vacation of this segment of right-of-way will not adversely impact the existing roadway
network.

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 City’s Transportation and Real Estate Departments have determined that there is no
present or future use for this portion of the right-of-way.

5. The POD, Development Review Commission, and City Council shall also consider any other
factors affecting the public health, safety, or welfare.

As part of the Real Estate transaction mentioned above, the City has been granted additional
right-of-way to the east of the subject site. No other factors have been raised for consideration.

B. Comprehensive Plan

There are no policies in the City’s Comprehensive Plan which apply to this request.

C. Adopted Neighborhood or Special Area Plans

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: This request was routed to City Departments and
utility agencies for review. Verizon Florida, LLC indicated that they have facilities in the area
that would require an easement. TECO/Peoples Gas indicated that they may have facilities
which could be affected. No calls were received from the public in response to this application.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed right-of-way 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 comply with the
Engineering Conditions of Approval in the Engineering memorandum dated August 28,
2015.

2. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall grant an easement
acceptable to the Florida Department of Transportation to protect their existing facilities.

3. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall grant a private easement or
obtain a letter of no objection from Verizon Florida, LLC and TECO/Peoples Gas.
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4. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall replat the subject property
along with the vacated portion of the right-of-way.

5. 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:

RAT RYN Y N N, AIC , LEED AP BD+C, Deputy Zoning Official
Development Re iew S ices Division
Planning & Eco evelopment Department

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

Attachments: A — Parcel Map, B — Aerial Map, C — Engineering Memorandum dated August 28,
2015
Exhibit “A” — Sketch and Legal — 2 pages

I DATE

REPORT APPROVED BY:

DATE
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Attachment “C”

MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

TO: Pamela Crook, Development Services

FROM: Nancy Davis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE August 28, 2015

SUBJECT: Right-of-Way Vacation

FILE: 14-33000015

LOCATION: 2205 Tyrone Boulevard North
PIN: 17/31/16/30168/001/0000
ATLAS: P-12,P-14
PROJECT: Right-of-Way Vacation

REQUEST: Approval of a right of way vacation.

COMMENTS: The Engineering and Capital Improvements Department has no objection to the right
of way vacation provided that the following are added as conditions of approval:

1. A replat is required as a condition of this right of way vacation and an easement of sufficient width
for maintenance of the existing FDOT box culvert must be dedicated to FDOT on the replat. The
applicant shall coordinate directly with FDOT to determine necessary easement width.

2. The applicant shall as a condition of the required replat dedicate additional right of way for 22
Avenue North along the eastern frontage of the property sufficient to provide for a future intersection
improvement to create a second right turn from 22 Avenue North to Tyrone Boulevard.

NED/PHF/jw

pc: Kelly Donnelly
Reading File
Correspondence File
2015 Right of way Vacation File— 14-33000015
Subdivision File. GARDEN MANOR — SECTION ONE
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SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of May 5, 2016

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

SUBJECT: Ordinance approving a vacation of a 20-foot wide portion of
unimproved Weedon Drive Northeast adjacent to Lot 1 Florida
Riviera Weedon Park, Plat 10 and Lot 22 Weedon Cove, Block 1.
Located southeast of 701 Weedon Drive Northeast. (City File No.:
16-33000003)

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

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

The Request: The request is to vacate an unimproved 20 foot wide portion of Weedon Drive
Northeast located immediately north and west of Lot 1 Florida Riviera Weedon Park.

The area of the right-of-way proposed for vacation is depicted on the attached maps
(Attachments “A” and “B”) and Sketch and Legal Description (Exhibit “A”). The applicant’s goal
is to obtain additional land in order to have a larger buildable area on the adjacent Lot 1.

Discussion: As set forth in the attached report provided to the Development Review
Commission (DRC), Staff finds that vacating the subject right-of-way would be consistent with
the criteria in the City Code, the Comprehensive Plan, and the applicable special area plan.

Agency Review: This request was routed to City Departments and utility agencies for review.
Verizon Florida, LLC and Duke Energy Transmission indicated that they have facilities in the
area that would require an easement.

Public Comments: Three calls were received from the public in response to this application,
one noted concerns with mangrove trimming and the Duke Utility line, the other two requested
more information, but did not indicate an objection.

DRC Action/Public Comments: On April 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 right-of-way vacation, subject to the
following conditions:

1. Prior to recording the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall provide an easement to
Verizon Florida, LLC and an easement to Duke Energy or obtain a letter of no
objection.

2. Plans for development of the adjacent vacant Lot (Lot 1, Florida Riviera Weedon
Park Plat 10) shall demonstrate compliance with the applicable protection of, and
setback from, the adjacent wetland areas.

Attachments: DRC Report, Attachment A — Parcel Map, Attachment B — Aerial Map,
Attachment C — Subdivision Plat, Attachment D - Engineering Comments dated March 7, 2016,
Exhibit “A” — Sketch and Legal Description — 2 pages



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A VACATION OF A
20-FOOT WIDE PORTION OF UNIMPROVED
WEEDON DRIVE NORTHEAST ADJACENT TO LOT
I FLORIDA RIVIERA WEEDON PARK, PLAT 10 AND
LOT 22 WEEDON COVE, BLOCK 1. LOCATED
SOUTHEAST OF 701 WEEDON DRIVE NORTHEAST;
SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS FOR THE
VACATION TO BECOME EFFECTIVE; AND
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

Section 1. The following right-of-way is hereby vacated as recommended by the
Administration and the Development Review Commission on April 6, 2016 (City File No. 16-33000003):

Legal Description: See Attached Exhibit “A” Sketch and Legal — 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 the vacation ordinance, the applicant shall provide an easement
to Verizon Florida, LLC and an easement to Duke Energy or obtain a letter of no
objection.

2. Plans for development of the adjacent vacant Lot (Lot 1, Florida Riviera Weedon
Park Plat 10) shall demonstrate compliance with the applicable protection of, and setback
from, the adjacent wetland areas.

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
stich 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:



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

_________

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

____ ____

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES DIVISION

st..petershurq 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. Alt 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 April 6, 2076, at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 16-33000003

PLAT SHEET: D-46

REQUEST: Approval of a vacation of a 20-foot wide portion of unimproved
Weedon Drive Northeast adjacent to Lot 1 Florida Riviera Weedon
Park, Plat 10 and Lot 22 Weedon Cove, Block 1. Located
southeast of 701 Weedon Drive Northeast.

OWNER: Robert Whirley
701 Weedon Drive Northeast
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33702-2761

ADDRESSES &: 700 Weedon Drive Northeast; 20-30-17-28656-000-0010
PARCEL ID NOS.: 701 Weedon Drive Northeast; 20-30-77-95730-001 -0220

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File

ZONING: Neighborhood Suburban Estates (NSE)

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION:

Request. The request is to vacate an unimproved 20 foot wide portion of Weedon Drive
Northeast located immediately north and west of Lot 1 Florida Riviera Weedon Park.

The area of the tight-of-way proposed for vacation is depicted on the attached maps
(Attachments “A” and “B”) and Sketch and Legal Description (Exhibit “A”). The applicant’s goal
is to obtain additional land in order to have a larger buildable area on the adjacent Lot 1.



Case No. 16-33000003
Page 2 of 4

A previous application in 2008 (Case No. 08-33000013) for the entire 40 foot width of the right-
of-way was denied by the DRC and it was suggested at the time that a vacation of 20 feet could
be supported.

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.

This request was routed to City Departments and utility agencies for review. Verizon Florida,
LLC and Duke Energy Transmission indicated that they have facilities in the area that would
require an easement. Suggested conditions of approval at the end of this report address these
concerns.

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 vacation of this segment of right-of-way will not impair or deny access to any lot of record,
Lot 1 is the only affected Lot and will still have access to the improved portion of Weedon Drive
Northeast through this vacated portion of the right-of-way.

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 subject section of Weedon Drive Northeast was dedicated via plat in 1925 (Florida Riviera
Part of Plat No. 10 known as Weedon Park). The vacation of this unimproved segment of right-
of-way will not adversely impact the existing roadway network. There are no dedications on the
plat which would be affected if the requested vacation is approved. Access to the waterfront will
still be available through the remaining 20 foot portion of Weedon Drive Northeast.



Case No. 1 6-33000003
Page 3 of 4

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.

Staff found no evidence that the right-of-way is currently needed or used for public access either
vehicular or pedestrian. The City’s Transportation and Real Estate Departments have
determined that there is no present or future use for this portion of the tight-of-way for
transportation. There may be a need for pedestrian public access in the future which can be
accommodated in the remaining 20 feet of dedicated right-of-way.

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

Coastal Management Element Policy 7.5 states, ‘The City shall require the retention of public
tight-of-way adjacent to the waterfront in the platting and replatting of land unless comparable
waterfront access is provided.”

While this case will not be subject to teplat requirements, this goal will be met by retaining a 20
foot wide portion of this unimproved right-of-way for pedestrian access.

C. Adopted Neighborhood or Special Area Plans

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 This request was routed to City Departments and
utility agencies for review. Verizon Florida, LLC and Duke Energy Transmission indicated that
they have facilities in the area that would require an easement. Three calls were received from
the public in response to this application, one noted concerns with mangrove trimming and the
Duke Utility line, the other two requested more information, but did not indicate an objection.

RECOMMENDATION. Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed right-of-way 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 provide an easement to
Verizon Florida, LLC and an easement to Duke Energy or obtain a letter of no objection.

2. Plans for development of the adjacent vacant Lot (Lot 1, Florida Riviera Weedon Park
Plat 10) shall demonstrate compliance with the applicable protection of, and setback
from, the adjacent wetland areas.



REPORT PREPARED BY:

REPORT APPROVED BY:

Case No. 76-33000003
Page 4 of 4

PcrrX
ELIZABETH ABERNEThY, AICP, Zong Official (POD)
Planning and Economic Development
Development Review Services Division

DATE

Attachments: A — Parcel Map, B — Aerial Map, C — Subdivision Rat, D - Engineering Comments
dated March 7, 2016, Exhibit UAn

— Sketch and Legal Description — 2 pages

KATHflYN YOUNXIN, AIP, LEE,
Development Review S rvices vision
Planning & Economic evel ent Department

;- 5c-/c,
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Attachment “D”

MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

TO: Pamela Jones, Development Services

FROM: Nancy Davis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: March 7, 2016

SUBJECT: Right-of-Way Vacation

FILE: 16-33000003

LOCATION: 700— 701 Weedon Drive Northeast
PIN: 20/30/17/28565/000/0100; 20/30/17/95730/001/0220
ATLAS: D-46
PROJECT: Right-of-Way Vacation

REQUEST: Approval of a vacation of a portion of unimproved Weedon Drive Northeast adjacent to
Lot I Florida Riviera Weedon Park, Plat 1 0 and Lot 22 Weedon Cove, Block 1.

COMMENTS: The Engineering and Capital Improvements Department has no objection to the partial
right-of-way vacation with the exception that it will create a substandard half width right of way. The
basis for City acceptance of the partial right of way vacation is to preserve the northern half of the right
of way for public access to the waterfront rather than for future roadway construction.

N ED/MJR1j

PC: Ke1R DonneII
Reading File
Correspondence file
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SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 30 SOUTH, RANGE 17 EAST

DESCRIPTION AND SKETCH
PARTIAL RIGHT—OF—WAY VACATION

Exhibit “A”

DESCRiPTION:

THE SOUTHEASTERLY 1/2 OF A 40 FOOT WIDE PLATTED RIGHT—OF—WAY ADJACENT TO LOT 22. BLOCK 1. WEEDONCOVE. ACCORDING TO THE FLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN FLAT BOOk 107. P/iCES 54 AND 55 OF THE PUBLIC
RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA. AND LOT 1, FLORIDA RIVIERA. PART OF FLAT NO. 30, KNOWN AS WEEDONPARK. ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN ftAT BOOK 30, PAGE 8 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF
PINELLAS COUNTY. FLORIDA. SAID 40 FOOT RIGHT—OP—WAY BEING THE SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF WEEDON DRIVEN.E., THAT PORTION BEING MORE PART1CULARLY DESCRiBED AS FOLLOWS

COUMENCE AT THE POINT OF TANGENCY OF AFORESAID COT I. WEEOON PARK FOR A POINT OF BEGINNING. THENCERUN S.I616’4O”W. A DISTANCE OF 9.69 FEET TO THE MOST WESTERLY CORNER OF SAID COT 1: THENCE RUN
N.7Y4202W. 20.00 FEET: THENCE RUN N.16I658E. A DiSTANCE OF 9.73 FEET TO A POINT OF CURVATURE OP ACURVE. CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 247.47 FEET, THENCE RUN ALONG THE ARC OF SAID
CURVE 131.63 FEET, HAVING A CHORD BEARING OF N.3J3I’35E. AND A CHORD DISTANCE OF 130.08 FEET TO A
POINT ON A CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 50.00 FEET. THENCE RUN ALONG THE ARC
OP SAtD CURVE 33.57 FEET. HAVING A CHORD BEARING OF N.87’14’t6E. AND HAVING A CHORD DISTANCE OF
32.94 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTHWESTERLY LINE OF AFORESAID COT 1, SAID POINT BEING ON A CURVE,CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADiUS OF 227,469 FEET, THENCE RUN ALONG THE ARC OF SAID
CURVE 146.34 FEET, HAVING A CHORD BEARING OF S.3441OOW. AND A CHORD DISTANCE OF 143.64 FEET ID THEAFOREMENTIONED POINT OF TANGENCY OF LOT 7 AND THE POINT OP BEGINNING.

CONTAINiNG 2910 SQUARE FEET.

REVISED: 2/11/16
PREPARED: 30/0a/!
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SECTION 20, TOWNSHIP 30 SOUTH, RANGE 17 EAST
DESCRiPTION AND SKETCH

PARTiAL RIGHT—OF—WAY VACATION

Exhibit “A”

DESCRiPTION:
THE SOUTHEASTERLY 1/2 OF A 40 FOOT WIDE PLATTED RIGHT—OF—WAY ADJACENT TO LOT 22, BLOCK 1, WEEDON
COVE, ACCORDING TO THE PLAY THEREOF AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 107, PAGES 54 AND 55 OF THE PUBLIC
RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA, AND LOT 1, FLORIDA RIVIERA, PART OF PLAT NO. 10, KNOWN AS WEEDON
PARK, ACCORDING ID THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN PLAY BOOK 10, PAGE 8 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF
P1NELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA, SAID 40 FOOT R1CHT—OF—WAY BEING THE SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF WEEDON DRIVE
N.E., THAT PORTION BEING MORE PART1CULARLY DESCRiBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCE AT THE POINT OF TANGENCY OF AFORESAID LOT 1, WEEDON PARK FOR A POINT OF BEGINNINC, THENCE
RUN S.16’16’40”W. A DISTANCE OF 9.69 FEET TO THE MOST WESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 1; THENCE RUN
N.73’42’O2W. 20.00 FEET; THENCE RUN N.16’16’58”E. A DISTANCE OF 9.73 FEET TO A POINT OF CURVATURE OF A
CURVE, CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADiUS OF 247.47 FEET, THENCE RUN ALONG THE ARC OF SAID
CURVE 131.63 FEET, HAVING A CHORD BEARING OF N.3131’35”E. AND A CHORD DISTANCE OF 130.08 FEET TO A
POINT ON A CURVE, CONCAVE NORTHERLY AND HAVING A RADiUS OF 50.00 FEET, THENCE RUN ALONC THE ARC
OF SAID CURVE 33.57 FEET, HAVING A CHORD BEARING OF N.87’14’16”E. AND HAVING A CHORD DISTANCE OF
32.94 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTHWESTERLY LINE OF AFORESAiD LOT 1, SAID POINT BEING ON A CURVE,
CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 227.469 FEET, THENCE RUN ALONG THE ARC OF SAID
CURVE 146,14 FEET, HAViNG A CHORD BEARING OF S.34’41’OD”W. AND A CHORD DISTANCE OF 143.64 FEET TO THE
AFOREMENTIONED POINT OF TANGENCY OF LOT I AND THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 2910 SQUARE FEET.

REVISED; 2/11/76
PREPARED: 10/08/15

THIS IS NOT A SURVEY
of a title secrch NOIE: Le’cf Description and Sketch not valid witlout the signature and the
of original raised seal of a Florida Licensed Surveyor and Mapper.

Prepared by:
JOHN C. BRENDLA & ASSOCIATES. iNC.

CONSULTING ENGiNEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS
4015 82nd Avenue North

PineIIos Pork, Florido 33781
phone (727) 576—7546 fax (727) 577—9932
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Resolution No. 2016- _____ 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE FOLLOWING ANNUAL 

ACTION PLAN SUBSTANTIAL AMENDMENTS:  1) TO THE 

FY 2011/2012 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN TO REDUCE THE 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP (“HOME”) 

COMMUNITY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION 

(“CHDO”) PROJECT FUNDING PREVIOUSLY AVAILABLE 

TO HOMES FOR INDEPENDENCE, INC. (“HFI”) BY 

$79,829.00 AND REALLOCATE THE FUNDS TO THE CITY’S 

HOMEOWNER REHABILITATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

(“RAP”) AND TO ALLOW HFI TO RETAIN ITS EXISTING 

CHDO PROCEEDS ACCOUNT FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

CONDUCTING REPAIRS TO ITS EXISTING CHDO UNITS, 2) 

TO THE FY 2012/2013 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN TO REDUCE 

THE HOME CHDO OPERATING FUNDING PREVIOUSLY 

AVAILABLE TO HFI BY $922.69 AND REALLOCATE THE 

FUNDS TO THE CITY’S RAP PROGRAM, AND 3) TO THE FY 

2013/2014 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN TO DELETE THE HOME 

PROJECTS RELATED TO HFI BY $225,000 OF CHDO 

PROJECT FUNDING AND $16,701.68 OF CHDO OPERATING 

FUNDING, AND TO ALLOCATE THE CORRESPONDING 

COMBINED AMOUNT OF $241,701.68 TO THE CHDO FUND 

FOR PINELLAS AFFORDABLE LIVING, INC. (“PAL, INC.”); 

AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR HIS DESIGNEE TO 

SUBMIT THE AMENDMENTS TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT 

OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND TO 

EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT 

THIS RESOLUTION AND THE AMENDMENTS; AND 

PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

WHEREAS, the City has established the need to provide and sustain affordable housing 

opportunities for low and moderate income households as a priority in its 2013-2014 Annual 

Action Plan; and 

 

 WHEREAS, On September 25, 2013 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (“HUD”)  approved  the City of St. Petersburg’s FY 2013/2014 Annual Action 

Plan which provided funding for Homes for Independence, Inc. (“HFI”) to carry out its 

Community Housing Development Organization (“CHDO”) development activities using the 

HUD HOME program; and 

 

 WHEREAS, HFI has received previous funding for CHDO activities in the City’s FY 

2011/12 and FY 2012/13 Annual Actions Plans, some of which has not been expended; and 

 

 WHEREAS, HUD changed the HOME program definition of a CHDO in late 2013 and 

provided subsequent training and guidance regarding these changes during 2014; and  
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WHEREAS, after hiring a new Executive Director, it has been determined that HFI will 

not be able to make the changes to their organization that would be required in order to be re-

certified as a CHDO and its prior unexpended funding now needs to be recaptured and 

reallocated, requiring Substantial Amendments to the FY 2013/2014, FY 2011/2012 and FY 

2012/2013 Annual Action Plans (“Amendments”); and 

 

WHEREAS, the Amendments will provide that the funds made available as a result of 

the reduction to the HFI CHDO funding will be reallocated to both the City’s homeowner 

Rehabilitation Program and to Pinellas Affordable Living, Inc.’s CHDO development, the 

Preserves; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Amendments were published on April 1, 2016 for comment for a thirty 

day period; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the thirty-day comment period has expired and no comments have been 

received as of this writing; and 

 

 WHEREAS, Administration recommends that approval of the Amendments is in the best 

interest of the City. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

St. Petersburg, Florida, that the following Annual Action Plan Substantial Amendments:  1 ) to 

the FY 2011/2012 Annual Action Plan to reduce the HOME Investment Partnership (“HOME”) 

Community Housing Development Organization (“CHDO”) project funding previously available 

to Homes for Independence, Inc. (“HFI”) by $79,829.00 and reallocate the funds to the City’s 

homeowner Rehabilitation Assistance Program (“RAP”) and to allow HFI to retain its existing 

CHDO Proceeds account for the purpose of conducting repairs to its existing CHDO units, 2) to 

the FY 2012/2013 Annual Action Plan to reduce the HOME CHDO operating funding 

previously available to HFI by $922.69 and reallocate the funds to the City’s RAP program, and 

3) to the FY 2013/2014 Annual Action Plan to delete the HOME projects related to HFI by 

$225,000 of CHDO project funding and $16,701.68 of CHDO operating funding, and to allocate 

the corresponding combined amount of $241,701.68 to the CHDO fund for Pinellas Affordable 

Living, Inc. (“PAL, Inc.”) are approved; and 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor or his designee is authorized to submit the 

Amendments to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and to execute all 

documents necessary to implement this resolution and the Amendments. 

 

 This resolution shall be come effective immediately upon its adoption. 

 

Approvals: 

 

Legal: _____________________________ Administration: _____________________________ 

        Director, Housing and Community  

        Development  
Legal:  00265831.doc V. 2 
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL 

Meeting of May 5, 2016 

 

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

 

SUBJECT: A resolution approving the following Annual Action Plan Substantial Amendments 

(“Amendments”): 1) to the FY 2011/2012 Annual Action Plan to reduce the HOME Investment 

Partnership (“HOME”) Community Housing Development Organization (“CHDO”) project funding 

previously available to Homes for Independence, Inc. (“HFI”) by $79,829.00 and reallocate the funds 

to the City’s homeowner Rehabilitation Assistance Program (“RAP”) and to allow HFI to retain its 

existing CHDO Proceeds Account for the purpose of conducting repairs to its existing CHDO units, 

2) to the FY 2012/2013 Annual Action Plan to reduce the HOME CHDO operating funding 

previously available to HFI by $922.69 and reallocate the funds to the City’s RAP program, and 3) to 

the FY 2013/2014 Annual Action Plan to delete the HOME projects related to HFI by $225,000 of 

CHDO project funding and $16,701.68 of CHDO operating funding, and to allocate the 

corresponding combined amount of $241,701.68 to the CHDO fund for Pinellas Affordable Living, 

Inc. (“PAL, Inc.”); authorizing the Mayor or his designee to submit the Amendments to the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development and to execute all documents necessary to 

implement this resolution and the Amendments; and providing an effective date. 

 

EXPLANATION:  On September 25, 2013 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (“HUD”) approved the City of St. Petersburg’s FY 2013/2014 Annual Action Plan 

which provided funding for Homes for Independence, Inc. (“HFI”) to carry out its Community 

Housing Development Organization (“CHDO”) development activities using the HUD HOME 

program.   HFI has received previous funding for CHDO activities in the City’s FY 2011/12 and FY 

2012/13 Annual Actions Plans, some of which has not been expended. 

 

In 2013, the federal HOME Investment Partnership (“HOME”) Program made significant changes to 

the definition of a CHDO.   Clarifications to this change and subsequent training provided by the 

federal government in 2014 and a change of Executive Director in 2015 made it apparent that Homes 

for Independence, Inc. (“HFI”) could no longer be re-certified as a CHDO.  As a result of this de-

certification, any funding previously allocated to HFI that was not expended needs to be recaptured 

and reallocated.  In order to ensure that the City of St. Petersburg’s HOME expenditure and 

commitment deadlines are met, Administration recommends that the oldest funding be reallocated to 

the City’s homeowner Rehabilitation Assistance Program (“RAP”) so the funds can be quickly 

expended to assist clients.  

 

The more recent funding will be reallocated to Pinellas Affordable Living, Inc. (“PAL, Inc.”), the 

housing development subsidiary of Boley Centers, for the development of their proposed Preserves at 

Clam Bayou Apartments (“The Preserves”).     

 

On August 6, 2015 City Council approved the 2015/2016 Annual Action Plan, which included 

funding for The Preserves in the amount of $230,000 as one the projects reviewed and recommended 

for approval.  However, the State funding anticipated to be available to construct the 24 proposed 

units was not awarded, and PAL, Inc. has reconfigured the development into phases.  The HOME 
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program funds, together with assistance from the Pinellas County Land Trust, will combine to fund 

construction of the first phase of 8 units, while PAL, Inc. will continue the pursuit of funds to build 

the remaining 16 units.  PAL, Inc. has successfully completed three other developments using this 

same phased funding/construction strategy. 

 

In order to accomplish the funding for the first phase of The Preserves, Administration requests 

approval of a Substantial Amendment to the FY 2013/2014 Annual Action Plan to recapture the 

HOME CHDO funds currently available for Homes for Independence, Inc. by $225,000 and to 

recapture the HOME CHDO operating funds currently available in the for HFI by $16,701.68, and to 

reallocate those funds to PAL, Inc.   The Administration will also bring a later City Council item to 

award the remaining funds for the phase 1 construction out of the HOME multi-family development 

strategy.  This will allow the City to sign a development agreement and to meet its HOME 

commitment deadline of October 31, 2016.  

 

A notice regarding the Amendments was available for review and was published on April 1, 2016 for 

a thirty day comment period in order to comply with HUD’s citizen participation requirements.  The 

comment period has expired, and City Council must now hold a public hearing prior to taking action 

on the attached resolution. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  The Administration recommends approval of the attached resolution 

approving the following Annual Action Plan Substantial Amendments: 1) to the FY 2011/2012 

Annual Action Plan to reduce the HOME Investment Partnership (“HOME”) Community Housing 

Development Organization (“CHDO”) project funding previously available to Homes for 

Independence, Inc. (“HFI”) by $79,829.00 and reallocate the funds to the City’s homeowner 

Rehabilitation Assistance Program (“RAP”) and to allow HFI to retain their existing CHDO Proceeds 

account for the purpose of conducting repairs to their existing CHDO units, 2) to the FY 2012/2013 

Annual Action Plan to reduce the HOME CHDO operating funding previously available to HFI by 

$922.69 and reallocate the funds to the City’s RAP program, and 3) to the FY 2013/2014 Annual 

Action Plan to delete the HOME projects related to HFI by $225,000 of CHDO project funding and 

$16,701.68 of CHDO operating funding, and to allocate the corresponding combined amount of 

$241,701.68 to the CHDO fund for Pinellas Affordable Living, Inc. (“PAL, Inc.”); authorizing the 

Mayor or his designee to submit the Amendments to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development and to execute all documents necessary to implement this resolution and the 

Amendments; and providing an effective date. 

 

COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION:  Funds are available in HOME Fund (1113), 

Projects (13789-01), (13995), (14202) and if approved will be moved to HOME Fund (1113) Projects 

(14952) and (14971). 

 

Attachments:  Resolution 

Approvals: 

 

Administration: ____________________________  

 

Budget: __________________________________ 
Legal:  00265832.doc V. 2 
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL 
 

Meeting of May 5, 2016 
 
TO:  The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair and Members of City Council 
 
SUBJECT: Acquisition of a portion of St. Petersburg Country Club Property.  
 
BACKGROUND: The Real Estate and Property Management Department ("Real Estate") 
received an unsolicited proposal (attached) from the St. Petersburg Country Club, Inc. ("SPCC") 
offering to sell a certain parcel of real estate from SPCC as well as SPCC's agreement to encumber 
certain other real estate owned by SPCC so that said real estate could not be developed and in 
effect provide a buffer for Boyd Hill Nature Preserve.  After review with Administration and the 
Parks and Recreation Department ("Parks"), Real Estate was requested to proceed with evaluating 
and negotiating for the acquisition of the property. 
 
The subject property is described as follows:  
 

• A portion of Tract VII and Tract VIII, LAKEWOOD ESTATES GOLF COURSE SECTION, 
as recorded in Plat Book 20, Page 63 of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, and 
a portion of the rights-of-way of Country Club Way South and Miranda Way South, more 
particularly described in the attached Exhibit "A" containing ±11.642 acres ("Real 
Property"); and 

• The majority of holes 1, 2 and 3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club, more particularly 
described in the attached Exhibit "B" containing ±22.855 acres ("Restrictive Covenant 
Property"), collectively ("Properties").  

 
The Properties are zoned NS-E/Neighborhood Suburban Estate and inasmuch as the Properties 
abut Boyd Hill Nature Preserve, the Real Property meets the Parks acquisition criteria due to its 
wilderness characteristics. 
 
The Restrictive Covenant will encumber, run with the land and be binding upon the Seller, any 
other occupants of the Restrictive Covenant Property, and their respective successors and assigns. 
The Restrictive Covenant Property is restricted to use for a golf course and golf course accessory 
uses only (collectively, "Golf Course Uses").  Such accessory uses may include, but are not limited 
to, golf course practice areas, golf cart paths, rain shelters, irrigation system installation, 
relocating fairways, greens and sand traps, and driving range. At any time the Restrictive 
Covenant Property is not used for Golf Course Uses, the use of the Restrictive Covenant Property 
by SPCC shall be restricted to that of parks and open space.  
 
In accordance with City policy, two (2) appraisals were prepared on the Properties.  The City 
requested the market value of the fee simple interest of the Real Property as if vacated and the 
Restrictive Covenant Property.  The first appraisal was performed by Chris A. Finch, MAI, SRA, 
State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, Fogarty and Finch, who indicated an estimated 
market value of $1,548,000 for the Real Property and $1,514,000 for the Restrictive Covenant 
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Property as of May 29, 2015.  A second appraisal was performed by Leslie A. McKeon, MAI, SRA, 
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, Valbridge Property Advisors, who indicated an 
estimated market value of $1,180,400 for the Real Property and $1,846,700 for the Restrictive 
Covenant Property as of June 5, 2015. 
 
At the June 11, 2015 Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee ("BFT") meeting, City staff reported 
the status of the additional research on the purchase of the Properties and the asking price of 
$3,200,000 which SPCC represented as the contract price with developers who previously had the 
Real Property under contract.  After negotiations with SPCC, a purchase price of $1,100,000 was 
agreed upon for the Properties.  
 
At the September 3, 2015 City Council meeting, City Council recommended a referral to a 
Committee of the Whole ("COW") meeting on September 17, 2015 for discussion regarding 
potential funding from Weeki Wachee Funds for the purchase of the property adjacent to Boyd 
Hill Nature Preserve.  
 
City Council, sitting as the Committee of the Whole, discussed the mitigation of the loss of 
preservation areas in relation to the purchase of lands adjacent to Boyd Hill Nature Preserve 
("Project") and recommended to City Council that "the Project is approved, that funding for the Project 
is allocated from the total remaining balance of the Preservation Reserve Fund (0002), and that the 
remainder of the cost of the Project is allocated from the Weeki Wachee Operating Fund (1041)."  
 
Accordingly, at the September 17, 2015 City Council meeting, in conjunction with the COW 
report, City Council adopted Resolution No. 2015-438 approving a project and allocation of 
monies from the Preservation Reserve Fund and Weeki Wachee Operating Fund for acquisition 
of the SPCC property.  
 
SPCC has executed the Agreement to sell the Real Property and encumber the Restrictive 
Covenant Property to the City for $1,100,000, subject to City Council approval which price is 
significantly less than the value determined by the two appraisals.  SPCC is responsible for the 
costs of the survey, title insurance commitment, the owner’s title policy, closing fees and the State 
documentary stamps on the deed for the conveyance of the Properties to the City.  The City is 
responsible for recording fees, closing related costs, and any costs incurred by the City related to 
its investigation of the Properties.  
 
Once the Real Property is conveyed to the City, it is the intent of Parks to preserve the property 
in its natural state and will be an important addition to the City’s park assets. This acquisition of 
±11.642 acres of Real Property along the southern perimeter of Boyd Hill Nature Preserve with 
an additional ±22.855 acres of land protected by a Restrictive Covenant will create an additional 
protected natural area within the City’s park system. The presence of a buffer will allow Parks to 
safely continue important land management activities such as prescribed fires and mechanical 
treatments that are essential to the overall health of the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve while creating 
a natural buffer extending protection to native species and habitat. Parks will also be able to better 
control the ongoing problem of seed sources from non-native invasive plants on the abutting 
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properties while drastically increasing the aesthetic value of the area for preserve visitors, 
neighboring residents and golfers alike.  
 
Further, the Restrictive Covenant includes a Right of First Refusal in favor of the City providing 
the City with the opportunity to acquire the Restrictive Covenant Property in the event SPCC 
receives and intends to accept a written offer to purchase property owned by SPCC from a third 
party purchaser who does not intend to operate the property for Golf Course Uses.  In the event 
the City does not exercise its Right of First Refusal in one instance, it does not prohibit the City 
from exercising its Right of First Refusal in subsequent instances. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Administration recommends that City Council adopt the attached 
resolution authorizing the Mayor, or his Designee, to acquire an ±11.642 acre portion of St. 
Petersburg Country Club property legally described in Exhibit "A", together with a Restrictive 
Covenant on ±22.855 adjacent acres legally described in Exhibit "B", for the contract price of 
$1,100,000; and to execute all documents necessary to effectuate this transaction; approving a 
transfer in the amount of $970,000 from the Preservation Reserve Fund (0002) to the General 
Capital Improvement Fund (3001); approving a supplemental appropriation of $970,000 from the 
increase in the unappropriated balance of the General Capital Improvement Fund (3001), 
resulting from this transfer, to the St. Petersburg Country Club Acquisition Project (TBD); 
approving a supplemental appropriation of $130,000 from the unappropriated balance of the 
Weeki Wachee Capital Improvement Fund (3041) to the St. Petersburg Country Club Acquisition 
Project (TBD); and providing an effective date. 
 
COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION:  Funds will be available after a transfer 
from the Preservation Reserve Fund (0002) in the amount of $970,000 to the General Capital 
Improvement Fund (3001); approving a supplemental appropriation of $970,000 from the increase 
in the unappropriated balance of the General Capital Improvement Fund (3001), resulting from 
this transfer, to the St. Petersburg Country Club Acquisition Project (TBD), and a supplemental 
appropriation in the amount of $130,000 from the unappropriated balance of the Weeki Wachee 
Capital Improvement Fund (3041) to the St. Petersburg Country Club Acquisition Project (TBD).  
 
ATTACHMENTS:   SPCC Proposal, Illustration, Appraisals, Resolution, Exhibit "A", Exhibit "B" 
 
Legal: 00266942.doc V. 1 
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APPRAISAL REPORT
(St. Petersburg Country Club Site)

Fee Simple Interest in a Vacant Tract of Land
And a Restrictive Covenant on Adjoining Land

Generally Located Adjacent to & Including
Holes No. 1,2 & 3 St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Course

2000 Country Club Way South, St. Petersburg. Florida

For
City of St. Petersburg

Mr. Bruce Grimes. Director
Real Estate & Property Management

Fogarty & Finch, Inc.
Assignment Number

A-19,4l2



Fogarty & Finch, Inc.
REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS AND CONSULTANTS

525 First Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 3370 1-3701
Phone: 727-822-4343 • E-mail: CFinchFogarty andFinch.com

4

Chis A. Finch. MA!. SRA Estab1ihed 1924

________

Prsa!iit lnerporated 1974

/ u -i State-Certified General Real Estate AppraHer RZ 1001

June 12. 2015

City of St. Petersburg
Mr. Bruce Grimes. Director
Real Estate & Property Management
P0 Box 2842
St. Petersburg. Florida 33731

In Re: Appraisal Report (Summary Format)
(St. Petersburg Country Club Site)
Fee Simple Interest in a Vacant Ti-act of Land
And a Restrictive Covenant on Adjoining Land
Generally Located Adjacent to & Including
Holes No. 1. 2 & 3 St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Course
2000 Country Club Way South, St. Petersburg, Florida

Dear Mr. Grimes

En compliance with your request, an inspection and market value appraisal has been made of the

above referenced properties. The date of this appraisal report is June 12,2015. The date ofvaluation
is May 29. 2015, the last date of inspection.

The report section IDENTIFICATION OF PROPERTY” describes the property appraised inclusive

of the Fee Simple Parcel and the Restrictive Covenant Parcel.

This is an Appraisal Report which is intended to comply with the reporting requirements set forth

under Standards Rule 2 of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP). It
presents summarized discussions of the data, reasoning and analyses that were used in the appraisal
process to develop the appraisers opinion of value. The depth of discussion contained in this report

is specific to the needs of the City of St. Petersburg our client and the intended user of this report.

The intended use of this appraisal is for the purpose ofassisting our client with an estimate ofmarket
value for a possible purchase of the property. The appraisal has not been prepared for any other
intended users or use. The appraiser is not responsible for the unauthorized use of this report.



June 12, 2015
City of St. Petersburg
Mr. Bruce Grimes, Director
Real Estate & Property Management
Page Two

As you are aware the total property appraised includes: 1. the fee simple interest in 11.73 acres of
upland (a large portion of which is the platted un-open right of Country Club Way) and 2. a
Restrictive Covenant over the adjoining 22.94 acres of land that essentially comprises Holes No. 1. 2
and 3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club GolfCourse. For ease of identification within this appraisal
they will be referred to as the “Fee Simple Parcel” and the “Restrictive Covenant Parcel.” The land
areas used were provided to the appraiser and might change when a survey is prepared. Therefore it
is possible that the value estimated herein might also change.

The Restrictive Covenant to be placed on the 22.94 acres of land has not yet been finalized between
the City of St. Petersburg and the property owner St. Petersburg Country Club (the Club) and thus it
has not been provided to the appraiser. It was reported to the appraiser by the City that it will
basically restrict the use of the encumbered land to a Golf Course or ‘green space” such as a passive
park with no improvements pennitted. Thus the Restrictive Covenant, which would be granted to the
City of St. Petersburg, will essentially restrict the use of this portion of the site for perpetuity
(forever) to no use other than these two uses. Consequently it is the appraisers understanding that
should the St. Petersburg Country Club cease operations and no other entity take over and continue
to operate the golf course the use of this land could only be used as a “green space.” If the final
approved version of the Restrictive Covenant is different, then the appraised value estimated herein
might change.

This appraisal is of the real property only and does not include specialized equipment. personal
property, golf course improvements or going concern business value. It also does not include any
test, studies, drawings plans or entitlements that might be associated with the parcels.

This appraisal is subject to the General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions set forth on a
following page at the beginning of this report, those general assumptions, if any, discussed within
this report and those Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions as set forth within this
Letter of Transmittal.

Extraordinary Assumptions

As instructed by our client, the City of St. Petersburg, this appraisal is based on the Extraordinary
Assumption as if that the portion of the subject site that is presently within the existing right of way
of Country Club Way has been vacated and is owned in its entirety by the St. Petersburg Country
Club.

This appraisal is based on the Extraordinary Assumption that there are no hazardous materials or
contamination on or in the subject property. The appraiser is not qualified to detect said substances
and or materials. An expert specializing in environmental audits should be consulted if an opinion is

desired.
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City of St. Petersburg
Mr. Bruce Grimes, Director
Real Estate & Property Management
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Extraordinary Assumptions - Continued

The appraiser was not provided an environmental assessment or study as to whether there is or is not
any vegetation or wildlife on or near the subject that would affect its ability to be used or developed.
It is beyond the expertise of the appraiser to prepare such a report. Consequently this appraisal is
based on the Extraordinary Assumption that there are no environmental issues that would adversely
affect the property appraised.

Hypothetical Conditions None

It is the appraiser’s opinion, after careful consideration of the various factors entering into this
appraisal that the market value of the fee simple interest to the defined 11.73 acres plus the property
rights associated with the proposed Restrictive Covenant to encumber the herein described
additional and adjacent 22.94 acres, as of May 29, 2015 the last date of inspection was:

THREE MILLION SIXTY TWO THOUSAND DOLLARS
(S3, 062,000)

The total value above was derived as follows:

Fee Simple Parcel
100% Interest to 11.73 Acres (S13 1.969 per Acre) S1,548,000

Restrictive Covenant Parcel
Partial Interest Encumbering 22.94 Acres $1 ,5 14,000

Data supporting this opinion is contained in the attached report. Thank you for the opportunity to be
of service.

Respectfully submitted,
FOGARTY & FTNCH, INC.

Chris A. Finch, MAT, SRA
President

State-Certified General
Real Estate Appraiser RZ 1001

A-l9.412
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Definition OfMarket Value

Market alue is defined in Chapter 12. Code of Federal Regulation. Part 34.42(f) as:

The most probable price which a property should bring in competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to a

fair sale. the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assumine the price is not affected by undue
stimulus. Implicit in this definition are the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from

seller to hu er under conditions w hereh\

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated:
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and each is acting in what they consider their best interest;
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market:
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto: and

5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or
sales concessions granted h anyone acsociated with the sale.

Appraisal Certification

I certify that, to the best of my know ledge and belief:
- The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.
- The reported analyses. opinions and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting

conditions, and is my personal. impartial and unbiased professional anal ses. opinions and conclusions.

— I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this reporL and no personal interest with

respect to the parties invol ed.
- I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties involved with this

assignment.
— M engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.

- Mv compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of a

predetermined x aloe or direction in alue that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the

attainment of a stipulated result. or the occurrence ofa subsequent event directl related to the intended ue of this

appraisal
— M analyses, opinions and conclusions were de eloped and this report has been prepared in conformity w ith the

Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.
— The degree to which each appraiser inspected the subject property is noted below their respective signature.

- No one pros ided significant real propcrt appraisal assistance to the person signing this certificate.

- The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were de eloped, and this report has been prepared. in conformitr

with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the

Appraisal Institute.
- The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly

authorized representati Cs.
— I have provided no service regarding the subject property w ithin the three years prior to this assignment.

The Appraisal Institute conducts a voluntary prooram of continuing education for the certification of its designated

members. As of the date of this report. Chris A. Finch has completed the requirements of the continuing education

procram of the Appraisal Institute.

Chris A. Finch. MAI. SRA
President
State-Certified General
Real Estate Appraiser Ri 1001
(X) On-Site Inspection

Re.20I5

St Petrsbure Countr. Club Site
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General Assumptions And Limiting Conditions
(Appraisal Report)

The certification of the appraiser appearing in the appraisal report is subject to the following general assumptions
and to such other specific and limiting conditions. Hypothetical Conditions and Extraordinary Assumptions as are
set forth by the Appraiser in the Letter of Transmittal and the body of this report.

1. The legal description furnished is assumed to be correct. The Appraiser assumes no responsibilities for matters
ofa legal nature affecting the property appraised or the title thereto, nor does the Appraiser render any opinion
as to the title, which is assumed to be good and marketable.

2. The property is appraised as though under responsible ownership, competent management and as though free
and clear of mortgage indebtedness, assessments, or liens of any sort.

3. Any sketch or exhibit in this report may show approximate dimensions and are included to assist a reader in
visualizing the property. The Appraiser has made no survey of the property.

4. The Appraiser is not required to give testimony or appear in court because of having made the appraisal with
reference to the property in question, unless arrangements have been previously made.

5. Any distribution of the valuation in the report between land and improvements (if any exist) applies only
under the existing program of utilization. The separate valuations for land and building must not be used in
conjunction with any other appraisal and are invalid if so used.

6. Unless stated otherwise in this report, the Appraiser assumes that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions
of the soil or subsoil which would render the property more or less valuable. If any improvements remain on
the site the appraiser assumes that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions such as. but not limited to,
tennite infestation and/or damage, urea formaldehyde foam insulation, radon gas, asbestos, toxic waste, lead
paint, mold, mildew spores or other similar growth. hazardous materials, etc. which would render it more or
less valuable. The Appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances and assumes no responsibility for such
conditions or for engineering/forensic knowledge and expense which might be required to discover such
factors. The client is urged to retain an expert in these fields if desired. The appraiser has only viewed those
areas of the property that are readily observable. Dense vegetation or land features may have prevented the
appraiser from accessing or viewing all areas of the property. The value estimate is predicated on the
assumption that there are no unidentified property conditions that would cause a loss in value.

7. Information, estimates and opinion furnished to the Appraiser by others, and contained in this report. were
obtained from sources considered reliable and believed to be true and correct. However, no warranty is given
for its accuracy.

8. Disclosure of the contents of this Appraisal report is governed by the By-laws and Regulations of the
Appraisal Institute.

9. Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report (especially any conclusions as to value, the identity ofthe
Appraiser, or firm with which he or she is connected, or any reference to the Appraisal Institute oi. to the MAT,
R\1 or SRA designations) shall be disseminated to the public by any means of communication without the
prior written consent and approval of the Appraiser. Possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not cany
with it the right of publication.

10. if a fractional interest, i.e. less than the whole fee simple estate has been estimated herein. the value reported
relates only to the fractional interest estimated and the combined values of the fractional interest and all other
fractional interest may or may not equal the value of the fee simple estate.

_________________________________
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General Assumptions And Limiting Conditions - Continued
(Appraisal Report,)

II. It is assumed that the property is in full compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental

regulations and laws unless the lack of compliance is stated, described, and considered in the appraisal report.

12. It is assumed that the property conforms to all applicable zoning and use regulations and restrictions unless a

non—conformity has been identified, described and considered in the appraisal report.

13. It is assumed that all required licenses, certificates of occupancy, consents, and other legislative or
administrative authority from any local, state or national government or private entity or organization have
been or can be obtained or renewed for any use on which the value estimate contained in this report is based.

14. It is assumed that the use of the property is confined within the boundaries or property lines of the property
described and that there is no encroachment or trespass unless noted in the report.

15. All forecasts, projections, or operating estimates contained herein are based on current market conditions,
anticipated short-term supply and demand factors, and a continued stable economy. These forecasts are,
therefore, subject to changes with future conditions. Accordingly, actual results may vaiy from the projections
given. The appraiser and Fogarty & Finch, Inc. make no promises, guarantees or warranties as to future or
projected values or forecasts.

16. Unless specifically stated in this report, it is assumed that the property (and any improvements which might
exist on the property) described is structurally sound and that all building systems (such as, but not limited to,
foundation, roof, interior and exterior walls, floors, electrical, HVAC, elevator, plumbing, all mechanical
systems, etc.) are in good working order with no major deferred maintenance or repair required. The physical

features and condition ofthe property described in the appraisal is based on a limited visual inspection only. A

detailed inspection is beyond the scope of this assignment and was not made. Fogarty & Finch, Inc.’s

professionals are not construction, engineering, environmental, property inspection or legal experts. Any

statements provided are to be used as a general guide for property valuation purposes only. Appropriate

experts should be engaged if there is concern or a desired opinion about the condition, adequacy or existence
of any item.

17. The age of any improvement (if any exist) discussed in this report is a rough estimate. If the exact age is
desired additional research and investigation is advised.

Extraordinary Assumptions & Hypothetical Conditions

1. Those additional assumptions and/or conditions discussed in the Letter of Transmittal.

Land.R. 2015

_________________________________
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Summary of Conclusions

Property Location: Generally Located Adjacent to & Including
Holes No. 1.2 & 3 St. Petersburg Country’ Club Golf Course
2000 Country Club Way South. St. Petersburg. Florida

Type of Report: Appraisal Report (summary format)

Purpose of Appraisal: Estimate Market Value

Use of Appraisal: To assist with making a possible purchase of the property

Appraiser’s Client: City of St. Petersburg

Intended User of Appraisal: City of St. Petersburg

Property Rights Appraised: Fee Simple Parcel - Fee Simple Interest

Restrictive Covenant Parcel - Covenant Restricting Use to
a Golf Course or Green Space into Perpetuity

Date of Valuation: May 29, 2015, last date of inspection

Date of Appraisal Report: June 12, 2015

Property Use: Vacant undeveloped land and Holes 1, 2 and 3 of the St.
Petersburg Country Club Golf Course

Site Shape & Size: Irregular; See exhibits for site and shape

Site Area, More or Less: Fee Simple Parcel 11.73 Acor 510.958 SF
Restrictive Covenant Parcel 22.94 Ac or 999.266 SF
Total 34.67Acor 1,510,224SF

Zoning & City: NS-E, Neighborhood Suburban Estate; St. Petersburg

Land Use Classification: R/OS, Recreation/Open Space

Improvement Type: None except for golf course on Restrictive Covenant Parcel &
Boyd Hill Nature Preserve Fence Encroaches onto Fee
Simple Parcel at Certain Locations

___________________________

4
St. Petersburg Country Club Site
City of St. Petersburg
Fogartv & Finch. Inc. A-I 9,412



Summary of Conclusions - Continued

Tax Parcel Number: Fee Simple Parcel — No Parcel Number

Restrictive Covenant Parcel - Part of35/3 1/16/49356/000:0010

Real Property
Assessment & Taxes: Not applicable or meaningful as the Restrictive Covenant

Parcel is part of a larger parcel that includes the entire golf

course

Estimated “Exposure Time”: 12 to 18 Months

Highest & Best Use for Each
Parcel if Vacant: Development with residential improvements

Estimated Market Values: See Letter of Transmittal

Extraordinary Assumptions: See Letter of Transmittal for a full explanation

Hypothetical Conditions: None

Please See The Letter Of Transmittal And General Assumptions And Limiting Conditions Pages

Regarding General Assumptions. Limiting Conditions. Hypothetical Conditions Or Extraordinary

Assumptions Which Might Apply To This Appraisal And The Estimated Value

_________________________________
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Subject Property Location Map
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Subject Aerial Photograph
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Fee Simple Parcel Outlined in Yellow
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Subject Aerial Photograph
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Looking Northwest Along Country Club
Way Toward the Eastern End of the
Subject Fee Simple Parcel (un-open

Country Club Way Right of Way) in the
Distance Near Red Arrow

Looking Southeasterly Along Country
Club Way From Near the Northwestern
End of the Pavement Before The Start

Of the Subject Fee Simple Parcel
(un-open Section of Right of Way)
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Looking Northwesterly Along Fairway
Avenue By Eastern End of Subject

Restrictive Covenant Parcel (Beginning
of Hole No. 1) At Right of Picture
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Looking Northwesterly Along Fairway
Avenue From Miranda Way With

Subject Restrictive Covenant Parcel At
Right For Section Overlaying Hole No. 3

12

Looking Northwesterly Along Fairway
Avenue From Green Way With Subject

Restrictive Covenant Parcel At Right For
Section Overlaying Hole No. 1

Looking Northerly From Miranda Way
Across Fairway Avenue Between Holes

No. 2 & No. 3 in Distance

III

St Pctrbiirg Countr- Club Site
Cit of St. Petersburg
Fogarty & Finch, Inc. A-19,4I2



Looking Northwesterly Along the
Subject Restrictive Covenant Parcel
From the Beginning of Hole No. 1
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Looking Northwesterly Along the
Subject Fee Simple Parcel From Near

the Begimming Of Hole No. 1

I

Looking Northwest Across
40 Foot Wide Drainage Easement and

the Subject Fee Simple Parcel (un-open
Country Club Way Right of Way)

Toward Boyd Hill Preserve
and a Building on Boyd Hill Site

Location is Between Holes No. 1 & 2

St PettrsbLIrtz Countr Club Stt
Cit of St. Porshurtt
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Looking Westerly Along the Restrictive
Covenant Parcel (Fairway) From

Between Holes No. 1 & No. 2

Looking Westerly Along the Restrictive
Covenant Parcel (Fairway) From the

Beginning of Hole No. 2

Looking Westerly Along the Subject Fee
Simple Parcel (un-open Country Club

Way Right of Way) From the
Mid-Point of Hole No. 2

St. Pctersburi Country Club Site
City of St Petersburg
Fogarty & Finch. Inc A-19412



Looking Westerly From the Beginning
of Hole No. 3 Along the Subject Fee
Simple Parcel (un-open Country Club

Way Right of Way)

Looking Westerly Along the Subject
Restrictive Covenant Parcel (Fairway)

From the Beginning of hole No. 3

Looking Southwesterly Along the
Subject Restrictive Covenant Parcel
Overlaying Hole No. 3 Toward the
Hole No. 3 Green in the Distance
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Looking Northwesterly From Fairway
Avenue Across the Subject at the

Western End of the Restrictive Covenant
Parcel Located Between

Holes No. 3 & No. 4
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Looking Southwesterly Along the
Subject Restrictive Covenant Parcel

Overlaying Hole No. 3
Western End of Subject Fee Simple
Parcel is Across the Water Near the

Fence Line in the Distance

III
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Scope of Work

The first step in the Scope of Work is to identify the problem to be solved in the appraisal
assignment. This is achieved by defining and analyzing key assignment elements which generally
include:

• Client
• Intended Users
• Intended use of the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions
• Type of opinion or value
• Effective date of the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions
• Relevant characteristics about the subject of the assignment
• Assignment conditions

The following research and analysis represents a scope of work that has provided credible
assignment results. This appraisal is subject to the General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions set
forth at the beginning of this appraisal report, those general assumptions, if any, discussed within
this report and those Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions as set forth by the
appraiser in the Letter of Transmittal.

The subject parcels were last inspected on May 29,2015 when an on-site inspection was made of the
properties appraised. The subject was also viewed from the adjacent Boyd Hill Nature Preserve as of
June 8. 201 5 when the Nature Preserve was visited. Market research for this appraisal was gathered
from the most reliable sources including, but not limited to, the following:

• Public Records & County Property Appraiser data files
• Selected planning and zoning departments
• CoStar
• LoopNet
• Florida Gulf Coast Commercial Association of Realtors, Inc. (FGCAR) & EarthPlat
• Multiple Listing Services (MLS)
• Local and national trade publications oriented to the real estate market
• Data files maintained by Fogarty & Finch, Inc.
• Property Owner & City of St. Petersburg Representatives

The comparable sales research covered all of Pinellas County. The time period for which the market
data was researched was from January 2012 through the date of last inspection.

The appraiser personally inspected each of the comparables utilized within this appraisal. One or
more of the parties involved with each comparable were contacted to obtain relevant information
and verify factual data. Subsequent to the collection and verification process described above, the
appraiser prepared the Sales Comparison Approach to Value to only meaningful method of
valuation.

_______________________
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Identfication ofProperty

The subject parcels are situated near the southern end of Pinellas County within the city limits of St.
Petersburg. They do not have a specific street address. Its eastern end is adjacent to the clubhouse
facilities of the St. Petersburg Country Club which has a street address of:

2000 Countiy Club Way South, St. Petersburg. Florida

Legal Description

The oniy legal description provided to the appraiser is for the entire St. Petersburg Country Club
golf course. This legal description is the same as the one used by the Pinellas County Property
Appraisers office. A legal description was not available for either of the subject parcels. Therefore
they are only visually identified using the exhibits at the beginning of this appraisal.

The Fee Simple Parcel is presently a portion of the un-open right of way for Country Club Way
South and part of the original 1930’s plat of Lakewood Estates Golf Course Section as recorded in
Plat Book 20 Page 63 public records of Pinellas County, FL.

The Restrictive Covenant Parcel is part of (Holes 1. 2 and 3) the total golf course as mentioned
above. The Pinellas County Tax Parcel number for the golf course is 35/31/16/49356/000/0010.

The appraiser was not provided the wording of the Restrictive Covenant as it has not yet been
finalized. It has been conveyed by the City of St. Petersburg to the appraiser that intent is that this
parcel of 22.94 acres can only be used as a golf course or as green space such as a passive park with
no improvements. Please see the letter of transmittal for additional comments.

18
St. Petersburg Couuutr Club Site
City of St. Petersburg
FOL’artv & FITICh. Inc. A-19.412



Market Area and Neighborhood Data

Given that a summary report format has been requested only a general overview of the area,
neighborhood and market trends will be provided herein.

The property appraised is located in the southern region of Pinellas County within the city limits of
St. Petersburg and the Lakewood Estates neighborhood. The downtown business district of St.
Petersburg, the largest city in Pinellas County is 3 miles to the northeast (a 10 minute drive).

The Lakewood Estates neighborhood is considered to have the following boundaries. A map earlier
in the report shos the neighborhood and these boundaries.

• To the North: Country Club Way South / Boyd Hill Nature Preserve
• To the East: Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Street South
• To the South: 54 Avenue South
• To the West: 3ls Street South

Roads within the neighborhood, including those that provide direct access to the subject are
generally two lane, lightly traveled residential streets. These include the open section of Country
Club Way that runs east from the eastern end of the subject parcels and Fairway Avenue South
which forms the south boarder of the Restrictive Covenant Parcel. Access to and from the subject
neighborhood is very good. It is provided by the three streets listed above that form the east, south
and west boundaries of Lakewood Estates. These are multi-lane highw ays that carry a moderate to
heavy volume of traffic depending on the time of day.

Within a 5 minute drive from the subject there is access to Interstate 275 at either 22 Avenue South
or 54th Avenue South. This interstate links Pinellas County with other regions of the state inclusive
of 1-lillshorough County, Tampa and Tampa International Airport to the northeast as well as Manatee
County and Bradenton to the south via the Sunshine Skyway Bridge.

Lakewood Estates, including the St. Petersburg Country Club and its golf course (then known as
Lakewood Country Club). was developed in the mid 1920’s. The subject neighborhood is mostly
built-out with very little vacant land available for development. Most growth within Lakewood
Estates occurred between the 1960’s and 1980’s. Lakewood Estates has a strong neighborhood
association known as the Lakewood Estates Civic Association. Additional information about
Lakewood can be found on their web site at www. LakewoodStPete.com.
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Market Area and Neighborhood Data - Continued

Properties surrounding the subject are as follows:

• To the North & Northeast: Boyd Hill Nature Preserve & City Owned Lakewood Sports
Complex (sports fields, playground & associated buildings)

• To the East & Southeast: St. Petersburg Country Club Clubhouse Facilities
• To the South: Fairway Avenue & Single Family Dwellings
• To the Northwest & West: Pioneer Settlement (Part of Boyd Hill Nature Preserve) &

Friendship Missionary Baptist Church

Lakewood Estates is mostly developed with single family homes. There are some multi-family rental
apartment and condominium complexes along the outer perimeter of the neighborhood. Shopping
centers and commercial establishments providing professional services tend to he concentrated along
54th Avenue South and nearby U S Highway 1 9 to the west.

The two largest property uses within the immediate area include St. Petersburg Country Club and the
City of St. Petersburg Lake Maggiore Park system the contains a total of 845 acres (includes Lake
Maggiore at 350 acres). The largest among the group of parks is the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve
which is adjacent to the subject. It presently has 245 acres and 6 miles of trails open to the public hut
the Preserve is much larger when including the areas that are not yet accessible to the public. Boyd
Hill has a diverse number of ecosystems, nature exhibits. educational opportunities. recreational
areas, overnight youth camping facilities, the Pinellas Pioneer Settlement, nature center/gift shop
and more. Their web page can be accessed for more information at
hftp://www.stpetcparksrec.or/bovd-hill-nature-prescrve.html. The sections of Boyd Hill adjoining
the subject are generally described in the report section Site Data.

As previously discussed the subject is part of St. Petersburg Country Club. This is a full service,
private, member owned countly club. It opened in 1924 and contains a championship 18 hole par 72
course with a yardage of 6,912 from the championship tees. Other amenities at the Club include
tennis, swimming, dining and fitness. Their web page is www.StPeteCountryClub.com.

In recent years a variety of factors adversely affected the local real estate market resulting in value
loss, foreclosures and a significant quantity of distress properties offered for sale or lease.
Commencing in 2006 and continuing into 2012, the residential sector of the real estate market
slowed significantly before eventually stabilizing. In 2013 and continuing into 2015 residential
values for improved properties have been rebounding. The demand for residential properties to
include both vacant land and improved housing is veiy strong.

_________________________
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Market Area and Neighborhood Data - Continued

The median sales price for homes within Lakewood (based on MLS statistics) as $152,000 for
2014 based on 84 sales and for 2015 year to date it is $166,000 based on 28 sales. The average sales
prices for 2014 and year to date 2015 respectively were $187,631 and $153,328. The marketing time
for sales in 2015 has typically been between 1 to 3 months. Distress and REQ bank sales have
negatively impacted this market as has been the case in most neighborhoods. Presently, slightly less
than 50% of the homes offered for sale in Lakewood are distress/short/REQ offerings. As the
economy and real estate market improve, these distress sales and offerings will continue to decline.

Commencing in 2008 the commercial, office and industrial markets also began to decline
experiencing slower demand and higher vacancies. Consequently rents and values are generally
lower than in the past when the market peaked. As of 2012 these market sectors effectively
stabilized and have slowly been improving each year. Based on the Quarter 2015 Co Star (Office,
Retail & Industrial) Reports vacancy rates are generally as shown below. These vacancy rates have
been declining slowly each year and are similar to other market trend reports as well as market
observations made by the appraiser.

Total Total Total
CoStar Report (Vacancy Rates)

Office Retail Industrial

Tampa Bay Area 11.3% 6.3% 7.6%

Pinellas County 12.6% 6.6% 6.2%

Typically the unemployment rate for Pine llas County is lower than the state and national average.

Given the downturn in the local economy, especially in the construction and real estate sectors,

unemployment was at a record high in 2011. Employment is also gradually improving as the

economy has continued to gain positive traction.

Unemployment Rates Percentag
April 2015 e

Nation 5.4%

Florida 5.6%

Tampa Bay Area (1) 5.0%

Pinellas County 4.8%

(I) Tampa Bay Area includes Pinellas. Hillsborough, Pasco and Hernando Counties.

______________________
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Market Area and Neighborhood Data - C’ontinued

The real estate market in general is still adversely affected by the past recession but to a much lesser
degree and it is improving. It is the appraiser’s opinion that the current trend will continue for the
immediate, foreseeable future. It will take time for the non-residential sectors to finish absorption of
excess inventory and for a full stabilized financial performance to be achieved. As normal market
conditions continue to return growth and redevelopment in the subject neighborhood will most likely
occur at a moderate pace as it did before the recession.

________________________
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Site Data

The Fee Simple Parcel - is comprised of the 100 foot wide un-open right of way of Country Club
Way South plus an additional 30 foot wide strip of land (for most but not all of its length) that is part
of Holes No. 1,2 and 3 of the adjacent St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Course. This parcel is
mostly but not completely cleared of underbrush. it is upland containing some scattered pine, oak
and palm trees. The 8 foot high chain link fence of Boyd Hill encroaches into this parcel at certain
locations.

The Restrictive Covenant Parcel—is an overlay of most all of Holes No. 1, 2 and 3 of the golf
course excluding the northerly edge of the Holes that are part of the Fee Simple Parcel. These holes
have playing yardages from the championship tees (blue) as follows: Hole No. 1 par 4 @ 426 yards;
Hole No. 2 par 5 @ 542 yards and Hole No. 3 par 4 @ 401 yards. This parcel is mostly all cleared
with planted grasses, scattered trees, 3 greens, sand bunkers, water hazards, irrigation systems and
other features associated with the golf course. It does not contain any vertical improvements of
significance.

Plot Shape & Size: Irregular; See exhibits. The appraiser was not provided a survey or
legal descriptions. Exhibits provided were to scale and contained
partial dimensions.

The Fee Sbnple Parcel - is primarily 130’ wide but narrows to 100
wide at its mid-point by the western end ofHoles No. 2 and the entire
length of the western 1.91 acres adjacent to Hole No. 3. The total
scaled length (actual distance not available) of this parcel is
approximately 3,450 feet.

The Restrictive Covenant Parcel — varies in width (based on scaled
dimensions) from approximately 260’ at its eastern and western ends
to what appears to be its narrowest point at the Miranda Way right of
way between Holes No. 2 and No. 3 where it has an actual width of
193.16’. The scaled overall length of the parcel is approximately
4.050 feet.

Area, More or Less: Fee Simple Parcel 11.73 Acres or 510,958 SF
Restrictive Covenant Parcel 22.94 Acres or 999,266 SF
Total 34.67 Acres or 1,510,224 SF

Topography: Generally level near grade of surrounding properties and streets;
According to information provided to the appraiser the site
topography reportedly ranges from elevations of about 13’ to 16’

_________________________
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Site Data - Continued

Drainage: Appears adequate under normal conditions but not viewed during a
heavy rain. There is a drainage ditch flowing northeasterly from the
water hazard (pond) that is located between Holes No. 1 and No. 2. It
continues onto the adjacent Boyd Hill property past a building on
their site that is an alum injection station (used to treat water to
improve quality). It eventually flows into Lake Maggiore. It is
possible, but not confirmed that there is an underground drainage
pipe crossing the fairway that originates from Lakewood Estates
feeding storm water into this drainage ditch.

Flood Zone: Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood hazard Zone
“X” Un-shaded except for a small section of the un-open right of way
for Country Club Way lying northwest of Miranda Way that is ‘X”
shaded. All according to FEMA boundary map Panel 12103Co28IG
last revised September 3. 2003.

Access & Frontage: Country Club Way South — two asphalt paved traffic lanes
terminating temporarily at the east end of the subject parcels. This
road generally contains curbs, sidewalks. street lights and storm
sewers,

Fairway Avenue South — two asphalt paved traffic lanes running
along the south side of the Restrictive Covenant Parcel. This road
generally contains curbs street lights and storm sewers but no
sidewalks.

Soil Conditions: A soil survey was not available. The appraiser consulted the 2006
Soil Survey of Pinellas County. FL as prepared by the US
Department of Agriculture. It was not specific enough for the subject
to provide a meaningful result. This is typical of altered urban land. It
has been assumed as a general assumption that the soil is man altered
and that it is typical of the surrounding area and suitable for most
uses that might be allowed. This cannot however be warranted.

Easements: The appraiser was not provided a current survey, ownership and
encumbrance report or data concerning possible easements. It is
assumed but not warranted that no easements of significance exist.

_______________________
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Site Data - Continued

Environmental: The appraiser was not provided an environmental assessment or study
as to whether there is or is not any vegetation or wildlife on or near
the subject that would affect its ability to be used or developed. It is
beyond the expertise of the appraiser to prepare such a report.
Consequently this appraisal is based on the Extraordinary
Assumption that there are no environmental issues that would
adversely affect the property appraised.

It was reported that there is an eagle nest in the Lakewood
subdivision to the south but there are no eagles in the Boyd I-Till
Nature Preserve. It was stated that the nest is not an impediment to
the development of the subject parcels.

Adjacent Boyd Hill Nature Preserve Land: - The appraiser toured the sections of the Boyd Hill
Nature Preserve that are adjacent or close to the subject with Ms. Barbara Stalbird, Nature
Supervisor II who oversees the Preserve. The following information was learned. The Lakewood
Sports Complex adjoining the eastern most and northeast edge of the subject is owned by the City
but is not part of Boyd Hill. Going west of the sports complex, roughly north of the remainder of
golf course Hole No. 1, is an area of the Preserve (area #30) that is comprised of land disturbed by
man in the past that now includes an open field ofherbaceous plants that is maintained and another
section on its east side that is wooded.

West of their area #30 across the previously described drainage ditch that links Lakewood Estates,
the golf course and Boyd Hill to Lake Maggiore, is the former “Nursery” site. It is northerly of the

eastern portion of golf course Hole No. 2. The Nursery site, as it is now known has had a variety of
uses over the years such as a nursery for the City and spoil area when Lake Maggiore was dredged.
It is now mostly an open grassed field that will be open to the public when enhancements are made
to it. Old monitoring wells were observed on this site.

West of the Nursery site is designated by the Preserve as area #31 and then area #32. They are
northerly of the western portion of Hole No. 2 and the eastern two thirds of Hole No. 3. These are
wooded areas that are transitioning from pine flatwoods to oak hammocks.

Northwesterly of the western end of the subject parcel is the Pinellas Pioneer Settlement section of
Boyd Hill. It is an activity area for the public containing local historic and recreated pioneer
buildings.

Concurrency: - The subject is reportedly not located on a road or within an area which causes it to
be restricted by concurrency regulations. Accordingly, these regulations would have no direct effect
on the subject.

________________________
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Site Data - Continued

Utilities & Public Services: The following utilities and services are available to the subject

Electricity: Duke Energy

Communications: Verizon, flrighthouse & Others

Water: City of St. Petersburg

Sewer: City of St. Petersburg

Garbage Collection: City of St. Petersburg

Police Protection: City of St. Petersburg Police Department

Fire Protection: City of St. Petersburg Fire Department

Public Transportation: Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority

It was reported that adequate services as well as municipal water and sewer lines are available to the

subject parcels.

_________________________
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Zoning & Land Use Plan

The appraiser contacted the City of St. Petersburg Planning & Economic Development Department
concerning the subject’s Zoning and Future Land Use category as set forth in the City of St.
Petersburg Comprehensive Plan. The appraiser was directed to, and met with Mr. Derek Kilborn,
Nianager, Urban Planning & 1-listoric Preservation Division and Mr. Rick MacAulay of the same
department division.

They reported that the entire subject property including both the Fee Simple Parcel and the
Restrictive Covenant Parcel are zoned “NS-E, Neighborhood Suburban Estate” and they have a
Future Land Use designation of”R/OS, Recreation/Open Space.” The NS-E zoning and RJOS land
use designation are not compatible with each other. As R!OS does not allow single family homes as
does NS-E. Typically the compatible Land Use designation forNS-E zoning is RL, Residential Low
allowing a maximum of 5 residential units per acre. If the subject were to no longer be used as a golf
course and development with some form of residential improvements be planned the R/OS land use
would have to be changed to be compatible with whatever Zoning Classification is assigned.

It is the appraisers understanding that the subject parcels have the RJOS Future Land Use
designation because it was a golf course when the plan v as adopted. This is typical and not unusual.
When the entire City of St. Petersburg was rezoned in approximately 2007 and new Land
Development Regulations were adopted it was assigned the NS-E residential designation as this was
the designation in the code that had the lowest residential density. Essentially it has the existing
Land Use Designation and Zoning classification because it was a golf course.

Shown on the following two pages are the Zoning and Future Land Use Designation maps provided
b the City. These show the current classifications for the subject and surrounding properties. The
appraiser has shown the location of the subject by the red arrows.

________________________
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Zoning & Land Use Plan — Continued

The NS. Neighborhood Suburban Single Family districts include NS- 1. NS-2 and NS-E (the subject
classification). The intent of the NS districts is to “protect the single-family character of these
neighborhoods, while permitting rehabilitation, improvement and redevelopment in keeping v ith the
scale of the neighborhood.” The code goes on to say “the NS-E district is the least dense of the NS
districts. Single-family homes are the principal use; however, accessory dwelling units are allowed
on the same lot as the principal residence with a maximum density of two units per acre. These
homes generally exhibit an exceptionally high level of architecture and are on some of the largest
single family lots in the City.”

Contained in the report Addenda is a copy of the NS zoning district regulations that sets forth the
development regulations such as minimum lot size, density building height, setbacks and other
criteria. Generally for NS—E the minimum lot size for residential use is 1 acre with a total of2 units
per lot to include the principal residence plus I accessory unit. With regard to NS-2, the
classification placed on the adjacent Lakewood Estates Subdivision (which has a compatible RL.
Residential Low, max 5 units per acre land use designation) the minimum lot size for residential use
is a lot no smaller than 8,700 square feet with no accessoiy unit allowed. While the NS-E zoning
requires a 200 foot lot width. NS-2 requires 100 feet. Most of the lots in Lakewood Estates exceed
the 8,700 SF hut have less width/frontage, closer to 75 feet rather than the 100 feet now required
without a variance.

The zoning “matrix” sets forth allowed uses within the different districts but it is too large to
reproduce within this report. A copy has been retained in the appraisers work file. Primary allowed
uses in the NS-E district per the zoning code matrix generally include, but are not limited to the
following

Single Family
+ Accessoiy Dwelling Unit

Community Residential Home, I to 6 residents
+ Park, Passive
+ School, Public, Pre—K thru 12, Governmental
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Zoning & Land Use Plan — Continued

A Golf Course / Country Club is allowed as a Special Exception. Additional uses allowed if a
Special Exception is granted generally include: large tract planned de elopment; park-active;

cemetery; government building & use; house of worship; library; meeting hail; school, private, pre—

K tluu 12 non-governmental; post secondary school; parking surface accessory and utility Substation

& utility storage tanks.

The Future Land Use designation according to the St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan is “R/OS,
Recreation/Open Space.” According to the Plan R!OS is “for designation of recreation facilities, and

open space areas protected from development. Designation ofthese areas shall be consistent with the
goals, objectives and policies of the Recreation and Open Space Element. Uses shall be permitted an
FAR of 0.15.” This is slightly lower than the zoning code Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.20.

As discussed in the subsequent report section titled “History of Property” the eastern approximately

9.82 acres of the Fee Simple Parcel was under contract to sell to developer Taylor Morrison as of

June 11, 201 3 subject to them receiving approval to build 116 townhouse apartments. The agreement

also included an understanding that the Club would grant to the City of St. Petersburg a Restrictive

Covenant over most of Holes No. 1, 2 and 3 limiting that land to golf course use. As part of the
approval process the site to be acquired would have to be rezoned to NSM-1. Neighborhood

Suburban Multi-Family and the comprehensive land use designation changed to R1M, Residential

Medium. 15 units per acre maximum. Mr. Kilborn and Mr. MacAulay also provided information

about the application made in 2013 by Taylor Morrison (the then potential buyer) and the property

owner (the Club) to seek a rezoning and land use plan change for atownhorne development that was

proposed at that time. The application was submitted at the end of June 2013 but withdrawn soon

thereafter in July by the applicants before it was processed so as to obtain additional community

input and re-evaluate their design. The application was not resubmitted and thus reportedly the City

planning department did not make a recommendation for or against the project. The project received

both positive and negative reaction in the local community and ultimately never went far enough to

determine if it would have been approved. The purchase contract with Taylor Morrison was

mutually canceled by the buyer and seller.

Rezoning a property and changing its comprehensive land use designation is a multi step public and

political process that can often take 6 months to 1 year to accomplish if approved. There is no way to

determine ifthe changes can be accomplished without going all the way through the process. When

the Taylor Morrison application was submitted a big section of the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve all

along the subject and paved sections of Country Club Way to the east (inclusive of the sports

complex) were zoned NS-E like the subject. Other areas closer to the lake were zoned P.

Preservation as is typical for most City owned parks. In order to be zoned Preservation the property

has to meet a test involving a point system for the presence of different features. Recently the point

system was changed which enabled an additional 157 acres of Boyd Hill that was zoned NS-E to be

rezoned to P. Preservation. Along with the zoning change the underlying Land Use Designation was

also changed from RIOS like the subject to P. Preservation. This included all the land adjacent to the

subject. The Sports Complex and northern part of the Nursery Site were not rezoned and remain NS

F with the R/OS land use designation. This occurred in December 2014.

________________________
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Zoning & Land Use Plan — Continued

It was stated that the rezoning and land use plan designation discussed above was in furtherance of
the Lake Maggiore Park Master Plan that was approved in 2002. It was stated in the City initiated
rezoning and land use plan change application of November 2014 that City Council asked that the
Preservation boundary line be reevaluated for the purpose ofprotecting Boyd Hill from development
pressures and other inappropriate uses.

After review of the data and information provided it is not possible to determine if a multi-family
development (requiring rezoning and land use change) would or would not be approved on the
subject parcels. It is possible but it cannot be determined if it is probable.

If the golf course use were to be discontinued and there were no Restrictive Covenant as to its use it
is possible and in the appraisers opinion probable (not guaranteed) that the land could be rezoned to
NS-2, with a corresponding land use designation of RL, Residential Low (max 5 units per acre). This
is the same as the adjacent land in Lakewood Estates that is improved with single family dwellings.
In fact several years ago the City made these exact changes to two small parcels of land that were
then re-plated into 5 lots and sold by the Club to a home builder.

Regulations are complex and constantly undergoing revisions. Not all factors which may potentially
affect the subject can be described. Detailed information should he confirmed with the applicable
government agency.

________________________
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History ofProperty

The subject Fee Simple Parcel is for the most part the un-open right of way of Country Club Way
South and appears to have been this since the Lakewood Estates Golf Course Section was platted in
the 1930’s subsequent to parts of the adjacent Lakewood subdivision that vas platted in 1924. The
golf course which contains the subject Restrictive Covenant Parcel was part of the same 1930’s plat.
This land however has always been a golf course since the 1920’s. A brief overview of the St.
Petersburg Country Club (the Club) and its history was previously discussed in the report section
“Market Area and Neighborhood Data” along with a link to their web page.

As discussed earlier the Club entered into a contract with Taylor Morrison, a national developer, to
sell them a tract of land encompassing approximately 9.996 acres contingent on getting approval to
develop 120 townhorne lots. The effective date of the agreement was June 11, 2013. The contract
price was 53.200,000. The purchasers put down a deposit that was not refundable if the purchase
agreement was not canceled before the end of the inspection period. The initial due diligence period
was 70 days. The closing was to be 10 days after all conditions were met but no later than 24 months
from the effective date of the contract.

Over the next several months there were three amendments to the original contract extending the
inspection period and changing the plan to 116 units. The land to be acquired was essentially the
eastern 9.996 acres of the subject Fee Simple Parcel that contains 11.73 acres more or less. Part of
the agreement was that a Restrictive Covenant would he granted to the City restricting use of Holes
No. 1,2 and 3 to a golf course.

As discussed in the preceding report section Zoning & Land Use Plan, as part of the approval
process the site to be acquired would have to be rezoned and the land use designation changed.
Ultimately the application to make these changes was withdrawn and by mutual agreement the buyer
and seller agreed to cancel the purchase contract and their deposit was returned.

Other than the preceding agreement the owners report that the subject has not been offered for sale
and they have not and are not discussing its sale with any developers. They have recently
approached the City of St. Petersburg about acquiring the subject with an asking price of $3,200,000.
The intent would be for the Fee Simple Parcel of land to be added to the adjacent Boyd Hill Nature
Preserve and the Restrictive Covenant Parcel to serve as an additional buffer from development for
the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve.

___________________________
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Tax Data

The Restrictive Covenant Parcel is assessed and taxed as part of the entire golf course development
and thus no assessment for just the property appraised.

The Tax Parcel No. for the entire golf course inclusive of the subject is: 35/31/16/49356/000/0010

The Fee Simple Parcel primarily includes the un-open right of way that is not assessed and is also
part of the golf course parcel described above.

Consequently no meaningful tax data has been discussed herein.
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Highest and Best Use

As previously discussed under “Zoning & Land Use Plan”, the subject parcels are zoned “NS-E,
Neighborhood Suburban Estate and they have a land use classification of”Rj’OS, RecreationOpcn
Space’ that is not compatible to the NS-E zoning. They have these classifications because the
property was a golf course when the city was rezoned in 2007. It was stated that the rezoning was a
lateral move as to the name change and the intent of the current and past designations are essentially
the same.

The legally permitted uses and potential uses for the subject parcels were discussed in detail
previously under Zoning & Land Use Plan. The existing golf course use is allowed. For a residential
use to be permitted the underlying land use designation would have to be changed from R/OS to a
residential classification. Other than the zoning and comprehensive land use designations the
appraiser is not aware of any known deed or concurrency restrictions which would impede
development of the parcels at the present time.

After review of the data and information provided it is not possible to determine if a multi-family
development (requiring a rezoning and land use change) would or would not be approved on the
subject parcels. It is possible but it cannot be determined if it is probable. Based on the same data it
is the appraisers opinion that it is possible and most likely probable (not guaranteed) that the land
could be rezoned to N S-2, with a corresponding land use designation ofRL, Residential Low (max 5
units per acre). This would be the same as the adjacent land in Lakewood Estates that is improved
with single family dwellings.

Other legally permitted uses are not considered to be feasible for this location and thus if the land
were vacant and available for development a residential use would be the most reasonable legal use
of the property.

The subject parcels have a good level topography at an elevation of approximately 13 to 16 feet.
They are equal to or higher than nearby streets and abutting properties. Also desirable is the fact that
they are not in a designated flood zone and include all upland except for two small water hazards
that were added when the go lf course was developed. It is the appraisers understanding that there are
adequate utilities and services available to the parcels. Access is also available via existing paved
streets. Overall both parcels are physically capable of accommodating the appropriate use of the site.

In 2013 and continuing into 201 5 residential values for improved properties have been rebounding.
The demand for residential properties to include vacant land, subdivided lots and improved housing
is very strong and it is projected that this trend will continue.

_________________________
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Highest and Best Use - Continued

The median sales price for homes within Lakewood (based on MLS statistics) was Sl52.000 for
2014 based on 84 sales and for 2015 year to date it is SI 66,000 based on 28 sales. The average sales
prices for 2014 and year to date 2015 respectively were $187,631 and $1 53,328. The marketing time
for sales in 2015 has typically been between 1 to 3 months. Distress and REQ bank sales have
negatively impacted this market as has been the case in most neighborhoods. Presently, slightly less
than 50% of the homes offered for sale in Lakewood are distress/short/REQ offerings. As the
economy and real estate market improve, these distress sales and offerings will continue to decline.
Presently there are several new homes under construction on the go lf course that have asking prices
ranging from $400,000 to $475,000. It is reasonable, as with other infill homes within lower Pinellas
County that the price would be much higher than the older existing and usually smaller homes.

It is the appraiser’s opinion that development with the subject parcels with residential improvements
at this time would be financially feasible.

As explained, development with either single or multi-family dwellings would require a land use
designation change. Also development with single family on smaller lots than allowed under NS-E
(such as NS-2) or multi-family would require a zoning change. Both would be possible if the owner
could make it though the public/political process. As of now based on the information available the
appraiser cannot determine if multi-family development would be probable. It is reasonable to
assume however that development with smaller lots such as allowed under NS-2 might be probable
but this cannot of course be guaranteed.

Therefore it is the appraisers opinion that if the subject parcels were vacant and available for
development, the highest and best use would at this time be development with single family lots at a
density that is in keeping with the surrounding neighborhood even if slightly smaller so as to be
more affordable and more in line with the current market that desires smaller lots.

________________________
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Method ofAppraisal

The subject parcels have been valued “As Is” under their current zoning and land use designation but
recognizing that there is the probability in the appraiser’s opinion they could be rezoned to allow
single family use at a density greater than the existing NS-E classification.

The subject is unique in that it is comprised of both the Fee Simple Parcel and the Restrictive
Covenant Parcel. As explained the Fee Simple Parcel is vacant land. The entire fee simple title to the
11.73 acres would be transferred to the buyer (City). The seller (Club) would retain no ownership
interest.

With regard to the Restrictive Covenant Parcel the golf course improvements and infrastructure are
not included in the appraisal. As part of the purchase the buyer (City) would receive a Restrictive
Covenant over the adjoining 22.94 acres that comprise most of Holes No. 1, 2 and 3 of the golf
course. This Restrictive Covenant will run with the land and thus the Club will be placing a
restriction on the land that it will only be used as a golf course and if for some reason the golf course
use would cease the land could only be open green space such as a passive park with no
improvements.

By placing the Restrictive Covenant on the 22.94 acres the seller is giving up a large portion of their
property rights. This is in essence similar to granting easement rights to another user of the land. It is
not however selling all of their rights as with a fee simple transfer.

When valuing the subject the best and only applicable method of valuation is the Sale Comparison
Approach wherein sales of land are analyzed. Fee simple vacant land sales were found for a
comparison. Partial interest sales, such as Restrictive Covenants and or easements, are very rare and
often are not arms length transactions when they do occur. No meaningful sales were found of
partial interest.

As will be shown in the Sales Comparison Approach the land sales will be adjusted to the subject to
reflect the indicated value of the subject land as if it were vacant and available to be developed to its
highest and best use. Long narrow sites with a configuration like the Fee Simple Parcel are typically
sold or acquired from an adjacent owner for expansion as is planned by the City using an “across the
fence” valuation method. Under this method the site is compared to the sales as if part of the larger
adjacent site. This method has been used herein. In this instance it is the appraiser’s opinion that
both the Fee Simple Parcel and the Restrictive Covenant Parcel have the same fee simple interest
land value per acre (which is before consideration of the proposed encumbering Restrictive
Covenant).

_______________________
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Sales Comparison Approach

The preceding section Method of Appraisal discussed the valuation process. The primary sales
selected for comparison are summarized on the following pages. Their proximity to the subject is
shown on the following location map.

Comparable Land Sales Location Map
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Date of Sale:

Sales Comparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO. 1

Location:
Parcel Number:
Grantor:
Grantee:
0. R. Book & Page:

Zoning & City:
Land Use Classification:

Frontage / Access:
Shape I Dimensions:
Land Area:
Utilities Available:
Off Site Drainage:
Flood Zone:
Topography/Vegetation:

Environmental Issues:

3030 Union Street, Clearwater, Pinellas Co., FL
Formerly 33/28/16/00000/330/1100 & 1200
Ruppel Farms, LLC
Majestic Oaks, LP
18169/ 1360

LDR, Low Density Residential; Clearwater (See Remarks)
RS, Residential Suburban, max 2.5 units per acre;
(compatible with zoning)
666.66 on two lane Union Street
Rectangular; 666.66’/667.33’ x 1 ,292.44’/l ,293.88’
19.806 acres; 862,762 Square Feet
Yes
No
No
Level near street grade; 35’ to 50’ elevation; partially cleared;
Two small ponds: See Remarks
None known
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO. 1

Verification: Mr. Dennis Ruppel; Grantee
Sales History: None since 1968
Marketing Time/Terms: Under contract 9 to 12 months securing annexation & entitlements:

Arms Length
Financing: Cash to Seller

Sales Price: $3,500,000
Cash Equivalent Price: $3,500,000
Sales Price / Gross Acre: $176,714
Sales Price Per Proposed Lot: $81,395
Sales Price / Gross SF: $4.06

Remarks: Good location in eastern Clearwater near McMullen Booth Road, Bayside Bridge and
downtown district of Safety Harbor; Union Street upon which it fronts carries a light flow of traffic:
when sold the site was improved with a custom three stoly single family home of 7.046 square feet
that was built in 1975. The residence was dated and had not been updated. Other improvements
included a swimming pool, garage & carport as well as older horse stables. All were razed by the
buyer. The site had two small ponds of 0.25 and 0.65 acres and several small drainage ditches that
the buyer/developer of the property filled. A 100’ wide power line easement (1.53 acres of the site)
is 143 feet south of the north property line crossing the site in an east/west direction. The land under
the easement cannot be improved but counts toward green/open space.

Now developed with a new gated single family subdivision by Deeb Family Homes
(buyer/developer) called Majestic Oaks Replat. It contains private roads & 43 single family lots
yielding 2.2 lots per acre. Lot sizes vary but mostly are 85’ x l27/l50. Lots are sold as a package
with new homes that range in size from 2,800 SF to 4,500 SF (32 sold as of 6/2015) at S600,000 to
over $1,000,000.

The sale was contingent on annexing the property into the City of Clearwater and changing the
zoning to LDR, Low Density Residential from the Pinellas County designation of AE, Agricultural
Estate. The Future Land Use designation was RS, Residential Suburban and did not change.
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Date of Sale:

Sales Comparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO.2

Location:

Parcel Number:
Grantor:
Grantee:
0. R. Book & Page:

Zoning & City:
Land Use Classification:

Frontage / Access:
Shape / Dimensions:
Land Area:
Utilities Available:
Off Site Drainage:
Flood Zone:
Topography/Vegetation:
Environmental Issues:

Southeast corner Fisher Road and County Road 39; Just West of US
Highway 1 9, Palm Harbor (unincorporated area), Pincllas Co., FL
18/28/16/00000/210/0200 & 0300
School Board of Pinellas County, FL
Taylor Morrison of Florida, Inc
18154/1336

R-R, Rural Residential; Pinellas County
RS, Residential Suburban, max 2.5 units per acre;
(compatible with zoning)
Approx. 1,340’ on Fisher Rd & 655’ on County Rd 39
Rectangular shape; 655’ x 1,340’ MOL
20.3 50 acres; 886,446 square feet
Yes
No
No
Level near street grade & adjoining uses; un-cleared
None known
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO.2

Verification: Jason Besse. Acquisition Manager Taylor Morrison
List Broker, Pat l-laas: Morris Gregory Haas

Sales History: None in last 3 years
Marketing Time/Terms: 5 Months / Under contract oniy about 30 days; Arms Length
Financing: Cash

Sales Price: $3,400,000
Cash Equivalent Price: $3,400,000
Sales Price / Gross Acre: $167,076
Sales Price Per Proposed Lot: $68,000
Sales Price / Gross SF: $3.84

Remarks: Good location in Palm Harbor situated near major highways and associated commercial
establishments; School Board did not need this site that they had owned for many years; Offered for
sale asking $2,750,000 but it sold higher due to numerous offers with some similar to the ultimate
sales price

After the sale Taylor Morrison the buyer obtained a zoning change (Pinellas County Case Z-26-12-
13)to R-1, Single Family Residential (land use classification of RS. Residential Suburban remained
compatible and was not changed). This quasi-judicial process did not finalize until early 2014

A 50 lot single family subdivision was developed known as Arbor Chase: this is a gated
development equaling 2.5 lots per acre; no infrastructure was in place when purchased: on site storm
water retention was required with an estimated size of 1 .5 to 2 acres: no off site fill was needed: ra’
land price equals $68,000 per home site. Scattered oak trees many of which had to be removed: Both
adjacent roads are 2 lane asphalt and carry light traffic. Mixed average quality/newer and poor
quality/older single family in the surrounding area

________________________
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Date of Sale:

Sales Comparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO.3

Location:

Parcel Number:

Grantor:
Grantee:
0. R. Book & Page:

Zoning & City:
Land Use Classification:

Frontage / Access:

Shape / Dimensions:
Land Area:
Utilities Available:
Off Site Drainage:
Flood Zone:
Topography/Vegetation:

Environmental Issues:

West side Seminole Blvd. between 57th Avenue and 59u1t Way N.
Seminole. Pinellas Co., FL
34/30/15/00000/310/1300; 1400; 1500; 0100
34/30/15/34992/002/0010 & 34/30/15/43884/000/0010
Janet B. Repetto, Sandra L. Miller & Cindy A. Repetto
KB Home Tampa, LLC
18658/2379

RU. Residential Urban (See Remarks)
RU, Residential Urban (max 7.5 units per acre)

656’ on 6 lane Seminole Blvd with median break & left turn lane
182’ on 59th Way & 113’ on 57th Ave. N both 2 lane residential streets
Irregular “T’ shape
9.206 acres; 401,013 Square Feet
Yes
No
No
Level near street grade; elevation 38’ on east sloping to 30’ on west;
needed clearing see “Remarks
Reportedly some asbestos in buildings and pesticides in soil needed
removal by buyer but not excessive or an impediment to the sale
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Sales C’oinparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO.3

Verification: Sandy Hartrnan & Victor Adarno listing and selling Brokers.
Realty Executives

Sales History: None since 1940’s
Marketing Time/Terms: 2 months to contract then 1 8 months to obtain entitlements (rezoning.

land use change, annexation, concept plan approval etc); Arms
Length

Financing: Cash to Seller

Sales Price: $2,150,000
Cash Equivalent Price: $2,150,000
Sales Price / Gross Acre: $233,543
Sales Price Per Proposed Lot: $40,566
Sales Price / Gross SF: $5.36

Remarks: Fronts on heavily traveled Seminole Blvd. with large unsightly FDOT road signs
stretching across the highway in front of the sale parcel. This site when it sold was developed as
Orange Blossom Groves for decades until it recently closed. It included a commercial citrus grove
on the rear land and a citrus processing facility/retail produce store on the highway frontage. The
front 2.2 acres mol fronting on Seminole Blvd. was zoned CG, Commercial General with a CG
future land use designation. The rear 7 acres mol was zoned RU, Residential Urban with the same
future land use designation (allows a max of 7.5 units per acre). The main building on the front was
a pre-engineered steel structure of over 28,000 square feet built in the 1970’s and 80’s. Other older
outbuildings were on the rear. The grove was not in production and had no value.

Originally offered for sale June 2013 asking $2,900,000 then quickly reduced in August 2013 to a
price of $2,200,000 before then going under contract the same month. Other earlier offers had been
received but not accepted. This was not a distress sale. The property was sold as is and thus the
buyer incurred the cost to remove all buildings on the site and the cost to rezone the CG portion to
RU, Residential Urban like the rear of the property. This also required the future land use
designation on the frontage be changed from CG to RU as well. The buyer incurred all cost to get
the site plan approved and secure the entitlements. This took 1 8 months as was accomplished before
closing the sale. The purchase contract was with Seminole Groves Land Holding LLC (Marcus
Vernon) who obtained the entitlements before assigning his interest and the approved Development
Agreement to KB Homes who will develop the project.

The proposed subdivision is known as Seminole Groves. The plat is for a gated development of 53
single family detached homes (yielding 5.8 lots per acre) on lots mostly 40’ x 115’. KB Homes plans
homes in the 2,300 to 3,300 SF size. Sales have not yet started and pricing is not known. Other
projects that they have nearby include homes in the mid $300,000 to $400,000 range.

________________________
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Date of Sale:

Sales Comparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO. 4

Location:

Parcel Number:

Grantor:

Grantee:
0. R. Book & Page:

Zoning & City:
Land Use Classification:
Frontage / Access:
Shape / Dimensions:
Land Area MOL:
Utilities Available:
Off Site Drainage:
Flood Zone:
Topography/Vegetation:
Environmental Issues:

2120 & 2130— 58t!1 Street N, Largo, Pinellas Co., FL
(Just N of Roosevelt Blvd)
North Part - 32/29/16/70362/100/1500 & 1503
SW Part - 32/29/16/70362/100/1502
North Part — Jacqueline L. Brown

SW Part — Samuel & Deborah Curry
Shanta Developer LLC
18593 / 1647 & 18653 / 1718

No Zoning in Largo
RL, Residential Low (max 5.0 units per); Largo
336’ on 58t1 Street 2 lane lightly traveled
Overall rectangular; 336’/338’ x 630’/633’
4.886 acres; 212,815 Square Feet
Yes
No
No
Level near street grade; heavily overgrown plus house (see remarks)
None Known
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Sales C’ornparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALE NO. 4

Verification: Paul Langrock, RE/MAX Realtec Listing Broker
Ravi Patel, Principal Shanta Developer. Grantee

Sales History: None in over 10 years for either parcel
Marketing Time / Terms: Approximately 7 Months / Arms Length
Financing: Cash to Sellers; typical terms;

Sales Price: North Part $245,000
SW Part $450000
Total Price Paid $695,000

Cash Equivalent Price: $695,000
Sales Price / Gross Acre: $142.243
Sales Price Per Proposed Lot: $43,438
Sales Price I Gross SF: $3.27

Remarks: Located in the Highpoint area of mid-Pinellas County in an area of mixed older
residential, office and flex space industrial. Assembled via two transactions to include the north and
southeast corners of the parcel for $245,000 consisting of vacant land (3.466 acres) and the
southwest corner of the site at 1.420 acres that contained an older 2,152 square foot masonry home
built in 1983 which the buyer razed; Not a distress sale

The buyer was under contract for 7 months as he secured entitlements and the Development Order.
No rezoning or land use designation changes were required. Planned is EcoVillage-Highpoint a 16
lot development (yielding 3.3 lots per acre) for detached single family homes that will range in size
from 2,200 to 3,300 SF with a price point of low $400,000 to over $600,000. Lots are all generally
61’ x 143.8’. The development will feature all “zero” energy homes. The buyer is fully developing
the subdivision providing pad ready lots that will then be sold exclusively to Greenery Homes a
regional / state wide builder who will market, build and sell the homes with the lot.

________________________
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued
LAND SALES ADJUSTMENT GRID

SUBJECT A-I9,4 12 (Adjustments Are PosrUve UnIe00 Negative Sign In Shown)
NUMBEROFSALES 4
DATE OF VALUATION 5I29I20tS
TOME ADJUSTMENT PER YEAR 0%
TOME ADJUSTMENT PER MONTH 0.00%
(Down ‘nIne Adjastrnrnrt SInce 1/112006)

SUSJECT SALE NO. I SALE NO, 2 SALE 50.3 SALE NO. 4

An In Appmainat 3030 Union Street. SEC Fisher Road & Went Side Seminole 212DB 2130-58th St
Report (Just West of County Road 39 BInd B.lwenfl 57th Ave North (Ja.t North of

LOCATON & : MoMullen Booth Rd), (Just West of US IN) & 59th Way N, Rooneenit Btvd)
Clearwaten, Pa/rn Harbor, Seminole, Largo,
Pine/las County Pinellan County Pine/ta, County PIne/las County

SITE - TEA TOTAL ACRES 19.806 20,350 9.206 4.886

ENTITLEMENTS INCLUDED IN SALE NO NO NO NO
NUMBER OF PLAN/rED V/rULE FAMILY LOTS 43 50 53 16
APPRO0IMATE TYPICAL LOT SIZE SO. FT. 11,772 Not Available 4,600 8,172
MAX UNITS PERACRE BY ZUNUIG I LAND USE 25 25 75 5.0
LOTS PLANNED PER GROSS ATUE 2.2 2.5 5.U 3,3

1tr14120t4 &
DATE OF SALE 812712813 9,’9.’20 3 1/lt2Ut5 111412015
MONT/IS SINCE DATE OF SALE 21.1 20.7 4.9 4,5
TOTAL SALE PRICE $3,500,000 $3400000 $2,130,000 $695,500
SA.E PRICE PER PLANNED SINGLE FAMILY LOT $81,390 $68,000 $45,566 $43,438
SALE PRICE PER GROSS ACRE $1 75.714 $167,076 0233.543 ‘42,243
PROPERTY RIGIITS CONVEYED ‘0 ADJ, %, OT UT 0%
ADJUSTED PRiCE $178,714 1167,076 5233,543 $142,233
FINANCING DEO’OS DOLLAR ACJ. 000 000 0.00 0.00
SALE CONDITIONS DULLAR UDJ. 000 0.00 000 11.00
NORIYUL PS 6 St 76,7t 4 $107,016 9233 543 9142,243
MARKET (TIME) CO/rD. ADJ, AT UT 0,. A
ADJUSTED PRICE PER ACRE 9170714 1167,076 $233,543 b142 243

LOCA’SCN .40% ‘40. 0% 0%
ACCESS 0% 00, 0% 0%
SZEtS/IAPE 0% 0% 0% 0%
TOPOGRAPHY 0% 0% 0% 0%
CLEAR ‘.3 5% 5% 5% 5%
OFF’S “E ST:SM DATER RETENTION 0% 0% 0% 0%
AUAILABIL:TY OF UTILITIES & SERVICES 0% 0% 0% 0%
z:’. SUE ENT”LEMENTS 0% 0% .30% 0%
EDSE’7Er”S DT U. A- 0’
TOTAL 0.JSTMEST C’) . .31 , ‘25, V

INCICATEL VALE PER ACRE $123,700 $158,600 $575,158 $149,355
EC JAL “‘EURO’ ‘r.IEAN( NOT AD,USTED 9175,8%
ED’JALV,’EIGHT MEAN1 ADJUSTED tI39,2D3
WEIGHTING PERCENTuGE 100% 25% 30% 5% 40%
WEIGuTED ‘,Ir.,,E PER ,SCRE 5130 ‘305 1:0.925 $32500 $8,758 $90,742

ROUNDED VALUE PER ACRE $132,000

__________________________
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued

Analysis of Sales

As explained the sales were compared to the subject to first obtain the acreage value of the fee
simple interest before consideration of the Restrictive Covenant.

PropertvRiglits Conveyed- All of the sales were fee simple sales and required no adjustments for
property rights conveyed.

FinancingAdjustments - All of the sales were cash or cash equivalent transactions and required no
adjustments for cash equivalency.

Sales Terms & Conditions - All of the comparables reflected arms length transactions. They are not
short sales, REQ sales or distress transactions and consequently they did not require an adjustment
for these factors.

Adjustment For Market conditions - Each comparable has been analyzed on an individual basis as
to the potential growth or decline of its immediate area. The market for these properties stabilized in
2012. This trend has continued into 2015. No adjustment upward or down was warranted for market
conditions.

Location — The subject is located within an established residential district of median price homes
and also enjoys proximity to the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve. Comparables No. 1 and No. 2 are both
located in neighborhoods with homes that are much newer and considerably more expensive. As an
example Sale No. 1 is being developed with homes in the S600,000 to 51 .000.000 price range. These
two sales required a significant downward adjustment for their superior location. Sales No. 3 and
No. 4 are much more similar to the subject neighborhood as to the age and price range of existing
and proposed new homes. These two sales were not adjusted for their location compared to the
subject.

Access — The subject and all of the sales have good paved access and thus no adjustment was
warranted.

Size/Shape — The subject has been valued based on an ‘across the fence method and thus an
adjustment for the long narrow shape of the Fee Simple Parcel is not applicable. The sales all have
reasonable shapes and did not require an adjustment. As to size the subject parcels and sale
properties are similar. The sales range from 4.886 acres to 20.350 acres. These are modest size
parcels for new residential development as is typical within Pinellas County that is void of large land
tracts. No adjustment for size is indicated by these sales and thus an adjustment was not made.

________________________
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued

Analysis of Sales - Continued

Topography — The subject and all sales have good topographies not in flood zones and so no
adjustment was made.

clearing — Each of the sales either had buildings and or dense vegetation that had to be cleared

before they could be redeveloped. Such is not the case with the subject. Each sale was adjusted

upward to reflect this.

OffSite Storm J’Vater Retention — Each sale like the subject would have to use part of their land for

onsite storm water retention. Therefore no adjustment was necessaly.

4i’ailabili’ of Utilities & Services — Each sale like the subject has adequate utilities and services at

the site for potential new development. No adjustment was needed.

Zoning & Entitlements — The subject has been valued based on its highest and best use being

development \\ith single family homes. All of the sales are single family home subdivisions. Sales

No. 1. 2 and 4 have densities of development that are comparable to the subject. Sale No. 3 however

has a much higher density with 40’ wide lots and 5.8 lots per acre. The zoning allowed up to 7.5

units per acre. This sale required a significant adjustment downward to reflect this. All of the sales

were sold without entitlements and thus did not need an adjustment for development rights.

Easements — The only adjustment necessary was to Sale No. 1 which has a 100’ \ide power line

easement that crosses the northern part of the site. This land can still be used for green and open

space calculations but not built on. Based on the area of the easement the 5% upward adjustment

was reasonable.

________________________
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued

Conclusion of Land Value Fee Simple Interest

The indicated value per acre indicated for the subject site by each comparable sale, was shown at the
bottom of the preceding adjustment grid. The mean of the comparables after adjustments is l 39,203
per acre. This is for the fee simple interest before considering the Restrictive Covenant.

Comparable Sale No. 4 required the least adjustments and has a land use designation that would be
most similar to the subject if it were rezoned to NS-2. It is also one of the most recent sales and all
factors considered was given most weight. Sale No. 3 is considered least similar due to its different
zoning. Although it closed recently it was under contract for 18 months an unusLially long time as it
was going through the approval process. As seen it was given minimal weight. After Sale No. 4.
Sales No. 1 and No. 2 were given most weight.

After an analysis of the comparable sales and subject property, the indicated value for the fee simple
interest in the subject land, as of the date of valuation is estimated to be 5132.000 per acre.

Conclusion Fee Simple Parcel

The Fee Simple Parcel contains 11.73 acres and as derived above it is estimated to have a market
value of$1 32,000 per acre. This results in the following indication of market value as of the date of
valuation.

FEE SIMPLE PARCEL MARKET VALUE

11.73 Acres $132,000 Per Acre = S 1.548.360
ROUNDED Sl,548,000

_______________________
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued

Restrictive Covenant Value

A Restrictive Covenant is similar to an easement and in this instance like a conservation easement.
Easements can be different and the rights conveyed and or retained are based on the wording of the
written agreement.

The Dictionary of Real Estate, Fifth Edition as published by the Appraisal Institute defines a
Restrictive covenant as follows:

A private agreenient that restricts the use and occupancy of real estate that is part of a

conve’ance and is still binding on a/i subsequent purchasers”

The Restrictive Covenant to be placed on the 22.94 acres of land has not yet been finalized between

the City of St. Petersburg and the property owner St. Petersburg Country Club and thus it has not

been provided to the appraiser. It was reported to the appraiser by the City that it will basically

restrict the use of the encumbered land to a Golf Course or “green space” such as a passive park with

no improvements permitted. Thus the Restrictive Covenant, which would be granted to the City of

St. Petersburg, will essentially restrict the use of this portion of the site for perpetuity (forever) to no

use other than these two uses. Consequently it is the appraisers understanding that should the St.

Petersburg Country Club cease operations and no other entity take over and continue to operate the

golf course the use of this land could only be used as a “green space.” If the final approved version

of the Restrictive Covenant is different, then the appraised value estimated herein might change.

As previously shown the fee simple value of the subject land before consideration of the proposed

Restrictive Covenant is estimated to be $132,000 per acre. This is for the total range of private

ownership rights in real property and is called the “bundle of rights.” It essence each stick in the

bundle represents a distinct and separate right or interest. The Restrictive Covenant will transfer an

interest in the property as to its use but not ownership. Ownership in the property will remain with

the Club. They will be able to sell the property but only with the Restrictive Covenant encumbrance

in place.

In this instance the Restrictive Covenant represents a significant portion of the bundle of rights. No

longer would the Club or anyone else be able to develop the property. Selling it would probably be

next to impossible unless for continued use as a golf course. Presently and for sometime

memberships in golf course clubs nationwide have been in decline. Also the number of rounds of

golf played has dropped significantly and many golf courses, even some locally have closed or are

for sale. The market to sell a golf course, especially one with this type of Restrictive Covenant

would be very difficult.

_______________________
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Sales Comparison Approach - Continued

Restrictive Covenant Value - Continued

Sales of Restrictive Covenants, easements or properties with these encumbrances are not readily
available in the market and those that sell are unique and often to public entities some as a result of
eminent domain. One source that does track the impact of conservation easements on sales prices is
Coidwell Banker Commercial Saunders Real Estate in Lakeland Florida. They just published their
2014 report titled The Lay of the Land Market Report. It indicates, through several verified sales of
land with conservation easements, compared to what they would have sold for without the easement.
that that the easement rights represented as much as 50% to 90% of the fee value. These transactions
are for very large parcels of land such as ranches and agricultural land and thus not directly
comparable to the subject but they do represent the impact that these type easement or restrictive
covenants can have on value.

With regard to the subject it can continue to operate as a golf course forever if desired and the
Restrictive Covenant would not be much of a burden on the use of the property. But if the golf
course use were to stop then its impact on value would be significant.

After consideration of these factors it is the appraisers option that the Restrictive Covenant as
proposed, at this time would represent 50% of the fee simple market value of the property.

Conclusion of Restrictive Covenant

As discussed above the fee simple value per acre was previously estimated to be $132,000. It was
also estimated that the Restrictive Covenant would equal 50% of the bundle of rights (fee simple
interest).This results in the following indication of market value as of the date of valuation.

Restrictive Covenant Parcel Fee Simple Interest
22.94 Acres $132,000 Per Acre = $3,028,080

Restrictive Covenant Parcel Interest (50.0% of the Fee Interest) 0.50
RESTRICTIVE COVENANT INTEREST VALUE $1,514,040

ROUNDED $1,514,000
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Conclusion

As discussed. the Sales Comparison Approach to Value is the only method of valuation which
applies given that adequate land sales were available for a direct comparison to the subject.

The total property appraised includes: 1. the fee simple interest in 11.73 acres of upland (a large
portion of which is the platted un-open right of Country Club Way) and 2. a Restrictive Covenant
over the adjoining 22.94 acres of land that essentially comprises Holes No. 1,2 and 3 of the St.
Petersburg Country Club Golf Course. The land areas used were provided to the appraiser and might
change when a survey is prepared. Therefore it is possible that the value estimated herein might also
change.

The Restrictive Covenant to be placed on the 22.94 acres of land has not yet been finalized between

the City ofSt. Petersburg and the property owner St. Petersburg Country Club (the Club) and thus it

has not been provided to the appraiser. If the final approved version of the Restrictive Covenant is

different, then the appraised value estimated herein might change.

This appraisal is of the real property only and does not include specialized equipment, personal

property. golf course improvements or going concern business value. It also does not include any

test. studies. drawings plans or entitlements that might be associated with the parcels.

This appraisal is subject to the General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions set forth at the

beginning of this report. those general assumptions, if any. discussed within this report and those

Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions as set forth within the Letter of

Transmittal.

It is the appraisers opinion, after careful consideration of the various factors entering into this

appraisal that the market value of the fee simple interest to the defined 11 .73 acres plus the property

rights associated with the proposed Restrictive Covenant to encumber the herein described

additional and adjacent 22.94 acres, as of May 29, 2015 the last date of inspection was:

THREE MILLION SIXTY TWO THOUSAND DOLLARS
(S3,062,000,)

The total value above was derived as follows:

Fee Simple Parcel
1 0O Interest to 11 .73 Acres (Si 3 1,969 per Acre) S 1,548.000

Restrictive Covenant Parcel
Partial Interest Encumbering 22.94 Acres S1,5 14.000

_________________________
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Zoning Code

SECVCN 1620020. - NElGHBORHOOD SUBURBAN SINGLE-FAMILY DISTRICTS (NS)
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Tpau1 B1cc. ma N.ighborh.iod SuhurbtnDisthct

m1= op Sut.oi>

16200201 H story and composition of suburban neighborhoods

The neighborhood suburban (NS) distncts are reserved for single-family residential neighborhoods of
the suburban style Suburban neighborhood characteristics include single-use development horizontally
onented architecture relatively large lots and frontages, and wide residential streets and buildings that
respond to the needs of automobile travel The majority of homes within these neighborhoods were
constructed following World War II through the present and are primarily designed to meet the needs and
lifestyle of families with children The homes are similar in size and character but refle a variety of
architectural styles from the latter half of the 20th Century Typically lots are a minimum of 60 feet wide
with the majority of lots hauing a minimum width of 75 feet Buildings are set back from the property line to
allow gracious front yards and landscaping opportunities Psrking and garages are typically accessed
from the street creating dnveways in the front yard as a common feature Pedestrian sidewalks may or
ray not ewel within the rights-of-way Recent trends suggest that renovation additions, and improvement
of these residential areas will continue

Codu 1092. in 20020 1, Ord No 87o-G, 3. 2-21-2uJSl

1620020 2 - Purpose and intent

Page 1
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The regulations of the NS districts protect the single-family character of these neigriborhoods, ,hile
permitting rehabilitation, improvement and redevelopment in keeping with the scale of the neighborhood.
The standards for each of the districts are intended to reflect and reinforce their un;que character.
Conventional street standards apply in order to provide easy vehicular access. Architectural and building
design regulations permit front-fadng garages, but lot design restricts excess driveway pavement.

(Code 1°°2. S lo.20 020.2: Ord No. 876-C. 3,2-21-2008)

16.20 020 3. - Permitted uses.

Uses in these districts shalt be allowed as provided in the Matrix, Use Permissions and Parking
Requirements

(Code 1092, 1620.0203: Cr6. No 876-C. 3,2-21-2008)

16.20.020.4. - Presei-vatior of sirglr’ family cbaracter.

NS districts are prirnanly single-family in character Generally, multifamily uses are prohibited. Some
multifamily uses are existing and grandfathered.

(Code 1992, lo.20 020.4 Cr6 No. 8o-G. 3. 2-21-2008i

16.20.020.5. - trtrodcction to NS districts.

The NS districts are the NS-1. NS-2, and NS-E districts. The standards for the NS districts are
intended to allcse for additions and irriprovemnerits. while respecting the existing development pattern and
the character of the neighborhoods.

16.20.020.5.1. Neighborhood Suburban-i (NS-i)

In the NS-1 district, single-family homes are the principal use. Driveways and garages are allowed in the
front yard according to spedfic design criteria.

-=jl=.i

Typical Single-Family Homes Within the NS-1 District

16.20,020.5.2. Neighborhood Suburban-2 NS.2).

In the NS-2 district, single-family homes are the principal use. Additional design requirements apply which
will ensure that new development is Compatible with the higher level of architectural legacy and the
established character of these areas.

Page 2
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Typical Single-Panulv Honien W’it)un the NS-2 Dsti ict

162002053, Neighborhood Suburban Estate (NS-E).

The NS-E district is the least dense of the NS districts. Single-family homes are the principal use;
however, accessory dwelling units are allowed on the same lot as the principal residence with a maximum
density of two units per acre. These homes generally exhibit an exceptionally high level of architecture
and are on some of the largest single-family lots in the City.

Typical Ssngle-Fa:iulv H.ci;u Ws1hn the NS-E Dixinut

(Code l92, § 16.20.0205; Ord No. 8n-G. § 3.2-21-2008)

16.20.020.6. - Maximum development potential.

Development potential is slightly different within each district to respect the character of the
neighborhoods. Achieving maximum develcçment potential will depend upon market forces, such as
minimum deeirable unit size, and development standards, such as minimum lot size, parking
requirements, height restnctions, and building setbacks.

Minimum Lot Size, Maximum Density and Maximum Intensity

NS-1 N5-2 NS-E

Residential 75 ft. 100 ft. 200 ft.
Minimum ct

v.;dth’c —— —

Nonresidential 150 ft. 200 ft. 200 ft.

Residential 5,800 sq. ft. 8,700 sq.ft. 1.0 acre
Minimum lot

area ....f....... __. —

Nonresidential: 1.0 acre 1.0 acre 2.0 acres

7.51 principal unit 51 principal unit 21 principal unit and 1
Maximum residential density

(accessort unit not (accessory unit not accessory unit per lot
(units per acre)

permitted) permitted) (see note 2)

Maximum nonresidential

intensity 0.35 0.30 0.20

(floor area ratio)

Page 3
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Max.’n impervioijo

surface J 0.60 0.60 0.43

(site a’ea rat

(I) Fur evuiiy np.atteO .p c:ty or atted ;;cty.

(2) Refer to use specific development standards for regalahons regarding deer cpmr-t of acrssoy
dwelling and arressory living snare.

Refer to te:hral standards iega J ig rreasur ement oI!cit dimenscns, calculatcn of maxmum
residential density nonresidential floor area and mpervlou5 surface.

(d 1d92. 1(20 1i2i r.. Orci. \s u7(-C. § . 22I2iiS)

7. Bulding envelope Max n .. height and mirmum setbacks.

Maxir..rn Buildnig Height (All iS Disfrcts)

Building Height Begmrg of Rooffine Tp of R:f Peak

a yr jading ft 36 ft.

building 20 ft. 30 ft.

Rete to technical standards regarding morale: of building heght.

Th FEET TO
HOOF PEAS p -

30 FEEl TO

24FEETTO . r.:ott ...

_,ir4
ROOFPEMC

BEGIFlING Ia?..rra-••
. TO

OF ROOF ..c
- -.:rII F
n..: i. • - -

. LINE
II II

Mo, in Building Height. Mirumum &Jlcing Setbacks

NS-2
Building Setbacks _L

If building If bukoing1lfbuilding if bui cng l huild-g if La
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height is up heights height is up heights height is up height is

to 24 ft. over 24 ft. to 24 ft. over24 ft. to 24 ft. over 24 ft

St:: Tft.orM 350 22ft.orM 4Oft. 27ft or’ 450.

Front Open
.iCc ft. or M 35’t. 25 ft. or M 40 ft. 30ff. or M 45 ft.

Yad Porch

Buuding 25 ft or M 350 30 ft or M 43 ft 35 ft. cx vi 45 ft

nterior Side Yard 7.5 ft. ui M 15 ft 7 5 ft. or M 15 ft. 15 ft. or M 25 ft.

StrvetdeYurd 120 orM Oft, lbftorV lSft :c,ft cxv 300.

Principal 20 ft. or M 30 5t 20 ft. or M 3D ft. 30 ft. or M 30 ft.

Yad
Ao:essny loft or M 30ff. lOft M 301t. DOft orM 400

Yad 15 ft. 20 ft. 15 ft 20 ft 20 ft. 22 ft.

N te;

tf. Mi: encroachments ntO the noraly prescribed setbacks [ray be allowed

so that an ad&t.on may align win the side of the existrg strucLre pcv ded

(a) The total floor area of the enr hng pCrtOfl of arc addition shall not exceed 50 s:;uare fee:

(51 Oct c-i C! 0-c e:rc,aci--rert sha’l exceed 2$ feet in ne’ght;

(c) In no case sh&! any setback be less than four feet.

Refer to technica sr rderrts rr yard tyces a-sd sr e3 setback encroachments

Erciosing porches in the front yard setback is regulated by the ge’eru dvecprveot standards.

6u’[dirg setbacks are based on the overall height of the various sctons f a proposed building.

As the bu dng height increases so does the minimum required setback.
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ilmum Buildng Setbacks for SE Uses

B.. oingSetbacLcsSE Uses NS-1

A:I yards. ir( Iuoing wat’r t 35 (1.

Refer rv. . s:a’oa ts for yard types.

NB-2 N.E

35 ft. 35 ft.

lCs’de 1992. § l( 20.02() 7 (.)rd. \‘ X’6G. 3. 2.212S. (lid So i93-G. § 3. 9-4-2(°)

16.20.020.7 1. - AdOjUors w.t,n a lawful rear yard.

60
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--

c...max aidt’ 3j of
site width

The ability to make renosibons, additions and improvements to single-family houses that exist within

the NS-1 district is constrained by the fact that a significant number of these houses were originally built

close to the rear yard building setback line In response to more recent trends in construction and family

composition, the cntena contained within this subsection have been designed to accommodate growth
while preserving and protecting the single-family character of the surrounding properties and

neighborhood Additions to single-family houses that are consistent with the following cntena are allowed

and shall not require vanance to the minimum rear yard building setback

1 The singe-fan’ ly house shall 1-ave received a development order before September 10 2007

2 The sngle-family house shall be located within the NS-1 district,

3 Additions within the waterfront yard are not allawed under this section and remain subject to the
standard building setback requirements

4 The ma> -‘-..rri building height of the addit ion shall be limited to 18 feet as measured from the

established grade to the peak of the rocf

5 The addition shall be at east ten feet from the property line and

6 The masimum width of the addition, measured to the exterior of the walls or supporting

structures shall not exceed 33 percent of the identified lot srdth

Code 1992, s 10 °° 3 I Ord >‘o 8Th-G. 3. 2-21-2J’l

1620 020 72 \CCi’SSOr’/ storage sheds or waterfrort lots

The ability to inetail accessory storage sheds on single famy lots that crust within the NS districts is
constrained by the fact that a significant number of these houses ,ere originally built dose to the setback

line In response to more recent trends in construction and family composition the criteria contained

within this section have been designed to accommodate growth while preserving waterfront views and

protecting the single-family character of the surrounding properties and neighborhood Accessory storage

sheds that are consistent with the following criteria shall be allowed within the interior side yard and shall

not require variance to the minimum interior side yard building setback

1 This encroachment is allowed only for single-family houses in the NS distncts that have
recerveci a developreert order before September 10, 2007,

2 One accessory storage shed shall be allowed on the tot,

3 The ac:esso’y storage shed shall not extend beyond the front or rear facade of the principal
structue (in wh ch case it shall comply with the following subsections 4 through 8 1 or shall be

Page7
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allowed as provided caloulative, technloal and interpretive sta’da-ds section (in which case it
shai cor’spiy with the standards of that section);

4 The maximum budding heiget of the accessory storage shed shall be .ght feet as nas..red
from the estabhshed grade to the peak of the roof;

5. The maximum floor area of the accessory storage shed shah be 60 square feet. If a variance is
granted by the Community Planning and Preservation Commission to stow rrc’e than one
accessory storage shed, the oonined total should not exceed 80 squae feet

6. The accessory storage shed shall be at least three feet from the prcpert line,

7 A six-foot-high, solid wd or . -ryl fence or rrescnry well shall be ccr-rstructed along the interior
side property line to screen the accessory storage shed from view from the ah.ttixg poperry
and along the front to screen the accessory storage shed from view fro”, the £teet:

8 These requ’ements shall not exempt comp’arrce wth the FIo”da Building Code or F:re
Prevention Code (eq building separaf on cod egress rer;.iirernes).

(Ord. No. 893-C. 5. 9-4-2008. Ord. No 100-IL L 12-19-2013)

16 20.020g. - Roof irics and slopes.

Required building setbacks increase above 24 feet in height except for towers, turrets and dormers
as provided herein, At 24 feet or below, a cornice hnre shat be provided and the roof iirne shall beD:n. The
roof slope shall not excerJ 45 degrees (12.12 pitch) The roof peak shall not exceed the maxirrairn heig1t
of 36 feet. If a sloped roof is riot characteristic of the desig ri style, the wall plane shall be accentuated wth
a cornice line at or below 24 feet in height. Any portion of a wall exceeding 24 feet in height shall be set
back at least tv.ice the normally required side yard setback from the side property line.

PORTIONS
OF BUILD-

OF BUILD-
INGS ABOVE

INGS ABOVE
24 FEET

24 FEET MUST MEET
MUST BE ADDITiONAL
CONTAINED
WiTHIN A
ROOF

SLOPED ROOFED STRUCTURES FLAT ROOFED STRUCTURES

(CurIe 1992 16.20,0208 1)ici. No. 876-C. 3. 2-21-2008)

16.20.020.0. - Towers and turrets.

Many architectural styles feature towers and turrets. A tower or turret may exceed the roof slope.
provided no horizontal well dimension exceeds 16 feet and for a tower or turret with a non.strai.ht
(iounded) wall, this clirrension shall be calculated using the smallest rectangle which will enclose the wall.

PageS
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TOWER NO LARGER
36 lEFT TO THAN Th FEET IN
PERI OF ROOF I HORIZONTAL DI.

P.IENSIOi3
23 FEEl TO —I.

-

-

EASE L.iNE OF

-— II .

I kIP1

(Codc 1992. 16, 2(l 120.9: Or’d. \o. X’d-G. § 3. 2—21-20010 (lid No. 9X5-U. § 2(1. -1 -20 10)

16 20.020.10. - Dormers.

Mari’ ercl’lectixal styles feature dorrners Dr-iers nay eseed the roof slope above 24 feet.
ovided the width of the ctcrrner wall or the total .s.dth of the dormer walls if more than one dornwr. shall
not exceec, 50 percent of the roof wdth or 16 feet of length, whchever is less. Doirners shall be
compatible with the chosen arcnitectural style

Ti.
fWr

iii . ‘ IJ •I’ 1’I-. --

.i.

Ill EZ • I Ill II

______________

. P. PU .p

ACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE NOT ACCEPTABLE

)Cdc 1992. Ii o” TO: Ord. No s17(-O. 3. 2_21_2lillXl

- Setharc consistent wIth ertaiiched neighbnhc-c. patterr.

Tve a-v buildr- setback characteristics of existing - c-cc Hccctu related to the rhythm of spaco
bet’,een buildings (side yard setbacks) f’ont yard setbacks and al’crment of buildings along t’e h
hi ;e .inirnum ai setback characteristics of neighborhoods may differ from the requirements of this
dish rt

The POD rns/ approve withQ.t a variance residential development 1031 fleets setback

characteristics arid stancards of a neigoberhood re c: houndanes defined by an accepted
rreighberriood plan approval shall hasgd on :h following

1 Front and side ard so: acks will be based on predominant building setbacks estahashed in the
block inwtiiche development is proxsed

2 Evaluation of bi. cr9 setbacks will also consider the pattern cf building sethacks on the blocks

ad1acent to ha block inwPch the deeelopnent is proposed

Te fnperh owner snail suhnst an application for variance to the Commuri’t Planning and

Cc--rn sion If the request meets toe requirements of this seclori the application shall
follow the procedures ‘or streamine approval ot ear clues If the apr--cal in does not meet the
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reqUirements of this sect on the appication shal be __ect to the standard enteria for the grarEing of a
variances

(Code 1992. § 16.20.020.11: ()rd No. 876-0. § 3. 2-21-20t1X: Ord. No. 100-Il. § 1. 12-19-2013)

16.2002012. - Buildingdesign.

The follirg design criteria allow the opefty owner arid desi professional to choose their
preferred arur-utectural style, bijlding form scale and massing, ?lhiIe creating a framework for good urban
desi1 practices which create a positive expenence for the pedestrian. For a rcore comitete ,iI.roducton,
see section 16 10010

Ste layout and orientation The City is comntted to creating arid preserving a netork of linkages fr
pedeStr’ans Conse.ientfy pedestr-an arid vehicle connectis between pi.c rigbls-of.wa and prvate
property a’e suect to a hierarchy of tramnsportatJor which begins with the pedestr an

Bi.akting and parking layout and orientation

1. For nonreslilentlel uses art service areas and ioad.nQ decks snail De located t:wlrid the fcnt
facade line ot the pnnapal stn.icture.

2 All mechanical equipment arid utility functions (for a g electrical conduits, melers HVAC
equipment) stisll be located behind Ire front façade line of the principal structure. Mechanical
equipment that is visible from the primary street shall be screened with a material that is
compatible with the architecture of the principal strLture.

3. Accessory structures shell be located be*id the front facade line of the principal structue.

Building and architectt.,sl design standards. All buildings should present an irrng h.man sce facade
to the streets internal drives, parking areas and surrounding neighborhoods. The a-ctstectur& elements
of a building should g.ve it character, richness and visual nerest.

Building style.

1. New consrion shall utilize an idef*ifiab;e architectural style, which is recognized by das’gr
piofessiorials as I i’ing a basis in academic architectural design philosophies.

2. Rervalions, acctnorrs and accessory structures shell utilize the architectural style of the
existing structure, or the entire existing structure shall be modified to utilize an identifiable
architectural style which s recognized by design p-c’essiu ai as navng a basis in academic
architectural design philosophies

ll compos*ion. ll comsition standards ensure tiat grourc-level storefro’-ts and multifamity and
single-farrsty residential buildings offer attract vs features to tine pedestrian Fia composition standards
also m Igate blardc walls and ensure that all ssSeS of a buildinc have visual Interest

1. Doors, windows and other aopropr ate fenestration shall be incorporated into all sides of a
bunidinci there shal be rio clank facades For multi-Story bucings no porlion of a facade
correspon&g to the nieigfit between two floors shall contain a blank area g-eater thri 16 feet in
width

2. Structures which are situated on corner lots througn lots, or by the nature 01 tne site layout
have a facade which is clearly visible from rlghts.of.way shell be designed with fu architedu’al
treatment on a sides visible from rights-of-way Fuf architectural treatment shall rrclude roof
design wall materials architectural trim arid doom and window openings Write t is recognized
that bUldings have prirrri’-, arid secondary facades the construction materials and detailrig
shodd be sirrar t[wo&ighoiR.
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Transparency. The provision o’ rarisparency enhances via1 connections between activities inside s-id
outside buildings thereby improving pedestran safety

1 Vdrdows on the street side facades shall be evenly disthbted in a consistent pattern.

Roofs Rootlines add visual interest to the streetacape and establish a sense of continuity between

aciacent buildings. When used properly rooflirres can help distinguish between residential arid
commerciar land uees, reduce ti-re nass of large structures emphasize entrances, and provide shade and

shelter for tedestriarls.

I Btildi°qs shall provide a pitched roof or a fat roof with a decorative parapet wall compatible
with the orobtectural style of the building

Garages Garage stondads maintain and enhance the attracliveness of the streeoape and are
influenced by a hierarct of transpprtation, which begins with the pedestrian

1 1Mrere alley access erists, alley access is highly encouraged

2 Garage doors shall comprise no more than 60 percent of the linear frontage 01 the facade of the
p-i-icipai structure tiMen garage doors comprise more than 40 percers of the lInear ‘ncivJP of

the lacade, the principal structure shall feature a prcreding entryway that shall have a rt- ncnum

projected cleçith of fIve ter’t

3 Where garages which p’olect past the troll facade of the pnncipal structure and have garage

doof a that face the pirnaly street, the garage entry shall feature at least aiw or the following

enhancements decor*ve garage doors, an arbor system surroixlding ft-c garage doors, a
projecting balcony, cupola or other decorative element above the garage to lessen the wnpact of

the vehicular orientation of the house The decorative feature proposed by the applicant shall be
compatible wh the prs-ropal structie and must be approved by the POD This decision may
only be appealed by the property owner

Buiuni-g materials &Jiidir,a material standards protect neighboring properties by holding the building’s
value onge, thereby creating a greater resale value arid stabilizing the value of neighboring properties.

I Biilding r.ateras shall be appropeate to the selected arclitectural style a-rd shall be corastent

throughout the structure

Accessory structties aid eouiprrierit. Accessory structures shall reinforce the pedestrian character of the

City. Above-ground utility arid service feattxes shall be located and cesgried to reduce their visual Impact
upc the streetscape.

1 Detached accessory structures. such as garages garage apartments and sheds over 1OC)

square feet shall be consistent witn the architectural style rnetenats and color of the pnr-cpal
St’Xtu1€

(Codc 10)2. 16 20 020 12. Ord No 876-0. § 3, 2-21-2(X: Ord. No. 1029-0. 16 9--201 1)
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Flood Zone Map
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Vaibridge
P0PERTY ADVISORS

1100 16th Street North
St. Petersburg, FL 33705
(727) 894.1800 phone
(727) 894-8916 fax
valbridge.com

June 12, 2015

Leslie A. McKeon
(727) 894-1800 x 228
lmckeon@valbridge.com

Ms. Diane Bozich
Real Estate Specialist
The City of St. Petersburg
P.O. Box 2842
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

RE: Appraisal Report
St. Petersburg Country Club - Holes 1, 2 & 3
2000 Country Club Way South
Saint Petersburg, Pinellas County, Florida 33712

Dear Ms. Bozich:

In accordance with your request, I have perlormed an appraisal of the above-referenced property.

This appraisal report sets forth the pertinent data gathered, the techniques employed, and the

reasoning leading to my value opinions. This letter of transmittal is not valid if separated from the

appraisal report.

The subject property is part of the St. Petersburg Country Club located within the southern portion of

St. Petersburg, Fl. The property is identified by the Pinellas County Property Appraiser as a portion of

parcel # 35-31-16-49356-000-0010. The appraisal assignment includes two distinct valuations of

property generally located west of the main clubhouse area including and along the north side of

golf holes 1, 2 and 3. The first valuation consists of a portion of the unimproved right of way for

Country Club Way South, located along the north side of golf holes 1, 2 and 3. According to

information provided by the City of St. Petersburg, this portion of the subject assignment is allocated

into two parcels. Parcel 1 contains 9.82 acres; Parcel 2 contains 1.91 acres. Therefore, the first

valuation total size is estimated to contain approximately 11.730 acres or 510,959 square feet.

© 2015 VAI BIDG[ PROPERTY ADV!SORS I Entreken Aocit, Inc.
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Based on the narrow configuration of the 11.73 acres, the location primarily adjoining a preservation
area, along with existing zoning/future land use designations within the immediate area, the
property is estimated to have limited independent development potential (see highest and best use
for detail). Accordingly, the most likely utility for the property would be use in conjunction with the
adjoining golf course area to the south which is assumed to be under the same ownership.
Therefore, valuation considers the development potential of the “larger parcel” which includes holes
1, 2 and 3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club golf course. Per a sketch provided by George F. Young,
property consultant, the “larger parcel” contains a total of 34.67 acres. The 11.73 acres will be valued
based on an “across the fence” or prorata unit price based on the estimated market value of the
larger parcel.

The second part of the appraisal assignment is the valuation of a restrictive covenant that is
proposed to encumber the remainder (34.67 acres -11.73 acres = 22.94 acres). According to city
officials, this covenant is intended to restrict use of the 22.94 acre property to the existing golf
course use, or alternatively, a passive parkland use. Again, the basis of the valuation will be a fee
simple valuation of the overall larger parcel (34.67 acres) with an “across the fence” or prorata unit
price estimated for the 22.94 acre tract. Additionally, a percentage adjustment will be applied based [on the estimated utility (property rights) applicable to the proposed restrictive covenant.

I developed my analyses, opinions, and conclusions and prepared this report in conformity with the
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) of the Appraisal Foundation; the Code
of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute; and
the requirements of my client as I understand them.

The City of St. Petersburg is the client in this assignment. The intended user(s) of this report is the
City of St. Petersburg and their assigns. The intended use is for use in negotiation with owners for
possible acquisition. The value opinions reported herein are subject to the definitions, assumptions
and limiting conditions, and certification contained in this report.

The acceptance of this appraisal assignment and the completion of the appraisal report submitted
herewith are contingent on the following extraordinary assumptions and/or hypothetical conditions
which impact the assignment results: [
Extraordinary Assumptions:

• The appraisal assumes that the unimproved right of way for Country Club Way South (subject
property) could be vacated. The appraisal further assumes that the vacated right of way
ownership would vest to St. Petersburg Country Club.

• The appraisal assumes a reasonable probability that a rezoning and change in the future land
use plan could be obtained for St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Holes 1, 2 and 3, (including
the right of way for unimproved Country Club Way South) to be consistent with the balance
of the Lakewood Estates Area at NS-2 (Neighborhood Suburban Single Family) with a future
land use of RL (Residential Low).

• I have further assumed that the subject property has no adverse environmental conditions
which would restrict residential use. I reserve the right to amend the appraisal should
subsequent environmental testing indicate contamination.

2015 VAt BRI[)G[ PROPE PlY ADVISORS I Entreken Aoi,rtc’, Inc I
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Legal Descriptions for Parcels 1 and 2 are included within the addenda section of the

appraisal. It should be noted that these descriptions were included as part of the rezoning

request in July 2013. Since that time, these sites have been slightly revised- (Parcel 1 is now

9.92 acres vs. 9.96 acres and Parcel 2 is now 1.91 acres vs. 1.865 acres). These differences are

not considered material for the purpose of the appraisal.

• The legal description for Parcel 3 (remainder parcel proposed to be encumbered by

restrictive covenant) was not available at the time of the appraisal. Parcel boundaries and

site size were taken from a sketch prepared by George F. Young, Engineers, as included

within the appraisal report. I assume this data is accurate and reserve the right to amend the

appraisal should subsequent survey indicate any significant change in parcel boundaries or

overall size.

• At the time of report delivery, the proposed restrictive covenant language had not been

finalized. It is my understanding that the intent of the covenant is to restrict use of Parcel 3

(the remainder property) to golf course or passive parkland use. Should the completed

document differ significantly, this appraisal may be subject to change.

Hypothetical Conditions:
• The appraisal assumes that the subject property is vacant, and available for development to

its highest and best use. No contribution has been estimated for any existing golf course

improvements.

Based on the analysis contained in the following report, my value conclusions are summarized as

follows:

Reconciled Value Estimate(s)

Effective Date Final Value

Value Estimate Type Property Identification of Valuation Estimate

Fee Simple Parcels 1 and 2-11.73 acres June 5, 2015 $1,180,400

Partial Interest Parcel 3 22.94 acres

(per Restrictive Covenant) 80% of Fee Simple June 5, 2015 $1.846.700

Total Value Estimated Parcels 1, 2 and 3 June 5, 2015 $3,027,100

Respectfully submitted,
Valbridge Property Advisors Entreken Associates, Inc.

,

Lesli A. McKeon, MAT, SRA
Senior Appraiser
State-Certified General Appraiser RZ272

© 2015 VAL BRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS II treke AociOe,. Inc.
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3

Vaibridge SUMMARY OF SALIENT FACTS

PROfLT’ :)v

Summary of Salient Facts

Property Type: Part of St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Course, specifically holes 1, 2
and 3 plus part of the unimproved right of way for Country Club Way
South.

Location: Located within the Lakewood Estates area, generally east of 31st Street
South and north of 54th Avenue South within the City of St. Petersburg.
Golf holes 1, 2 and 3 generally run along the north side of Fairway
Avenue South, just west of the existing club house having an address of
2000 Country Club Way South, St. Petersburg, FL.

Appraisal Type: Appraisal Report

Property Interest Fee Simple Interest-11.73 acres
Appraised:

Partial Interest-22.94 acres (restrictive covenant)

Date of Valuation: June 5, 2015

Date of Report June 12, 2015
(prepared):

Land Use: Recreation/Open Space

Zoning: Neighborhood Suburban Estate- City of St. Petersburg

Improvements: The subject property is considered as part of the St. Petersburg Country
Club golf course. For the purpose of valuation, the land is considered as
vacant with no contribution attributed to the existing golf course
improvements.

Highest & Best Use (as For redevelopment with single family residences
vacant):

Exposure Time: 12 months or less

Marketing Time: 12 months or less (market value)

Value Estimates Effective Date of Value: June 5, 2015

VALUE CONCLUSIONS
Interest Acres Square Feet Market Value Price/SF

Parcels 1 and 2- Fee Simple 100% 11.73 510,959 $1,180,400 $2.31
Parcel 3- Restrictive Covenant 80% 22.94 999,266 $1 846,700 $1 .85
All Parcels Total 34.67 1,510,225 $3,027,100 $2.00

0 2015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS nimE Hi Anociritn, Inc Pl(JP H
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SUMMARY OF SALIENT FACTSriqe
PROPLRTy ADVLQRS

Extraordinary Assumptions
• The appraisal assumes that the unimproved right of way for Country Club Way South (subject

property) could be vacated. The appraisal further assumes that the vacated right of way
ownership would vest to St. Petersburg Country Club.

• The appraisal assumes a reasonable probability that a rezoning and change in the future land
use plan could be obtained for St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Holes 1, 2 and 3, (including
the right of way for unimproved Country Club Way South) to be consistent with the balance
of the Lakewood Estates Area at NS-2 (Neighborhood Suburban Single Family) with a future
land use of RL (Residential Low).

• I have further assumed that the subject property has no adverse environmental conditions [which would restrict residential use. I reserve the right to amend the appraisal should
subsequent environmental testing indicate contamination.

• Legal Descriptions for Parcels 1 and 2 are included within the addenda section of the
appraisal. It should be noted that these descriptions were included as part of the rezoning
request in July 2013. Since that time, these sites have been slightly revised- (Parcel 1 is now
9.92 acres vs. 9.96 acres and Parcel 2 is now 1.91 acres vs. 1.865 acres). These differences are
not considered material for the purpose of the appraisal.

• The legal description for Parcel 3 (remainder parcel proposed to be encumbered by
restrictive covenant) was not available at the time of the appraisal. Parcel boundaries and
site size were taken from sketch prepared by George F. Young, Engineers, as included within
the appraisal report. I assume this data is accurate and reserve the right to amend the Iappraisal should subsequent survey indicate any significant change in parcel boundaries or
overall size.

• At the time of report delivery, the proposed restrictive covenant language had not been
finalized. It is my understanding that the intent of the covenant is to restrict use of Parcel 3
(the remainder property) to golf course or passive parkland use. Should the completed
document differ significantly, this appraisal may be subject to change.

Hypothetical Conditions
• The appraisal assumes that the subject property is vacant, and available for development to

its highest and best use. No contribution has been estimated for any existing golf course
improvements.

I
I
I
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Aerial and Front Views

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUR — HOl ES 1, 2 & 3
AERIAL AND FRONT VIEWS

AERIAL VIEW

TYPICAL GOLF COURSE VIEW

Looking North across Golf Course from Fairway Avenue South

© 2015 VAL BRID(L PROPERTY ADVISORT II Ao Pi(j( iV
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Vaibrid e ST. PFTFRSRURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 3

PO’ET’ y:c INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Client and Intended Users of the Appraisal
The client in this assignment is The City of St. Petersburg and the intended user of this report is the
City of St. Petersburg and their assigns and no others.

Intended Use of the Appraisal
The intended use of this report is for use in negotiation with owners for possible acquisition.

Real Estate Identification
As noted in the letter of transmittal, the subject property generally includes golf holes 1, 2 and 3, as
well as the unimproved right of way for Country Club Way South within this area. For the purposes of
the appraisal, this property is estimated to contain a total of 34.67 acres and is referred to in the
appraisal as the “larger parcel”. The property is further identified by the Pinellas County Property
Appraiser as a portion of parcel # 35-31-16-49356-000-0010.

The assignment includes two specific valuations of property within this area:

Assignment 1 is the valuation of a portion of the unimproved right of way for Country Club Way
South, located along the north side of golf holes 1, 2 and 3. According to information provided by
the City of St. Petersburg, this area is allocated into two parcels. Parcel 1 contains 9.82 acres; Parcel 2
contains 1.91 acres. Therefore, the total parcel size is estimated to contain approximately 11.730
acres or 510,959 square feet.

Assignment 2 is the valuation of a restrictive covenant that is proposed to encumber the balance of
the area (34.67 acres -11.73 acres) or 22.94 acres. According to city officials, this covenant is
intended to restrict the use of the 22.94 acre property to the existing golf course use, or alternatively,
a passive parkland use.

Legal Description
The legal description for Parcels 1 and 2 are included within the addenda section of the appraisal.

The legal description for Parcel 3 (remainder parcel proposed to be encumbered by restrictive
covenant) was not available at the time of the appraisal. Parcel boundaries and site size were taken
from sketch prepared by George F. Young, Engineers, as included within the appraisal report. I
assume this data is accurate and reserve the right to amend the appraisal should subsequent survey
indicate any significant change in parcels boundaries or overall size.

Use of Real Estate as of the Effective Date of Value
The property is currently utilized as Golf Holes 1, 2 and 3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club.

Use of Real Estate as of the Date of this Report
Same as above. As noted in the Hypothetical conditions of the appraisal, I have estimated no value
for any existing golf course improvements. The land is considered as if vacant and available for
development to its highest and best use.

02015 VAI BRID(E PRC)PF- RI Y A[)VISORS II rilreken AociaIe., 1n Piqc 1
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‘RUL-N ADVQRS
INTRODUCTION I

Ownership of the Property
St. Petersburg Country Club. See history of the property below for detail.

History of the Property
The 11.73 acre subject property is generally a strip of unimproved right of way (corridor) platted as
part of Country Club Way South as described in Plat Book 20 Page 63, Lakewood Estates Golf Course
Section, Pinellas County, El. The plat was dedicated in June 1934. The plat was part of the overall
development of the Lakewood Estates Area that includes what is currently known as St. Petersburg
Country Club. The club amenities include a championship 18 hole golf course that runs throughout
the Lakewood Estates residential area. The 11.73 acre subject property runs along the north side of
golf holes 1, 2 and 3 and is basically vacant, wooded area (golf course rough/non-fairway).

The City of St. Petersburg Attorney’s office has reportedly rendered an opinion that ownership of this
unimproved right of way area remains with the Country Club if the land is not utilized for public right
of way. For the purpose of this analysis, I have assumed that it would be reasonably probable for the
platted, unimproved right of way that comprises the subject property to be vacated.

In 2013, the referenced strip of land was placed under contract by St. Petersburg Country Club
(SPCC) in favor of Taylor Morrison, a real estate developer. Taylor Morrison proposed to develop a
row of townhomes along the right of way. According to representatives of SPCC, the initial contract
provided for a minor land swap that included land within adjoining Boyd Hill for other SPCC land.
Over time, the contract was amended several times. The final contract did not include any
requirement for Boyd Hill land, but utilized a minor area of the existing golf course (Holes 1 and 2).
Jeff Churchill of George F. Young (project consultant) estimated that the proposed project would
include 71,800 square feet (1.65 acres) of golf course land as well as 11,950 square feet of existing
drainage easement area. The last provided conceptual plan was for a total of 116 townhome units.
In addition to the vacation of the right of way, the development would have required a rezoning and
land use change, as well as variances for setbacks and approvals for new and reconfigured
drainage/retention areas. St. Petersburg Club submitted an application for rezoning and future land
use plan amendment to the City of St. Petersburg in June 2013.

SPCC reports that in an initial informal meeting with the City of St. Petersburg, the project was
positively received. Furthermore, the project appeared to have support from the Lakewood Estates
Homeowner’s Association via their July 2013 newsletter. It was fairly well publicized that SPCC (along
with several other private country clubs in the Tampa Bay Area) was experiencing financial difficulty-
which called into question the long term viability of the existing golf course operation. It is generally
perceived that the golf course is a substantial amenity to the neighborhood as a whole. Therefore,
the sale of the townhome site to Taylor Morrison would substantially recapitalize the club and
provide continuity of the golf course use into the foreseeable future.

According to SPCC and George F. Young, the revised conceptual plan included elements to limit
neighborhood and environmental impact. However, representatives from adjoining Boyd Hill
indicated that they had little or no input into the proposed conceptual plan.

During this same time frame, Taylor Morrison was also attempting to redevelop the Tides Golf
Course within the unincorporated Seminole area of Pinellas County with 170 single family homes.

© 2015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS I Entreken A oritr’,, Inc. Piqv 2
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The Tides redevelopment project was not supported by Pinellas County staff and received
considerable resistance from environmentalists and residents.

In the heat of an election cycle, Friends of Boyd Hill, the Sierra Club and some Lakewood Estates
residents seized on the opportunity to oppose the SPCC/Taylor Morrison project. At the same time,
Taylor Morrison was sustaining substantial objection to the Tides project as well. Based on the
political climate at the time, SPCC withdrew their application from the City of St. Petersburg in July
2013. I understand that the contract with Taylor Morrison was subsequently terminated.

In the interim period, City Council approved a land use change to the majority of Boyd Hill from
Recreation/Open Space to Preservation. This assures that no development will ever take place on
these areas. As the preservation of Boyd Hill has become a priority to the city, SPCC has offered to
sell the 11.92 acre strip of land to the City as well as place the referenced restrictive covenant on the
remainder 22.94 acres area of golf holes 1, 2, and 3. The purpose of the appraisal is to estimate the
market value of both the fee simple interest in the 11.92 acres as well as the interest that would be
attributable to the restrictive covenant area. In order to estimate market value for the property, the
appraisers have investigated the independent development potential of the property as well as the
development potential as part of the adjoining golf course as of the date of the appraisal. The data
and analysis from this investigation is detailed within the highest and best use section of the
appraisal.

Listings/Offers/Contracts

The previously detailed contract between SPCC and Taylor Morrison was for a total purchase price of
$3,200,000 or $27,586 per proposed unit (116 units). The first contract was executed in May 2013,
the third (final) amended contract was executed on August 30, 2013. Based on provided
sketches/conceptual plans, the project area contained a total of 9.82 acres, indicating a contract unit
price of $7.48 per square foot. It is my understanding that SPCC intended to donate the immediately
adjoining 1.91 acres to the City of St. Petersburg for park use. Additionally as noted, 1.92 acres of
SPCC land (existing golf course and drainage area) was also to be utilized for the proposed
townhome project. Therefore, the total area land necessary for the proposed project and parkland
dedication was 13.65 acres, indicating an effective unit price of $5.38 per square foot. As noted
above, the contract reportedly has been terminated. I am not aware of any other offerings or
contracts for any portion of the St. Petersburg Country Club property.

Type and Definition of Value
The appraisal problem (the term “Purpose of Appraisal” has been retired from appraisal terminology)
is to develop an opinion of the following:

1) Market value of the Fee Simple Interest of the 11.92 acre unimproved right of way (corridor)
running along the north border of golf holes 1, 2 and 3.

2) Market value of a Partial Interest in the remaining 22.94 acre parcel reflected by the
proposed restrictive covenant.

© 2015 VAI ORTI PROPI-R’ ADVIV)R I im ‘n Aociates, Inc. I ‘J( 3
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“Market Value,” as used in this appraisal, is defined as “the most probable price that a property
should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer
and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by
undue stimulus.” Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and
the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby:

• Buyer and seller are typically motivated.

• Both parties are well informed or well advised, each acting in what they consider their own best
interests;

• A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;

• Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements
comparable thereto; and

• The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or
creative financing or sale concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. “1

I
Fee Simple Interest
As discussed, the 11.92 acre tract that is being appraised in fee simple interest is primarily Iunimproved right of way associated with the original plat of the area. This appraisal assumes that this
area would revert back to club ownership if not used for public right of way. As an unimproved right
of way, this property can loosely be described as a “corridor”. As will be discussed within the highest
and best use section of the appraisal, based on configuration, location adjoining the preserve area,
existing zoning/future land use designation and surrounding land use patterns, the 11.92 acre tract is
estimated to have limited independent development potential. The highest and best use is estimated
to be for single family residential development as part of the larger 34.67 acre parcel. In the valuation
of “corridor” real estate, the Across the Fence (ATF) method is recognized as an appropriate method
for estimating value. While ATF methodology has been employed, it should be noted that the subject
11.92 acre tract is somewhat unique because under unified ownership, the parcel is actually
considered a part of the larger parcel and not just “Across the Fence”.

Partial Interest [
A partial interest is defined as “Divided or undivided rights in real estate that represents less than the
whole”. 2

In the case of the remainder larger parcel (34.67 acres -11.92 acres =22.94 acres), the interest
appraised represents the value of a proposed restrictive covenant. A restrictive covenant is defined
as “A private agreement that restricts the use and occupancy of real estate that is part of a
conveyance and is binding on all subsequent purchasers

I

_____________________

1 Source; The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, pg 123
2 Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, pg 143

Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, pg 170
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ATF VALUE
Across The Fence (ATF) value is defined as “In corridor valuation, a value opinion based on
comparison with adjacent lands including the consideration of adjustment factors such as market
conditions, real property rights conveyed and location.” ‘

The premise behind the “across the fence” value is that when a corridor (in this case, existing right of
way) is created, market participants (buyers and sellers of the corridor) expect to pay and be paid
based upon the unit value of their total property that adjoins the corridor. This unit value is then
applied to the portion being acquired for the corridor to estimate compensation. In estimating the
value of an existing corridor, the same premise holds true. The “across the fence” value of corridor
real estate is similar to the value of those properties that adjoin the corridor.

A thorough search has therefore been performed for comparable sales to estimate the value of the
“larger parcel”. These unit prices are then applied to the subject corridor and as well as a basis for the
area encumbered by the restrictive covenant. Sales of land for subdivision development as well as
individual lots sales were researched up to three years in the immediate market area and similar
competing areas of Pinellas County. Sources of research included MLS, LoopNet, Costar, Public
Records of Pinellas County, inspection from adjoining right of way, and discussions with market
participants. The data has been analyzed to interpret market trends and expectations of market
participants and apply the information to the subject property to arrive at a valid, reasonable and
supported value conclusion. Sufficient data was available to adequately support an opinion of value.
Full consideration is given to the Sales Comparison Approach as applied to both the fee simple and
partial interest of the subject property.

The value conclusions apply to the value of the subject property under the market conditions
presumed on the effective date(s) of value.

Please refer to the Glossary in the Addenda section for additional definitions of terms used in this
report.

Valuation Scenarios, Property Rights Appraised and Effective Dates of Value
Per the scope of my assignment I developed opinions of value for the subject property under the
following scenarios of value:

Fee Simple 1, 2 11.73 6/5/15
Partial Interest 3 22.94 6/5/15

Leslie A. McKeon made a physical inspection of the property initially on May 5, 2015. A subsequent
inspection was made on June 5, 2015.

Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, pg 3
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Date of Report
The date of this report is June 12, 2015, which is the same as the date of the letter of transmittal.

List of Items Requested but Not Provided or Available:

• Legal description of Parcel 3

• Proposed Restrictive Covenant for Parcel 3

• Revenue data for St. Petersburg Country Club

• Preliminary Cost Data for Conceptual Single Family Development

Assumptions and Conditions of the Appraisal
The acceptance of this appraisal assignment and the completion of the appraisal report submitted
herewith are contingent on the following extraordinary assumptions and/or hypothetical conditions
which may have impacted the assignment results:

Extraordinary Assumptions
• The appraisal assumes that the unimproved right of way for Country Club Way South (subject

property) could be vacated. The appraisal further assumes that the vacated right of way
ownership would vest to St. Petersburg Country Club.

• The appraisal assumes a reasonable probability that a rezoning and change in the future land
use plan could be obtained for St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Holes 1, 2 and 3, (including
the right of way for unimproved Country Club Way South) to be consistent with the balance
of the Lakewood Estates Area at NS-2 (Neighborhood Suburban Single Family) with a future
land use of RL (Residential Low).

• I have further assumed that the subject property has no adverse environmental conditions
which would restrict residential use. We reserve the right to amend the appraisal should
subsequent environmental testing indicate contamination.

• Legal Descriptions for Parcels 1 and 2 are included within the addenda section of the
appraisal. It should be noted that these descriptions were included as part of the rezoning
request in July 2013. Since that time, these sites have been slightly revised- (Parcel 1 is now
9.92 acres vs. 9.96 acres and Parcel 2 is now 1.91 acres vs. 1.865 acres). These differences are
not considered material for the purpose of the appraisal.

• The legal description for Parcel 3 (remainder parcel proposed to be encumbered by
restrictive covenant) was not available at the time of the appraisal. Parcel boundaries and
site size were taken from sketch prepared by George F. Young, Engineers, as included within
the appraisal report. I assume this data is accurate and reserve the right to amend the
appraisal should subsequent survey indicate any significant change in parcel boundaries or
overall size.

• At the time of report delivery, the proposed restrictive covenant language had not been
finalized. It is my understanding that the intent of the covenant is to restrict use of Parcel 3
(the remainder property) to golf course or passive parkland use. Should the completed Idocument differ significantly, this appraisal may be subject to change.

I
© 2015 VALBRIDü PROI’[ RIY ADVl5OR I iII A.uujtv,, Ii I’RJ(
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Hypothetical Conditions
• The appraisal assumes that the subject property is vacant, and available for development to

its highest and best use. No contribution has been estimated for any existing golf course
improvements.

© 2015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS Enireken Aszocates, Inc. ‘ep’ 7
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Scope of Work

The scope of work includes all steps taken in the development of the appraisal. These include 1) the
extent to which the subject property is identified, 2) the extent to which the subject property is
inspected, 3) the type and extent of data researched, 4) the type and extent of analysis applied, and
the type of appraisal report prepared. These items are discussed as follows:

Extent to Which the Property Was Identified

Legal Characteristics
The subject legal description (Parcels 1 and 2) was taken from the original rezoning application as
supplied by Attorney Ronald Weaver, legal counsel for St. Petersburg Country Club at the time of
submission. See addenda for detail. The legal description for Parcel 3 was not available.

Economic Characteristics
The appraisers have provided demographic data on Pinellas County and a description of the subject
neighborhood to include housing trends via the Mid Florida Regional MLS and other market
participants in terms of minimum/maximum sales prices, average sales prices, days on market, etc.

Physical Characteristics I
The subject was physically identified via the sketches provided in the rezoning/land use change
application, an aerial conceptual plan prepared by George F. Young, project consultant, Google Earth,
Pinellas County Property Appraiser records, Pinellas County GIS, and other relevant public agencies. I
Extent to Which the Property Was Inspected
Leslie A. McKeon physically inspected the subject property (limited basis, on foot) on May 5, 2015 I
and again on June 5, 2015.

Type and Extent of Data Researched [
I researched and analyzed: 1) market area data, 2) property-specific market data, 3) zoning and land-
use data, and 4) current data on comparable listings and sales in the competitive market area. I also
interviewed people familiar with the subject market/property type including Bo Godbold and Michael
Kiernan (SPCC), Ray Wunderlich III and Jim House (Friends of Boyd Hill), Ronald Weaver (Land Use
Attorney), Jeff Churchill (George F. Young), Devon Rushnell (formerly with Taylor Morrison), Derek
Kilborn (Mgr. Urban Planning and Historic Preservation, City of St. Petersburg), Rick MacAulay
(Planning and Economic Development, City of St. Petersburg), Scott Apple (GJ Apple, Developer,
Single Family Homes), and other market participants,

Personal Property/FF&E
N/A

I
I
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PROPE
SCOPE OF WORK

Type and Extent of Analysis Applied
The appraisal assumes that the subject property is vacant and available for development at its
highest and best use. No contribution has been attributed to the existing golf course improvements.
I observed surrounding land use and economic trends along with relevant legal limitations in
concluding a highest and best use. I then valued the subject based on the highest and best use
conclusion, relying on the Sales Comparison Approach. As noted, there are several extraordinary
assumptions that were made in the appraisal that impact value.

Appraisal Report Type
This is an Appraisal Report as defined by the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice
under Standards Rule 2-2a. Please see the Scope of Work for a description of the level of research
completed.

Appraisal Conformity
I developed my analyses, opinions, and conclusions and prepared this report in conformity with the
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) of the Appraisal Foundation; the Code
of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute; and
the requirements of my client as I understand them.
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB HOLES 1, 2 & 3
MARKET ANALYSIS
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Demographic and Income Profile
P’nelros County FL

PineIls County FL (12103’
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MARKET ANALYSIS

Demographic and Income Profile
Pineila County F1.
Pinches County, FL (12103

Geography: County
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Graphic Profile
P’nellas County, FL

Pinellos County, FL (12103)
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
MARKET ANALYSIS

Housing Profile
Pinellas County, FL

Pinellas Counts, FL (12103)
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ST. PETE RS3URG COUNTRV CLU3 — HOLF S 1, 2 & 3
CITY AND NOGH3ORHOOD ANALYSIS

City and Neighborhood Analysis

NEIGHBORHOOD MAP

Overview
The subject property is located along the southern portion of Pinellas County within the City of St.
Petersburg. St. Petersburg is a dynamic city with a strong central business district and established
neighborhoods. St. Petersburg is currently gaining national attention for its revitalized downtown.

Long known to attract tourists based on award winning beaches, the area is now attracting a broad
demographic based on favorable climate, professional sports teams, an influx of music venues,
galleries, museums, festivals, restaurants, craft breweries, etc. Within the downtown area, substantial
new multifamily development is underway along a planned waterfront park system with excellent
support facilities such as the University of South Florida St. Petersburg Campus, Bayfront Medical
Center, and All Children’s Hospital. An activity corridor has developed along Central Avenue running
from the waterfront east to approximately 31st Street South. This corridor includes the Central Arts,
Edge, Grand Central and Warehouse Arts Districts. Significant activity is underway in these areas.

The subject neighborhood is located in the extreme southern portion of St. Petersburg, generally
located south of 3O Avenue South and extending south to Tampa Bay. There are a number of
established neighborhoods in this area (Lakewood Estates (subject area), Broadwater, Maximo,
Pinellas Point, Bahama Shores, Coquina Key, Bayway Isles, etc.) which include a wide range of
residential styles and value ranges. Further west across the Pinellas Bayway are the south gulf beach

communities of Pass-a-Grille, St. Pete Beach, Sunset Beach, Treasure Island, etc. The following map
generally indicates immediate neighborhood locations.
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CITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS
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The south St. Petersburg area offers good amenities and infrastructure, including waterfront parks,
magnet and fundamental schools, and good transportation routes. 34th Street South/US Highway 19
is a principal arterial State Road having six divided lanes. 38th Avenue South is a two lane collector
that is one of two roads that connect eastern neighborhoods (including Lakewood Estates) to 34th

Street South. Fourth Street South and Dr. MLK, Jr. Street, are other important north-south corridors.
Furthermore, 1-275 has ingress/egress at 22’ Avenue South/26th Avenue south and 54th Avenue
South (AKA Pinellas Bayway). From these points, the Central Business District and the South Gulf
Beaches are less than a ten minute drive.

Retail facilities within the area are generally located along 34th Street South, S4 Avenue South
(Pinellas Bayway) and MLK, Jr. Street South. Within the last couple of years, the City of St. Petersburg
has worked with local retailers to improve the commercial image along the area of Street South
(AKA US 19). To that end, the Skyway Marina District Plan was established in order to establish a
destination (commercial) district in south St. Petersburg. The objectives of the plan were to increase
population and buying power, increase employment, create a multimodal environment and to
promote sustainability. This area is depicted below as follows

I
I

[
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1
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I
I
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ç.. Vaibridge ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
CITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS

As part of the Skyway Marina District Plan, a drive time study was published indicating that an area
encompassing most of the city from Tampa Bay to 54th Avenue North is accessible from the heart of
the Skyway Marina District within ten minutes.

02015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVOORS Entreken Associates, Inc. Piqn 1J
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CITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS

I
c
I

As part of the Skyway Marina District Plan, the area will be considered as an Enterprise Zone, a
Brownsfield area, and a Hub Zone. These designations provide for a myriad of advantages including
Jobs Tax Credits, Business Equipment Refund, Building Materials Refunds, Property Tax Credits, Loan
Guaranty Programs, etc. Other more tangible factors will be upgraded streetscaping and signage,
See complete plan on the City of St. Petersburg’s website.

The subject property is located within the Lakewood Estates area. Lakewood Estates is one of the
older residential areas in southern St. Petersburg, Lakewood Estates is a single family residential
subdivision situated along an 18 hole championship golf course and country club, currently known as
St. Petersburg Country club. The subdivision was originally developed by the Victory Land Company
beginning in 1917 and completed around 1925. The total land area, including the golf course,
contained approximately 2,500 acres which incorporated a unique, serpentine layout that saved
many mature trees. The first homes were built in the Mediterranean Revival style, while subsequent
homes were the more typical Florida Ranch. According to George F. Young, consulting engineer,
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ST. PETE RSBURG COUNTRY CLUB-HOLES i2&3

there are presently approximately 1,390 homes in the greater Lakewood Estates area on 389 acres of
land, excluding the golf course acreage.

According to the Mid Florida Regional Multiple Listing Service, observed resale prices of existing
homes within the Lakewood Estates area over the last two years within the subdivision indicate a
range from $60,000 to $389,900 with an average of $167,691. Average marketing time is 74 days.

Market Analysis

Status: Sold (115)
Beds Baths SqFt heated hist Prke I P/Sq[t Close Prke %PIS(hlt OTC hITCh ADOM CDOM Sl’/I.P Ratio

MiIb 2 1 5S $,iflGijO $3679 5,OOO $35.26 2 1 .73

Max 5 $ 3,017 780.0OO 1h’ 34 0’i)i1fl I 178 S31) 387 4h 1,7

Avg 3 2 1.758 317 ‘-I $96.24 $1.’3, 3’ .! 0 118 74 84 .96

Media,, 3 2 1,5i8 $ 15,500 DO 4 1 $ 155,000 59:. 0 70 35 10 .97

Included below is a value map prepared by the Pinellas County Property Appraiser’s office that
illustrates general housing values (2014) within the majority of the City of St. Petersburg area.
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Historically, the higher value range residences are located within the Northeast portion of the city or
along Tampa Bay/Gulf beaches. Outside of the high value Northeast and waterfront areas, the
subject area is relatively consistent with the majority of the incorporated city in terms of value range.
As noted in the graphic above, one of the lower value areas for residences in the city lies between
the Central Business District and the subject area.

Recognizing challenges in this area, the City of St. Petersburg (as of May 2015) adopted a
Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) for the area lying generally between 2nd Avenue North and
30th Avenue South, between 4” Street South and 49tu1 Street South. Basically, Lake Maggiore is
located between this newly developed CRA and the subject area. The CRA has been created to
specifically address issues relating to Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization, Public Safety,
Economic Development, and Community Empowerment and Enrichment. As overall property values
have recovered and are now increasing in the wake of the last recession, the available CRA incentives
are anticipated to greatly benefit the area and spur revitalization.

Historically however, the location of the newly adopted CRA in proximity to the subject area has
been a factor in the perception of south St. Petersburg. Whereas the availability of waterfront public
parks, good schools and transportation is good, the area has never achieved housing prices that are
comparable to the northeast and waterfront/beach properties. Accordingly, general income levels lag
behind as well.

Therefore, despite the existence of a good quality, championship golf course- historical value and
income trends within the south St. Petersburg area have negatively influenced Lakewood Estates. In
addition to this historical influence, the overall golf industry is experiencing a slump. I
A recent Tampa Bay Times article dated March 13, 2015 was titled “Golf Industry in Slump as Courses
Struggle For Profitability”. Generally, the article reported that a difficult economy coupled with a glut
of golf courses have produced losses for the industry over the past decade. The Tampa Bay Area has
been heavily hit by these trends. The Cheval Golf and Country Club in Lutz (Hillsborough County) is
in bankruptcy. Pinellas County closed its Airco Golf Course in Clearwater in 2011. The Plantation I
L) 2015 VALBRIDG[ PROPERTY ADVISORS I Entreken Asroc hjte, Inc In p 22
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Palms Golf Course closed in 2014. The Temple Terrace Golf and Country club, located on city land, is
struggling. Three City of Tampa owned courses are showing losses this year. The City of St.
Petersburg’s three municipal courses reportedly are showing a profit before payment to the city
general fund, but are generally down from prior years. Other private courses have become semi
private or offer significant discounts for membership and summer programs. Reportedly, the City of
St. Petersburg has passed on possible purchase of the golf course for municipal use. In summary,
there is potential for a transition in use for the golf course property.

A significant factor within the immediate neighborhood is the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve.
Immediately adjoining the St. Petersburg Country Club area to the north, this is a city owned public
park and preserve including 245 acres of hardwood hammocks, sand pine scrub, pine flatwoods,
willow marsh, swamp woodlands, and lake shore along Lake Maggorie. Improvements include six
miles of trails and boardwalks along with an environmental studies area. The City of St. Petersburg
recently rezoned most of the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve from Recreation/Open Space to Preservation
in order to maintain the natural environment of Boyd Hill.

Despite the geographic and economic challenges of the subject location, the existing golf course
property does offer one of the few land areas in the county that offers significant residential
development potential. Pinellas County is nearly 100% developed with mainly only infill or
redevelopment property available.

In summary, Pinellas County is nearly 100% developed and as the real estate market has recovered
from the recession, there is a demand for housing with little available land for development. Despite
the locational challenges noted above, the Lakewood Estates area would reflect a reasonable
residential development opportunity.
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Site Description
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Fee Simple 1 9.82 427,759
Fee Simple 2 1.91 83,200

Total 11.73 510,959

Partial Int. 3 22.94 999,266
Larger Parcel 1-3 34.67 1,510,225

Based on previously referenced sources, Parcel #1 contains a total of 9.82
acres and Parcel #2 contains 1.91 acres. The bulk of Parcel ill and all of
Parcel #2 are contained within the 100 foot unimproved right of way for
Country Club Way South. I have estimated the approximate length of
Parcel #1 based on Pinellas County GIS aerials to be 3,560 lineal feet.
Based on the right of way width of 100 feet, the estimated area included
within the unimproved right of way would be 356,000 square feet or 8.17

) 2015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS IL ntieL’n Aocate, Inc. Pt ‘1
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Land Area/Dimensions:

The sketch above was prepared by George F. Young, consulting engineer and provided to the
appraisers by the City of St. Petersburg. This sketch generally identifies the two parcels (1 and 2) that
total 11.73 acres, as well as #3 that includes the area proposed to be encumbered by the restrictive
covenant (22.94 acres).

Site Characteristics- [
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acres. Jeff Churchill of George F. Young has indicated that in some areas,
Parcel #1 extends an additional 30 feet into the rough of the golf course.
He estimated that the area of the golf course included in Parcel #1
contains approximately 71,800 square feet or 1.65 acres. This is
consistent with the total estimated Parcel #1 size of 9.82 acres.

Parcel #2 is basically located along the north side of the dogleg (curve) of
golf hole #3. Based on the provided site size of 1.19 acres (roughly
83,299 square feet) at a width of 100 feet, the indicated lineal footage of
the parcel is approximately 832 feet. This was generally confirmed by GIS
aerial.

Parcel #3 comprises of all of golf holes 1, and 2 and 3. Excluding the right
of way for both Fairway Avenue South (improved) and Country Club Way
South (unimproved), Pinellas County GIS aerials indicate that this parcel
averages just under 300 feet in depth. Furthermore, the area is estimated
to have approximately 3,890 lineal feet of frontage along the right of way
of Fairway Avenue south and 4,290 lineal feet of frontage along
unimproved Country Club Way South.

Access & Visibility: Parcels #1 and 2 currently have no paved access and limited visibility
from adjoining parcels only.

Parcel #3 (golf holes 1, 2 and 3) has significant frontage and visibility
along Fairway Avenue South, a two lane, asphalt local street. There is a
curb cut, but no street improvements for the extension of Miranda Way
South across the golf course between the 2 hole green and the 3rd hole
tee box.

Topography/Shape: As noted, Parcels #1 and 2 basically comprised an unimproved right of
way (corridor) that is long and narrow. From physical inspection they
appear to be relatively level.

Parcel #3 is also relatively flat with the exception of elevated greens, sand
traps and retention areas associated with the existing golf course use. See
aerial for detail.
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Flood Zone/Drainage
Flood Map:

Map Date:

Flood Zones:

D ra nage:

Retention:

ST. PETERSBURC COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
SITE DESCRIPTION

Pinellas County Flood Map Panel 12103C0281G

September 3, 2003

Unshaded “X”, Shaded “X”- areas of minimal flooding.

Assumed to be adequate

There are existing retention ponds see aerial for detail.
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Utilities and Services
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UtilitylService Provider

Water City of St. Petersburg

Sewer City of St. Petersburg

Electricity Duke Energy

Telephone Various Providers

Trash Collection City of St. Petersburg

Cable TV/Internet Various Providers

Police Protection City of St. Petersburg

Fire Protection & EMS City of St. Petersburg
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Availability of Utilities: All utilities and services are adequate and available within the area. The

existing homes located along the south side of Fairway Avenue South

currently utilize a rear easement for sanitary sewer. Water lines are

reportedly along Fairway Avenue South. Other utilities are available near

the existing Golf Pro Shop.

Easements! No significant easements or encroachments were noted from cursory

Encroachments: visual inspection. No survey was provided.

Soil Conditions: Adequate to support development.

Nuisances or Hazards: In this assignment, the existence of potentially hazardous material or the

existence of toxic waste, which may or may not be present on the

property, has not been considered. The consultant is not qualified to

detect such substances (i.e. arsenic, or other chemicals, that may have

been used in golf course maintenance over the years). No other

nuisances or hazards were noted that would adversely impact the subject

site.

Endangered or It is assumed the subject site is not inhabited or utilized by endangered

Threatened Species: or threatened species.

Improvements: As noted in the hypothetical conditions of the appraisal, this appraisal

assumes that Parcels 1, 2 and 3 are vacant and available for development

at their highest and best use. No contribution has been estimated for

golf course improvements.

Adjacent Land Uses
North: Boyd Hill Nature Preserve

South: St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Course and Lakewood Estates

Subdivision

East: City of St. Petersburg Southside Soccer Fields

West: Boyd Hill Nature Preserve, Church Property and individual single family

residences

Legal CharacteristEcs
Zoning Jurisdiction: City of St. Petersburg

Zoning Classification: NSE, Neighborhood Suburban Estate

Future Land Use R/OS Recreation/Open Space

Designation:

Compatibility: According to the compatibility index below, NSE zoning is consistent with

a future land use of RL (Residential low). There was no reference to the

ROS future land use in terms of zoning compatibility. As indicated on

the zoning map, the balance of Lakewood Estates is zoned NS-2 while

Boyd Hill Preserve is now zoned Preservation.
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Minimum Lot Size, Maximum Density and Maximum Intensity

NS-1 NS-2

75 ft. 100 ft.

150 ft. 200 ft.

5,800 sq. ft. 8,700 sq. ft.

1.0 acre 1.0 acre

7.5 1 principal unit 5 1 principal unit
(accessory unit not (accessory unit not

permitted) permitted)

4!. Valbridge
pRoEry A)vis0is

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
SITE DESCRIPTION
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Minimum lot Residential

width’ Nonresidential

Minimum lot Residential

a rea’ Nonresidential

Maximum residential density
(units per acre)

NS-E

200 ft.

200 ft.

1.0 acre

2.0 acres

2 1 principal unit and 1
accessory unit per lot

(see note 2)

Maximum nonresidential
intensity

(floor area ratio)

Maximum impervious
Surface

(site area ratio)

0.35 0.30 0.20

0.60 0.60 0.40
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
SITE DESCRIPTION

Section 16.10.020.2 MATRIX: ZONING D1STRICTS AND COMPATIBLE FUTURE LAND USE CATEGORIES

Max. Densltyllntensity
Zoning District Permitted by Right, Compatible Land Use Category

per acre

NT-i 15,1.50 FAR Planned Redevelopment-Residential (PR-R) 15/.50 FAR 12)
NT-2 15.!.50 FAR Planned Redevelopment-Residential (PR-R) 151.50 FAR (2
NT-3 7/.40 FAR Residential Urban (RU) 7.51.40 FAR
NT-4 151.85 FAR Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use (PR-MU) 24/1.25 FAR (2)
NSE 21.20 FAR Residential Low (RL) 5/.40 FAR
NS-1 7.5/.35 FAR Residential Urban (RU) 7.5/40 FAR
NS-2 5/30 FAR Residential Low (RL) 5/40 FAR
NSM-i 15/.50 FAR Residential Medium (RM) 15/.50 FAR
NSM-2 24/.60 FAR Residential High (RH) 30/.60 FAR

The subject property (golf course as a whole) is zoned NSE (Neighborhood Suburban Estate) with a

future land use (FLU) of Recreation/Open Space. As noted above, the NSE zoning district is intended

to be compatible with the Residential Low Future Land Use category which has a maximum density

of 5 units per acre and a FAR of .40.

In 2007, the city approved amendments to the Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map for

1.23 acres of the subject golf course in two separate locations. At time of the request, staff analysis

supported the amendment, indicating that the requested zoning density (NS-2) is 5.0 units per acre

which is the same as the surrounding residential area in Lakewood. The request was approved and

five single family lots were platted indicating a density of just over 4 units per acre. A summary of

the change is as follows:

Zoning NSE NS-2
FLUE R/OS RL

Mr. Rick MacAulay, Planner II Planning & Economic Development Dept. at the City, provided a

summary of the current process and an approximate time frame for the amendment process:

ACTION

Application Deadline

Community Planning & Preservation Commission PUBLIC HEARING

City Council - first reading of the Ordinance(s) and PUBLIC HEARING

Transmittal for State, Regional and county Review & Comment

Planners Advisory Committee meeting

Plneilas Planning Council PUBUC HEARING

Board of County Commissioners (CPA) PUBLIC HEARING

City Council - second reading and PUBLIC HEARING

L,fected persons have 30 days from the date of adoption to challenge

Effective Date

JATE
June 30, 2015

August 11, 2015

September 3, 2015

September 17, 2015

October 5, 2015

October 14, 2015

November 10, 2015

November 23, 2015

December 23, 2015

December 28, 2015
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SITE DESCRIPTIOND.IsDF

Furthermore, the amendment process takes into consideration neighborhood input, consistency with
the City’s Comprehensive Plan, zoning and land use history, surrounding zoning and land use
classifications, as well as existing and proposed levels of service in including water, sewer, solid
waste, traffic, mass transit, etc.

As noted previously, the City recently (May 2015) approved a request for amendment to the Future
Land Use and Zoning Maps for most of the adjoining Boyd Hill Preserve area. The maps were
amended from NSE zoning to Preservation and from Recreation/Open Space FLU to Preservation.
The request indicated that the purpose of the amendment was to protect Boyd Hill from
development pressures and inappropriate uses. The request stated that City Council had a strong
desire to protect Boyd Hill. Furthermore, the property met various designation criteria relating to
wildlife species and endangered plant species necessary for the Preservation designation.

The following map indicates the proximity of the Boyd Hill Preserve preservation area (shown by the
cross hatched area) to the subject golf course, and specifically Holes 1, 2 and 3:
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In summary:

• The current golf course zoning of NSE is included on the compatibility matrix to be
consistent with the Residential Low (RL) Future Land Use which permits a maximum of 5 units
per acre.

• The Lakewood Estates area that adjoins the golf course is zoned NS-2 and is improved with
freestanding single family residential uses on traditional lots.

• A portion of the golf course has already been successfully amended from NSE to NS-2
(zoning) and from RIDS to RL (FLU).

• Prior efforts on the part of the St. Petersburg Country Club to amend the future land use and
zoning to a more intense level of NSM-1 (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily) and RM
(Residential Medium) was met with significant resistance from the Friends of Boyd Hill, the
Sierra Club and a faction of the residents of Lakewood Estates.

Considering these factors, it is my opinion that there is a reasonable likelihood of the subject golf
course property successfully being rezoned from NSE to NS-2 with a corresponding FLU amendment
from R/DS to RL. Furthermore, it is my opinion that any requested amendment change seeking
density in excess of the surrounding Lakewood Estates current zoning (NS-2) would likely not be
supported by either City Staff or the adjoining property owners.
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
SUBJECT PHOTOS

Subject Photos
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Fairway Avenue South Looking East Fronting Hole #2

Looking North from Fairway Avenue across Golf Course toward Boyd Hill
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
SUBJECT PHOTOS

__

Typical View Looking East along Vacant Right of Way (Rough)!
Boyd Hill to Left of Fence

Typical Golf Course View
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Assessment and Tax Data

Assessment Methodology
Florida’s Constitution requires property appraisers to establish the property tax base for their county
annually. In doing so, property appraisers determine the just, or market, value of each parcel of
property as of January 1 of each year. Then, they apply all valid exemptions, classifications and
assessment limitations to determine each property’s taxable value, or relative tax burden. The
property appraiser does not determine the property tax rate or the amount of property taxes levied.

In August, the property appraiser sends each property owner a Notice of Proposed Property Taxes, I
or TRIM notice. This notice contains the property’s value on January 1, the millage rates proposed by
each local government, and an estimate of the amount of property taxes owed based on the
proposed millage rates. The date, time, and location of each local government’s budget hearing are
also provided on the notice. This provides property owners the opportunity to attend the hearings
and comment on the millage rates before approval. The County Tax Collector issues tax bills in late
October. This billing allows for an early payment discount of 4% if paid in November, 3% if paid in
December, 2% if paid in January and 1% if paid in February. All tax bills are delinquent after March 31
of each year.

The Florida Constitution was amended effective January 1, 1995 to limit annual increases in assessed
value of property with Homestead Exemption to three percent or the change in the Consumer Price
Index, whichever is lower. In addition, the Florida Constitution was further amended effective
January 1, 2008 to limit annual increases in assessed value of non-homesteaded property to a
maximum of ten percent. However, no assessment shall exceed current fair market value. This
limitation applies only to property value, not property taxes. 6
When a property is sold, the cap and exemption are removed at the end of the calendar year, and
taxes are calculated on the full market value, also called the Just/Market Value. If declared as a
residential homestead, the property will fall under the limitations of the Save Our Homes Cap the
second year of the new owner’s Homestead Exemption. To determine taxable value, any exemptions
are subtracted from the Assessed Value to reach a Taxable Value, which is then multiplied by the
annual Millage Rate set by the taxing authorities to reach the amount of tax due.

C

I

© 2015 VALBRDG{ PROPERTY A[)VOORS [ ntreken Aso ilte, inc. Plq( 0

I



____

ST. PETERSBURG COUNfRVCWB_HQLES1,2&3

Assessed Values and Property Taxes

As noted, the subject parcels (1-3) are all assessed as part of the St. Petersburg Country Club Golf

Course Parcel #35-31-16-49356-000-0010. This parcel does not include the clubhouse facilities. The

subject’s assessed values, applicable tax rates and total taxes, including direct assessments, are

shown in the following table:

Ad Valorem Tax Schedule

Parcel Number: Portion of: 35/31/16/49356/000/0010

Pinellas County Actual
Appraised Values 2014

Land: $341,536
Improvements: $1,008,000

Total: $1,349,536

Millage Rate 22.8749

Tax Expense 2014

Total: $30,871

Special Assessments: $0

Total Taxes: $30,871

The subject taxes were paid on 11/18/2014 in the amount of $29,635.69, taking advantage of early

payment discounts. 2015 assessments are due out in August 2015. The market and assessed values

for the subject property appear to be based on the reported income from golf operations.

© 2015 VAI BRID(,[ PROPERTY AI)VISORS EntreLen A’ocite, Inc.
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
MARKET ANALYSIS
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Market Analysis

MARKET AREA MAP
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Overview
The scarcity of potential development sites expands the competitive market area to all of Pinellas

Definition of Product and Market Segmentation
In the following paragraphs, I describe the competitive qualities of the subject and the market
segment in which it competes.

As noted in the prior discussion of zoning and land use, it is my opinion that the subject property
(larger parcel) would have a reasonable likelihood of a rezoning and future land use amendment to
permit single family residential development up to a maximum of 5 residential units per acre. Based
on the likely zoning designation of NS-2, the minimum residential lot width would be 100 feet.
George F. Young, consulting engineer, provided two conceptual single family residential lot layouts
for the larger parcel. These layouts (which did not allow for any additional drainage requirement),
indicated a minimum lot count of 70 lots based on 100 foot lot width and a maximum count of 82
lots based on 85 foot lot width.

A review of the existing lots located along the south side of Fairway Avenue South indicates that lot
width ranges from 75’ to 160’ within the immediate subject area.

© 2015 VALBRIDGL IRC)PI P Y ADVNO I iii Ivii Ao ijte, Inc
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While the market is extremely limited due to lack of available raw land or redevelopment parcels,
recent market activity indicates that single family residential development is trending toward a
significantly smaller lot width (40-50’) due to limited land and in effort to minimize infrastructure cost
per lot.

Accordingly, I have assumed that development would probably trend toward the lower end of the
range or 85 foot lot widths, indicating approximately 82 lots or 2.37 lots per acre. This is well below
the maximum of 5 units per acre.

Therefore, the product would be a single family residential development with approximate lot widths
of 85 feet and an overall density of less than 2.4 lots per acre.

Location of Competition! Barriers to Entry
The most significant barrier to entry in this market is the lack of vacant parcels of adequate size and
scarce redevelopment opportunities. While there is significantly more available land to the south in
Manatee County and southern Hillsborough County, the supporting infrastructure in most areas is
not considered comparable to Pinellas County.

Within Pinellas County, pockets of activity are scattered and considered “infill”. There are two recent
subdivisions under development in the Seminole area of the County, one in Palm Harbor, one in the
Tarpon Springs area and one in the Oldsmar area. Within Northeast St. Petersburg, there has been
some redevelopment and infill of smaller lots with existing road frontage, but no raw land
development. In looking at the Pinellas County Property Appraiser 2014 Valuation Maps of the
county, the Seminole and Oldsmar areas appear to be most similar to the subject area. The
development in Tarpon Springs (fronting Lake Tarpon) and the Palm Harbor area appear to be
superior in terms of value trends.

Supply and Demand Trends
Included below is the April 2015 Monthly Market Detail for Single Family Homes in Pinellas County
as published by Florida Realtors. This study basically contrasts 2015 data over the same time period
in 2014. In summary, Closed sales are 20÷% higher, Median Sales Prices are 12.5% higher, Average
Sale Prices are 9.1% higher, Days on the Market are 8.6% lower, Pending Inventory is down 11%, with
a decrease in the months supply of inventory by 14.6%.
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MARKET ANALYSIS
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New Pending Sales

New Listings
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Monthly Market Detail - April 2015
Single Famiy Homes
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Overall Q115 is showing significant improvement over Q114, on the strength of generally increasing
employment. MetroStudyc 1Q15 survey of the Tampa Bay housing market shows that 1,422 single-
family units were started in the quarter, up 24.5% over 1Q14 levels. This compares favorably with the
annual starts rate decline of .2%. Generally it is perceived that the market heated up too fast and is in
the process of adjusting.

employment

01105 01106 01107 01108 01109 01110 01111 01112 01113 01114 01115

Source-Bureau of Labor Statistics for Tampa Bay MSA May 2015

Month

In May 2015, the Tampa frietroStudy Report reported the following:

“A quarter ago, we were questioning lack of job growth and its affect upon housing
demand,” said Tony Polito, Director of Metrostudy’s Tampa Market. “With one stroke
of the government pen in March, Tampa Bay job growth was restated to add 18,000
additional jobs. Moreover, our unemployment rate has dropped by 1.1 percent over
the last twelve months. Couple this with higher household formations, lower gas
prices and wage growth, demand for housing is improving. Coming out of the Great
Recession we stated that Tampa will not return to average housing activity until the
workforce size fully recovers to prerecession levels. As of March, Tampa is at 99% of
the peak employment level. If job creation continues at the current pace, Tampa will
set a new peak employment level sometime in 2015. The wildcards in demand
moving forward will be pricing, availability of entry level product and potential
interest rate increases.”

1,300,000

1:100,000
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Figure 6: Annual Starts By Price Range

I

Source- Q1 2015 MetroStudy Report, Tampa Area

According to the residential section of the recently published Lay of the Land Report (Co/dwell Banker
Commercial), sales volume and prices of finished single family homes both increased in 2014 in
relation to previous years, but price slowed down near the end of the year. Construction costs have
increased and most builders have not been able to pass this through to the end buyers. This has
caused a conservative approach in developing lots and or buying lots from developers. Many
counties are reinstituting impact fees after years of moratoriums. These factors have caused builders
to be more cautious. Generally, Lay of the Land reports a low, steady (and healthy) rate of growth for
the new single family residential market.

These sentiments were echoed in the Eshenbaugh Report out of Tampa, Florida. The Q1 2015 report
indicates mixed signals in the new housing market. Sales figures are “not as robust” as would be
anticipated based on low interest rates, falling energy prices, unemployment under 6%, strong new
vehicle sales and stable new home prices should be driving stronger new home sales.

However, the report indicates that part of the market that may be depressing sales is the first time
home buyer that is still experiencing credit issues. Additionally, impact fees are discouraging the first
time market.

-VI

I
I
I
I
I

I

I
1,508

1,811

1,365

1,327

992

1,553

1,859

1,539

834

1,279

1,240

207

466

595

734

102

194

387

478

71 120

122 153

191 233

217 302

[
[
[

© 2015 VAL BRI[)([ 13R011 RIY ADVISORS I I nti’Lvu A,,u ii,’, Inc.

I



\! I brid ST. PFTFRSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 g 3
MARKET ANALYSIS

PRO’L \D’. - O,.

Conclusions

Overall within the Tampa Bay area, new home development growth is proceeding, but at slower pace
than in annualized 2014 and with limited price growth. This is particularly applicable to the border
markets which are transitioning to suburban use.

Within an infill market such as Pinellas County, statistics reflect that overall home sales are positive in
terms of volume, pricing and days on the market. Within certain desirable markets, there is a
shortage of inventory. For example, increasing rental rates in the popular downtown market have
significantly affected the housing prices and inventory of residential neighborhoods near the
downtown market. As Gen Y and Millennials seek alternatives to the urban lifestyle, new construction
within a ten-fifteen minute drive of downtown becomes an attractive alternative.

Overall, functional, aesthetically pleasing single family housing should be competitive within the
Pinellas County market, and specifically the subject area due to the proximity to downtown, the gulf
beaches, and other desirable infrastructure. Community initiatives to improve the area such as the
Skyway Marina District and the new CRA designation of the area between downtown and the subject
neighborhood should improve market perception.
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Highest and Best Use
The Highest and Best Use of a property is the use that is legally permissible, physically possible, and
financially feasible which results in the highest value. An opinion of the highest and best use results
from consideration of the criteria noted above under the market conditions or likely conditions as of
the effective date of value. Determination of highest and best use results from the judgment and
analytical skills of the appraiser. It represents an opinion, not a fact. In appraisal practice, the concept
of highest and best use represents the premise upon which value is based. I
Analysis of Highest and Best Use As If Vacant
In determining the highest and best use of the property as if vacant, I examine the potential for: 1)
near term development, 2) a subdivision of the site, 3) an assemblage of the site with other land, or
4) holding the land as an investment.

Legally Permissible
Included within the “Property History” and “Zoning” sections of the appraisal is a detailed discussion
of the current zoning/future land use of the subject property and the probability of change. As
noted, the subject property is being considered as part of a “larger parcel” that includes platted,
unimproved right of way as well as Holes 1, 2 and 3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club Golf Course.
The subject property is currently part of an operating private golf course facility. I
A brief summary of the relevant points relating to the potential for a rezoning and future land use
change for the “larger parcel” is as follows:

• The current golf course zoning of NSE is included on the City of St. Petersburg compatibility
matrix to be consistent with the Residential Low (RL) Future Land Use which permits a
maximum of 5 units per acre.

• The Lakewood Estates area that adjoins the golf course is zoned NS-2 and is improved with
freestanding single family residential uses on traditional lots.

• A portion of the golf course has already been successfully amended from NSE to NS-2
(zoning) and from R/OS to RL (FLU). L

• Prior efforts on the part of the St. Petersburg Country Club to amend the future land use and
zoning to a more intense level of NSM-1 (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily) and RM
(Residential Medium) was met with significant resistance from the Friends of Boyd Hill, the
Sierra Club and a faction of the residents of Lakewood Estates.

Considering these factors, it is my opinion that there is a reasonable likelihood of the subject golf
course property successfully being rezoned from NSE to NS-2 with a corresponding FLU amendment
from R/OS to RL. Furthermore, it is my opinion that any requested amendment change seeking
density in excess of the surrounding Lakewood Estates current zoning (NS-2) would likely not be
supported by either City Staff or the adjoining property owners.

Furthermore, it is an extraordinary assumption of the report that the unimproved right of way for
Country Club Way South could be vacated and would vest in ownership to the St. Petersburg
Country Club. I
No further legal issues were brought to the attention of the appraiser.

a
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Physical Attributes

The physical attributes allow for a number of potential uses. Elements such as size, shape, availability
of utilities, known hazards (flood, environmental, etc.), and other potential influences are described in
the Site Description and have been considered. The current designation (NSE) and the potential
zoning (NS-2) are both single family residential zonings and are both compatible with an RL
(Residential Low) future land use designation. The RL (Residential Low) FLU maximum density is 5
(five) units per acre.

As noted, the existing lots running along the south side of Fairway Avenue South range from 70-160’
in width. According to the original SPCC application for rezoning, the overall density of the
Lakewood Estates area is based on 1,390 existing homes over 389 acres or 3.57 units per acre.
George F. Young, consulting engineer, further provided two alternative conceptual single family
residential layouts for the larger parcel. In our opinion, based on the provided conceptual layouts,
and surrounding lots within the immediate area, the 82 lot configuration appears reasonable. This
configuration calls for 85’ lot widths and an overall density of 2.37 units per acre.

Given the prior discussion relating to Zoning and Site Description, this 82 single family lot conceptual
layout appears to be legally permissible (per likely zoning/FLU amendment) and physically possible.

Financially Feasible

Considering the legal permissibility, and the physical shape and orientation of the proposed lots and
the physical location of the subject site, I consider the maximally productive feasible use to be
residential development. The feasibility as to product type and end-user price points is the current
test of feasibility as compared to the competitive market.

The subject project is a conceptual single family residential development to be located within the
existing Lakewood Estates area of south St. Petersburg. As noted, the provided conceptual layout for
82 lots assumes use of Fairway Avenue South which is already improved as a part of the existing
infrastructure. It is further assumed that Country Club Way South would have to be extended
through the area, utilities would have to be extended along Country Club Way and the existing golf
course drainage would have to be reconfigured to service the proposed residences. Additionally, the
contour of the golf course would have to be leveled and trees removed as needed. At present, it is
beyond the scope of this analysis to estimate the associated cost of development. Therefore, as an
alternative to a residual analysis to test feasibility, I have researched the market for relationships
between subdivision land sales, end unit package pricing, and other reasonable ratios that do not
require specific cost estimates.

In interviewing market participants (KB Homes, Taylor Morrison, Apple, etc.) it was noted that
development costs are rapidly increasing, including impact fees, permitting, utility costs, paving,
piping, drainage, etc. Generally, for the comparable projects within this appraisal, development costs
were equal to or greater than the raw land cost. Prior to the most recent cost increases- a rule of
thumb in the industry was that approximately 25% of end unit price should be attributable to raw
land cost and lot development. Market participants reported that due to scarcity of land and
increased development costs, 30%+ is not unreasonable. As noted in the prior market comments,
this additional cost has not been accepted market wide by the consumer and that has limited new
housing starts.
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Infill Analysis I
Within the south St. Petersburg area, there has been only infill building of single family homes within
the last few years. As noted, SPCC sold off 5 lots for a recorded land cost of $198,000 (9/2014) or
$39,600 per lot. While no street improvements had to be constructed, the contractor had to
reconfigure the existing drainage along #5 as well as rebuild restroom facilities for the golf course
that were displaced by the lot sale. Doug Apple of G.J. Apple (buyer) indicated that he had an
additional $150,000 minimum in lot development for these five lots, indicating developed lot costs of
just under $70,000 per lot. It should be noted that these five lots were sold as golf course frontage
lots. Mr. Apple indicated that he currently has one single family residence underway fronting #5 that
will contain approximately 2,400 square feet of living area. He is asking $420,000 or $175.00 per
square foot. He intends to start all five houses before the end of the year. Note land cost was equal
to 9.4% of the asking price for the end unit and total developed lot basis is only 16.7% of the asking
price. Note that development cost for infill lots should be substantially lower than overall subdivision
development lots.

Additionally, Mr. Apple indicated that he purchased two large lots (1/2014) in the nearby “pink
streets” area that borders on Tampa Bay. These two lots were purchased for $100,000 each and he
reported additional development costs of $50,000, indicating total developed lot basis of $125,000.
He intends to construct two homes just under 3,000 square feet and market them for approximately
$600,000 each or $200.00 per square foot. Land cost is equal to 16.7% of the proposed asking price
while developed lot cost is equal to 20.8%.

Last, Mr. Apple purchased an infill lot out of foreclosure on 5gth Avenue South in 12/2013 for
$42,900. This is located within the relatively upscale Ahlai subdivision of generally newer and larger
homes. Deed restrictions require a minimum living area of 2,400 square feet. This is an irregularly
shaped lot on the cul-de-sac. Mr. Apple indicated he has significant basis in the lot ($100,000) and
plans to construct a residence in the $700,000 price range.

Other notable infill lots include a contractor purchase of a vacant lot at 2016 Almeria Way South
within Lakewood Estates for $55,000 (10/2014). The lot size was 75’ x 125’ indicating a price of $5.92
per square foot. The contractor Jerry Russell (American Housing) purchased the lot and indicated
there were few additional development costs with the exception of some tree removal, clearing, and
utility extension. He sold a single family package home containing 1,524 square feet of finished area
for $201,216 or $132 per square foot.

At 2662 Fairway Avenue South within the immediate subject area across from #3, a single infill lot
was purchased by an individual for $55,000 (1/2015). The site is under construction with a one story
single family residence to contain a total of 2,105 square feet of living area. Andrew Park
Construction indicated the reported contract price for the residence was $292,000, bring total end
package up to $347,000 or $164.85 per square foot. The contractor indicated few additional
development costs.

One additional infill lot was purchased on Bethel Court South (2/2015) for $44,500, while an infill lot
was also purchased on Canton Street for $46,000 (9/2014). These were both oversized lots within
older, established residential areas.

There is one current infill lot listing on Narvarez Way South within Lakewood Estates for $70,000. The
lot contains 8,586 square feet, indicating an asking price of $8.15 per square foot. This lot has golf
course frontage and has been for sale for approximately one month. The listing broker reports that
she has fielded several phone calls, but has received no offers to date. The lot was purchased at the
height of the market in 12/2005 for $120,000. I
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Overall, while infill lot sales are limited, it appears that golf course influenced infill lots (as adjusted
for development costs) are probably in the $50,000-$70,000 range, while non-golf course lots are
generally $50,000 or less.

iiiri - .-

Sep-14 SPCC sales to Apple* $198,000 53,578 $3.70 Golf Course
Listing Navares Way South $70,000 8,586 $8.15 Golf Course

Oct-14 2016 Almeria Way S $55,000 9,150 $6.01 Interior
Aug-14 2664 Fairway Ave S $55,000 11,657 $4.72 GC View
Dec-13 0 59th Ave S $42,900 12,642 $3.39 Interior

Sep-14 0 60th Ave s $46,000 14,553 $3.16 Interior
Feb-15 0 Bethel Court $44,500 15,264 $2.92 Cul de sac
Jan-14 Murok $100,000 9,220 $10.85 Corner
Jan-14 Murock $100,000 9,220 $10.85 Corner

*5 lots

While a larger scale development typically reduces average land cost per unit, the proposed
conceptual development for 82 lots would have the advantage of a cohesive site plan with similar
value range properties and superior marketing. Furthermore, approximately 38 lots÷/- would be
located across Country Club Way South from Boyd Hill offering a preserve view and privacy.

It appears reasonable that development costs should be somewhat reduced due to Fairway Avenue
South already being in place and there being no need for infrastructure such as walls, fencing or
gated areas. However, I was not provided with any information pertaining to the cost of improving
Country Club Way South, extending water, sewer and electric service to the lots, removing trees,
reconfiguring drainage, or clearing, grading, etc.

MLS indicates that within the Lakewood Estates area over the last year, the average single family
home sale price was just under $170,000 with an average home size of 1,762 square feet of living
area. The maximum sale price was $450,000 for a 3,656 square foot home, indicating a unit value of
$161.60 per square foot.

As indicated in the prior discussion of recent infill contractor information, end home prices for new
construction with the south St. Petersburg area ranges from approximately $132 to $165 per square
foot, with the new Apple home proposed to be listed at $175.00 per square foot.

As will be noted in the subsequent discussion of comparable development projects in Pinellas
County, KB homes Cove at Bay Pines project in the Seminole area indicates closed single family
home end price packaging ranging from $350,800 to $451,400. These new homes range in size from
2,330 to 3,270 square feet of living area (average 2,829 SF) , indicating a unit price range from
$118.50 to $165.92 per square foot with an average of $135.88. Reportedly, the newest project,
Seminole Groves, will be scaled down and will offer a smaller product with slightly inferior finishes.
No prices have been set for Seminole Groves to date.

Also reasonably similar in terms of demographics is the Philippe Oaks Site located in the Safety
Harbor area. This small project offers 21 lots with end single family home packages in the $135.00
per square foot range for large homes approximately 2,800-3,000 square feet.
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G.J. Apple Lakewood Estates Golf Course Asking 2,400 $175 10,000
G.J. Apple Pink Streets Interior Proposed 3,000 $200 9,750

American Housing Lakewood Estates Interior Closed 1,524 $132 9,150
Andrew Park Construction Lakewood Estates GC View UC 2,105 $165 11,657

KB Homes Cove at Bay Pines Interior Closed 2,829 $136 4800
Pioneer Development Philippe Oaks Interior Asking 2,800 $135 6,500

Avg. 2,094 $135

Based on the data presented and the conceptual subject layout, it is reasonable to estimate that
single family home package prices for the subject area would conservatively average $145 per square
foot for a 2,200 square foot home, orjust under $320,000 (rounded).

Based on lack of finalized plans and development cost estimates, I do not believe it is appropriate to
run a residual analysis. However, the four subsequent subdivision land sales indicate that raw land
represents a ratio from approximately 10.12 to 13.6% of the average projected end package home
price. At a land cost of $42,500 per lot, the indicated ratio to the indicated end unit price ($320,000)
would be 13.3%. This is within the range of the comparable sales included within the valuation
section of the appraisal.

As noted, I am assuming some cost savings due to infrastructure in place. However, as a test of
feasibility, I have utilized land cost of $42,500 per lot along with development cost of $42,500 per lot
for a total developed lot cost of $85,000. $85,000 divided by the estimated average end unit sale
price of $320,000 indicates a ratio of 26.6%, below the maximum of 30%÷ reported by market
participants.

While this analysis does not take into account absorption, marketing costs, carrying costs, and profit
incentive, it provides a reasonable framework for feasibility as compared to other current single
family projects with the Pinellas County area. Additionally, this analysis provided relationships to
market activity with the Lakewood Estates and immediate surrounding area.

Highest and Best (Most Probable) Use [
Considering all of the preceding factors, in my opinion, the Highest and Best Use of the larger parcel is
estimate to be for redevelopment with single family residential per NS-2 zoning and Residential Low [land use designation.
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Appraisal Methodology
Three Approaches to Value
There are three traditional approaches typically available to develop indications of real property
value: the cost, sales comparison, and income capitalization approaches.

Cost Approach
The cost approach is based upon the principle that a prudent purchaser would pay no more for a
property than the cost to purchase a similar site and construct similar improvements without undue
delay, producing a property of equal desirability and utility. This approach is particularly applicable
when the improvements being appraised are relatively new or proposed, or when the improvements
are so specialized that there are two few comparable sales to develop a credible Sales Comparison
Approach analysis. As noted, due to the conceptual nature of the proposed development and the
lack of development cost data, the cost approach to value has not been utilized as a residual
valuation tool.

Sales Comparison Approach
In the sales comparison approach, the appraiser analyzes sales and listings of similar properties,
adjusting for differences between the subject property and the comparable properties. This method
can be useful for valuing general purpose properties or vacant land. For improved properties, it is
particularly applicable when there is an active sales market for the property type being appraised —

either by owner-users or investors. In the case of the subject, there were limited but adequate
comparable sales.

Income Capitalization Approach
The income capitalization approach is based on the principle that a prudent investor will pay no
more for the property than he or she would for another investment of similar risk and cash flow
characteristics. The income capitalization approach is widely used and relied upon in appraising
income-producing properties, especially those for which there is an active investment sales market.
The Income Approach typically takes the form of a Discounted Cash Flow Analysis or Development
Model when appraising a proposed subdivision. Again, due to the conceptual nature of development
and lack of cost data, the Income or Development Approach was not utilized in this appraisal.

Subject Valuation
Based on the foregoing discussion, the Sales Comparison approach to value has been utilized as the
sole valuation basis.
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Land Valuation “As Vacant”

Larger parcel:

The valuation of the subject property is predicated on it being put to its highest and best use as vacant,
as determined previously in the Highest and Best Use section of this report.

According to Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, the Sales Comparison Approach is defined as “A set of
procedures in which a value indication is derived by comparing the property being appraised to similar
properties that have been sold recently, then applying appropriate units of comparison and making
adjustments to the sale prices of the comparables based on the elements of comparison. The sales
comparison approach may be used to value improved properties, vacant land, or land being considered [as though vacant; it is the most common and preferred method of land valuation when an adequate
supply of comparable sales are available.”

As mentioned, the “larger parcel” is a 34.67 acre property with a conceptual layout for 82 traditional
single family homesites. As noted, the competitive market area is estimated to be all of Pinellas County.
Considerable research was conducted in attempting to find reasonably current transactions of similar
properties. Included within the following pages is a discussion of four comparable land sales from
the Pinellas County market that occurred within the last 24 months for single family residential
development. A detailed write up of each sale is included within the addenda section of the
appraisal. Below is a discussion of the adjustments that were necessary in comparing each of the 1
comparables to the subject property as well as a map and summary grid.

Adjustments Adjustments relating to various conditions at time of sale are taken into
(Transactional): consideration and applied cumulatively in the following sequence:

1) Property Rights
2) Financing
3) Conditions of Sale
4) Expenditures Immediately After Sale
5) Market Conditions

Property Rights: All of the comparables represented the transfer of 100% fee simple interests.
Therefore, no adjustments were required.

Financing: The comparable transactions were reported to have involved cash to the seller
with no atypical financing. Therefore, no adjustments were applied in this
category.

Conditions of Sale: All of the comparables were reported to be “arm’s length” transactions with
no atypical conditions of sale. No additional adjustments were warranted.

Expenditures No major atypical expenditures were reported for the any of the comparables.
Immediately After Therefore, no adjustments were required for this category.
Sale:

Market Conditions: The respective dates of sale are analyzed in order to determine whether a
market conditions adjustment is warranted. The sales used in this analysis
occurred within 24 months during a period of similar market conditions as the
effective date of this report. Thus, market condition adjustments are not
considered warranted.
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Units of Typically the market for development tracts looks at two units of comparison
Comparison: concerning vacant land; (1) physical units such as price per square foot and/or

price per acre and (2) density units such as price per permitted units and/or
price per planned units. The most appropriate application of comparison is
dependent on the quantification of the highest and best use of the land. It is
also important to note that residential entitlements are a real property right
associated with the legal and physical aspect of the real estate (land).

Based on the foregoing discussion of zoning and land use, it is my opinion
that there is a reasonable likelihood of the “larger parcel” obtaining a zoning
and land use amendment that would permit single family residential
development similar to the density and lot configurations existing within the
adjoining Lakewood Estates area. Based on provided conceptual layouts, I
have assumed the potential for 82 lots. Presently, the market for single family
residential development tends to run to smaller lots, skewing a comparable
analysis based on price per square foot. Accordingly, I have placed the most
weight in the valuation of the larger parcel on price per unit (lot).

Adjustments Adjustments considered for reliable comparison of the physical and legal
(Property): characteristics of the comparable sales to the subject property in this analysis

follow:

6) Location/Demographics
7) View Amenity
8) Project Size
9) Project Density
10) Orientation
11) Zoning/Land Use/Entitlements

Please note that typically this section would include an adjustment for utilities.
However, in the case of the comparables, all necessary utilities and services
were considered similar and a specific discussion has not been included.

Location/ The adjustment for location and demographics was based on local knowledge
Demographics: and perception of the specific neighborhoods, Median Household Income for

the zip code reported by ESRI, and MLS statistics for the Zip Codes in terms of
Average Sales Prices and average square footage for single family residences
sold.

Land Sale 1 is located within the incorporated Seminole area within the
southwestern portion of Pinellas County. This area immediately adjoins the
City of St. Petersburg. This area reflects a slightly superior Median Household
Income and Average Single Family Residential Home Price for the 33772
(Seminole) zip code as compared to the subject area. Accordingly, I have
adjusted this transaction downward 5% for slightly superior location.

Land Sale 2 is located within the unincorporated Palm Harbor area in northern
Pinellas County. This area reflects a significantly superior Median Household
Income and Average Single Family Residential Home Price for the 34683 (Palm
Harbor) zip code as compared to the subject area. Accordingly, I have
adjusted this transaction downward 25% for superior location.
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Land Sale 3 is located within the incorporated Safety Harbor area within the
northeastern portion of Pinellas County. This zip code reflects a superior
Median Household Income and Average Single Family Residential Home Price
for the 34683 (Safety Harbor) zip code as compared to the subject area. While
this is technically a Safety Harbor zip code, this particular area closely borders
the City of Oldsmar and is a somewhat transitional area. After considering all
factors, I have adjusted this transaction downward 10% for slightly superior
location.

Land Sale 4 is located within the incorporated Dunedin area. While the zip
code for the Dunedin area (34698) indicates only slightly superior Median
Household Income and Average Single Family sale prices, the specific location
is located within close proximity to the Palm Harbor area and has many of the
same influences. Accordingly, I have adjusted this transaction downward 25%
for superior location.

As noted, the subject site (as vacant) adjoins Boyd Hill Nature Preserve, a 245
acre public park. Approximately 38+!- lots in the conceptual layout border
this park (across Country Club Way South). This is considered a significant
amenity with the potential for lot premium. None of the four comparable
sales has any external view/privacy amenity potential. Therefore, a 5% upward
adjustment has been made to each sale for view amenity.

Normally, smaller sites tend to sell for a higher sales price per unit than larger
parcels, unless the size of the site restricts development to the maximum utility.
The subject property, at 82 conceptual lots, is the largest property. Accordingly,
I have made a downward adjustment for smaller size to each of the
comparables as follows:

Orientation: The subject larger parcel is an interior parcel within an established residential
area with buffers from major roads and commercial properties.

Sale 1 is located with direct frontage along Seminole Boulevard, a busy
commercial roadway. Difficult site access as well as the necessity for
significant entry buffer (wall) and gate render this site inferior to the subject
for single family residential use based on orientation. A 5% upward
adjustment has been made for orientation when compared to the subject.

Sale 2 orientation is considered reasonably comparable to the subject and no
adjustment is considered necessary.

Sale 3 is located just south of SR 580 and just east of McMullen-Booth Road,
directly across the street from a large mobile home park. The front entry of
the subdivision looks immediately into the back of the park. Overall, the
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orientation to the park and the major roadways is considered inferior and a
5% upward adjustment has been made to this sale.

Sale 4 orientation is considered reasonably comparable to the subject and no
adjustment is considered necessary.

Zoning / Land As noted, both a zoning and future land use amendment would be necessary
Use/Entitlements: in order for a single family residential development to proceed on the subject

property. This will take considerable time and expense. In the case of
comparables, all properties required at least some status changes in order to
approve development. The need for significant changes to each comparable
emphasizes the limited number of development sites in the county.

In the case of Sale 1, a zoning and land use change were necessary on a
portion of the property and a rather complex development agreement was
approved between the City and the Seller prior to the land sale. It appeared
that the developer was actively involved in the process. Overall, this situation
is considered reasonably similar to the subject and no adjustment was
considered necessary.

In the case of Sale 2, a zoning change was necessary from RR (Rural
Residential) to R-1 (Single Family) which permitted the development of 50 lots
and a reduction in minimum lot size from 16,000 to 9,500 square feet. This
process was completed subsequent to the purchase of the property. Again,
no adjustment is considered necessary.

In the case of Sale 3, the property had to be annexed into the city of Safety
Harbor and a complex development plan was approved prior to closing.
Again, it appeared that the developer was actively involved in the process.
Overall, this situation is considered reasonably similar to the subject and no
adjustment was considered necessary.

In the case of Sale 4, a land use change was required from Institutional to RU
(Residential Urban) as well as a rezoning from RS-60 to PRD along with a
conceptual site plan approved for the development of 23 single family homes.
These took place subsequent to closing. Overall, this situation is considered
reasonably similar to the subject and no adjustment was considered
necessary.

Sales Map & Grid: There follows a map which indicates the location of the subject and the
comparable sales. On the following page is the adjustment grid for the “As
Vacant “ value of the larger parcel site.
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Subject and Comparable Land Sale Map
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COMPARABLE LAND SALE GRID
St. Petersburg Country Club Holes 1,2 and 3 pIus Country Club Way South Right of Way

LOCATION
Property Name
Street Address
Location
City Zip Code
Market Area

PROPERTY DATA
Land Area, Acres
Land Area, SF
Size Ratio - Acreage Comp to Subject
Zoning
Land Use
# of Units
Density (Units/Acre)
Size Ratio -Unit Count Comp to Subject
Average Residential Unit Price

TRANSACTION DATA
Grantor
Grantee
OR Book/Page
County
Date of Sale
Sale Price

ADJUSTMENTS (Conditions at Sale)
Property I-(igrlts
Financing
Conditions of Sale
Expenditures After Purchase

St. Petersburg /33712
Tampa Bay

34.67
1,510,225

1.00
Assume NS-2
Assume RL

82
2.37
1.00

$320,000

N/A
N/A
N/A

Pinellas
N/A
N/A

$0
$0
$0
$0

Seminole/ 33772
Tampa Bay

9.14
398,138

0.26
RU/RL
RU/RL

53
5.80
0.65

$330,000

Janet B. Repetto, Sandra L. Miller and Cindy Repetto, Co-Trustees

KB Home Tampa, LLC
18658/2379

Pinellas
1/15

$2,150,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

Arbor Chase Subdivision Site
3696 Fisher Road

Palm Harbor / 34683
Tampa Bay

20.43
889,931

059
R-R
RS
50

2.45
0.61

$500,000

School Board of Pinellas County
Taylor Morrison of Florida Inc.

18154/1336
Pinellas

9/13
$3,400,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

Philippe Oaks Subdivision Site
2805 Rigsby Lane

Safety Harbor / 34695
Tampa Bay

4.97
216,493

0.14
PDD
RL
21

4.23
0.26

$350,000

Brann Trust
GGR Philippe Oaks LLP

18263/2357
Pinellas

12/13
$950,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

Glenn Moor Subdivision Site
1289-1293 Michigan Boulevard

Dunedin / 34698
Tampa Bay

5.43
236,531

0.16
R-60
RU
23

4.24
0.28

$500,000

Glenn Moor Development Group Inc.
18127/1230 & 18294/2231

Pinellas
7/13 & 12/13
$1 ,1 64,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

Database Record # I
COMPARABLE # SUBJECT 1 2 3 4

St. Petersburg Country Club Holes 1, 2 and Part of 3
2000 Country Club Way South

Seminole Groves
5782 Seminole Boulevard

ELEMENTS OF COMPARISON

ELEMENT OF COMPARISON

ADJUSTMENTS (Physical!Legal)

Net Adjustments

. Subtotal $0 $2,150,000 $3,400,000 $950,000 $1,164,000
Market Conditions 0% 0% 0% 0%
Adiusted Sale Price $2,150,000 $3,400,000 $950,000 $1,164,000

oaie I-rlce, -‘roposea unit $0 $40,566 $68,000 $45,238 $50,609
Sales Price/SF Land $0.00 $5.40 $3.82 $4.39 $4.92
Price per LotlProposed End Unit Price 1229% 13.60% 12.93% 10.12%

Sales Price!Unit I $40,566 $68,000 $45,238 $50,609

Location/Demographics Lakewood Estates Slightly Superior Superior Slightly Superior Superior
5% -25% 10% -25%

View Amenitiy Some Preserve Views Inferior Inferior Inferior Inferior
5% 5% 5% 5%

Project Size 82 lots- 34.67 acres Smaller Smaller Smaller Smaller
-10% -5% -15% -15%

Density 2.37 lots per acre Inferior Similar Inferior Inferior
10% 0% 5% 5%

Orientation Interior to existing subdivision Inferior Similar Inferior Similar
5% 0% 5% 0%

Zoning/Land Use/Entitlements Zoning/Land Use Amendment Required Similar Similar Similar Similar
0% 0% 0% 0%

ADJUSTED VALUE INDICATORS $42,594 $51,000 $40,714 $35,426

5% -25% -10% -30%
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VALUE INDICATOR STATISTICS - PRICE PER UNIT
$35,426
$42,380
$40,714
$51,000
$7919

In my reconciliation the adjusted value indications indicate a reasonable range. In

the final analysis, I have placed the most weight on Land Sale 1 as the most

current sale, and land sale 2 as being the most similar to the subject in terms of

size and density. The value estimate using this emphasis is as follows:

S3.485.000
Value Estimate (Rounded) S3,490,000

This is equal to following measures of unit value:

Value per Proposed Unit $42,500
Average Proposed Resid. Unit Value $320,000

Allocated Land Value Per Unit 1328%
Price per SF Land $2.31

ATF VALUE
The foregoing valuation reflects the “larger parcel”, a 34.67 acre tract of land that includes golf holes

1, 2, and 3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club as well as part of the unimproved right of way of

Country Club Way South. As noted in the method of valuation, Across The Fence (ATF) value is

defined as “In corridor valuation, a value opinion based on comparison with adjacent lands including

the consideration of adjustment factors such as market conditions, real property rights conveyed and

location.”5

The premise behind the “across the fence” value is that when a corridor (in this case, existing right of

way) is created, market participants (buyers and sellers of the corridor) expect to pay and be paid

based upon the unit value of their total property that adjoins the corridor. This unit value is then

applied to the portion being acquired for the corridor to estimate compensation. In estimating the

value of an existing corridor, the same premise holds true. The “across the fence” value of corridor

real estate is similar to the value of those properties that adjoin the corridor.

Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, pg 3

44 Valbridge
PPOPEqT’, ;,D”. 0;..

Reconciliation of
Land Value via Sales
Comparison
Approach:

I have used the price per unit based on conceptual layout (82 lots) as the most

applicable unit of comparison for final reconciliation. Based on my analysis of

the most recent comparable residential sales in the market, this unit of

comparison appears to give the best indication of the “As Vacant” market value

of the subject site.

The range of value indications summarized as follows:

Mm
Mean

Median
Max

Std. Deviation

VALUE ESTIMATE
Value Indicator
Proposed Units
Value

$42,500
82
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The “larger parcel” was valued on the basis on 82 conceptual single family residential lots at a unit
value of $42,500 per lot or a total of $3,490,000 (Rounded). This is equivalent to approximately $2.31
per square foot.

Utilizing the “Across The Fence” methodology, this unit price of $2.31 per square foot is applied on a
prorata share to the unimproved right of way area as follows:

iff1TT
Parcel # Acres Square Feet Unit Value ATF Value

Parcel 1 9.82 427,759 $2.31 $988,124
Parcel2 1.91 83,200 $2.31 $192,191
Total ROW Property 11.73 510,959 $1,180,315

Rounded $1,180,400

Valuation of Restrictive Covenant- Partial Interest

In addition to the ATF valuation of the unimproved right of way, I have also been asked to estimate
the market value of the partial interest created by a proposed restrictive covenant on the remainder
portion of the “larger parcel”.

A partial interest is defined as “Divided or undivided rights in real estate that represents less than the
whole” 6

In the case of the remainder larger parcel (34.67 acres -11.73acres = 22.94 acres), the interest
appraised represents the value of a proposed restrictive covenant. A restrictive covenant is defined
as “A private agreement that restricts the use and occupancy of real estate that is part of a
conveyance and is binding on all subsequent purchasers

As unencumbered, the 22.94 acres has a presumed highest and best use for single family residential
development. The restrictive covenant states that this property can only be used for the existing golf
course use, or alternatively, for passive recreation use, in perpetuity. Passive recreation is generally
an undeveloped space or environmentally sensitive area that requires minimal development. These
areas refer to less structured recreational activities that require little or no specialized parkland
development and management. This would exclude playing fields, public restrooms, or any
motorized activity. Additionally, city zoning officials have noted that there would be no potential for
transfer of development rights from this property as there are only two types of development rights
in the City that can be “transferred,” and they are environmental TDRs (TDR-E) and historic TDRs
(TDR- H).

Included within file is a copy of the Lay of the Land Market Report 2014 published by Coldwell
Banker Commercial — Saunders Real Estate as of Spring 2015. This report is compiled annually by
brokers and appraisers having expertise in land use and values throughout the State of Florida for
niche properties such as ranch and recreational land, timberland, citrus, etc. This report is of
particular interest as it tracts special situations such as conservation sales, easements and remainder

6 Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, pg 123

Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Fifth Edition, pg 170
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rights for land. While these are generally very large tracts of land, the report states that the primary
conservation land sales in 2014 were purchased for buffers or connectors to existing public land.

When a property that is encumbered with a conservation easement sells, it is often referred to as a
“Remainder Right” sale or an “Encumbered Land Sale”. For the purposes of the subject valuation, the
proposed restrictive covenant is estimated to reflect an encumbrance similar to a conservation
easement. The Lay of the Land Report indicates that some easements (such as a Wetlands Reserve
Program easement) are more restrictive and reflect a lower remainder right. Conversely, the value of
the easement is higher. In the case of the WRP sales, the remainders sold for between 21-30% of
market value, indicating an easement value of 70-79% of market value.

Less restrictive (more flexible) agreements such as Land Protection Agreements and DEP sales were
more in the range of 50% of market value.

In my opinion, the proposed restrictive covenant is extremely restrictive as it eliminates any future
residential development potential of the property in perpetuity. While the continued use for the
existing golf course has value, as noted in the prior discussions, the highest and best of the property
is estimated to be for residential development. Accordingly, I have estimated that the proposed
restrictive covenant would be more similar to the Wetland Reserve Program easements, reflecting a
value range from 70-79% of market value. Overall, a 75% ratio appears reasonable on a preliminary
basis.

Applying this percentage to the “ATF” value of the remainder parcel is as follows:

.]$. .T T7A’1 T1fTI iiA iTF1 rT ri
Parcel # Acres Square Feet Unit Value ATF Value Restricted Covenant Remainder Value

75% 25%
Parcel 3 22.94 999,266 $2.31 $2,308,305 $1,731,229 $577,076

As a test of the reasonableness of the estimate of 75% for the rights attributable to the restrictive
covenant interest and 25% for the remainder interest, I have considered the acreage value of the
remainder property on the basis of golf course use. Included below is a summary of the Restrictive
Covenant and Remainder Interests for Parcel 3 on an acreage basis, assuming a 75/25% split:

1IIiiIIllII’

Property Interests- Parcel 3 ATE Value Acres Price/Acre
Restricted Covenant Interest $1,731 ,229 22.94 $75,468
Remainder Interest $577,076 22.94 $25,156

The $25,156 per acre unit value theoretically reflects the land available for golf course use only. This
value would not include club improvements. As noted, the golf industry is generally in distress at
present which is putting downward pressure on sale transactions. Included below is a summary of
four relatively recent sales of improved golf courses/country clubs from the Tampa Bay area. A
summary of these transactions is as follows:

02015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS II nhr ‘ A o Inc Di i ED



•
Vaibridge
PkOO IV ADVS0RS

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
APPRAISAL METHODOLOGY

I

c!IZ.r.i.i iimmv
Location Name Status # of Holes Acreage Sale Price Date of Sale Price/Acre

Pasco County Fox Hollow Semi-Private 18 174.83 $2,852,833 Aug-13 $16,318
Hillsborough County Carrollwood CC Private 27 236.42 $6,000,000 Jun-13 $25,379

Pinellas County Feather Sound CC Private 18 156.11 $5,150,000 Mar-14 $32,990
Pinellas County Belleview Biltmore CC* Public 18 145 $3,500,000 Feb-13 $24,138

*sjgfljfjcaflt liens were forgiven in addition to purchase price

The four improved golf course sales indicate a price range from $16,318 to $32,990 per acre with an
average of $24,706 per acre. As these transactions include golf course improvements and other
country club amenities, it would appear that the 25% estimate for the remainder rights of Parcel 3 at
$25,156 for land only is too aggressive. In other words, for golf course use only, a 25% remainder
interest is probably too high.

The following chart indicates the estimated value of the property interest on the basis of price per
acre:

Property Interests- Parcel 3 ATF Value Acres Price/Acre
Restricted Covenant Interest $1,846,700 22.94 $80,501
Remainder Interest $461,700 22.94 $20,126

I

I
While the remainder interest is still indicated to be within the range of improved golf course sales,
the price per acre indication is now toward the lower end of the range, which is more reasonable for
land contribution only as compared to improved sales. Therefore, the valuation of the remainder
parcel is allocated as follows: c

Property Interests- Parcel 3 ATF Value
Restricted Covenant Interest (80%) $1,846,700
Remainder Interest (20%) $461 700

U
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Slightly reducing the remainder interest to 20% indicates the following:

±N • -11’T A’L1.!

Parcel # Acres Square Feet Unit Value ATF Value Restricted Covenant Remainder Value
80% 20%

Parcel 3 22.94 999,266 $2.31 $2,308,305 $1,846,644 $461,661
Rounded $1,846,700 $461,700

1
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Reconciliation and Conclusion

Valuation considered the development potential of the “larger parcel” which includes holes 1, 2 and
3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club golf course, including unimproved right of way for Country Club
Way South. Per a sketch provided by George F. Young, property consultant, the “larger parcel”
contains a total of 34.67 acres.

Parcels 1 and 2 comprise unimproved right of way containing a total of 11.73 acres which was valued
on an “across the fence” or prorata unit price based on the estimated market value of the larger
parcel.

Parcel 3 is the remainder area of the larger parcel (34.67 acres -11.73 acres = 22.94 acres) that is
proposed to be encumbered by a restrictive covenant. According to city officials, this covenant is
intended to restrict use of the 22.94 acre property to the existing golf course use, or alternatively, a
passive parkland use. The basis of the valuation is the fee simple valuation of the larger parcel (34.67
acres) with an “across the fence” or prorata unit price estimated for the 22.94 acre remainder tract.
Additionally, a percentage adjustment was applied based on the estimated utility (property rights)
applicable to the proposed restrictive covenant.

The applicable approaches to value have been presented and discussed in detail in previous sections
of the report. A detailed analysis of all-pertinent facts and data that were considered to influence
the value of the subject has indicated the following value estimates:

Reconciled Value Estimate(s)

Effective Date Final Value

Value Estimate Type Property Identification of Valuation Estimate

Fee Simple Parcels 1 and 2-11.73 acres June 5, 2015 $1,180,400

Partial Interest Parcel 3 22.94 acres

(per Restrictive Covenant) 80% of Fee Simple June 5, 2015 $1.846.700

Total Value Estimated Parcels 1, 2 and 3 June 5, 2015 $3,027,100
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Exposure & Marketing Time I
Exposure Time
‘The estimated length of time the property interest being appraised would have been offered on the [market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value on the effective date of the
appraisal; a retrospective estimate based upon an analysis of past events assuming a competitive and
open market. Exposure time is always presumed to occur prior to the effective date of the appraisal.
The overall concept of reasonable exposure encompasses not only adequate, sufficient and
reasonable time but also adequate, sufficient and reasonable effort. Exposure time is different for
various types of real estate and value ranges and under various market conditions.”8 j
As of the date of this appraisal, the subject property represents a conceptual single family residential
development site. Based on in house information regarding sales in the Tampa Bay and Southwest
Florida general market area for residential development sites, I estimate a reasonable Exposure Time
of the subject site would have been 12 months or less.

Marketing Time
The Appraisal Requirements of the Controller of Currency require that the value estimate also include
a normal marketing time. Normal marketing time is defined as: “The most probable amount of time
necessary to expose a property, in its entirety, to the open market in order to achieve a sale. Implicit
in this definition are the following characteristics:

(1) The property will be actively exposed and aggressively marketed to potential purchasers through
marketing channels commonly used by sellers of similar type properties.

(2) The property will be offered at a price reflecting the most probable markup over market value
used by sellers of similar type properties.

(3) A sale will be consummated under the terms and conditions of the definition of market value set [forth in this policy.”

The forecast Marketing Time for the subject residential development site is considered to be
generally in balance with exposure time. The marketing time for the subject site is estimated to be
12 months or less.

[
LI
I
a

Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal pg 73 1© 2015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS EntreLen Associates, Inc. Pis;i (i3
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General Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

This appraisal is subject to the following limiting conditions:

1. The legal description — if furnished to me — is assumed to be correct.

2. No responsibility is assumed for legal matters, questions of survey or title, soil or subsoil
conditions, engineering, availability or capacity of utilities, or other similar technical matters.
The appraisal does not constitute a survey of the property appraised. All existing liens and
encumbrances have been disregarded and the property is appraised as though free and
clear, under responsible ownership and competent management unless otherwise noted.

3. Unless otherwise noted, the appraisal will value the property as though free of
contamination. Valbridge Property Advisors I Entreken Associates, Inc. will conduct no
hazardous materials or contamination inspection of any kind. It is recommended that the
client hire an expert if the presence of hazardous materials or contamination poses any
concern.

4. The stamps and/or consideration placed on deeds used to indicate sales are in correct
relationship to the actual dollar amount of the transaction.

5. Unless otherwise noted, it is assumed there are no encroachments, zoning violations or
restrictions existing in the subject property.

6. The appraiser is not required to give testimony or attendance in court by reason of this
appraisal, unless previous arrangements have been made.

7. Unless expressly specified in the engagement letter, the fee for this appraisal does not
include the attendance or giving of testimony by Appraiser at any court, regulatory, or other
proceedings, or any conferences or other work in preparation for such proceeding. If any
partner or employee of Valbridge Property Advisors Entreken Associates, Inc. is asked or
required to appear and/or testify at any deposition, trial, or other proceeding about the
preparation, conclusions or any other aspect of this assignment, client shall compensate
Appraiser for the time spent by the partner or employee in appearing and/or testifying and
in preparing to testify according to the Appraiser’s then current hourly rate plus
reimbursement of expenses.

8. The values for land and/or improvements, as contained in this report, are constituent parts of
the total value reported and neither is (or are) to be used in making a summation appraisal
of a combination of values created by another appraiser. Either is invalidated if so used.
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9. The dates of value to which the opinions expressed in this report apply are set forth in this
report. I assume no responsibility for economic or physical factors occurring at some point at
a later date, which may affect the opinions stated herein. The forecasts, projections, or
operating estimates contained herein are based on current market conditions and
anticipated short-term supply and demand factors and are subject to change with future
conditions.

10. The sketches, maps, plats and exhibits in this report are included to assist the reader in
visualizing the property. The appraiser has made no survey of the property and assumed no
responsibility in connection with such matters. [

11. The information, estimates and opinions, which were obtained from sources outside of this
office, are considered reliable. However, no liability for them can be assumed by the [appraiser.

12. Possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not carry with it the right of publication.
Neither all, nor any part of the content of the report, or copy thereof (including conclusions
as to property value, the identity of the appraisers, professional designations, reference to —

any professional appraisal organization or the firm with which the appraisers are connected),
shall be disseminated to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other —

media without prior written consent and approval.

13. No claim is intended to be expressed for matters of expertise that would require specialized
investigation or knowledge beyond that ordinarily employed by real estate appraisers. I claim
no expertise in areas such as, but not limited to, legal, survey, structural, environmental, pest
control, mechanical, etc.

14. This appraisal was prepared for the sole and exclusive use of the client for the function
outlined herein. Any party who is not the client or intended user identified in the appraisal or
engagement letter is not entitled to rely upon the contents of the appraisal without express
written consent of Valbridge Property Advisors I Entreken Associates, Inc. and Client. The
Client shall not include partners, affiliates, or relatives of the party addressed herein. The
appraiser assumes no obligation, liability or accountability to any third party.

15. Distribution of this report is at the sole discretion of the client, but third-parties not listed as LI

an intended user on the face of the appraisal or the engagement letter may not rely upon the
contents of the appraisal. In no event shall client give a third-party a partial copy of the
appraisal report. I will make no distribution of the report without the specific direction of the
client.

16. This appraisal shall be used only for the function outlined herein, unless expressly authorized
by Valbridge Property Advisors Entreken Associates, Inc..

© 2015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVITORS EnPeken Associates Inc Ii, 65
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17. This appraisal shall be considered in its entirety. No part thereof shall be used separately or
out of context.

18. Unless otherwise noted in the body of this report, this appraisal assumes that the subject
property does not fall within the areas where mandatory flood insurance is effective. Unless
otherwise noted, I have not completed nor have I contracted to have completed an
investigation to identify and/or quantify the presence of non-tidal wetland conditions on the
subject property. Because the appraiser is not a surveyor, he or she makes no guarantees,
express or implied, regarding this determination.

19. The flood maps are not site specific. I am not qualified to confirni the location of the subject
property in relation to flood hazard areas based on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps or
other surveying techniques. It is recommended that the client obtain a confirmation of the
subject’s flood zone classification from a licensed surveyor.

20. If the appraisal is for mortgage loan purposes 1) I assume satisfactory completion of
improvements if construction is not complete, 2) no consideration has been given for rent
loss during rent-up unless noted in the body of this report, and 3) occupancy at levels
consistent with the “Income and Expense Projection” are anticipated.

21. It is assumed that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil, or
structures which would render it more or less valuable. No responsibility is assumed for such
conditions or for engineering which may be required to discover them.

22. My inspection included an observation of the land and improvements thereon only. It was
not possible to observe conditions beneath the soil or hidden structural components within
the improvements. I inspected the buildings involved, and reported damage (if any) by
termites, dry rot, wet rot, or other infestations as a matter of information, and no guarantee
of the amount or degree of damage (if any) is implied. Condition of heating, cooling,
ventilation, electrical and plumbing equipment is considered to be commensurate with the
condition of the balance of the improvements unless otherwise stated. Should the client have
concerns in these areas, it is the client’s responsibility to order the appropriate inspections.
The appraiser does not have the skill or expertise to make such inspections and assumes no
responsibility for these items.

23. This appraisal does not guarantee compliance with building code and life safety code
requirements of the local jurisdiction. It is assumed that all required licenses, consents,
certificates of occupancy or other legislative or administrative authority from any local, state
or national governmental or private entity or organization have been or can be obtained or
renewed for any use on which the value conclusion contained in this report is based unless
specifically stated to the contrary.

© 2015 VALBOIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS Entreken Aociate, Inc. Pri(jC (1
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24. When possible, I have relied upon building measurements provided by the client, owner, or Iassociated agents of these parties. In the absence of a detailed rent roll, reliable public

records, or “as-built” plans provided to us, I have relied upon my own measurements of the
subject improvements. I follow typical appraisal industry methods; however, I recognize that
some factors may limit my ability to obtain accurate measurements including, but not limited
to, property access on the day of inspection, basements, fenced/gated areas, grade
elevations, greenery/shrubbery, uneven surlaces, multiple story structures, obtuse or acute
wall angles, immobile obstructions, etc. Professional building area measurements of the
quality, level of detail, or accuracy of professional measurement services are beyond the
scope of this appraisal assignment. [

25. I have attempted to reconcile sources of data discovered or provided during the appraisal
process, including assessment department data. Ultimately, the measurements that are [deemed by us to be the most accurate and/or reliable are used within this report. While the
measurements and any accompanying sketches are considered to be reasonably accurate
and reliable, I cannot guarantee their accuracy. Should the client desire a greater level of [measuring detail, they are urged to retain the measurement services of a qualified
professional (space planner, architect or building engineer). I reserve the right to use an
alternative source of building size and amend the analysis, narrative and concluded values (at
additional cost) should this alternative measurement source reflect or reveal substantial —

differences with the measurements used within the report.

26. In the absence of being provided with a detailed land survey, I have used assessment
department data to ascertain the physical dimensions and acreage of the property. Should a
survey prove this information to be inaccurate, I reserve the right to amend this appraisal (at
additional cost) if substantial differences are discovered.

27. If only preliminary plans and specifications were available for use in the preparation of this [
appraisal, then this appraisal is subject to a review of the final plans and specifications when
available (at additional cost) and I reserve the right to amend this appraisal if substantial
differences are discovered. [

28. Unless otherwise stated in this report, the value conclusion is predicated on the assumption
that the property is free of contamination, environmental impairment or hazardous materials. r
Unless otherwise stated, the existence of hazardous material was not observed by the L.

appraiser and the appraiser has no knowledge of the existence of such materials on or in the
property. The appraiser, however, is not qualified to detect such substances. The presence of 1substances such as asbestos, urea-formaldehyde foam insulation, or other potentially
hazardous materials may affect the value of the property. No responsibility is assumed for
any such conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required for discovery.
The client is urged to retain an expert in this field, if desired.

LJ
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29. The Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) became effective January 26, 1992. 1 have not

made a specific compliance survey of the property to determine if it is in conformity with the

various requirements of the ADA. It is possible that a compliance survey of the property,

together with an analysis of the requirements of the ADA, could reveal that the property is

not in compliance with one or more of the requirements of the Act. If so, this could have a
negative effect on the value of the property. Since I have no direct evidence relating to this

issue, I did not consider possible noncompliance with the requirements of ADA in developing
an opinion of value.

30. This appraisal applies to the land and building improvements only. The value of trade
fixtures, furnishings, and other equipment, or subsurface rights (minerals, gas, and oil) were
not considered in this appraisal unless specifically stated to the contrary.

31. No changes in any federal, state or local laws, regulations or codes (including, without

limitation, the Internal Revenue Code) are anticipated, unless specifically stated to the

contrary.

32. Any income and expense estimates contained in the appraisal report are used only for the
purpose of estimating value and do not constitute prediction of future operating results.
Furthermore, it is inevitable that some assumptions will not materialize and that
unanticipated events may occur that will likely affect actual performance.

33. Any estimate of insurable value, if included within the scope of work and presented herein, is
based upon figures developed consistent with industry practices. However, actual local and
regional construction costs may vary significantly from my estimate and individual insurance
policies and underwriters have varied specifications, exclusions, and non-insurable items. As
such, I strongly recommend that the Client obtain estimates from professionals experienced
in establishing insurance coverage. This analysis should not be relied upon to determine
insurance coverage and I make no warranties regarding the accuracy of this estimate.

34. The data gathered in the course of this assignment (except data furnished by the Client) shall
remain the property of the Appraiser. The appraiser will not violate the confidential nature of

the appraiser-client relationship by improperly disclosing any confidential information
furnished to the appraiser. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Appraiser is authorized by the
client to disclose all or any portion of the appraisal and related appraisal data to appropriate
representatives of the Appraisal Institute if such disclosure is required to enable the appraiser

to comply with the Bylaws and Regulations of such Institute now or hereafter in effect.
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35. You and Valbridge Property Advisors I Entreken Associates, Inc. both agree that any dispute
over matters in excess of $5,000 will be submitted for resolution by arbitration. This includes
fee disputes and any claim of malpractice. The arbitrator shall be mutually selected. If
Valbridge Property Advisors Entreken Associates, Inc. and the client cannot agree on the
arbitrator, the presiding head of the Local County Mediation & Arbitration panel shall select
the arbitrator. Such arbitration shall be binding and final. In agreeing to arbitration, I both
acknowledge that, by agreeing to binding arbitration, each of us is giving up the right to
have the dispute decided in a court of law before a judge or jury. In the event that the client,
or any other party, makes a claim against Entreken Associates, Inc. or any of its employees in
connections with or in any way relating to this assignment, the maximum damages
recoverable by such claimant shall be the amount actually received by Vaibridge Property
Advisors I Entreken Associates, Inc. for this assignment, and under no circumstances shall any
claim for consequential damages be made. I

36. Valbridge Property Advisors I Entreken Associates, Inc. shall have no obligation, liability, or
accountability to any third party. Any party who is not the “client” or intended user identified
on the face of the appraisal or in the engagement letter is not entitled to rely upon the
contents of the appraisal without the express written consent of Vaibridge Property Advisors

I Entreken Associates, Inc.. “Client” shall not include partners, affiliates, or relatives of the I
party named in the engagement letter. Client shall hold Valbridge Property Advisors I
Entreken Associates, Inc. and its employees harmless in the event of any lawsuit brought by
any third party, lender, partner, or part-owner in any form of ownership or any other party as
a result of this assignment. The client also agrees that in case of lawsuit arising from or in any
way involving these appraisal services, client will hold Valbridge Property Advisors Entreken
Associates, Inc. harmless from and against any liability, loss, cost, or expense incurred or
suffered by Valbridge Property Advisors I Entreken Associates, Inc. in such action, regardless
of its outcome.

37. The Valbridge Property Advisors office responsible for the preparation of this report is
independently owned and operated by Entreken Associates, Inc.. Neither Valbridge Property
Advisors, Inc., nor any of its affiliates has been engaged to provide this report. Valbridge
Property Advisors, Inc. does not provide valuation services, and has taken no part in the
preparation of this report.

38. If any claim is filed against any of Valbridge Property Advisors, Inc., a Florida Corporation, its
affiliates, officers or employees, or the firm providing this report, in connection with, or in any
way arising out of, or relating to, this report, or the engagement of the firm providing this Ireport, then (1) under no circumstances shall such claimant be entitled to consequential,
special or other damages, except only for direct compensatory damages, and (2) the
maximum amount of such compensatory damages recoverable by such claimant shall be the
amount actually received by the firm engaged to provide this report.

U
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39. This report and any associated work files may be subject to evaluation by Vaibridge Property
Advisors, Inc., or its affiliates, for quality control purposes.

40. Acceptance and/or use of this appraisal report constitutes acceptance of the foregoing
general assumptions and limiting conditions.
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Certification — Leslie A. McKeon

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:

1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions
and limiting conditions and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses,
opinions, and conclusions. C

3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and no
personal interest with respect to the parties involved.

4. The undersigned has not performed services regarding the property that is the subject of this
report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

5. I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties rinvolved with this assignment.

6. My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting
predetermined results.

7. My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or
reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the
amount of value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent
event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.

8. My analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in Iconformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

9. Leslie A. McKeon has personally inspected the subject property.

10. No one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person signing this
certification, unless otherwise noted.

11. The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been [prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute.

12. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review
by its duly authorized representatives.

13. As of the date of this report, the undersigned has completed the continuing education
requirements for state certification with the State of Florida and for Designated Members of the
Appraisal Institute.

I
-

A. McKeon, MAI, SRA
Senior Appraiser
State-Certified General Appraiser RZ272

I
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Addenda

Legal Description Parcels 1 and 2
Conceptual Site Plan for 82 Single Family Residential Lots
Additional Photographs
Comparable Land Sales
Glossary
Qualifications

. Leslie A. McKeon,, MAT, SRA - Senior Appraiser
Information on Valbridge Property Advisors
Office Locations
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Legal Description- Parcels 1 and 2

LEGAL DESCRPTON

_______

A PORTION OF COUNTRY CLUB WAY SOUTH, A ZORTION OF MIRANDA WAY SOUTH, A PORTION OF TRACTS VI AND VII,LAKEWOOD ESTATES CCLI COURSE SECTION, AS RECORDED IN FLAT BOOK 20, PAGE 63, PUBLIC RECORDS OF’ PINEaASCOUNTY. F,ORIDA AND A PORTION (iF UDI 1, BLOCK 1, LAKLW000 COUNTRY CLUB REPEAT, AS RFCORDED IN FLAT BOOK115. PACE 87, PU8UC RECORDS OF PINELLAS CO,,NFY. FLORIDA BEING DESCRISED AS FOLLOWS’FROM THE CENTERLINE INTERSECTON OF FAIRWAY AVENUE SOIJTH AND MIRANDA WAY SOUTH AS SHOWN EN SAD PEATor LAKEWOOD ESTATES GOLF COURSE SECTION. AS A POINT OF REFERENCE; THENCE ALONG THE CENTERLINE OF SAIDMIRANDA WAY SOUTH. ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT. SAID CURVE HAViNG A RADIUS OF 54000 ILL 1,ARC 50.51 FEET. CHORD N30’55’40’T. 50 49 ‘EEl TO A POINT ON A LINE BEING 50.00 FEET DISTANT FROM THECENTERUNC OF SAID FAIRWAY AVENUE SOUTH SAID POINT BEING lIE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE,ALONG THE ARC 0 A CURVE TO THE LEFT. 20.05 FEET, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,029.68 FEET. CHORDN51 ‘19’O8W, 20.08 FEET TO A POINT ON A LINE BEING 20.00 FEET DISTANT FROM THE CENTERLINE OF SAID MIRANDAWAY SOUTH; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE. ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT. ‘93.16 FEET, SAiD CURVE HAVINGA RADIUS OF 560.00 FEET, CHORD N43’40’15’E, ‘92.2 FEET TO A POINT ON A LINE BEING 80.00 FEET DISTANT FROMTHE CENTERLINE OF SAID COUNTRY CLUB WAY SOUTH, THENCE ALONG SAID LINE, A.ONC THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THELEFT, 633.99 FEET; SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 1966.70 FEET, CHORD N59’42’46”W, 631.25 FEET, THENCELEA’8NG SAID ONE ALONG A RADIAL LINE TO SAID CURVE, N21’03’OSTE, 130.00 FEET TO A POINT CF. A LINE BEING50 00 FEET DISTANT FROM THE CENTERUNE O SAID COUNTRY CLUB WAY SQU TN. THENCE ALONG SAID LINE THEFOLLOWING THREE COURSES: ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO ‘THE RIGHT • 972.48 FEET SAID CURVE ‘sAVING ARADIUS OF 2,096.70 FEET, CHORD S5539’37’t, 953.79 FEET TO A POINT OF REVERSE CURVE; ThENCE ALONG THE ARCOF A CURVE TO THE LEFT, 1,655.62 FEET. SAiD CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 6426.36 FEET, CHORD 54945’13’E,1,651.05 FEET TO A POINT OF REVERSE CURVE: TIICNCE ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT. 850.07 FEETSAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 3,613GB FELl. CHORD S50’23’38E. 848 11 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID JNF ALONGA NON—RADIAL LINL, 546’41’14”N. 130.00 FEET TO A POINT ON A LINE BEING 80.00 FELT DISTANT FROM THECENTERLINE OF SAID COUNTRY CLUB WAY SOUTH; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE THE FOLLOWING TWO COURSES ALONGTHE ARC Of’ A CURVE TO THE LEFT 818.71 FEET, SAID CURVE HAViNG A RADIUS OF 3,483.08 FEET. CHORDN5O 2401 ‘VA 816.83 FEE’s’ TO A POINT OF REVERSE CURVE, THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIGII11,234,01 FEET, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 6,556.36 FEET, CHORD N51 44’32”W, 1,232.19 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SSAID LINE ALONG A RADIAl LINE TO SAID CURVE, ‘44338’59’t. 30.00 FEET TO A POINT ON A LINE BEING 5000 FEETDISTANT FROM THE CENTERLINE OF SAID COUNTRY CLUB WAY SOUTH; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE ‘HE FOLLOWING TWO KCOURSES’ ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT 453.02 FELl, S/,ID CURVE HAVING A fA0IUS OF 6,525 36 LET.CHORD N44’21’42”W, 452.93 FEET TO A POINI OF REVERSE CURVE; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A CuRVE TO IHE LEFT C232 22 FELT, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADUS OF 1,996.70 FELT, CHORD N45’42’18”W. 232.09 FEET TO A POINT ON ALINE BEING 20.00 FEET DISTANT ‘sRO THE CENTERLINE 01 SAID MIRANDA WAY SOUTH, THENCE A_ORG SAID LINE,ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT 223.53 FEET, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 52000 FEET, CHORDS45’43’03’W, 221 91 LET TO A POINT ON A LINE BEING 50.00 DISTANi FROM THF CENT:RIJNL CF SAID FAIRWAYAVENUE SOUTH; ‘HENCE AlONG SAID LINE ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE L[”T 20.09 FEET, SAID CURVE HAVING UiA RADIUS OF 3,029.68 FEET. CFIONL) N50’5G’21 “8, 20 09 FEET TO THE PCINT OF BEGINNING. CONAINING 35,L32SQUARE FEET OR 9996 ACRES MORE DR TESS
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NOTES

____________ ________

1. RAS.S OF BEARINGS FLAT NORTH AS PER J.EWOOD ESTATES GCL COURSE SECTION, AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 20.PACE 63.

2 THIS SKETCH IS A GRAPHC ILLUSTRATiON FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY AND ‘S NOT INTENDED 10 REPRESEN I AFIELD SURVEY
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4 Valbridqe ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3

ADDENDA IPROFERTY ;.DLISORS

LEGAL_DESCRIPTION

_____________

A PORTION OF COUNTRY CLUB WAY SCUTH OEING DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS

ROM THE CENTERLINE INTERSECTiON OF MIRANDA WAY SOUTH AND COUNTHY CLLS WAY SOUTH AS SHOWN ON IHE
PLAT Dr LAKEWOOD ESTATES GOLF COURSE SECTION, AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 20, PAGE 63, LUDL1E RECORDS Qr
INELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA AS A POINT OF REFERENCE; THENCE ALONG THE CENTERLINE OP SAID COUN”HY CLUR WAY

I
SOUTH. ALONG “NE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT 70761 FEET, SAID CURVE HAV1NG A RADUS OF 2.046,71 FEET,
CHORD N59’O2’25”W, 704.29 FEE” TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE LEAVING 5AIO CENTERUNE ALONG A RADIAL
I tHE TO SAID CURVE. S21 ‘03’OS”W, 50.00 FEET TO A P0 N’ ON THE SOUTH RIGHT GE WAY OF SAID COUNTRY CLUB WAYSOUTH; THENCE ALONG SAID RIGHT OF WAY THE FOL,OWTNC THREE COURSES: ALONG THE ARE OF A CURVE TO THE
LEFT 60,81 FEET, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS or 1,996 7D FEET, CHORD N7o’oo’26;T, SD.8’ FEET ‘0 A POINT OF

I
COMPOUND CURVE; THENCE A_ONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE LEr 35631 YEET SAID CURVE hAViNG A RADIUS OF
430,00 FEET, CHORD S84’59’41’W 345.21 FEET TO A POINT OF COMPOUND CURVE. THENCE ALONG HE ARE OF A
CURVE TO THE LEr 318.05 FEET. SAID CURVE HAViNG A RADIUS or i,iso.oo FEET. CHORD S53’19’56’W, 317.07 FEEI
“HENCE LEAVING SAID RICHT OF WAY ALONG A RADIAL LINE TO SAID CURVE, N44’35’30”W, 100.00 FEET TO THE NORTHRIGHT OF WAY OF SAID COUNTRY CLUB WAY SOUTH; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY THE FOLLOWiNG THREF
COURSES; ALONG THE ARE OF A CURVE TC THE RIGH’ 345 74 rEST, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADI.iS OF 1,250.00 FEET,
CHORD N53’19’56t. 344.66 FEET TO A PONT O COMPOUND CURVE. THENCE ALGNG THF ARE OF A CURVE 10 THE
RGHT 439 IS FEET, SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 530.00 FEET. CHORD N54’50’41 ‘E. 426.72 FEET TO A POINT DLCOMPOUND CURVE; THENCE ALONG THF ARC OT A CURVE TO THE RIGHT 54.86 FEET, SAID CURVE HAVINE A RADIUS OF
2,096 70 FEET, CHORD S70’O6’26’C, 84 85 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID RIGHT OF WAY ALONG A RADIAL .,INE TO SAID
CURVE, S21’03’O8’W 50.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, COHTAINING 81,249 SGUARE FEET OR 1 565 ACRES MORE

[
OR LESS.

ST. PETERSBURG, ‘LORIDA

I

_____________________

LEGEND

PSM PROFESSIONAL SURVEYOR AND MAPPFR
NC. NUMULH

CFNTFR LiNE
ES LICENSED SURVEYOR

LB I ICENSED BUSINESS
0

1

I

NOTES

1 RASIS OF BEARINGS: PLAT NORTH AS PER L4<EWOOD ESTATES GOLF COURSE SECTION, AS RECORDED IN 0LAT BOOK 20,

C
PAGE 63

2 THIS Si<ETEH IS A GRAPHIC ILLUSTRATION FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY AND IS NOT INTENDED “0 REPRESENT A
FIELD SURVEY.

3. NOT A BOUNDARY SURVEY

4 THIS SKETCII IS MADE TiTTHOU’ THE BENEPT OF A TITLE REPORT OR COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE

5 THIS MAP IN TENDED TO BE DISPLAYED AT A SCALE OF “=200’

S ADDITIONS DR DELETIONS TO SURVEY MAPS AND REPORTS BY OTHER THAN THE SiCNINC PARTY OR rATTES ARE
[PROHIBITED WTHDUT WRITTEN CONSFNT OF THE SIGNiNG PARTY CR PARTIES

7. NOT VALID \VTHOJT THE SIGNATURE PiNG THE ORIGINAL RAISED SEAL CF A ELORIDA UDENSED SURVEYOR AND MAPER
PRIPA’iEI ICR

_________________________________________________________________________ ____
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• PROPE.TY ADVISOR

82 Lot Conceptual Layout

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

I
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Subject Photographs

ST. PFTERSBURO COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

Looking South Along Existing Portion of Country
Club Way South, #4 at Left

Apple Home Under Construction Adjoining #5

Lr

Typical Golf Course View Golf Pro Shop (adjoins subject area)

Looking at Clubhouse from Pro Shop

Looking North from Terminus of Country Club
Way South Improvements
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Subject Photographs

Country Club Way South Looking East from
Pro Shop Area

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA
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Looking West Along Fairway Avenue South in
Subject Area

Country Club Way South Right of Way areaTee Box of #3
adjoining #3

#2 Green Typical Golf Course View
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Comparable Land Sales
LAND COMPARABLE 1

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

Property/Sale ID
Property Type
Property Name
Address
City, State Zip
County
MSA
Submarket
Latitude/Longitude
Tax ID

Transaction Data

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater
Pinellas/South Pinellas
27.825352/-82.788802
34-30-15-00000-310-1300, 34-30-15-00000-340-0100, 34-30-15-00000-310-1400,
34-30-15-00000-310-1500, 34-30-15-43884-000-0010, 34-30-15-34992-002-0010

Sale Date
Sale Status
Grantor

Grantee

January 21, 2015
Closed
Janet B. Repetto, Sandra L.
Miller and Cindy A.
Repetto, Co-Trustees
KB Home Tampa, LLC

Property Rights
Financing
Conditions of Sale
Deed Book/Page
Sale Price

Fee Simple
Cash to Seller
Arm’s Length
18658/2379 & 18658/2381
$2,150,000

Property Description

Gross Acres 9.145 Flood Hazard Zone X
Gross SF 398,348 Use Designation RU and RL
No. of Lots 53 Zoning Jurisdiction City of Seminole
Density (Units/Ac) 5.80 Zoning Code RU and RL
Shape Irregular Zoning Description Residential
Topography Generally Level Urban/Residential Low

Property Identification

18440/31899
Subdivision-Residential
Former Orange Blossom Groves Site
5782 Seminole Blvd
Seminole, Florida 33772
Pinellas
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

I

$/Gross Acre $235,106 $/Lot $40,566
$/Gross SF $5.40

Verification

Confirmed With Steve Bennett, KB Homes
Confirmed By Leslie McKeon
Confirmation Date 06-08-2015

Remarks

Former Orange Blossom Groves Retail Site. Property was originally placed on the market for $2,900,000 in
June, 2013. The price was subsequently reduced to $2,200,000.

The property was purchased for single family residential subdivision development. A gated, partially
walled subdivision is currently under development with a grand opening Scheduled in September 2015.
53 single family residences are planned on 40-45’ X 115’ lots. KB Homes plans to roll into this project as
the nearby Cove at Bay Pines sells out. According to Steve Bennett of KB Homes, this project will be
slightly scaled down from the Bay Pines project and will have shingle roofs as opposed to tile roofs, more
basic finishes and smaller living areas (2200 square feet average). No end unit prices have been firmed up
as of June 2015, but the ballpark is from $300,000-$400,000, leaning toward the lower edge of the range.
Detail for sales from the Cove at Bay Pines is available in file.

© 2015 VALBRIDGE PROPERTY ADVISORS I EntreLen ALocte, Inc Picjc’ 81

I

I

C
C
C
I

LII

I

Indicators
I
I
I

[
C



VaIbridge
PPO’EPTY ADV’SOP

LAND COMPARABLE 2

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 A 3
ADDENDA

Property Identification

Property/Sale ID
Property Type
Property Name
Address
City, State Zip
County
MSA
Submarket
Latitude/Longitude
Tax ID

Transaction Data

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater
Palm Harbor
28.0524581-82.743064
18-28-16-00000-210-0200 & 0300

Sale Date September 9, 2013 Property Rights Fee Simple
Sale Status Closed Financing Cash to Seller
Grantor School Board of Pinellas Conditions of Sale Arm’s Length

County Florida Deed Book/Page 18154/1336
Grantee Taylor Morrision of Florida Sale Price $3,400,000

Inc.

Property Description

Gross Acres 20.430 Use Designation Residential Suburban
Gross SF 889,931 Zoning Jurisdiction Pinellas County
No. of Lots 50 Zoning Code RR
Density (Units/Ac) 2.45 Zoning Description Residential Rural
Shape Rectangular

Indicators

$/Gross Acre $166,422 $/Lot $68,000
$/GrossSF $3.82

18020/31633
Subdivision-Residential
Arbor Chase Site
3696 Fisher Road
Palm Harbor, Florida 34683
Pinellas
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ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

I

Verification

Confirmed With Scott Himeihoch, Taylor Morrison
Confirmed By Leslie McKeon
Confirmation Date 11-11-2014

Remarks

This site was purchased by national developer/home builder Taylor Morrison for re-development with a
50 lot subdivision to known as Arbor Chase. Subsequent to the sale, the final plat included 51 homesites
and on-site retention. This will be a traditional single family residential subdivision with 80’ average lot
widths. Site will be gated with finished two story homes ranging in size from 2,900 up to 5,000 square
feet. The average anticipated end unit price range will be from the low $400s to $600s. According to
Taylor Morrison, development costs were approximately $60,000+ per lot. Site work is underway and off-
site presales should be starting in July 2015. On-site sales should be in the first part of 2016.

No sale prior 3 years

I
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LAND COMPARABLE 3

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

Property Identification

Property/Sale ID
Property Type
Property Name
Address
City, State Zip
County
MSA
Submarket
Latitude/Longitude
Tax ID

Transaction Data

Sale Date December 10, 2013 Property Rights Fee Simple
Sale Status Closed Financing Cash to Seller
Grantor Brann Trust & Turner Trust Conditions of Sale Arm’s Length
Grantee Pioneer Developer of Deed Book/Page 18263/2357

America, Inc. Sale Price $950,000

Property Description

Gross Acres 4.970 Topography Cleared and level
Gross SF 216,493 Utilities All Available
No. of Lots 21 Zoning Jurisdiction Safety Harbor
Density (Units/Ac) 4.23 Zoning Code PDD
Shape Rectangular Zoning Description Planned Development

Indicators

$/Gross Acre $191,147 $/Lot $45,238

$/Gross SF $4.39

18008/31621
Subdivision-Residential
Philippe Oaks Site
2805 Rigsby Lane
Safety Harbor, Florida 34695
Pinellas
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater
Safety Harbor/Countryside
28.023727/-82.703404
28-28-16-00000-120-0900
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Verification

Confirmed With David Norton of Pioneer Dev., Buyer
Confirmed By Patricia F. Rottenberg
Confirmation Date 11-06-2014

Remarks

This site, which was a former auto salvage yard, was purchased by Pioneer Developer for the re
development of a 21 lot detached single family subdivision. Two homes are completed and one is under
construction. The home package prices will range from the $350,000’s and up and in size from 2,555 to
2,937 SF.

No sales over the prior 3 years
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LAND COMPARABLE 4

ST. PETERSBURC COUNTRY CLUB— HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

Property Identification

Property/Sale ID
Property Type
Property Name
Address
City, State Zip
County
MSA
Submarket
Latitude/Longitude
Tax ID

Transaction Data

Tampa-St. Petersbu rg-Clearwater
NW Pinellas County
28.036272/-82.767275
23-28-15-70110-100-2100 & 2101

Two deeds- July 2013 and
December 2013
Closed
Southeast District of
Christian and Missionary
Alliance/Charles and
Shirley Sabbides

Grantee

Property Rights
Financing
Conditions of Sale
Deed Book/Page
Sale Price

Glenn Moor Development
Group, Inc.
Fee Simple
Cash to Seller
Arm’s Length
18127/1230 & 18294/223 1
$1,164,000 (total)

Property Description

Gross Acres 5.430 Flood Hazard Zone X
Gross SF 236,531 Use Designation RU- Residential Urban
Density (Units/Ac) 4.24 Zoning Jurisdiction City of Dunedin
Shape Slightly Irregular Zoning Code PRD
Topography Slightly above street grade Zoning Description Planned Residential

and generally level Development

18531/31961
Subdivision-Residential
Glenn Moor
1289-1293 Michigan Boulevard
Dunedin, Florida 34698
Pinellas

Sale Date

Sale Status
Grantor
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$214,364 $/GrossSF $4.92

Verification
Confirmed By Patty Rotten berg- Appraiser for project
Confirmation Date 06-08-2015

Remarks
No other sales of the property within the last three years.

Property was purchased for development of a 23 lot gated single family subdivision. Typical lot sizes are
61-84’ in width and between 6,133 and 13,388 in overall size. Premium orientations will include pond and [park views.
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ST. PTF RS3URG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDF NDA

Glossary
Definitions are taken from the Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 5th Edition (Dictionary), the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and Building Owners and Managers Association International (BOMA).

Absolute Net Lease
A lease in which the tenant pays all expenses including
structural maintenance, building reserves, and
management; often a long-term lease to a credit tenant.
(Dictionary)

Additional Rent
Any amounts due under a lease that is in addition to
base rent. Most common form is operating expense
increases. (Dictionary)

Amortization
The process of retiring a debt or recovering a capital
investment, typically though scheduled, systematic
repayment of the principal; a program of periodic
contributions to a sinking fund or debt retirement fund.
(Dictionary)

As Is Market Value
The estimate of the market value of real property in its
current physical condition, use, and zoning as of the
appraisal date. (Dictionary)

Base (Shell) Building
The existing shell condition of a building prior to the
installation of tenant improvements. This condition
varies from building to building, landlord to landlord,
and generally involves the level of finish above the
ceiling grid. (Dictionary)

Base Rent
The minimum rent stipulated in a lease. (Dictionary)

Base Year
The year on which escalation clauses in a lease are
based. (Dictionary)

Building Common Area
The areas of the building that provide services to
building tenants but which are not included in the
rentable area of any specific tenant. These areas may
include, but shall not be limited to, main and auxiliary
lobbies, atrium spaces at the level of the finished floor,
concierge areas or security desks, conference rooms,
lounges or vending areas food service facilities, health or
fitness centers, daycare facilities, locker or shower
facilities, mail rooms, fire control rooms, fully enclosed
courtyards outside the exterior walls, and building core
and service areas such as fully enclosed mechanical or
equipment rooms. Specifically excluded from building
common areas are; floor common areas, parking spaces,

portions of loading docks outside the building line, and
major vertical penetrations. (BOMA)

Building Rentable Area
The sum of all floor rentable areas. Floor rentable area is
the result of subtracting from the gross measured area
of a floor the major vertical penetrations on that same
floor. It is generally fixed for the life of the building and
is rarely affected by changes in corridor size or
configuration. (BOMA)

Certificate of Occupancy (COO)
A statement issued by a local government verifying that
a newly constructed building is in compliance with all
codes and may be occupied.

Common Area (Public) Factor
In a lease, the common area (public) factor is the
multiplier to a tenant’s useable space that accounts for
the tenant’s proportionate share of the common area
(restrooms, elevator lobby, mechanical rooms, etc.). The
public factor is usually expressed as a percentage and
ranges from a low of 5 percent for a full tenant to as
high as 15 percent or more for a multi-tenant floor.
Subtracting one (1) from the quotient of the rentable
area divided by the useable area yields the load (public)
factor. At times confused with the “loss factor” which is
the total rentable area of the full floor less the useable
area divided by the rentable area. (BOMA)

Common Area Maintenance (CAM)
The expense of operating and maintaining common
areas; may or may not include management charges and
usually does not include capital expenditures on tenant
improvements or other improvements to the property.

CAM can be a line-item expense for a group of items
that can include maintenance of the parking lot and
landscaped areas and sometimes the exterior walls of
the buildings. CAM can refer to all operating expenses.

CAM can refer to the reimbursement by the tenant to the
landlord for all expenses reimbursable under the lease.
Sometimes reimbursements have what is called an
administrative load. An example would be a 15 percent
addition to total operating expenses, which are then
prorated among tenants. The administrative load, also
called an administrative and marketing fee, can be a
substitute for or an addition to a management fee.
(Dictionary)
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Condominium
A form of ownership in which each owner possesses the
exclusive right to use and occupy an allotted unit plus
an undivided interest in common areas.

A multiunit structure, or a unit within such a structure,
with a condominium form of ownership. (Dictionary)

Conservation Easement
An interest in real property restricting future land use to
preservation, conservation, wildlife habitat, or some
combination of those uses. A conservation easement
may permit farming, timber harvesting, or other uses of
a rural nature to continue, subject to the easement. In
some locations, a conservation easement may be
referred to as a conservation restriction. (Dictionary)

Contributory Value
The change in the value of a property as a whole,
whether positive or negative, resulting from the addition
or deletion of a property component. Also called
deprival value in some countries. (Dictionary)

Debt Coverage Ratio (DCR)
The ratio of net operating income to annual debt service
(DCR = NOl/Im), which measures the relative ability to a
property to meet its debt service out of net operating
income. Also called Debt Service Coverage Ratio (DSCR).
A larger DCR indicates a greater ability for a property to
withstand a downturn in revenue, providing an
improved safety margin for a lender. (Dictionary)

Deed Restriction
A provision written into a deed that limits the use of
land. Deed restrictions usually remain in effect when title
passes to subsequent owners. (Dictionary)

Depreciation
1) In appraising, the loss in a property value from

any cause; the difference between the cost of
an improvement on the effective date of the
appraisal and the market value of the
improvement on the same date. 2) In
accounting, an allowance made against the loss
in value of an asset for a defined purpose and
computed using a specified method.
(Dictionary)

Disposition Value
The most probable price that a specified interest in real
property is likely to bring under the following
conditions:
• Consummation of a sale within a exposure time

specified by the client;
• The property is subjected to market conditions

prevailing as of the date of valuation;

• Both the buyer and seller are acting prudently and
knowledgeably;

• The seller is under compulsion to sell;
• The buyer is typically motivated;
a Both parties are acting in what they consider to be

their best interests;
• An adequate marketing effort will be made during

the exposure time specified by the client;
• Payment will be made in cash in U.S. dollars or in

terms of financial arrangements comparable
thereto; and

a The price represents the normal consideration for
the property sold, unaffected by special or creative
financing or sales concessions granted by anyone
associated with the sale. (Dictionary)

Easement
The right to use another’s land for a stated purpose.
(Dictionary)

EIFS
Exterior Insulation Finishing System. This is a type of
exterior wall cladding system. Sometimes referred to as
dry-vit.

Effective Date
The date at which the analyses, opinions, and advice in
an appraisal, review, or consulting service apply. 2) In a
lease document, the date upon which the lease goes
into effect. (Dictionary)

Effective Gross Income (EGI)
The anticipated income from all operations of the real
property after an allowance is made for vacancy and
collection losses and an addition is made for any other
income. (Dictionary)

Effective Rent
The rental rate net of financial concessions such as
periods of no rent during the lease term and above- or
below-market tenant improvements (TIs). (Dictionary)

EPDM
Ethylene Diene Monomer Rubber. A type of synthetic
rubber typically used for roof coverings. (Dictionary)

Escalation Clause
A clause in an agreement that provides for the
adjustment of a price or rent based on some event or
index. e.g., a provision to increase rent if operating
expenses increase; also called an expense recovery
clause or stop clause. (Dictionary)

Estoppel Certificate
A statement of material factors or conditions of which
another person can rely because it cannot be denied at
a later date. In real estate, a buyer of rental property
typically requests estoppel certificates from existing
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tenants. Sometimes referred to as an estoppel letter.
(Dictionary)

Excess Land
Land that is not needed to serve or support the existing
improvement. The highest and best use of the excess
land may or may not be the same as the highest and
best use of the improved parcel. Excess land may have
the potential to be sold separately and is valued
separately. (Dictionary)

Expense Stop
A clause in a lease that limits the landlords expense
obligation, which results in the lessee paying any
operating expenses above a stated level or amount.
(Dictionary)

Exposure Time
1) The time a property remains on the market. 2) The
estimated length of time the property interest being
appraised would have been offered on the market prior
to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market
value on the effective date of the appraisal; a
retrospective estimate based on an analysis of past
events assuming a competitive and open market.
(Dictionary)

Extraordinary Assumption
An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment,
which, if found to be false, could alter the appraiser’s
opinions or conclusions. Extraordinary assumptions
presume as fact otherwise uncertain information about
physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject
property; or about conditions external to the property
such as market conditions or trends; or about the
integrity of data used in an analysis. (Dictionary)

Fee Simple Estate
Absolute ownership unencumbered by any other
interest or estate, subject only to the limitations
imposed by the governmental powers of taxation,
eminent domain, police power, and escheat. (Dictionary)

Floor Common Area
Areas on a floor such as washrooms, janitorial closets,
electrical rooms, telephone rooms, mechanical rooms,
elevator lobbies, and public corridors which are available
primarily for the use of tenants on that floor. (BOMA)

Full Service (Gross) Lease
A lease in which the landlord receives stipulated rent
and is obligated to pay all of the property’s operating
and fixed expenses; also called a full service lease.
(Dictionary)

Going Concern Value
• The market value of all the tangible and intangible

assets of an established and operating business

with an indefinite life, as if sold in aggregate; more
accurately termed the market value of the going
concern.

• The value of an operating business enterprise.
Goodwill may be separately measured but is an
integral component of going-concern value when it
exists and is recognizable. (Dictionary)

Gross Building Area
The total constructed area of a building. It is generally
not used for leasing purposes (BOMA)

Gross Measured Area
The total area of a building enclosed by the dominant
portion (the portion of the inside finished surface of the
permanent outer building wall which is 50 percent or
more of the vertical floor-to-ceiling dimension, at the
given point being measured as one moves horizontally
along the wall), excluding parking areas and loading
docks (or portions of the same) outside the building line.
It is generally not used for leasing purposes and is
calculated on a floor by floor basis. (BOMA)

Gross Up Method
A method of calculating variable operating expense in
income-producing properties when less than 100
percent occupancy is assumed. The gross up method
approximates the actual expense of providing services
to the rentable area of a building given a specified rate
of occupancy. (Dictionary)

Gross Retail Sellout
The sum of the appraised values of the individual units
in a subdivision, as if all of the units were completed and
available for retail sale, as of the date of the appraisal.
The sum of the retail sales includes an allowance for lot
premiums, if applicable, but excludes all allowances for
carrying costs. (Dictionary)

Ground Lease
A lease that grants the right to use and occupy land.
Improvements made by the ground lessee typically
revert to the ground lessor at the end of the lease term.
(Dictionary)

Ground Rent
The rent paid for the right to use and occupy land
according to the terms of a ground lease; the portion of
the total rent allocated to the underlying land.
(Dictionary)

HVAC
Heating, ventilation, air conditioning. A general term
encompassing any system designed to heat and cool a
building in its entirety.
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Highest and Best Use
The reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or
an improved property that is physically possible,
appropriately supported, financially feasible, and that
results in the highest value. The four criteria the highest
and best use must meet are 1) legal permissibility, 2)
physical possibility, 3) financial feasibility, and 4)
maximally profitability. Alternatively, the probable use of
land or improved —specific with respect to the user and
timing of the use—that is adequately supported and
results in the highest present value. (Dictionary)

Hypothetical Condition
That which is contrary to what exists but is supposed for
the purpose of analysis. Hypothetical conditions assume
conditions contrary to known facts about physical, legal,
or economic characteristics of the subject property; or
about conditions external to the property, such as
market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of
data used in an analysis. (Dictionary)

Industrial Gross Lease
A lease of industrial property in which the landlord and
tenant share expenses. The landlord receives stipulated
rent and is obligated to pay certain operating expenses,
often structural maintenance, insurance and real estate
taxes as specified in the lease. There are significant
regional and local differences in the use of this term.
(Dictionary)

Insurable Value
A type of value for insurance purposes. (Dictionary)
(Typically this includes replacement cost less basement
excavation, foundation, underground piping and
architect’s fees).

Investment Value
The value of a property interest to a particular investor
or class of investors based on the investor’s specific
requirements. Investment value may be different from
market value because it depends on a set of investment
criteria that are not necessarily typical of the market.
(Dictionary)

Just Compensation
In condemnation, the amount of loss for which a
property owner is compensated when his or her
property is taken. Just compensation should put the
owner in as good a position as he or she would be if the
property had not been taken. (Dictionary)

Leased Fee Interest
A freehold (ownership interest) where the possessory
interest has been granted to another party by creation
of a contractual landlord-tenant relationship (i.e., a
lease). (Dictionary)

Leasehold Interest
The tenant’s possessory interest created by a lease.
(Dictionary)

Lessee (Tenant)
One who has the right to occupancy and use of the
property of another for a period of time according to a
lease agreement. (Dictionary)

Lessor (Landlord)
One who conveys the rights of occupancy and use to
others under a lease agreement. (Dictionary)

Liquidation Value
The most probable price that a specified interest in real
property should bring under the following conditions:

e Consummation of a sale within a short period.
The property is subjected to market conditions
prevailing as of the date of valuation.

• Both the buyer and seller are acting prudently and
knowledgeably.

• The seller is under extreme compulsion to sell.
• The buyer is typically motivated.
• Both parties are acting in what they consider to be

their best interests.
• A normal marketing effort is not possible due to the

brief exposure time.
• Payment will be made in cash in U.S. dollars or in

terms of financial arrangements comparable
thereto.

• The price represents the normal consideration for
the property sold, unaffected by special or creative
financing or sales concessions granted by anyone
associated with the sale. (Dictionary)

Loan to Value Ratio (LTV)
The amount of money borrowed in relation to the total
market value of a property. Expressed as a percentage of
the loan amount divided by the property value.
(Dictionary)

Major Vertical Penetrations
Stairs, elevator shafts, flues, pipe shafts, vertical ducts,
and the like, and their enclosing walls. Atria, lightwells
and similar penetrations above the finished floor are
included in this definition. Not included, however, are
vertical penetrations built for the private use of a tenant
occupying office areas on more than one floor.
Structural columns, openings for vertical electric cable or
telephone distribution, and openings for plumbing lines
are not considered to be major vertical penetrations.
(BOMA)

Market Rent
The most probable rent that a property should bring in a
competitive and open market reflecting all conditions
and restrictions of the lease agreement including I
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permitted uses, use restrictions, expense obligations;
term, concessions, renewal and purchase options and
tenant improvements (TIs). (Dictionary)

Market Value
The most probable price which a property should bring
in a competitive and open market under all conditions
requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting
prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is
not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition
is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and
the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions
whereby:
a. Buyer and seller are typically motivated;
b. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and

acting in what they consider their own best
interests;

c. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the
open market;

d. Payment is made in terms of cash in United States
dollars or in terms of financial arrangements
comparable thereto; and

e. The price represents the normal consideration for
the property sold unaffected by special or creative
financing or sales concessions granted by anyone
associated with the sale.

Market Value As If Complete
Market value as if complete means the market value of
the property with all proposed construction, conversion
or rehabilitation hypothetically completed or under
other specified hypothetical conditions as of the date of
the appraisal. With regard to properties wherein
anticipated market conditions indicate that stabilized
occupancy is not likely as of the date of completion, this
estimate of value shall reflect the market value of the
property as if complete and prepared for occupancy by
tenants.

Market Value As If Stabilized
Market value as if stabilized means the market value of
the property at a current point and time when all
improvements have been physically constructed and the
property has been leased to its optimum level of long
term occupancy.

Marketing Time
An opinion of the amount of time it might take to sell a
real or personal property interest at the concluded
market value level during the period immediately after
the effective date of the appraisal. Marketing time
differs from exposure time, which is always presumed to
precede the effective date of an appraisal. (Advisory
Opinion 7 of the Standards Board of the Appraisal
Foundation and Statement on Appraisal Standards No.
6, ‘Reasonable Exposure Time in Real Property and
Personal Property Market Value Opinions” address the

determination of reasonable exposure and marketing
time). (Dictionary)

Master Lease
A lease in which the fee owner leases a part or the entire
property to a single entity (the master lease) in return
for a stipulated rent. The master lessee then leases the
property to multiple tenants. (Dictionary)

Modified Gross Lease
A lease in which the landlord receives stipulated rent
and is obligated to pay some, but not all, of the
property’s operating and fixed expenses. Since
assignment of expenses varies among modified gross
leases, expense responsibility must always be specified.
In some markets, a modified gross lease may be called a
double net lease, net net lease, partial net lease, or
semi-gross lease. (Dictionary)

Operating Expense Ratio
The ratio of total operating expenses to effective gross
income (TOE/EGI); the complement of the net income
ratio, i.e., OER = 1 — NIR (Dictionary)

Option
A legal contract, typically purchased for a stated
consideration, that permits but does not require the
holder of the option (known as the optionee) to buy,
sell, or lease real property for a stipulated period of time
in accordance with specified terms; a unilateral right to
exercise a privilege. (Dictionary)

Partial Interest
Divided or undivided rights in real estate that represent
less than the whole (a fractional interest). (Dictionary)

Pass Through
A tenant’s portion of operating expenses that may be
composed of common area maintenance (CAM), real
estate taxes, property insurance, and any other expenses
determined in the lease agreement to be paid by the
tenant. (Dictionary)

Potential Gross Income (PGI)
The total income attributable to real property at full
occupancy before vacancy and operating expenses are
deducted. (Dictionary)

Prospective Future Value Upon Completion
Market value “upon completion” is a prospective future
value estimate of a property at a point in time when all
of its improvements are fully completed. It assumes all
proposed construction, conversion, or rehabilitation is
hypothetically complete as of a future date when such
effort is projected to occur. The projected completion
date and the value estimate must reflect the market
value of the property in its projected condition, i.e.,
completely vacant or partially occupied. The cash flow

© 2015 VAI BRII )( E PROPFRIY ADVNOR’ I nIr’I ‘Il A’,’oc jile’, inc Ieje 97



Vaibridge
-AO,’ERl ‘ D’’.ORS

ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB — HOLES 1, 2 & 3
ADDENDA

I

must reflect lease-up costs, required tenant
improvements and leasing commissions on all areas not
leased and occupied.

Prospective Future Value Upon Stabilization
Market value ‘upon stabilization” is a prospective future
value estimate of a property at a point in time when
stabilized occupancy has been achieved. The projected
stabilization date and the value estimate must reflect the
absorption period required to achieve stabilization. In
addition, the cash flows must reflect lease-up costs,
required tenant improvements and leasing commissions
on all unleased areas.

Replacement Cost
The estimated cost to construct, at current prices as of
the effective appraisal date, a substitute for the building
being appraised, using modern materials and current
standards, design, and layout. (Dictionary)

Reproduction Cost
The estimated cost to construct, at current prices as of
the effective date of the appraisal, an exact duplicate or
replica of the building being appraised, using the same
materials, construction standards, design, layout, and
quality of workmanship and embodying all of the
deficiencies, super-adequacies, and obsolescence of the
subject building. (Dictionary)

Retrospective Value Opinion
A value opinion effective as of a specified historical date.
The term does not define a type of value. Instead, it
identifies a value opinion as being effective at some
specific prior date. Value as of a historical date is
frequently sought in connection with property tax
appeals, damage models, lease renegotiation, deficiency
judgments, estate tax, and condemnation. Inclusion of
the type of value with this term is appropriate, e.g.,
“retrospective market value opinion.” (Dictionary)

Sandwich Leasehold Estate
The interest held by the original lessee when the
property is subleased to another party; a type of
leasehold estate. (Dictionary)

Sublease
An agreement in which the lessee (i.e., the tenant) leases
part or all of the property to another party and thereby
becomes a lessor. (Dictionary)

Subordination
A contractual arrangement in which a party with a claim
to certain assets agrees to make his or her claim junior,
or subordinate, to the claims of another party.
(Dictionary)

Substantial Completion
Generally used in reference to the construction of tenant
improvements (TIs). The tenant’s premises are typically
deemed to be substantially completed when all of the
TIs for the premises have been completed in accordance
with the plans and specifications previously approved by
the tenant. Sometimes used to define the
commencement date of a lease.

Surplus Land
Land that is not currently needed to support the existing
improvement but cannot be separated from the
property and sold off. Surplus land does not have an
independent highest and best use and may or may not
contribute value to the improved parcel. (Dictionary)

Triple Net (Net Net Net) Lease
A lease in which the tenant assumes all expenses (fixed
and variable) of operating a property except that the
landlord is responsible for structural maintenance,
building reserves, and management. Also called NNN,
triple net lease, or fully net lease. (Dictionary)

(The market definition of a triple net lease varies; in
some cases tenants pay for items such as roof repairs,
parking lot repairs, and other similar items.)

Usable Area
The measured area of an office area, store area or
building common area on a floor. The total of all the
usable areas or a floor shall equal floor usable area of
that same floor. The amount of floor usable area can
vary over the life of a building as corridors expand and
contract and as floors are remodeled. (BOMA)

Value-in-Use
The value of a property assuming a specific use, which
may or may not be the property’s highest and best use
on the effective date of the appraisal. Value in use may
or may not be equal to market value but is different
conceptually. (Dictionary)
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Qualifications of Leslie A. McKeon, MM, SRA 1

______

Senior Appraiser b

Vaibridge Property Advisors I Entreken Associates, Inc. J.ç. .

Independent Valuations for a Variable World

State Certification Membership/Affiliations:
Appraisal Institute — MAT, SRA Member
Florida Gulfcoast Chapter of the Appraisal Institute Member

Florida State-Certified
General Real Estate
Appraiser RZ272 Appraisal Institute & Related Courses:

Completed all required coursework necessary for MAT and SRA

designations.

Education

Experience:
BS Real Estate Senior Appraiser
Florida State University Valbridge Property Advisorsi Entreken Associates, Inc. (2013-Present)

Vice President
Contact Details McKeon & Menard, Tampa, Fl. (1990-2013)

7278944800 X 205 (p) President/Principal
727-894-8916 (f) McKeon & Stroud (1986-1990)
lmckeon@valbridge.com

Senior Appraiser
Valbridge Property Advisors Glenn E. McCormick Co., Inc. (1979-1986)
Entreken Associates, Inc.
1100 16th Street North Leslie McKeon has completed a wide variety of real estate

St. Petersburg, FL 33705 appraisal assignments for financial institutions, law firms, and
corporations. Appraisal experience includes:

www.valbridge.com
• Eminent Domain
• Commercial Litigation
• Estate and Tax Planning
• Corporate Real Estate Portfolio
• Commercial and Multi-Family Loan Underwriting
• Toxic/RED Assets
• Real Estate Tax Appeal
• Environmental Sensitive Lands
• Less Than Fee Interests
• Corridor Real Estate
• Appraisal Review
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VaLuation and Advisory Services for
ALL Types of Property and Land

Office

I Industrial

I Retail

I Apartmentslmultifamilylsen br living

Lodginglhospitality!recreational

Other special-purpose properties

SPECIALTY SERVICES
Portfolio valuation

REQ/foreclosure evaluation

Real estate market and feasibility analysis

Property and lease comparablos. including lease review

Due diligence

Property tax assessment and appeal-support services

Valuations arid analysis of property under eminent domain proceedings

Valuations of property for financial reporting, including goodwill impairment.

impairment or disposal of long-lived assets, fair value and leasehold valuations

Valuation of property for insurance, estate planning and trusteeship, including

fractional interest valuation for gifting and IRS purposes

Litigation support, including expert witness testimony

Business and partnership valuation and advisory services, including

partial interests
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Resolution No. 2016 - _______ 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR, 
OR HIS DESIGNEE, TO ACQUIRE AN ±11.642 
ACRE PORTION OF ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY 
CLUB PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED IN 
EXHIBIT "A", TOGETHER WITH A RESTRICTIVE 
COVENANT ON ±22.855 ADJACENT ACRES 
LEGALLY DESCRIBED IN EXHIBIT "B", FOR THE 
CONTRACT PRICE OF $1,100,000; AND TO 
EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO 
EFFECTUATE THIS TRANSACTION; 
APPROVING A TRANSFER IN THE AMOUNT OF 
$970,000 FROM THE PRESERVATION RESERVE 
FUND (0002) TO THE GENERAL CAPITAL 
IMPROVEMENT FUND (3001); APPROVING A 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION OF $970,000 
FROM THE INCREASE IN THE 
UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE OF THE 
GENERAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND 
(3001), RESULTING FROM THIS TRANSFER, TO 
THE ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB 
ACQUISITION PROJECT (TBD); AND 
APPROVING A SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATION OF $130,000 FROM THE 
UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCE OF THE WEEKI 
WACHEE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND 
(3041) TO THE ST. PETERSBURG COUNTRY CLUB 
ACQUISITION PROJECT (TBD); AND 
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WHEREAS, the Real Estate and Property Management Department ("Real Estate") 
received an unsolicited proposal from the St. Petersburg Country Club, Inc. ("SPCC") offering to 
sell a certain parcel of real estate from SPCC as well as SPCC's agreement to encumber certain 
other real estate owned by SPCC so that said real estate could not be developed and in effect 
provide a buffer for Boyd Hill Nature Preserve; and 

WHEREAS, after review with Administration and the Parks and Recreation 
Department ("Parks"), Real Estate was requested to proceed with evaluating and negotiating for 
the acquisition of the property; and 

WHEREAS, the subject property is described as follows:  

• A portion of Tract VII and Tract VIII, LAKEWOOD ESTATES GOLF COURSE 
SECTION, as recorded in Plat Book 20, Page 63 of the Public Records of 
Pinellas County, Florida, and a portion of the rights-of-way of Country Club 
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Way South and Miranda Way South, more particularly described in the 
attached Exhibit "A" containing ±11.642 acres ("Real Property"); and 

• The majority of holes 1, 2 and 3 of the St. Petersburg Country Club, more 
particularly described in the attached Exhibit "B" containing ±22.855 acres 
("Restrictive Covenant Property"), (collectively, "Properties"); and 
 

WHEREAS, the Properties are zoned NS-E/Neighborhood Suburban Estate and 
inasmuch as the Properties abut Boyd Hill Nature Preserve, the Real Property meets the Parks 
acquisition criteria due to its wilderness characteristics; and  

WHEREAS, the Restrictive Covenant will encumber, run with the land and be 
binding upon the Seller, any other occupants of the Restrictive Covenant Property, and their 
respective successors and assigns; and 

WHEREAS, the Restrictive Covenant Property is restricted to use for a golf course 
and golf course accessory uses only (collectively, "Golf Course Uses") with such accessory uses 
including, but are not limited to, golf course practice areas, golf cart paths, rain shelters, irrigation 
system installation, relocating fairways, greens and sand traps, and driving range; and 

WHEREAS, at any time the Restrictive Covenant Property is not used for Golf 
Course Uses, the use of the Restrictive Covenant Property by SPCC shall be restricted to that of 
parks and open space: and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with City policy, two (2) appraisals were prepared on 
the Properties to determine the market value of the fee simple interest of the Real Property as if 
vacated and the Restrictive Covenant Property; and 

WHEREAS, the first appraisal was performed by Chris A. Finch, MAI, SRA, State 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, Fogarty and Finch, who indicated an estimated market 
value of $1,548,000 for the Real Property and $1,514,000 for the Restrictive Covenant Property as 
of May 29, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, a second appraisal was performed by Leslie A. McKeon, MAI, SRA, 
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, Valbridge Property Advisors, who indicated an 
estimated market value of $1,180,400 for the Real Property and $1,846,700 for the Restrictive 
Covenant Property as of June 5, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, at the June 11, 2015 Budget, Finance & Taxation Committee ("BFT") 
meeting, City staff reported the status of the additional research on the purchase of the Properties 
and the asking price of $3,200,000 which SPCC represented as the contract price with developers 
who previously had the Real Property under contract; and  

WHEREAS, after negotiations with SPCC, a purchase price of $1,100,000 was 
agreed upon for the Properties; and 

WHEREAS, at the September 3, 2015 City Council meeting, City Council 
recommended a referral to a Committee of the Whole ("COW") meeting on September 17, 2015 
for discussion regarding potential funding from Weeki Wachee Funds for the purchase of the 
property adjacent to Boyd Hill Nature Preserve; and  
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WHEREAS, City Council, sitting as the Committee of the Whole ("COW"), 
discussed the mitigation of the loss of preservation areas in relation to the purchase of lands 
adjacent to Boyd Hill Nature Preserve ("Project") and recommended to City Council that "the 
Project is approved, that funding for the Project is allocated from the total remaining balance of the 
Preservation Reserve Fund (0002), and that the remainder of the cost of the Project is allocated from the 
Weeki Wachee Operating Fund (1041)"; and 

WHEREAS, at the September 17, 2015 City Council meeting, in conjunction with 
the COW report, City Council adopted Resolution No. 2015-438 approving a project and 
allocation of monies from the Preservation Reserve Fund and Weeki Wachee Operating Fund for 
acquisition of the SPCC property; and  

WHEREAS, SPCC has executed the Agreement to sell the Real Property and 
encumber the Restrictive Covenant Property to the City for $1,100,000, subject to City Council 
approval which price is significantly less than the value determined by the two appraisals; and 

WHEREAS, SPCC is responsible for the costs of the survey, title insurance 
commitment, the owner’s title policy, closing fees and the State documentary stamps on the deed 
for the conveyance of the Properties to the City; and 

WHEREAS, the City is responsible for recording fees, closing related costs, and 
any costs incurred by the City related to its investigation of the Properties; and 

WHEREAS, once the Real Property is conveyed to the City, it is the intent of Parks 
to preserve the property in its natural state and will be an important addition to the City’s park 
assets; and 

WHEREAS, this acquisition of ±11.642 acres of Real Property along the southern 
perimeter of Boyd Hill Nature Preserve with an additional ±22.855 acres of land protected by a 
Restrictive Covenant will create an additional protected natural area within the City’s park 
system; and 

WHEREAS, the presence of a buffer will allow Parks to safely continue important 
land management activities such as prescribed fires and mechanical treatments that are essential 
to the overall health of the Boyd Hill Nature Preserve while creating a natural buffer extending 
protection to native species and habitat in case of future development; and 

WHEREAS, Parks will also be able to better control the ongoing problem of seed 
sources from non-native invasive plants on the abutting properties while drastically increasing 
the aesthetic value of the area for preserve visitors, neighboring residents and golfers alike; and 

WHEREAS, the Restrictive Covenant includes a Right of First Refusal in favor of 
the City providing the City with the opportunity to acquire the Restrictive Covenant Property in 
the event SPCC receives and intends to accept a written offer to purchase property owned by 
SPCC from a third party purchaser who does not intend to operate the property for Golf Course 
Uses; and 

WHEREAS, in the event the City does not exercise its Right of First Refusal in one 
instance, it does not prohibit the City from exercising its Right of First Refusal in subsequent 
instances. 



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

Petersburg, Florida, that the Mayor, or his Designee, is authorized to acquire an ±11.642 acre

portion of St. Petersburg Country Club property legally described and attached hereto as Exhibit

“A”, together with a Restrictive Covenant on ±22.855 adjacent acres legally described and attached

hereto as Exhibit “B’, for the contract price of $1,100,000; and to execute all documents necessary

to effectuate this transaction; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that there are hereby approved the following

supplemental appropriations from the unappropriated balances of their respective funds for

fiscal year 2016:

Preservation Reserve Fund (0002)
Transfer to: General Capital Improvement Fund (3001) $970,000

General Capital Improvement Fund (3001)
St. Petersburg Country Club Acquisition Project (TBD) $970,000

Weeki Wachee Capital Improvement Fund (3041)
St. Petersburg Country Club Acquisition Project (TBD) $130,000

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

LEGAL: APPROVED BY:

7

______

City Attorney (Designee) uce E. Director

Legal: 00266942.doc V. 1 Real Estate and Property Management

APPROVED BY: APPROVED BY:

Tom Greene, Director Mi’hael j. Jefferis, Director

Budget & Management Parks arid Recreation
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Exhibit "A" 
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Exhibit "B" 
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Report

Meeting of May 5, 2016

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

SUBJECT: Authorizing the Mayor or his designee to execute Task Order No. 12-12-
KCA/GC to the Architect/Engineering Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and
Kisinger Campo and Associates, Corp. in the amount of $165,500 for professional
planning services to develop an action plan for the Warehouse Arts District, located
between 1st Avenue North, 16th Street, 10th Avenue South, and 31st Street.

EXPLANATION: This item was deferred to May 5, 2016 during the April 21, 2016 City
Council meeting.

City Council previously approved an Architect/Engineering Agreement dated June 16,
2014 with the professional consulting planning firm of Kisinger Campo and Associates,
Corp. for miscellaneous professional services for Stormwater Management,
Transportation & Bridge Improvement Projects.

The Warehouse Arts District is located in the Dome Industrial Park area and has emerged
as a popular location for artists due to the availability of large warehouses and
manufacturing spaces. There are over 25 arts businesses and organizations within the
District. The Warehouse Arts District Association incorporated in October 2011 and
currently has 87 listed members.

The Warehouse Arts District action plan will focus on the following issues and objectives:
district brand, public realm improvements, and implementation strategy. Key aspects of
the plan will include recommendations for improving streetscape, branding elements,
transportation framework, intersection design on 5th Avenue South, a signature public
feature near the Pinellas Trail, zoning and regulatory framework, and budget estimates
for envisioned improvements.

Task Order No. 12-12-KCA/GC, in the amount of $165,500, provides for professional
planning services to complete an action plan for the Warehouse Arts District. The Task
Order agreement includes six tasks that will cover the project kickoff, discovery, a design
studio workshop, conceptual plans, the final action, and an allowance for additional
services not explicitly stated within the Task Order. The planning process includes several
opportunities for public input and participation. The action plan is expected to take
approximately ten months to complete.

RECOMMENDATION: Administration recommends authorizing the Mayor or his
designee to execute Task Order No. 12-12-KCNGC to the Architect/Engineering
Agreement between the City of St. Petersburg and Kisinger Campo and Associates, Corp.



in the amount of $165,500 for professional planning services to develop an action plan
for the Warehouse Arts District, located between jst Avenue North, 16th Street, 10th

Avenue South, and 31st Street.

COST/FUNDING/ASSESSMENT INFORMATION: Funds have been previously
appropriated in the General Capital Improvement CIP Fund (3001), Southside
Redevelopment (14609).

ATTACHMENTS: Resolution
Task Order No. 12-12-KCA/GC

twtsc. ttk?
Budget



RESOLUTION NO. 2016-

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR
OR HIS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE TASK
ORDER NO. 12-12-KCA/GC TO THE
ARCHITECT/ENGINEERING AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
AND KISINGER CAMPO AND ASSOCIATES,
CORP. IN THE AMOUNT OF $165,500, FOR
PROFESSIONAL PLANNING SERVICES TO
DEVELOP AN ACTION PLAN FOR THE
WAREHOUSE ARTS DISTRICT, AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, City Council previously approved an Architect/Engineering
Agreement dated June 1 6, 2014 with the professional consulting planning firm of Kisinger
Campo and Associates, Corp. for Miscellaneous Professional Services for Stormwater
Management, Transportation & Bridge Improvement Projects; and

WHEREAS, this Task Order No. 12-1 2-KCA/GC, in the amount of $165,500
is for Kisinger Campo and Associates, Corp. to provide professional planning services to
develop the Warehouse Arts District Action Plan, a comprehensive action plan that will
develop a district brand, identify and conceptualize public realm improvements, and
create an implementation strategy.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of St.
Petersburg, Florida, that the Mayor or his designee is authorized to execute Task Order
No. 12-12-KCA/GC to the Architect/Engineering Agreement between the City of St.
Petersburg and Kisinger Campo and Associates, Corp. in the amount of $165,500, for
professional planning services to develop an action plan for the Warehouse Arts District.

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

City

Administration

00264865
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TASK ORDER No. 12-12-KCA/GC
CONSULTING SERVICES FOR WAREHOUSE ARTS DISTRICT ACTION PLAN

This proposal is attached and made pursuant to the July 13, 2012 ARCHITECT/ENGINEERING
AGREEMENT FOR MISCELLANEOUS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR STORMWATER MANAGEMENT,
TRANSPORTATION & BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS, between Kisinger Campo & Associates, Corp.,
hereinafter referred to as ENGINEER, and the City of St. Petersburg, hereinafter referred to as CITY.

I. BACKGROUND

The City of St. Petersburg is interested in developing a conceptual urban design plan to define
enhancements for the Warehouse Arts District (WAD), including a portion of the 22nd Street South,
Deuces Live, corridor. The general study area is bounded by 1st Avenue North on the north, 10th
Avenue South on the south, 16th Street on the East, and 31st Street on the west. See Exhibit B for map
boundaries of WAD. The specific improvements under this task will on the warehouse area shown as
the Dome Industrial Park CRA displayed in Exhibit C.

The ENGINEER has teamed with Community Solutions Group, hereinafter referred to as
SUBCONSULTANT to provide the specialty consulting services required for this Task Order. The
ENGINEER will provide project management oversight as well supporting the SUBCONSULTANT on some
tasks.

II. SCOPE OF SERVICES

Specific services to be provided under this Task Order include the following:

Task 1. Project Kickoff

See Part 1 of SUBCONSULTANT’s Scope of Services for activities under this task. The ENGINEER’s PM will
participate on the Core Team Meeting and Site Tour.

Task 2. Discovery

See Part 2 of SUBCONTULTANT’s Scope of Services for activities under this task. The ENGINEER will
provide assistance with data collection and attendance to proposed meetings and events.

Task 3. Design Studio Workshop

See Part 3 of SUBCONTULTANT’s Scope of Services for activities under this task. The ENGINEER’s PM will
participate in some of the most relevant activities described under this task.

Task 4. Conceptual Plans

See Part 4 of SUBCONTULTANT’s Scope of Services for activities under this task. The ENGINEER will
provide assistance with preliminary design criteria the conceptual development of the Feature
Intersections. The ENGINEER will compile overall budgeting estimates for the conceptual
improvements.
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Task 5. Action Plan and Final Product

See Part 5 of SUBCONTULTANT’s Scope of Services for activities under this task. The ENGINEER will work

with CITY representatives and SUBCONSULTANTto develop and Action Plan including prioritizing

improvements and assisting the development of the Final Report.

Task 6. Additional Services

Any services not specifically provided for in the above scope as well as any changes in the CITY requests

will be considered additional services and will be performed at the ENGINEER’S negotiated rates.

Ill. DELIVERABLES

All deliverables are summarized after each part of SUBCONSULTANT’s Scope of Services.

IV. SCHEDUI.E

The ENGINEER and SUBCONSULTANT will deliver the final project deliverable within ten months subject

to excused delay caused by factors beyond their control.

V. CITY RESPONSIBILITIES

The following participation by the CITY is anticipated under this Scope of Services:
• Provide additional survey on an as-needed basis.
• Review and comment on the ENGINEER’S deliverables within fifteen (15) calendar days of

submittal.
• Attend and participate in any project meetings.

VI. PROJECT TEAM

Lead Design Consultant: Kisinger Campo & Associates, Corp. Responsible for Project Management, Cost

Estimates, consulting assistance as identified above.

Design Sub-Consultant: Community Solutions Group. Will provide lead design and planning services for

the district, using a collaborative process with local community stakeholders. This includes District

Brand, Public Realm Improvements, and Implementation Strategy.

The key members proposed for this project are indicated below:

• Engineer Project Manager: Guillermo Madriz, P.E. - KCA
• Sub-consultant Project Manager: Pete Sechler, PLA/AICP
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VII. ENGINEER’S COMPENSATION

a) For work under Tasks 1-5, the CITY shall compensate the ENGINEER in a lump sum amount of
$155,500.00 for services provided.

b) For additional services work under Task 6 the CITY shall compensate the ENGINEER on a time and
materials basis for additional services requested and authorized by the CITY. Compensation under
this task (and corresponding services) shall not exceed $10,000.00

c) The total amount of this Task Order including expenses and additional services $165,500.00.
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VIII. ACCEPTANCE

4
TASK ORDER No. 12-12-KCA/GC

By signature, the parties accept the provisions of this Task Order No. 12-12-KCA/GC and authorize the
ARCHITECT/ENGINEER to proceed at the direction of the CITY’S representative.

ATTEST CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG

By:
Chandrahasa Srinivasa
City Clerk

DATE:

By:
Thomas B. Gibson, P.E., Director
Engineering & Capital Improvements

DATE:

By:
H. Phillip Keyes, P.E.
Design Manager

DATE:

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT APPROVED ASTO FORM

By:
City Attorney (Designee)

DATE:

By:
City Attorney (Designee)

DATE:

Paul G. Foley, President
(Printed Name with Title)

WITNESS:

By: OwO Q
I (Signature)’

A. V’jA)f’rD
Printed Name)

Kisinger Campo and Associates, Corp.
(Company Name)

By:
(Signature) I”

DATE:______DATE: Z.
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EXHIBIT A
COMMUNITY SOLUTIONS GROUP

_______

SCOPE OF SERVICES

___
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Mr. Guillermo Madriz, PE
Kisinger Campo & Associates
201 North Franklin Street, Suite 400
Tampa, Florida 33602

Proposal
Warehouse Arts District I Dueces ‘North’ Action Plan
City of St. Petersburg, Florida

Dear Guillermo:

I appreciate the opportunity to work with you and the City of St. Petersburg,
Warehouse Arts District (WAD), Deuces Live and community on an action plan for
this exciting, emergent area of downtown. Our role will be as subconsultant to
Kisinger Campo & Associates (KCA) (Client). We also envision introducing local
firm Raw Studios LLC, (Gina Foti), a creative / branding group located in the WAD
connected to grassroots organizational leadership, including Deuces Live, Grand
Central, and others.

Project Understanding

GAl consultants, Inc.
618 E. South Street
Suite 700
Orlando, Florida 32801

T 407.423.8398
gaiconsultants.com

The City of St. Petersburg is interested in developing a conceptual urban design
plan to define enhancements for the Warehouse Arts District, including the
Deuces Corridor (north of 1275) and adjacent areas. The general study area is
bounded by 16th St. South, 32u,d St. South, 1st Ave. North, and 10th Ave. South.
The specific improvement focus area is the warehouse area shown as the “Dome
Industrial Park” displayed in Exhibit C.

As subconsultant to KCA, GAl’s Community Solutions Group (CSG) will provide
lead design and planning services for the district, using a collaborative process
with local community stakeholders. This includes (per Exhibit D; City of St
Petersburg WAD Action Plan) the following issues and program objectives:
District Brand, Public Realm Improvements, and Implementation Strategy.

The City proposes to address these objectives by four major components to the
project: Discovery, Stakeholder Workshop, Concept Plan and Action Plan — to be
followed by subsequent Design/Permit/Construction of Phase 1 improvements
identified in the Action Plan. This scope of service includes the items identified in
the City scope, but arranged in a sequence that will promote consensus based on
an inclusive, collaborative process.

Based on conversations with the City, the project will include several tiers of
interaction: Core Team (Consultant and City PM), a Steering Committee (4-6
people), several key property stakeholders and the general public. Our process
will engage each of these groups to work towards consensus.

A GA! Consultants inc Scnsco Group

© 2015 GAl Consultants, Inc.



Page 2
March 8, 2016
Warehouse Arts District Action Plan

Planning Urban Design
landscape Architecture Scope of Services
Fcononrics Real Estate

Based on our understanding of the project requirements / criteria provided to
date by the City and Client, GAl will perform the following Scope of Services:

Part 1 Project Kickoff

1. Core Team Meeting and Site Tour - The kickoff is envisioned as an internal
Core Team workshop to confirm our approach to the project. We will
establish our shared management approach for the project, focusing on
key people, schedule, data gathering and other logistics. We will discuss
key planning objectives and factors requiring special consideration,
including an overview summary from the various City departments
relevant to this project.

2. Set up Communication Ptatform (Raw Studios Assistance) - We will also
discuss our approach to setting up the communications platform for the
project, available email or telephone distribution lists and launching
online social media resources. We will plan for the communications
strategy, including the project announcement. (We assume that the
established Warehouse Arts District Facebook Page and other
established City outlets will be the preferred platform for social media).

Deliverable: Meeting Notes, Strategy Statement, and Communications Approach.

Part 2— Discovery

1. Data Collection (KCA assistance) — Following the Kickoff, we will initiate our
Discovery process. This will include mapping and field reconnaissance.
City and/or KCA will provide data as available from existing sources:

• Existing relevant planning documents or CIP investments;

• Basic existing utility infrastructure / mainline mapping;

• Sidewalk location, ADA handicap ramps, crosswalks mapping: and

• Relevant Traffic Data (peak hour, key turning movements)

CSG will conduct a GIS-based mapping review of the area, as well as a field
reconnaissance, to assess the character and condition of existing public
rights-of-way, land use, bike routes and facilities, transit, visual character
and urban form.

2. Kickoff Event ÷ Walking Audit (Raw Studios Assistance) - CSG will conduct a
kickoff event to introduce the project to the public, build interest in the
community, describe the process / schedule and solicit input from
participants. The Kickoff Event will include a ‘Values and Vision’ exercise to
gain early input and share ideas. We envision that the kickoff will also
include a neighborhood walking audit to ‘show us what you see’. If
possible, we imagine this session starting about 4PM and finishing about
7PM.

A GA! Consuftarits inc Service Group

C 2016 GA! consultants
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3. Stakehotder Meetings — CSG will schedule a round of interview meetings
Etonn,ms Real Estate with the Steering Committee, the WAD District Board and other critical

stakeholders. The purpose will be to gain information regarding area
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and ideas for the District. We have

budgeted two (2) days for this activity.

4. Anatysis and Synthesis — CSG will consolidate Discovery information into a
‘Conditions Analysis’ document. The document will be presented to the
Core Team, and the Steering Committee for review and comment.

Detiverabte — Five (5) hard-copy ‘Conditions Analysis’ workbooks summarizing
Discovery materials collected to date, including meeting notes, activity
documentation, urban form maps and character imagery, as welt as Thematic Topics
of opportunity. Workbook will be saved and delivered as a PDF file transmittal and
posting as appropriate on website /social media. We also anticipate a steady feed of
social media push regarding our activities.

Part 3 - Design Studio Workshop

1. Design Studio - Following the review and comment on the ‘Conditions
Analysis’, CSG will prepare for a 3-day, on-site design studio workshop. If
possible, we will conduct the workshop at a location within the District.
The purpose of the on-site studio will be to foster a highly collaborative

approach to initial concept design exploration. Topics will include brand

characteristics, gateways and signage graphics, streets and public realm,
and other thematic topics identified during Discover.

• Evening Day 1 — Public Workshop: The purposes of this workshop are
to present findings to date, outline goals for the week, interactive

exercise, design ‘assignments’ to team and participants.

• Day 2 — Studio Work Session: This session will feature our design team
and breakout tables focusing on streetscape materials, design
opportunities, and graphics and gateways. The session will be set up
for all-day local input and design participation regarding specific
topics, and the public will be free to come and go. Stakeholder
meetings may be conducted during this session, as needed.

• Day 3 - Studio Synthesis and Pin-Ups: During the Day 3 session, CSG
and the team will review big ideas, validate, and prepare for
Conceptual Design. The day will conclude with a public workshop
featuring a short presentation followed by open house salon.

A GAl Consuil,3n1s tic Serwce Group

© 2016 GAl consultants



Page 4
March 8, 2016
Warehouse Arts District Action Plan

Pianring Urhn Desjn . . . .

Landscape Architecture 2. Review + Refine — CSG will review the results (preliminary design ideas)
[conomics Real [stats with the public at the conclusion of the Design Studio Workshop, and

afterwards with the Steering Committee for comment, validation and
refinement.

Detiverabte - PowerPoint Presentation summarizing preliminary design ideas,
detailed public participation, and outline.

Part 4— Conceptual Plans

1. Overall District Plans — Based on the outcomes of the studio workshop,
CSG will complete an urban design framework drawing set that
summarizes the public realm and ideas for the District.

2. Streetscape Branding Elements — CSG will compile material standards for
typical streetscapes including landscape, hardscape, site furnishings,
lighting and other amenities.

3. Graphic Branding Street Elements — CSG will lead a graphic branding
exercise, with assistance from Raw Studios, including conceptual designs
for gateways, wayfinding, banners, and an approach to external public art.

4. Transportation Framework — CSG will develop a transportation framework
that will include bike network, sidewalks / crosswalks, transit, and a
wayfinding ‘logic’ map for identifying top District destinations. The
wayfinding portion is anticipated to feature up to two (2) sign types and 5-
10 destinations. Wayfinding efforts in excess of this may be provided as an
additional service.

5. Signature Address and Feature Intersections — It is anticipated that
somewhere in the District, the plan may yield a signature ‘central’ public
feature which may include a special streetscape block or public plaza. If so,
this feature will be developed at a conceptual level using the branding
elements. We envision no more than two (2) feature perspective graphics
depicting the signature location incorporating the master plan design
elements.

Two (2) intersections will receive special design consideration, including 5th

Avenue at 22nd Street and 5th Avenue at 28th Street.

6. Zoning and Regulatory Framework — CSG will report to the City team any
land use I development issues that emerge from our interactions with the
public. The City will take the lead on evaluating the current regulatory
framework and appropriate revisions.

7. Budget Estimates — CSG will work with KCA to develop conceptual budget
estimates for the envisioned improvements. CSG will only provide
budgeting numbers for landscape and pedestrian hardscape elements. It
is assumed KCA will compile overall budgeting estimates as appropriate,
including any roadway reconstruction, public utilities, etc.

A GA! Consultants Inc Serv,ce Group
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Pianninu Urban DeSIcJn .

Landscape Architecwre 8. Concept and Fundtng Revtew — CSG will meet with the Core Team and
Economics Rea’ Estate Steering Committee to review the concepts and conduct a ‘funding

strategies workshop’. This will include sources of public finance, donor
opportunities and grant programs. KCA will take the lead on grant
opportunities with support from CSG.

9. Pubtic Open House - CSG will refine the Conceptual Plan components one
time based on input from the Core Team and Steering Committee. We will
then present the work to the District and Public Stakeholders in an open
house format.

Detiverabte — Technical Memoranda + PPT summarizing the ptan components as
detailed above. We wilt provide five (5) hard copies and PDF files suitable for
printing / distribution.

Part 5 — Action Plan and Final Product

1. Prioritized Implementation — the Action Plan will include a list of projects
with associated conceptual budgets. We will review the projects with the
City Core Team and Steering Committee to develop a priority list of first
phase, actionable projects.

2. Draft District Plan - Combined Warehouse Arts District Ptan summarizing
the concept plan components (as defined in Part 4), budget estimates and
funding ideas. We will present the draft District Plan to the City and
Warehouse Arts District Master Plan Committee for review and input. We
will refine the plan one time based on the combined written comments of
the City and Steering Committee.

3. Final District Plan —CSG will produce a final version of the Warehouse Arts
District Ptan as a color document suitable for printing, transmittal and
posting (as appropriate) on web based / social media outlets. We will
conduct one final public presentation of the plan and actions.

Detiverabte — Color Report document, formatted in InDesign, with narrative and
graphics outlining the products defined in Parts 4 and 5. Root files and PDF suitable
for transmittal will be available to the Client and City.

Schedule

GAl will begin work upon receipt of a copy of this Proposal executed and
authorized below. GAl will endeavor to complete its Scope of Services and deliver
the final project deliverable within ten (10) months, subject to excused delay
occasioned by factors beyond GAl’s reasonable control.

A GAl Consuitwcfs Thc Serwce Group
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Planning Urban Design
Landscape Architecture Compensation
Economics Real Estate

Compensation for services rendered by GAl will be in accordance with the rates
agreed to and incorporated into the Agreement between GAl and Client. The
total cost of GAl’s services under this Proposal is $119,500.00 to be paid on a
lump sum basis including expenses. This includes a total fee of $18,000.00
(including direct expenses) for RAW Studios to assist with creative development,
meeting promotion and hosting our workshop events.

Payment

Unless otherwise specified in the GAl Standard Terms and Conditions for
Professional Services, attached hereto as Exhibit A, GAl will prepare invoices
monthly and payment will be due within thirty (30) days of the date of the
invoice. All other payment terms will be in accordance with Exhibit A.

Additional Services

The following items are some services that may be provided as Additional
Services:

• On-site meetings in addition to those specifically identified in the above
scope of services;

• Implementation-level design and engineering;

• Expanded wayfinding planning beyond that described in the above scope
of services; and

• Perspective sketches! watercolors, photo-morphs and other renderings
in excess of those specifically identified in the above scope of services.

Assumptions and Understandings

GAl’s Scope of Services, Schedule and Compensation as set forth above have
been prepared on the basis of the following assumptions and understandings:

1. Client acknowledges and understands that Community Solutions Group
is a GAl Consultants, Inc. Services Group. Any reference to Community
Solutions Group or CSG in the Proposal for Professional Services and the
Standard Terms and Conditions also refers to GAl Consultants, Inc. It is
further acknowledged and understood that this agreement is between
the CLIENT and GAl Consultants, Inc.

A GAl Cnsuitants inc Service Group
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Fanning Urban Desn 2. Client represents that they have not performed environmental
Econonis RcaI Estate investigation and no investigation is required for this assignment.

3. Access to the project site(s) or other land upon which GAl is to conduct
any field work will be available to GAl personnel in a timely manner.

4. The City shall be responsible for advertising all public workshops and for
securing adequate locations, preferably within the WAD.

5. Client has provided all its requirements for GAl’s scope of services and all
criteria and/or specifications that GAl should utilize at the time this
Proposal is authorized. This includes any requirement for any statement
of professional opinion or certification.

6. Client has provided all available information pertinent to GAl’s scope of
services, including previous reports/drawings; utility information; topo
information, etc. at the time this Proposal is authorized. Unless otherwise
noted, GAl may rely upon such information.

7. Client will give GAl prompt notice whenever it observes or otherwise
becomes aware of any development that affects the scope or timing of
GAl’s performance.

8. Client will examine and provide comments and/or decisions with respect
to any GAl interim or final deliverables within a period mutually agreed
upon.

9. Any of Client’s other consultant(s)/contractor(s) will cooperate and
coordinate with GAl in a timely and efficient manner.

10. GAl’s proposed compensation and schedule are based on receipt of
authorization to proceed within thirty (30) calendar days of the date of
this Proposal. GAl reserves the right to adjust its compensation if
authorization to proceed is not received within thirty (30) calendar days.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 321.319.3126 if you have any questions
or wish to discuss this Proposal. If this Proposal is acceptable, please sign where
indicated below and return one (1) copy for our file. This also will serve as
authorization for GAl to proceed. GAl’s performance of the Scope of Services will
be governed by the GAl Standard Terms and Conditions for Professional Services,
attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference.

REQUESTED AND AUTHORIZED BY:

Sincerely, Kisinger Campo and Associates

Community Solutions Group.
a GAl Consultants BY:
Service Group

PRINTED
NAME:

TITLE:

A GA! Coosullarr(s Inc Service Group
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P1 in Oeegn Andrew McCown, AICP
Eononius keal Estate Planning Manager DATE:

Pete Sechier, PLA/AICP
Senior Director, CSG

Attachments:

Exhibit A - GAl Standard Terms and Conditions for Professional Services
Exhibit B — GAl Florida Community Development Rate Schedule
Exhibit C — Study Area and Warehouse Arts District Boundaries
Exhibit D — City of St Petersburg WAD Action Plan
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EXHIBIT A
GAl Consultants, Inc.
Standard Terms and Conditions for Real Estate, Economic and/or Advisory Services

1. Scope of Services and Limitations

GAl shall perform the Services described in GAl’s Proposal,
incorporated herein by reference and to which these Terms and
Conditions are attached, in connection with certain real estate,
economic and/or advisory services as described in the GAl
proposal dated . GAl’s Services will not include legal or
regulatory counseling nor any services within the scope of the
U. S. Security and Exchange Commission’s (SEC) “Municipal
Advisor Rule” it being understood and acknowledged that GAl is
not licensed under that Rule to provide such services. CLIENT
may have independently engaged a municipal advisor to perform
such services or assignments. The analysis may comment on
matters associated with zoning, as well as, other state and local
government regulations, permits, and licenses. Further, no effort
will be made to determine the possible effects on any specific
assignments as they may be influenced by present or future
Federal, State, or local legislation, including any bond restrictions,
changes in tax structure or tax law, environmental or ecological
matters, or interpretations thereof. Our documentation will
contain a statement to that effect.

Any conclusions and/or any prospective financial information that
may be included in GAl’s documentation will be based on
estimates and assumptions from previous studies, information
developed from supplemental research, knowledge of the industry
and other sources, including certain information that you may
provide. The source of information and basis of significant
estimates and assumptions will be stated in our documentation.
Some assumptions inevitably will not materialize and
unanticipated events and circumstances may occur. Therefore,
actual results will vary from any estimates, and the variations
may be material. GAl’s documentation will contain a statement to
that effect.

2. Compensation

GAl agrees to accept and CLIENT agrees to pay the
compensation on either a time (hourly) and expense basis in
accordance with the appropriate rates in effect at the time of
performance, a lump sum basis, or in some other arrangement
specified in GAl’s proposal.

3. Invoicing/Payment

A. GAl will submit invoices as the engagement or work
progresses, but not more frequently than every two
weeks, for Services performed during the period or
upon completion of the Services, whichever is earlier.

B. Invoices are due and payable in U.S. dollars within 30
days from date of invoice. All charges not paid within
30 days may be subject to a service charge of 1-1/2
percent per month or a fraction thereof, plus all costs
and expenses of collection, including without limitation,
attorneys’ fees at GAl’s option. In addition, should
CLIENT fail to pay any invoice within 45 days of the
invoice date, GAl may, in its sole discretion, upon 3
days written notice to CLIENT, stop work and recover
from CLIENT payment for all services performed prior
to the work stoppage, plus all amounts for interest,
penalties and attorney’s fees that may be recoverable
under applicable law, including without limitation,
prompt payment and/or lien laws. GAl will resume
performance once CLIENT pays all outstanding
amounts due plus any advance payment(s) or other
security in GAl’s sole discretion deemed necessary.

C. CLIENT will be invoiced for all internal expenses, such
as photocopy and photographic reproductions, postage,
mileage, company vehicle rental, the acquisition or
special materials where required etc., on a per diem
rate for all personnel required by the work to remain
away from their normal residence and the cost of
transporting materials, equipment, and/or personnel as
required for proper performance of the project on a
mileage basis. If one of GAl’s field vehicles is required
for the execution of the work, CLIENT will be invoiced
for the vehicle on a rental basis or on a mileage basis,
depending upon the vehicle.

D. CLIENT will be invoiced for external expenses, such as
travel, lodging, sub-contracted services, etc., at direct
cost.

E. Payments shall include the GAl invoice number and be
mailed directly to GAl at the address first written above
to the attention of the Accounts Receivable.

F. All documents will remain stamped “DRAFT” until all
outstanding sums are received.

G. In the event, the assignment involves any testimony or
additional support functions, all invoices must be paid
in full prior to the testimony or additional support is
rendered.

4. Changes

CLIENT and GAl may make additions to the scope of work by
written Change Order. CLIENT may omit work previously ordered
by written instructions to GAl. The provisions of this AGREEMENT,
with appropriate changes in GAl’s Compensation and Project
Schedule, shall apply to all additions and omissions.

5. CLIENT Responsibilities
CLIENT represents, with the intent that GAl rely thereon, that it
has sufficient financial resources to pay GAl as agreed to in this
AGREEMENT and, as applicable and necessary for GAl to perform
its services. CLIENT will:

A. Provide all criteria and full information as to its
requirements for GAl’s services, including design or
study objectives, constraints, third party certification
requirement(s), standards or budget limitation(s).

B. Upon identification by GAl and approval by CLIENT of
the necessity and scope of information required, furnish
GAl with data, reports, surveys, and other materials
and information required for this assignment, all of
which GAl may rely upon in performing its services,
except those included in GAl’s scope of services.

C. Guarantee access to the property and make all
provisions for GAl to enter upon public and private
lands as required for GAl to perform its services under
this AGREEMENT, if necessary.

D. Examine all studies, reports, sketches, opinions of the
construction costs, specifications, drawings, proposals,
and other documents presented by GAl to CLIENT and
promptly render in writing the decisions pertaining
thereto within a period mutually agreed upon.

E. Give prompt written notice to GAl whenever CLIENT
observes or otherwise becomes aware of any
development that affects the scope or timing of GAl’S
services, any changes in the information provided by
CLIENT pursuant to Article 5 (1) above or GM’s
performance.

• gai consultants
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EXHIBIT A
GAl Consultants, Inc.
Standard Terms and Conditions for Real Estate, Economic and/or Advisory Services

F. Furnish such legal and insurance counseling services as
CLIENT may require for the Project, including without
limitation, any falling under the jurisdiction of the SEC’s
“Municipal Advisor Rule”.

6. Schedule/Delays

GAl shall commence performance upon receipt of the CLIENT’s
written authorization to proceed and shall perform its professional
services in accordance with the mutually agreed schedule,
provided however, the performance under this AGREEMENT shall
be excused in the event performance of this AGREEMENT is
prevented or delays are occasioned by factors beyond the
delayed Party’s control, or by factors which could not reasonably
have been foreseen at the time this AGREEMENT was prepared
and executed. The delayed party’s performance shall be extended
by the period of delay plus a reasonable period to restart
operations.

7. Document Ownership and Reuse

All reports, drawings, specifications, manuals, learning and audio
visual materials, field data, calculations, estimates, and other
documents (collectively “Work Product”) prepared by GAl are
instruments of service and shall remain the property of GAl
although the Work Product may be used by CLIENT for the
purposes defined by the proposal and these terms and conditions.
The terms of this engagement will be such that GAl will have no
obligation to revise the documentation to reflect events or
conditions, which occur subsequent to the date of the
documentation. The documentation will contain a statement to
that effect. Any further use or re-use of GAl’s Work Product
without GAl’s consent or adaptation as may be appropriate shall
be without liability to GAl and CLIENT shall defend, indemnify
and hold GAl harmless from any such further use or reuse by
CLIENT without GAl’s consent or adaptation.

GAl’s documentation will be intended solely for CLIENT’s
information, planning, and negotiations in the short term.
Otherwise, neither GAl’s documentation nor its contents, nor any
reference to GAl may be included or quoted in any offering
circular or registration statement, loan or other agreement or
document not previously specified in this document without prior
written permission from GAl. Permission will be granted upon
meeting certain conditions.

8. Limitation of Liability

In the event of any loss, damage, claim, or expense to CLIENT
resulting from GAl’s performance or non-performance of the
professional services authorized under this AGREEMENT, GAl’s
liability whether based on any legal theory of contract, tort
including negligence, strict liability or otherwise under this
AGREEMENT for professional acts, errors, or omissions shall be
limited to the extent any such claims, damages, losses, or
expenses resulting from the negligent act, errors or omissions of
GAl or its employees occurring during performance under this
AGREEMENT. The total cumulative liability of GAl arising out of
professional acts, errors, or omissions shall not exceed the
greater of $50,000 or two times the total compensation GAl
receives from CLIENT under this AGREEMENT. GAl’s aggregate
liability for all other acts, errors, or omissions shall be limited to
the coverage and amounts of GAl’s insurance. The limitations
stated above shall not apply to the extent any damages are
proximately caused by the willful misconduct of GAl and its
employees.

9. Disclaimer of Consequential Damages

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this AGREEMENT,
neither party shall have any liability to the other party for indirect,
consequential or special damages including, but not limited to,
liability or damages for delays of any nature, loss of anticipated
revenues or profits, costs of shutdown, or startup whether such
damages are based on contract, tort including negligence, strict
liability or otherwise.

10. Standard of Performance

GAl will perform its Services with that level of care and skill
ordinarily exercised by other professionals practicing in the same
discipline(s), under similar circumstances and at the time and
place where the Services are performed, and makes no warranty,
express or implied, including the implied by law warranties of
MERCHANTABILITY AND FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE.

11. confidentiality/Non-Disclosure

Upon Client’s written request and subject to “Sunshine” or other
“Right-to-Know” laws, rules or regulations, GAl shall not disclose,
or permit disclosure of any information developed in connection
with its performance under this AGREEMENT or received from
CLIENT or the Project Owner, or their affiliates, subcontractors,
or agents designated by CLIENT as confidential, except to GAl’s
employees and subcontractors who need such information in
order to properly execute the services of this AGREEMENT The
foregoing shall not prohibit GAl from disclosing information in
response to any Federal, State or local government directive or
judicial order, but in the event GAl receives or is threatened with
such an order or has actual knowledge that such an order may be
sought or be forthcoming, GAl shall immediately notify CLIENT
and assist CLIENT in CLIENT’s undertaking such lawful measures
as it may desire to resist the issuance, enforcement and effect of
such an order. GAl’s obligation to resist such an order and assist
CLIENT and the Project Owner is contingent upon GAl receiving
further compensation for such assistance, including without
limitation, a reasonable attorney’s fee, in assisting CLIENT.

12. Miscellaneous Terms of Agreement

A. This AGREEMENT shall be subject to, interpreted, and
enforced according to the laws of the state of the GAl
office location first written above without giving effect
to its conflict of law principles. If any part of this
AGREEMENT shall be held illegal, unenforceable, void,
or voidable by any court of competent jurisdiction, each
of the remainder of the provisions shall nevertheless
remain in full force and effect and shall in no way be
affected, impaired, or invalidated.

B. CLIENT shall not assert any claim or suit against GAl
after expiration of a Limitation Period, defined as the
shorter of (a) three (3) years from substantial
completion of the particular GAl service(s) out of which
the claim, damage or suit arose, or (b) the time period
of any statute of limitation or repose provided by law.
In the event of any claim, suit or dispute between
CLIENT and GAl, CLIENT agrees to only pursue
recovery from GAl and will not to seek recovery from,
pursue or file any claim or suit, whether based on
contract, tort including negligence, strict liability or
otherwise against any director, officer, or employee of
GAl.

C. Either the CliENT or GAl may terminate or suspend
performance of this AGREEMENT without cause upon
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EXHIBIT A
GAl Consultants, Inc.
Standard Terms and Conditions for Real Estate, Economic and/or Advisory Services

thirty (30) days written notice delivered or mailed to
the other party.

D. All notices required to be sent hereunder shall be either
hand delivered, with signed receipt of such hand
delivery, or sent by certified mail, return receipt
requested.

E. The paragraph headings in this AGREEMENT are for
convenience of reference only and shall not be deemed
to alter or affect the provisions hereof.

F. Unless expressly stated to the contrary, the
professional services to be provided by GAl do not
include meetings and consultations in anticipation of
litigation or arbitration or attendance as an expert
witness in any deposition, hearing, or arbitration. If
requested, these services will be provided by an
amendment to this AGREEMENT, setting forth the

terms and rates of compensation to be received by
GAl.

G. Nothing herein shall be construed to give any rights or
benefits hereunder to anyone other than CLIENT and
GAl, e.g. no third party beneficiary right(s) are
intended hereunder.

H. No modification or changes in the terms of this
AGREEMENT may be made except by written
instrument signed by the parties.

GAl is an Equal Opportunity Employer. GAl complies
with the Office of Federal Contract Compliance
Programs Affirmative Action Programs as outlined in 41
CFR 60-1.4(a)(b), 41 CFR 60-250.5(a)(b), and 41 CFR
60-741.5(a)(b)

END OF TERMS AND CONDiTIONS
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2015 Community Development Florida Rate Schedule

Professionals include Economists, Planners, Urban Designers and Landscape Architects. The use of “Engineer”

in the titles in the Hourly Rate Schedule applies to professional engineers and geologists.

Any changes in hourly rates to reflect increases in cost of living, taxes, benefits, etc. will take effect on January

3, 2016. Rates in the below table are “loaded” hourly rates and include all overhead, costs, and benefits per

hourly unit rate.

Labor Classifcation Invoice Rate

CSG Expert Witness $350.00

CSG Senior Director! Principal $265.00

CSG Senior Director $250.00

CSG Director $220.00

CSG Senior Manager / Assistant Director $195.00

CSG Manager $170.00

CSG Assistant Manager $150.00

CSG Senior Project Professional $135.00

CSG Project Professional $120.00

CSG Senior Professional $105.00

CSG Professional $90.00

CSG Senior Technician $95.00

CSG Technician 2 $85.00

CSG Technician 1 $65.00

Senior Engineering Director $305.00

Engineering Director $260.00

Senior Engineering Manager $225.00

Senior Project Manager $170.00

Senior Lead Project Engineer $165.00

Project Manager $150.00

CEI Project Administrator, Senior Project Engineer $145.00

Engineering Manager $140.00

Senior Project Designer $125.00

Senior Lead Designer, Project Engineer $115.00

Senior Engineer Intern $100.00

Lead Designer $95.00

Senior CAD Operator $90.00

Senior Project Coordinator $85.00

Senior Project Controls Associate $80.00

Engineer Intern $75.00

CAD Operator $70.00

Administrative Assistant $55.00

Environmental Director $135.00

Senior Environmental Specialist $125.00

Environmental Project Specialist $80.00

© 2015 GAl Consultants, Inc.
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Study Area and Warehouse Arts District Boundaries
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DRAFT

Scope of Services

The Warehouse Arts District Action Plan

A. General

The purpose of this document is to establish a scope of services, define the parameters of the

project, the project understanding, project schedule, limits of works and tasks to be performed.

B. Project Description

The WAD lies west of Tropicana Field and incorporates portions of the Grand Central Main

Street, Deuces Live Main Street, and South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area. It is

the goal of the City’s Planning & Economic Development Department to help the stakeholders of

the WAD to physically improve the district, enhance the pedestrian environment, and

strengthen the business environment. The goals for the Action Plan include, but are not limited

to: (1) Create a District identity; (2) Improve the bicycle/pedestrian environment; and (3)

Increase opportunities for businesses, property owners, and District stakeholders. The project

includes providing an implementation component and budget for improvements.

C. Project Limits

The WAD project site is bounded by 1st Avenue N on the north, ;0th Avenue S on the south, 6th

St on the east, and 31st Street on the west. The project location map is shown as an attachment

to this scope of services as Exhibit X.

D. Project Team

The Consultant team will be responsible for the following tasks:

• Project management and sub-consultant coordination;

• Planning and design services lead

E. Project Understanding

The planning services to be performed will take into consideration the following key issues,

objectives and program elements:

1. Create a District Brand:

• Gateway enhancements including signage (including adaptive reuse of existing

monument signs) , markers, and public art

• Opportunities for public art and landscaping

• Decorative banner locations



• Statement intersection designs for 5th Avenue South at both 22 Street and 28th

Street

• Review and incorporate appropriate design elements from the 22 Street South

Streetscape Plan

• A signature public park or public plaza

2. Improve the public realm, including streetscape, and bicycle/pedestrian environment:

• Analysis of current bicycle and pedestrian conditions

• Identification of key sidewalk improvements throughout the District

• Street lighting, including pedestrian-scale lighting, throughout the District

• Crosswalks at key intersections

• Network of bicycle routes and the recommended facilities needed to complete

the network

• Opportunities for short & long term bike parking

• Opportunities for additional on and off street motor vehicle parking

• Pedestria n-scale wayfinding signage

• Bicyclist-scale wayfinding signage

• Opportunities for a new central public park or plaza for the District

• Opportunities for benches & moveable chairs

• Public safety improvements

• Connections to the Pinellas Trail and potential trail enhancements

• Landscaping enhancements — including design elements from the 22nd Street

South Streetscape Plan

• Identify improvements to mass transit stops, and shelters

• Analysis of traffic calming opportunities, including feasibility of reconfiguring

both 2gth Street and 5th Avenue South to add bicycle facilities and

medians/landscaping

• Opportunities to include the District brand and any artistic elements to the

streetscape developed as a part of this Plan (bike racks, benches, etc.)

3. Providing an implementation strategy and budget for improvements:

• Project cost estimates, including potential sources of funding

• Prioritized implementation plan and schedule of projects, considering phases

and timing

F. CITY Responsibilities

The CITY will provide all available existing data, plans, contract administration, project

management, and technical support during the duration of the project. Responsibilities include:

1. Establishing a single point of contact;

2. Providing meeting space for public involvement;

3. Notification of stakeholders;



4. Scheduling of community or public meetings;

5. Data and information for any CITY projects that may affect the WAD Action Plan;

6. Providing written review comments for all deliverables within 14 days of receipt;

7. Land Use & Development Regulations portions of the scope of services.

G. Project Schedule / Length of Services

The project schedule for scope Tasks H through M as described herein will be ten (10) months.

The Length of Services begins upon receipt of a written notice to proceed from the CITY. After

notice to proceed, a Project Schedule will be prepared by Consultant and approved by the CITY.

H. Project General Tasks

Consultant will perform general tasks associated with the project, which includes the following:

1. Project Management: Consultant will perform the following project management tasks:

a. Contract maintenance: monthly contract maintenance and financial

management for purposes of monthly billing and accounting;

b. Sub-consultant management: manage sub-consultants, coordination and

correspondence with sub-consultants, process sub-consultant monthly invoices;

c. Correspondence and communication with the CITY.

2. Project Progress Meetings: Consultant will attend periodic progress meetings with the

CITY and WAD Action Plan Committee. A maximum of four (4) meetings are included.

Discovery

1. Data Collection

Consultant will assemble plans, data, maps, and other relevant information necessary to

assess existing and future conditions in the District and identify District strengths and

weaknesses in relation to the following:

• Aesthetics;

• Land Development Regulations;

• Transportation;

• Bicycle/Pedestrian conditions;

• Trails;

• Sidewalks;

• Roadway network (curb widths, traffic volumes & traffic signals);

• Street/pedestrian lighting;

• Review and Coordinate with Existing Plans and Projects;

o African American Heritage Trail
22nd Street South Streetscape Plan



o 22 Street/I-275 Underpass Lighting Project

o South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Plan, including goals

pertaining to the District

o Pinellas Trail Extension Master Plan

o Complete Streets Implementation Plan (forthcoming)

2. Field Review

Consultant will perform a field review to document and evaluate existing conditions and

identify potential improvements. The review will focus on aesthetic, physical, and

transportation elements within the District.

3. Analysis

Consultant will analyze all of the information gathered and obtained during this task and

identify strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities within the District.

4. Deliverables and Schedule

Consultant will complete Task I in 45 days. The deliverable will be an existing conditions

analysis documents.

J. Stakeholder Workshop

Consultant will facilitate a workshop with the WAD stakeholders identified by the CITY and the

WAD Master Plan Committee. It is anticipated that the workshop will be a full day and will be

organized as follows:

1. General Session — Based on information gathered in Task I — Discovery, Consultant will

prepare a presentation that illustrates the existing conditions as they relate to the key

elements identified during the Discovery phase. The presentation will provide an

overview of the District and present examples of comparable districts and their

characteristics.

2. Breakout Sessions — Following the completion of the general session, stakeholders will

participate in breakout session that focus on particular elements that guide the Action

Plan. It is anticipated that each session will be led by individual team members from the

Consultant and will include the following groups, at a minimum:

• Signage & wayfinding

• Streetscape (includes landscaping, lightning and public art)

• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities, sidewalks, transit facilities

• Land use & development regulations (includes zoning and parking standards)



The breakout sessions will be interactive in nature and seek input from the

stakeholders. Following the session, each team will present a summary to the group on

key issues identified and any preliminary thoughts/concepts generated. The information

will be documented and included in the final report.

3. Deliverables and Schedule

Consultant will complete task J in 45 days. The deliverables will be a presentation

highlighting the work completed in Task I and a summary of the stakeholder workshop.

K. Concept Plan

1. Concepts

Based on the information and input gathered in Task J — Stakeholder Workshop,

Consultant will develop preliminary concepts. At a minimum the concepts will address:

• Overall District Action Plan;

o Branding elements including Streetscape (landscape, hardscape,

furnishing, lighting, public art, and other amenities)

o Signage (Gateway and wayfinding);

• Transportation (focus on bicycle and pedestrian);

o Network of bicycle routes

o Sidewalk/crosswalk network

o Proposed transportation facilities and projects

o Wayfinding;

• Zoning and regulatory framework (CITY responsibility);

• Potential funding sources and strategies

The concepts will be presented in an open house format that will be open to District

Stakeholders and the public. It will allow for input directly with the Consultant project

team on the concepts identified. The open house will be followed by a meeting with the

CITY, Warehouse Arts District Master Plan Committee, and the Consultant project team

and is intended to review the input received during the open house and provide

direction for the Action Plan Phase. Information and input received during this task will

be included in the final report.

2. Deliverables and Schedule

Consultant will complete Task J in 60 days. The deliverables will be a document that

includes the preliminary concepts and a summary of input received during the open

house and follow up meeting with the CITY and Action Plan Committee.

C. Action Plan

1. Action Plan



Based on information and input gathered in Task K — Concept Phase, Consultant will

develop an Action plan for the WAD. The plan will include refinements of the concepts

and recommendations for improvements. The information will include graphics,

sketches, tables, and text to convey the information & recommendations. At a minimum

the Action Plan will include recommendations on the following:

• Overall District Action Plan;

• Branding elements, including;

o Streetscape (landscape, hardscape, furnishing, lighting, public art, and

other amenities)

o Signage (Gateway and wayfinding);

• Transportation and Circulation (focus on bicycle and pedestrian);

o Network of bicycle routes

o Sidewalk/crosswalk network

o Proposed transportation facilities and projects

o Wayfinding;

• Zoning and regulatory framework (CITY responsibility);

• Potential funding sources and strategies

• Implementation Plan

Consultant will present the Action Plan and associated recommendation to the CITY and

Warehouse Arts District Master Plan Committee for input.

2. Deliverables and Schedule

Consultant will complete Task K in 90 days. The deliverable will be the Action Plan

document that includes final concepts and recommendations for the District.

M. Design, Permitting, and Construction

1. Priority Project(s) Design & Permitting

2. Project Bid Package and Review

3. Construction Management



City Council Agenda 
Report Item 

 
 

TO:   The Mayor and Members of City Council 

      

DATE:  April 28, 2016 

 

COUNCIL 

DATE:  May 5, 2016 

 

RE:   St. Vincent de Paul 

 

 
ACTION DESIRED: 

 

I would like to provide City Council with an oral report on the impact of St. Vincent de 

Paul shelter on 5th Avenue North and the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Karl Nurse 

City Council Member 

 

 

 

 



SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL APR 2 02016

Meeting of May 5, 2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Awarding a contract to Cutler Associates, Inc., in the amount of $1250000, for design - build
services for the Regional Skate Park at Campbell Park and providing an effective date (Engineering/CID
Project No. 15230-017; Oracle Project No. 14893).

Explanation: On October 1,2015 City Council approved a transfer in the amount of $1.6 million from the
unappropriated balance of the Weeki Wachee Operating Fund to the Weeki Wachi Capital Fund for the
purpose of designing and constructing a regional skate park located in the eastern portion of Campbell Park
in an area of approximately 2.3 acres bordered on the east by Booker Creek. Project design - build criteria
and budgets were developed with the assistance of the St. Petersburg Skate Alliance. On December 22nd

2015, the Procurement and Supply Management Department, in collaboration with the Parks & Recreation
Department and the Engineering and Capital Improvements Department, issued Request for Proposals No.
7940 Design-Build Services, Regional Skateboard Park. The following four firms submitted proposals
based upon the design criteria and budgets provided to them in the RFP:

Submitting Firms: Locale
Caladesi Construction Co. /Site Design Group! Inc. and Largo, FL/Carlsbad/
California Skate Park Team Upland! CA
Flores Construction Co/Team Pain Enterprises! Inc. Tampa/Winter Springs, FL
Cutler Associates, Inc/Team Pain Enterprises, Inc. Tampa/Winter Springs, FL
Grindline Skate Parks, Inc. Seattle, WA

The design - build budget includes a not to exceed amount of $990,000 for the design and construction of
the Skate Park, a $150,000 allowance for site civil and landscape features, a $50,000 allowance for
mutually selected site features, a $10,000 permit allowance, and a $50,000 unforeseen conditions
allowance.

The design - build team will provide community involvement services, design and permitting services, and
furnish all labor, materials, services and equipment to construct an approximately 28,000 square foot Skate
Park project in Campbell Park which will include, but not be limited to; contoured concrete skateboard
surfaces, flat plaza style elements, stormwater system, walkways through and connecting to the Skate
Park, landscaping, irrigation, and lighting. An existing restroom within the site will be upgraded in a separate
project. The skate park team will involve the public during the design process so that the final design reflects
the desires of the skating community as well as address issues and concerns from all stakeholders including
non-skaters.

The Skate Park is intended to attract users of all levels of skill and suitable as a host site for exhibitions and
competitions, and become one of the largest skate parks in Florida. The Skate Park facility will be designed
and constructed to address the physical constraints of the site, the project budget, permitting for adjacent
proposed site elements, the needs of the end user groups, safety requirements, construction standards,
and warranty issues for diverse skate park usage that will arise from the public participation process.

Proposals were evaluated by a seven member committee including Robert Norton, Thomas “Jet” Jackson,
Christopher Wolfe and Carlos Daniels of Parks and Recreation, Mike Ryle, Engineering and Capital
Improvements, Jessica Eilerman, the Greenhouse, and Anthony Furlong, Pro Skateboarder. The
proposals were evaluated based on experience and past performance, conceptual design, pricing, offeror
resources, presentations and negotiations. The committee recommended Cutler Associates, Inc. with
Team Pain Enterprises, Inc.’s proposal because their local and national staff experience; local presence
as the general contractor is a Tampa Bay area business and allows for high rate of availability during
design, construction and follow up; their design concept utilized and displayed the desired elements; they
have successfully completed other projects with Team Pain and their offer is close to project budget.

continued on Page 2



Campbell Park Regional Skate Park
May 5,2016
Page 2

The Parks & Recreation Dept. recommends for award:

Cutler Associates Inc. (Tampa, FL) $1250000.00

The design build team will begin work approximately ten (10) days from written Notice to Proceed and is
scheduled to complete work by the Fall of 2017. The team will schedule a series of public input design
meetings prior to developing the construction documents.

The Cutler Associates Construction Design Build Team has met the requirements, terms and conditions of
RFP No. 7940 dated December 22, 2016. The Cutler Associates Design Build Team has met the SBE
requirements. The principals of Cutler Associates, Inc. are Frederic Mulligan, Chairman; Ernest O’Brien,
President/Director; Rick Lentz, Vice President; Melvin Cutler, Director and Kim Beauchamp, Secretary.

Recommendation: Administration recommends awarding this contract to Cutler Associates, Inc. in the
amount of $1,250,000.00 for the Regional Skate Park at Campbell Park project (14893) and providing an
effective date. This project qualifies for City Code 2-214/Ordinance 79-H, Local Hiring: Construction
Incentive Program

CosUFunding/Assessment Information: Funds have been previously appropriated in the Weeki Wachee
Capital Projects Fund (3041) to the Regional Skateboard Park Project (14893).

Attachments: Conceptual Design (2 pages)

Resolution

Approvals:

ministrativZ
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9O672 Design Build Services
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
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A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE BID AND APPROVING
THE AWARD OF AN AGREEMENT TO CUTLER
ASSOCIATES, INC. IN A TOTAL AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED
$1,250,000 FOR DESIGN-BUILD SERVICES FOR THE
REGIONAL SKATE PARK AT CAMPBELL PARK;
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR MAYOR’S DESIGNEE TO
EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
EFFECTUATE THIS TRANSACTION; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City desires to design and construct a new regional skate park at
Campbell Park; and

WHEREAS, the Procurement & Supply Management Department received four
proposals for design-build services for the new Regional Skate Park at Campbell Park pursuant to
RFP No. 7940 dated December 22, 2016; and

WI-IEREAS. Cutler Associates, Inc. has met the specifications, terms and
conditions of RFP No. 7940; and

WI-IEREAS, the Procurement & Supply Management Department, in cooperation
with the Parks & Recreation and Engineering & Capital Improvements Departments, recommends
approval of this award.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida that the award of an agreement to Cutler Associates, Inc. in a total amount
not to exceed S 1,250,000 for the design-build services for the new Regional Skate Park at
Campbell Park is hereby approved and the Mayor or Mayor’s Designee is authorized to execule all
documents necessary to effectuate this transaction; and

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to Form and Substance:

City Attorney (Desgnee)



ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Meeting of May 5, 2016

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

SUBJECT: City File: FLUM-38: Proposed amendment to the Future Land Use Map
designation for an estimated 0.75 acre area, located approximately 290-feet west
of 34th Street North, at 2500 34th Street North.

A detailed analysis of the request is provided in the attached staff report.

REQUEST: ORDINANCE

_____-L

amending the Future Land Use Map designation from
Residential Medium to Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use.

RECOMMENDATION:

Administration: The Administration recommends APPROVAL.

Public Input: No phone calls, correspondence or visitors have been received.

Community Planning & Preservation Commission tCPPC): On April 12, 2016
the CPPC held a public hearing regarding this matter and voted 7 to 0 to
recommend APPROVAL.

Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT the first reading of the
attached proposed ordinance; AND 2) SET the second reading and adoption
public hearing for May 19, 2016.

Attachments: Ordinance, Staff Report



ORDINANCE NO. -L

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA; CHANGING
THE LAND USE DESIGNATION FOR AN ESTIMATED 0.75 ACRE AREA LOCATED
APPROXIMATELY 290-FEET WEST OF 34TH STREET NORTH, AT 2500 34TH STREET
NORTH, FROM RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM TO PLANNED REDEVELOPMENT-MIXED
USE; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES AND PROVISIONS
THEREOF; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, established the Community Planning
Act; and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use
Map are required by law to be consistent with the Countywide Plan Map and the Pinellas
Planning Council is authorized to develop rules to implement the Countywide Plan Map; and

WHEREAS, the St. Petersburg City Council has considered and approved the
proposed St. Petersburg land use amendment provided herein as being consistent with the
proposed amendment to the Countywide Plan Map Map which has been initiated by the City;
now, therefore

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. Pursuant to the provisions of the Community Planning Act, as
amended, and pursuant to all applicable provisions of law, the Future Land Use Map of the City
of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan is amended by placing the hereinafter described property
in the land use category as follows:

Property

A PARCEL OF LAND BEING A PART THE FOLLOWING TRACT AS DESCRIBED IN
OFFICIAL RECORD BOOK 10429, PAGE 1729:

THE SOUTH 200 FEET OF THE NORTH 600 FEET OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE
SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH,
RANGE 16 EAST, LESS THE EAST 50 FEET THEREOF AND THE WEST 30 FEET
THEREOF FOR STREET PURPOSES, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA.

ALSO BEING DESCRIBED AS LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF SRMONS ESTATES CHRYSLER
ADDITION ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 67,
PAGE 68, PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA.

AND



THE NORTH 400 FEET OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SOUTHEAST 1/4
OF SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, LESS THE EAST 50 FEET
THEREOF AND THE WEST 30 FEET THEREOF FOR STREET PURPOSES, PINELLAS
COUNTY, FLORIDA.

SAID TRACT ALSO BEING DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

THE NORTH 600 FEET OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF THE
SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, LESS THE
EAST 50 FEET THEREOF AND THE WEST 30 FEET THEREOF FOR STREET PURPOSES.
BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE AFOREMENTIONED TRACT,
SAME BEING THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF SIRMONS
ESTATES CHRYSLER ADDITION; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID
TRACT, SAME BEING THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 1, S89°59’49’W, A DISTANCE
OF 408.5$ FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE S89°59’49”W
ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID TRACT A DISTANCE OF 55.00 FEET; THENCE
N00°07’ 11 ‘E ALONG A LINE LYING 120.00 FEET EAST OF AND PARALLEL WITH THE
WEST LINE OF SAID TRACT A DISTANCE OF 599.98 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION
WITH THE NORTH LINE OF SAID TRACT; THENCE S89°59’35”E ALONG THE NORTH
LINE OF SAID TRACT A DISTANCE OF 55.00 FEET; THENCE S00°071 1W ALONG A
LINE LYING 175.00 FEET EAST OF PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID
TRACT A DISTANCE OF 599.97 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

Land Use Category

From: Residential Medium

To: Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use

SECTION 2. All ordinances or portions of ordinances in conflict with or
inconsistent with this ordinance are hereby repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or
conflict.

SECTION 3. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in
accordance with the City Charter, it shall become effective upon approval of the required Land
Use Plan change by the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners (acting in their
capacity as the Countywide Planning Authority) and upon issuance of a final order determining
this amendment to be in compliance by the Department of Economic Opportunity (DOE) or until
the Administration Commission issues a final order determining this amendment to be in
compliance, pursuant to Section 163.3187, F.S. In the event this ordinance is vetoed by the
Mayor in accordance with the City Charter, it shall not become effective unless and until the City
Council overrides the veto in accordance with the City Charter, in which case it shall become
effective as set forth above.

2



APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE: FLUM-38

PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

ASSISTANT

(Land Use)

q-z-t’
DATE

DATE

3
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Staff Report to the St. Petersburg Community Planning & Preservation Commission
Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department,

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on April 12, 2016
at 3:00 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

City File: FLUM-3$
Agenda hem IV.B.

According to Planning and Economic Development Department records, no Planning & Visioning Commission
member owns property located within 2,000 t’eet of the subject property. All other possible conflicts should be
declared upon announcement of the item.

APPLICANT! OWNER: 2500 34th Street, LLC
do Carlos Yepes
6654 78th Avenue
Pinellas Park, FL 33781

SUBJECT PROPERTY: The subject property, estimated to be 0.75 acres in size, is a portion
of a larger eight (8) acre parcel located at 2500 34th Street North.

PIN/LEGAL: The subject property is a portion of Parcel 10-31-16-82161-001-
0010. The legal description is attached.

REQUEST: The request is to amend the subject property’s Future Land Use
Map designation from Residential Medium (RM) to Planned
Redevelopment Mixed-Use (PR-MU). Due to a mapping error,
this area was not included in the recently approved futtire land use
aitd coning changes associated with this propert’ (City File:
FLUM-33).

PURPOSE: The requested PR-MU designation will bring the future land use
designation into conformance with the zoning designation, due to
the fact that the zoning designation for the subject area is CCS-l
(Corridor Commercial Suburban). The compatible future land use
map category for CCS-1 is PR-MU.

City File: FLUM-3$
Page 1



EXISTING USES: The subject 0.75 acre area is presently used for automobile storage,
as the overall site is still being used for automobile sales with
several tenants, including St. Pete Auto Sales, Unique Auto Sports
Garage and Superior Auto Mall. (The larger eight acre site was
formally the location of Swanson Chrysler Plymouth, lic.)

EXISTING SURROUNDING USES:

• North: Ruby Lake (formerly Food Fair Lake) City-owned stormwater retention pond
• South: Single family residential (Reserve at Harshaw Community Assoc., within the

Disston Heights neighborhood)
• East: Auto sales-related buildings
• West: Single family residential on the west side of 35th Street North (Disston Heights

neighborhood)

ZONING HISTORY:

On March 17, 2016, subsequent to the processing of a private application, the City Council
adopted ordinances amending the Future Land Use Map and Official Zoning Map for an abutting
1.3 acre area from Residential Medium to Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use (Ordinance 716-
L), and from NSM-i (Neighborhood Suburban Multifamily-i) to CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial
Suburban-i, Ordinance 749-Z). respectively. The Community Planning & Preservation
Commission (CPPC) voted unanimously to recommend approval following a public hearing held
on February 9, 2016 (City File: FLUM-33).

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:

As previously stated, the requested PR-MU designation will bring the land use designation into
conformance with the zoning designation, due to the fact that the zoning designation for the
subject area is already CCS-1 (Corridor Commercial Suburban).

SPECIAL INFORMATION:

The subject property is located within the boundaries of the Disston Heights Neighborhood
Association, and the association was notified with regard to this application. Disston Heights
does not have a neighborhood plan.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

On January 6, 2016 the DRC (Development Review Commission) approved the applicant’s
special exception request and related site plan involving a complete redevelopment of the larger
eight acre site, and the construction of two large retail buildings (City File 15-32000010), with
the northern building estimated to be 32,000 sq. ft. in size, and the larger southern building
estimated to be 44,000 sq. ft. in size. The applicant filed a concurrent application to amend the

City File: FLUM-3$
Page 2



future land use and zoning for an estimated 1.3 acre residentially-designated area (City File:
FLUM-33). Prior to the processing of City File: FLUM-33, the eight acre site had three future
land use designations and three zoning designations, as follows: starting at 35t11 Street and
working east, there is a 25-foot buffer area designated with Residential Urban land use and NS-l
(Neighborhood Suburban) zoning; an eight (8) foot wall marked the beginning of a 95-foot area
designated with Residential Medium land use and NSM-l (Neighborhood Suburban
Multifamily) zoning; and finally, the balance of the property extending 400+ feet out to
Street was designated with Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use land use and CCS-1 (Corridor
Commercial Suburban) zoning. The FLUM-33 request was to amend the 95-feet of
residentially-designated property to commercial, which was ultimately approved, however, City
staff overlooked the fact that the depth of the Residential Medium future land use extended to
150-feet, not 95-feet. Thus, the need to amend the subject 55-foot area from Residential Medium
to Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use. Arguably, the fact that the 55-foot subject area was
already designated with CCS-1 zoning contributed to the City staff oversight. If approved, the
requested PR-MU designation will bring the land use designation into conformance with the
zoning designation, as the compatible future land use map category for CCS-1 is PR-MU.

Land Use Consistency

The requested PR-MU Plan designation is consistent with the designation immediately abutting
to the east and northeast, thus, the request is consistent with Policy LU3.4 of the Comprehensive
Plan, which states that “the Land Use Plan shall provide for compatible land ttse transition
through an orderly land use arrangenzelzt, proper buffering, and the use of physical and natural
sepctmtors.” The requested PR-MU designation is consistent with Policy LU3.6 which states
that land plann ilzg should weigh heavily the established character of predominantly developed
arects where chctnges of use or intensity of development are contemplated. The established
character of the immediate area is dominated by existing auto sales-related business activity in
addition to 34th Street North, a major commercial corridor and arterial roadway.

Other Level of Service (LOS) Considerations

The Level of Service (LOS) impact section of this report concludes that the requested Plan
change and rezoning will not have an effect upon the City’s adopted LOS standards for public
services and facilities including schools, potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, traffic, mass
transit, recreation, and stormwater management.

SPECIAL NOTE ON CONCURRENCY:

Levels of Service impacts are addressed further in this report. Approval of this land use change
does not guarantee that the subject property will meet the requirements of Concurrency at the
time development permits are requested. Completion of this land use plan change does not
guarantee the right to develop on the subject property. Upon application for development
permits, a full concurrency review will be completed to determine whether or not the proposed
development may proceed. The property owner will have to comply with all laws and
ordinances in effect at the time development permits are requested.

City File: FLUM-38
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RECOMMENDATION:

City staff recommends APPROVAL of the request to amend the Future Land Use Map
designation from Residential Medium to Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use on the basis that
the request is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the Citys Comprehensive
Plan.

City File: FLUM-38
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RESPONSES TO RELEVANT
CONSIDERATIONS ON AMENDMENTS

TO THE LAND USE PLAN:

a. Compliance of probable use with goals, objectives, policies and guidelines of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan.

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

LU3.4 The Land Use Plan shall provide for compatible land use transition
through an orderly land use arrangement, proper buffering, and the use of
physical and natural separators.

LU3.5 The tax base will be maintained and improved by encouraging the
appropriate use of properties based on their locational characteristics and
the goals, objectives and policies within this Comprehensive Plan.

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

LU3.7 Land use planning decisions shall include a review to determine whether
existing Land Use Plan boundaries are logically drawn in relation to
existing conditions and expected future conditions.

LU3.8 The City shall protect existing and future residential uses from
incompatible uses, noise, traffic and other intrusions that detract from the
long term desirability of an area through appropriate land development
regulations.

LU3.17 Future expansion of commercial uses is encouraged when infilling into
existing commercial areas and activity centers, or where a need can be
clearly identified, and where otherwise consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan.

LU3.18 All retail and office activities shall be located, designed and regulated so
as to benefit from the access afforded by major streets without impairing
the efficiency of operation of these streets or lowering the LOS below
adopted standards, and with proper facilities for pedestrian convenience
and safety.

LU4(2) Commercial — the City shall provide opportunities for additional
commercial development where appropriate.

City File: FLUM-3$
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LUI8 Commercial development along the City’s major corridors shall be limited
to infilling and redevelopment of existing commercially designated
frontages.

T1.3 The City shall review the impact of all rezoning proposals and requests to
amend the FLUM on the City’s transportation system. FLUM amendment
requests that increase traffic generation potential shall demonstrate that
transportation capacity is available to accommodate the additional
demand.

b. Whether the proposed amendment would impact environmentally sensitive lands or
areas which are documented habitat for listed species as defined by the
Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed amendment will not impact environmentally sensitive lands or areas which
are documented habitat for listed species as defined by the Conservation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

c. Whether the proposed change would alter population or the population density
pattern and thereby impact residential dwelling units and or public schools.

The proposed change will not alter the City’s population or the population density
pattern.

d. Impact of the proposed amendment upon the following adopted levels of service
(LOS) for public services and facilities including but not limited to: water, sewer,
sanitation, traffic, mass transit, recreation, stormwater management.

The following analysis indicates that the proposed change will not have a significant
impact on the City’s adopted levels of service for potable water, sanitary sewer, solid
waste, traffic, mass transit, stormwater management and recreation. Should the requested
land use change and rezoning be approved, the City has sufficient capacity to serve the
1 .3 acre subject property.

WATER

Under the existing interlocal agreement with Tampa Bay Water (TBW), the region’s
local governments are required to project and submit, on or before February 1 of each
year, the anticipated water demand for the following water year (October 1 through
September 30). TBW is contractually obligated to meet the City’s and other member
governments’ water supply needs. The City’s current potable water demand is 28.3
million gallons per day.

The City’s adopted level of service (LOS) standard for potable water is 125 gallons per
capita per day, while the actual usage is estimated to be 78 gallons per capita per day.
Therefore, there is excess water capacity to serve the amendment area.

City File: FLUM-38
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WASTEWATER

The subject property is served by the Southwest Water Reclamation Facility, which
presently has excess capacity estimated to be 3.67 million gallons per day. Therefore,
there is excess sanitary sewer capacity to serve the amendment area.

SOLID WASTE

All solid waste disposal is the responsibility of Pinellas County. The County currently
receives and disposes of municipal solid waste, and construction and demolition debris,
generated throughout Pinellas County. The Pinellas County Waste-to-Energy Plant and
the Bridgeway Acres Sanitary Landfill are the responsibility of Pinellas County Utilities,
Department of Solid Waste Operations; however, they are operated and maintained under
contract by two private companies. The Waste-to-Energy Plant continues to operate
below its design capacity of incinerating 985,500 tons of solid waste per year. The
continuation of successful recycling efforts and the efficient operation of the Waste-to-
Energy Plant have helped to extend the life span of Bridgeway Acres. The landfill has
approximately 30 years remaining, based on current grading and disposal plans.

There is excess solid waste capacity to serve the amendment area.

TRAFFIC

Existing Conditions

The major road with proximity to the subject area is 34th Street North, designated as a
principal arterial. Based on the Pinellas County MPO’s 2015 Level of Service Report, the
level of service for Street North, between 22’ Avenue North and 38th Avenue North
is “B.” The average annual daily traffic (AADT) is 35,500 while the peak hour
directional traffic is 1,855 and physical capacity 2,940, resulting in a volume-to-capacity
ratio of 0.631.

Sources: Pinellas County MPO 2015 Transportation LOS Report. City of St. Petersburg, Comprehensive
Plan.

Trip Generation Under the Existing Residential Medium and Proposed Planned
Redevelopment-Mixed Use Future Land Use Map Designations

The traffic impact assessment provided here is a “macro” level of service analysis that is
based on the present Residential Medium designation.

The vehicle trip generation rate under the existing Residential Medium land use is
approximately 7 p.m. peak hour trips, calculated as follows:

Step a. 96 avg. daily trips per acre of RM land x 0.75 acres =

approximately 72 avg. daily trips

City file: FLUM-38
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Step b. 72 avg. daily trips x .095 percent = approximately 7 p.m. peak
hour trips

The vehicle trip generation rate under the requested PR-MU land use is approximately 24
p.m. peak hour trips, calculated as follows:

Step a. 335 avg. daily trips per acre of PR-MU land x 0.75 acres =

approximately 251 avg. daily trips

Step b. 251 avg. daily trips x .095 percent = approximately 24 p.m. peak
hour trips

A Plan change from Residential Medium to Planned Redevelopment-Mixed Use will
likely result in a net increase of 17 p.m. peak hour trips. Such an increase would not have
a significant impact on roadway level of service.

MASS TRANSIT

The Citywide LOS for mass transit will not be affected. PSTA provides local transit
service along 341h Street (Route 19) with a 20-minute headway. The LOS for mass transit
is headways less than one hour.

RECREATION

The Citys adopted LOS for recreational acreage, which is 9 acres per 1,000 population,
will not be impacted by this proposed rezoning. Under both the existing and proposed
zoning, the LOS citywide will generally remain at 21.9 acres per 1,000 population.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

Prior to development of the subject property, site plan approval will be required. At that
time, the stormwater management system for the site will be required to meet all city and
SWFWMD stormwater management criteria. Also, there is an existing stormwater pond
on the subject property that will be relocated and reconfigured to accommodate the
proposed use.

e. Appropriate and adequate land area sufficient for the use and reasonably
anticipated operations and expansion.

The land area is both appropriate and adequate for the anticipated use of the subject
property.

City File: FLUM-38
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f. The amount and availability of vacant land or land suitable for redevelopment
shown for similar uses in the City or in contiguous areas.

There are approximately 98 acres of vacant land in the City designated Planned
Redevelopment Mixed-Use, with CCS-1 zoning.

g. Whether the proposed change is consistent with the established land use pattern.

The proposed Planned Redevelopment Mixed-Use land use designation is consistent with
the established land use pattern to the east and northeast.

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

The existing CCS-l zoning district boundaries are logically drawn. If approved, the
requested PR-MU designation will bring the land use designation into conformance with
the zoning designation, as the compatible future land use map category for CCS-I is PR-
MU.

If the proposed amendment involves a change from a residential to a nonresidential
use, whether more nonresidential land is needed in the proposed location to provide
services or employment to the residents of the City.

If approved, the requested PR-MU designation will bring the land use designation into
conformance with the zoning designation, as the compatible future land use map category
for CCS-l is PR-MU.

j. Whether the subject property is located within the 100-year flood plain or Coastal
High Hazard Area as identified in the Coastal Management Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.

According to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the subject property is
located in the “X-Zone,” i.e., not in the flood zone. In addition, the tract does not lie
within the CHHA (Coastal High Hazard Area).

k. Other pertinent information. None.
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

A PARCEL OF LAND BEING A PART THE FOLLOWING TRACT AS DESCRIBED IN
OFFICIAL RECORD BOOK 10429, PAGE 1729:

THE SOUTH 200 FEET OF THE NORTH 600 FEET OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE
SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH,
RANGE 16 EAST, LESS THE EAST 50 FEET THEREOF AND THE WEST 30 FEET
THEREOF FOR STREET PURPOSES, PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA.

ALSO BEING DESCRIBED AS LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF SIRMONS ESTATES CHRYSLER
ADDITION ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 67,
PAGE 68, PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA.

AND

THE NORTH 400 FEET OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SOUTHEAST 1/4
OF SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, LESS THE EAST 50 FEET
THEREOF AND THE WEST 30 FEET THEREOF FOR STREET PURPOSES, PINELLAS
COUNTY, FLORIDA.

SAID TRACT ALSO BEING DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

THE NORTH 600 FEET OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF THE
SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 10, TOWNSHIP 31 SOUTH, RANGE 16 EAST, LESS THE
EAST 50 FEET THEREOF AND THE WEST 30 FEET THEREOF FOR STREET PURPOSES.
BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE AFOREMENTIONED TRACT,
SAME BEING THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF SIRMONS
ESTATES CHRYSLER ADDITION; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID
TRACT, SAME BEING THE SOUTH LINE OF SAD LOT 1, S89°59’49”W, A DISTANCE
OF 408.58 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE S8905949W
ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID TRACT A DISTANCE OF 55.00 FEET; THENCE
N00°07 liE ALONG A LINE LYING 120.00 FEET EAST OF AND PARALLEL WITH THE
WEST LINE OF SAID TRACT A DISTANCE OF 599.98 FEET TO THE INTERSECTION
WITH THE NORTH LINE OF SAID TRACT; THENCE 589°59’35’E ALONG THE NORTH
LINE OF SAID TRACT A DISTANCE OF 55.00 FEET; THENCE S00°0711W ALONG A
LINE LYING 175.00 FEET EAST OF PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID
TRACT A DISTANCE OF 599.97 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 32,999 SQUARE FEET (0.758 ACRES) MORE OR LESS.
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ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Meeting of May 5, 2016

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

SUBJECT: Owner initiated Historic Landmark Designation of the Sargent
House, located at 806 l8 Avenue Northeast (HPC Case No. 16-
90300001)

An analysis of the request is provided in the attached Staff Report

REQUEST: The request is to approve an ordinance designating the Sargent
House, located at 806 18th Avenue Northeast, as a local historic
landmark (City File HPC 16-9030000 1)

RECOMMENDATION:

Owner Support: This is an owner-initiated application. Designation
requires a simple majority vote of the City Council.

Administration: Administration recommends approval.

Community Planning and Preservation Commission (“CPPC”):
The Community Planning and Preservation Commission conducted
a public hearing on April 12, 2016. The CPPC voted unanimously
(7-0) to recommend apprrn’al of the application, as submitted.
There was also unanimous agreement by the CPPC that the criteria
for local landmark designation had been met.

Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT the first
reading of the attached proposed ordinance; AND 2) SET the
second reading and the quasi-judicial public hearing for May 19,
2016.

Public Input: At the time of this writing, staff has not received any
response in support of, or objection to the local landmark
designation of the Sargent House.

Attachments: Ordinance, Staff Report and Designation Application
to the CPPC



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE Of THE CITY Of ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA,
DESIGNATING THE SARGENT HOUSE (LOCATED AT $06 I 8 AVENUE
NORTHEAST) AS A LOCAL LANDMARK AND ADDING THE PROPERTY
TO THE LOCAL REGISTER PURSUANT TO SECTION 16.30.070, CITY
CODE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

THE CITY Of ST. PETERSBURG DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION 1. The City Council finds that the Sareent House. which was constructed in 1923, meets at least one
of the nine criteria listed in Section 16.30.070.2.5.D. City Code, for designating historic properties. More specifically,
the property meets the following criteria:

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

(t) It has distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for the study of a period,
method of construction, or use of indigenous materials.

SECTION 2. The City Council finds that the Sargent House meets at least one of the seven factors of integrity
listed in Section 1 6.30.070.2.5.D. City Code, for designating historic properties. More specifically, the property meets the
following factors of integrity:

(a) Location. The place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic event
occurred:

(b) Design. The combination of elements that create the form, plan, space. structure, and style of a property;
(c) Setting. The physical environment of a historic property;
(d) Materials. The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time and in

a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property;
(e) Workmanship. The physical evidence of the crafts ofa particular culture or people during any given period

in history or prehistory;
(I) Feeling. The property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time; and
(g) Association. The direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property.

SECTION 3. The Sargent House, located upon the following described property, is hereby designated as a local
landmark and shall be added to the local register listing of designated landmarks, landmark sites, and historic and
thematic districts which is maintained in the office of the City Clerk:

Snell & Hamlett’s North Shore Addition, Block 69, Lot 4, according to the map or plat thereof as
recorded in Plat Book 003, Page 040, of the Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida.

SECTION 4. In the event this ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the City Charter, it shall
become effective after the fifth business day after adoption unless the Mayor notifies the City Council through written
notice filed with the City Clerk that the Mayor will not veto the ordinance, in which case the ordinance shalt take
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 shalt not become effective unless and until the City Council overrides the
veto in accordance with the City Chatter, in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful vote to
override the veto.

Appdao[mand?

City Attor (or Designee/ ‘ ‘Date

Planning and Economic Development Department Date
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Cliv OF ST. PETERSBURG

COMMUNITY PLANNING & PRESERVATION CoMMIssIoN
PuBLIc HEARING

April 12, 2016

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING

A. City File HPC 16-90300001 Contact Person: Larry Frey, 892-5470

Request: Local Landmark designation of the Sargent House located at 806 — y8th Avenue
Northeast.

Staff Presentation

Larry Frey gave a PowerPoint presentation based on the staff report.

Applicant Presentation

Sharon Winters and Kendall Reid, Owners/Applicants, spoke in support of the request.

Public Hearing

Robin Reed, representing Historic Old Northeast NA, spoke in support of the designation.

Executive Session

Commissioners Wolf, Rogo, Michaels and Commission Chair Carter voiced their support of this designation.

MOTION: C’ommissioner Wolf moved and Commissioner Rogo seconded a motion approving the
Local Landmark designation request in accordance with the staff report.

VOTE: YES — Belt, Burke, Michaels, Reese, Rogo, Wolf, Carter
NO - Noite

Motion passed by a vote of 7 to 0.



CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA
PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

_____

URBAN PLANNING AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION

STAFF REPORT
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND PRESERVATION COMMISSION

LOCAL DESIGNATION REQUEST

For Public Hearing and Recommendation to City Council on April 12, 2016 beginning at
3:00 P.M., Council Chambers, City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida

According to Planning and Economic Development Department records, no commissioner
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.

sipetersburq
www.sipete - org

CASE NO.:
STREET ADDRESS:
LANDMARK:
OWNER:
APPLICANT:
REQUEST:

HPC 16-90300001
806 18th Avenue Northeast
Sargent House
Sharon A. Winters and Kendall M. Reid
Sharon A. Winters and Kendall M. Reid
Local Designation of the Sargent House

Sargent 806 18th Avenue , North Shore National Register Historic District



OVERVIEW

CPPC Case No.: HPC 16-90300001
Page 2 of 22

The current owners of the 1923 Sargent House (subject property), located at 806 j8th Avenue
Northeast submitted a local designation application during January 2016. The application
provides information regarding the building’s history of ownership and architectural significance
as an example of a rare, exquisitely built, higher style
Craftsman design and construction. The building’s
architectural merit has been documented as early as the I
1 920s when at least one newspaper reporter described it - I

as being a beautiful home More recently historic and
architectural surveys dating to at least the 1970s have I
documented the quality of the architecture as eligible for
individual listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. In 1981 and 1994, the subject property appeared
graphically in the “St. Petersburg’s Architectural and
Historic Resources” citywide historic survey, and the “St.
Petersburg’s Design Guidelines for Historic Properties,”
respectively, as exemplifying the bungalow house form, as shown in a page from the 1981
document, above.

STAFF FINDINGS

The subject property, originally built by LeRoy D. Sargent for himself and his wife Marjorie,
includes two buildings today: a contributing historic main house originally constructed on one lot;
and a non-contributing shed recently constructed at the rear of the property. The adjacent lot to
the east containing a historic, matching garage design originally constructed with the main
house in 1924 was demolished in 2016, and is no longer owned by the applicants. The subject
property is part of the Snell and Hamlett’s North Shore subdivision platted in 1914 by C. Perry
Snell and J. C. Ham lett.

Staff finds that the Sargent House, located at 806 18th Avenue NE, is eligible to be designated
as a local landmark for its historic significance. Historic significance is generally evaluated
based on semi-formulaic evaluations of age, context, and integrity under a local, two-part test as
found in Section 16.30.070.2.5(D) of the City Code. Under the first test, the local landmark
designation application and associated documentation demonstrate that the Sargent House is
approximately 94 years of age, and is significant for its architecture as related to the history of
St. Petersburg.

Also under the first test, one of more of nine criteria must be met in order for a property to
qualify for designation as a local landmark. The overall significance of the subject property is
bolstered by its architectural strength, which is high when compared to rarity between styles.
Therefore, pursuant to two of the nine available criteria for locally designating a property, the
Sargent House is significant in that

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

(f) it has distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for the
study of a period, method of construction, or use of indigenous materials;
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The second test involves the property’s integrity, of which at least one or more of seven factors
of integrity (i.e., location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association) must
be met. In most cases, integrity of feeling and association by themselves rarely merit a property
being eligible for designation, since they often defer to personalized experiences, emotions, and
perceptions. In this case, the Sargent House does meet all seven of these factors, albeit with
some having been diminished over time, as follows:

• Its location has not changed and is fully intact.
• The design and setting are both fairly present but somewhat diminished, since the

house was constructed on two lots initially, with a garage also built at the same time in a
matching style to complement it; however, the garage is no longer extant, and the lot
upon which it sat is no longer part of the subject property, having been purchased by the
property owner to the east. The now demolished garage renders a less complete historic
design of spatial relationships, and alters the immediate setting. The historic residential
character of the neighborhood is fairly consistent, in spite of an increase in developed
parcels after the period of significance. The recent addition of the rear shed also alters
this historic spatial relationship. Precedents for this part of the subject property uses as
parking date back to at least 1967. Obviously, today’s lack of direct connection between
the main house and the former garage alters the context of the overall property, but not
the architectural merit of the main house. Design is also affected with the enclosure of
the porch along the east elevation. While a sensitive enclosure could have begun during
the time it become screened in, that design was replaced with a full enclosure of glazed
windows and doors in 1991, therefore not achieving any remarkable historic significance
in their own right. Another aspect of diminished design, and also of setting, falls to the
added semi-circular sidewalk at the frontal elevation. This additional landscape feature
appears to alter the historic connection between the house and the public sidewalk.

• A predominant percentage of the building’s materials are still extant in the forms of
framing, flooring, windows, and interior wall systems.

• The workmanship of the higher style Craftsman construction is highly evident when
compared to similar houses as a key factor for its architectural significance. This type of
workmanship that exposed its hand craftsmanship as part of the intended design is
common to the majority of the extant resources found throughout the U.S., yet evident
on a smaller minority locally.

• Notwithstanding certain diminished characteristics, the strength of the still extant
architectural character of the Sargent House would likely still be recognizable by the
original owners and early neighborhood residents. This represents a solid feeling that
emanates from the building that it is from the historic boom period of the 1 920s when the
architectural style was fairly common.

• The association of the Sargent House with the 1920s real estate boom that affected the
surrounding neighborhood and St. Petersburg is preserved in that many other houses
from that time here are still extant. Historic records suggest that this was an earlier
building that was constructed in relative isolation and preceded others until they were
developed through 1925 or so. Regardless, this collective of 1920s buildings reveals an
identifiable association through study rather than one that is readily apparent to most
observers.

Context and Background
Constructed in 1923, the design origin and builder of the Sargent House are presently unknown,
though it is very similar to at least one other residence nearby on 20th Avenue Northeast. It is



CPPC Case No.: HPC 16-90300001
Page 4 of 22

known that the Sherman Rowles Realty Company had coordinated the construction of this
stylistic twin, so the same designer/builder is highly likely. Newspaper accounts of the permitting
and construction of the Sargent House appeared in the St. Petersburg Evening Independent on
September 22, 1922 indicating the residence as the most expensive of the month valued at
$10,000. The article referenced the proposed building as an “airplane type bungalow” of eight
rooms with porch columns to be made of [ruble] brick, which is also referred to as clinker brick.
For some reason, the article incorrectly suggests the house would be one-story versus its actual
two-story design. The airplane bungalow refers to the second-story addition rising from the
center of the first-floor layout. Its smaller dimension appeared as a box within a box from the air,
and from the ground similar to that of a cockpit that straddled early airplane designs. The
elevated space reveals peculiar site and environmental implications in that it affords panoramic
views and enhanced air flows through the design of operable window runs. The low pitched roof
lines also appear as an array of airplane wings that tend to grow out from one another. The
advent of the human ability to fly was a likely influence of this airplane design. Airplane
bungalow plans received widespread attention in 1920 when they were featured in early articles
and magazines, including American Builder Magazine and Harris Homes Catalog.

The 1923 Sanborn Map clearly indicates the second story projection and a full frontal porch
wrapping around nearly half of the east elevation. This open porch reference remained on the
Sanborn maps until at least 1967, and it is known from a person living in the house from 1958-
1961 that the east-elevation porch was screened but not fully enclosed with glass during that
time.

The local designation application and supporting historic records indicate that the Sargent
House is significant as an example of a high style Craftsman architectural tangent (airplane
bungalow type). The earliest prototypes of the Craftsman style evolved out of the Eclectic
movement following the Victorian period. The desire for a return to hand-built craftsmanship,
coupled with oriental influences of form and space allowed Craftsman architecture to begin
appearing in the United States at the immediate turn of the 20th century, lasting as a common
form of residential architecture throughout the country until the late 1920s. Its roots began in
Southern California by the Greene brothers, both architects, who created several extremely high
style versions. However, the architectural and wide-spread appeal of the simpler Craftsman
house became nationally popularized through home pattern books and magazines, and
proliferated across the country in a wide range of presentations. In some cases, such as with
the Sargent House, higher styles were completed by more affluent owners who could afford
architects and specialty builders. The Craftsman style is often erroneously referred to as a
“bungalow” style, though the term bungalow is more correctly a type of house rather than a
recognized style. In fact, the significance of the building is highlighted as the representative
example of the bungalow form on page eleven of the City’s St. Petersburg’s Architectural and
Historic Resources survey findings summary published in 1981. It was also given a descriptive
paragraph as the preeminent example of the Craftsman style in the 1994 historic survey titled
St. Petersburg Great Neighborhood Partnership Survey Phase II.

The higher style airplane bungalow is not well represented in St. Petersburg, though other
earlier airplane bungalows are found, such as along the 2700 block of 2L Avenue North and at
the 2900-block of Central Avenue; the ogee roof lines of these two buildings are similar to each
other. Regarding the Sargent House, at least one nearly identical model is found only two
blocks away at 625 20th Avenue Northeast, representing the only known comparative construct
to the subject property within the North Shore Historic District boundary (photo below right). In a
brief comparative study of this building and the subject property, the basic design is shared
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similarly, though apparently reversed in their respective layouts. Key identifiers common to both
buildings include the dimensional footprint, second-story placement, wrap-around porch, cross-
gabled roofs featuring dominating frontal gable presentations and extended eave structures,
nearly identical porch masonry forms, chimney extent/location, and three-over-one window
packages. The property on 20th Avenue Northeast may reveal a more historic appearance in
that its frontal and side wrap porches are fully open, which lends a strong suggestive reference
for the subject property. Historic records and photographs reveal that the 20th Avenue Northeast
porch was screened in in 1939 in its entirety, which has been removed.

Both residences were constructed during
the early 1 920s, most likely by the same
builder/developer. It is known from the
historic record that William Cressy, a
famed vaudevillian actor of the time,
purchased the land in 1920 from
Sherman Rowles Realty from whom he
also contracted to construct the
residence sometime between 1921 and
1923; the name of the actual builder is
not yet known, though plans for the
residence appeared to be underway by

____________________________________________

January 1921. In fact, Cressy remarked
in a newspaper article that he needed “a spacious upper den” to store his personal collection of
treasures, referring to the second story space that both houses now reveal.1 Historic records
reveal that the Sherman Rowles Realty company made a supplier requisition in 1921 trade
journals for the building of a $15,000 residence, though this was not likely for Cressy’s house.2
Rowles, also an actor, knew Cressy personally, and had been in both the slate quarry business
and a stock company in New York. He may have known LeRoy Sargent from the latter
association. Anecdotal references suggest that both Sargent and Cressy also shared
associations with St. Petersburg businessmen and developers H. Walter Fuller and C. Perry
Snell.

The original owner of the subject property, LeRoy Sargent and his wife Marjorie, were not
notably important to the history of St. Petersburg, though he apparently created some wealth as
an investment banker and securities dealer in the Midwest and New York City, the latter where
he became President of the Metropolitan Finance Corporation. The LeRoy Sargent & Company
was reported to have 50 branch offices around the country.3 In an apparent shakeup of the
company, Sargent eliminated some of the principals, made a subsidiary out of his LeRoy
Sargent & Company, and combined financing and administration services for automobile,
washing machine, and vacuum cleaner manufacturing companies. He was noted for perfecting
a system known as the “one-call” transaction of securities, whereby potential investors, for the
sake of achieving higher profits, would not be given adequate time to investigate the securities

Author unknown. (1921, January 18). New York Doctor Buys Handsome Dwelling Here. The Evening
Independent. Retrieved from https:I/goo. el/OF6QTC
2 Southern Association of Science and Industry (U.S.), and Industrial Development Research Council. (1921).
Industrial Development and Manufacturers Record, V. 79. Publications Division, Conway Research, Inc.: NY.

Author unknown. (191$, March 23). L. Sargent & Co. Sue M’Harg for Million. The New York Times. Retrieved
from http://query.nvtirnes.com!rnem/archive-free/pdf?res=9CO2E4DF I E3FE433A25750C2A9659C946996D6CF
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offered to them for sale.4 The dubious nature of this type of transaction, as well as, that of
Sargent’s character had been questioned over the course of time, and he was involved in
multiple civil lawsuits.

Sargent also involved himself in various real estate ventures in Florida and North Carolina. In
Florida, he was Vice President of the Mount Vernon Corporation responsible for the subdivision
of the same name platted in 1924, where he was to have been in the process of constructing a
large Spanish home he was to name “High Point.” In North Carolina, he was the largest
stockholder and a Director of the Laurel Park Estates, Inc., an extravagant development
scheme actually begun by others during the first decade of the twentieth century in
Hendersonville, North Carolina. During the 1920s, Sargent and H. Walter Fuller, the latter being
a noted businessman in St. Petersburg and the first Mayor of Laurel Park Estates, decided to
replat the existing development into a much grander theme. In fact, the first town meeting was
held at Fuller’s North Carolina home. The development was to be themed like a pleasure resort
and included a golf course, and the

corporation authorized to own and operate property for residential, business, and
amusement purposes, to construct and operate golf courses, polo fields,
clubhouses, hotels, parks, and a transportation system between Hendersonville’s
Main Street and the development. .

The impending economic collapse likely caused Sargent to resign his position and sell his
shares, and it is likely that this downturn forced him out of the real estate development business
altogether. He also bought a local newspaper in 1924 in North Carolina, but ended up selling it
within a year. The historic record also suggests that he was an avid yachtsman, having won at
least one sailing regatta outside of New York City, and having been President of the Gulf Coast
Yacht Corporation during 1925-1 926, presumably in Florida. The historic record suggests that
Sargent owned a Matthews cruiser named the “Marjorie-Ann” that he brought to St. Petersburg
during the summer of 1925.

Historic newspaper records suggest that in 1920, Sargent and his family were renting a similar
type of home in Roser Park at 913 7th Street South (now Prospect Court). Interestingly enough,
this house is also as similar to the airplane bungalow styling as occurs outside of the Craftsman
style, but in this case appearing more in line with Prairie styling, and is perhaps the finest
example of that style known to still be extant south of Central Avenue. The newspaper article
referred to it as the “Graystone bungalow.”

The Sargents’ early visits to St. Petersburg were prompted by Leroy Sargent’s parents and
relatives who had already been in the area. It appears that his father and perhaps uncle were
notable church leaders. During those early visits, the Sargents’ building of their own house
came to fruition and it appears it was built as a winter residence for him and his wife, though
they no longer retained ownership by the end of 1925. However, by November 1924 he was in
the process of constructing a much larger estate reported to have a value of $50,000 located on
14th Avenue North near 48th Street North. Though he was reported to have let the contract for

Doubleday, Page & Co. (1920). The World’s Work: A history of ottr time. Vol. 40, P. 542-543. Retrieved from
https ://goo. gl/B UXp

Argintar, S. (2009). Singtetaiy-Reese-Robinson House: Natio,tat Register of Historic Places Nomination. Sect. 8,
pg. 8. Retrieved from http://www.hpo.ncdcr.ov/nr/HN0240.pdf
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the large, Spanish-influenced residence, there is no record that Sargent and his wife ever
completed or lived in it. Lacking a full title search to suggest otherwise, and appearing only as
conjecture here for future research, it appears that sometime during 1925, Albert Birdsall, a
local newspaper publisher owned a fairly large Spanish style residence near where Sargent was
planning to build, which he may have purchased from Sargent, or had built based on drawn
plans provided by Sargent. Mid-century real estate listings suggest a similar setting for the
property which was described in Sargent’s pre-construction newspaper account.

Notable Characteristic Features
The period of significance for the subject property is 1923-1930. Because it would be
reasonably recognizable from its original construction, and has changed only in minor ways
physically, the Sargent House retains a high degree of integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, and to a lesser extent, a fair degree of setting and feeling.

Other than its obvious higher style Craftsman form sub-type as an airplane bungalow, one of the
most characteristic features of the house is the application of clinker brick and random white
granite rubble used on the exterior porch surrounds and columns, and chimney. The
randomness of this type of masonry was purposely juxtaposed with smoothed cement caps that
create very fine distinctions between textures. The full length columns serving as roof supports
are mixed with abbreviated piers that serve as porch sentinels and are simply capped without
extending upward to the roof—a common feature of the Craftsman style. The cement caps
extend outward from columns in broad downward curving sweeps and are mimicked along the
frontal, east, and west elevations. The caps reveal a concrete limestone interior surficially
treated with a smooth cementitious and fine aggregate outer layer. The rear masonry porch
extension uses the same clinker brick/white granite mix, but is simplified as simple knee-piers
without continuing full upward completion where no porch cover exists, instead ingress and
egress relying on the extended eave for protection. The tall, linear chimney above the west
elevation roofline features the same clinker brick/granite mix, extending a full two stories topped
with a decorative concrete cap system.

The appearance of the stone and clinker brick in the porch design is a rarer material
construction in the area. It is known that nearby developer Cade Allen was an experienced
mason who built some of the most unusual stone homes in St. Petersburg during this period, yet
there is no known connection of him with the Sargent House based on a detailed chronology
written by Allen’s descendants. Allen surfaced hollow clay tile with roughly tooled North Carolina
white granite, which can be found on other Cade Allen-built homes in St. Petersburg, as well as,
in the clinker brick masonry system at the subject property. According to his sons, Allen did
most of the masonry work on most of his own houses.6

The strong sweeping presence of the wide, low-pitched frontal gables integrated as part of the
overall low-pitched roof like “wings of an airplane” are distinctively present, favoring the curved
cement cap sweeps. Together with the rough-cut, exposed roof beams of Southern heart pine
wood7, ratter extensions and articulated truss forms, they create expressive characteristic
features whereby the masculinity and strength of the lower components anchor the building in
spite of the vertical uplift of the roof form that gives it a major distinction. The north/south roof
beams are then designed with notched under-ends and capped with metal sheeting for moisture

6 AlIen, B. L. (2007). Cade B. Allen: A Itfe remembered. Self-published compilation by the Allen Family. St.
Petersburg, FL.

Based upon analysis by a local carpenter.
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protection. The frontal and east porch gable/eave areas likewise retain a distinctive composition
of heavy, rough-sawn lattice that dominates these exposures, serving as an exposed gable-end
truss system.

The original window patterns generally include wood double-hung sashes with a predominant
three-over-one light design present. Some four-over-one window sashes appear as larger
central glazing between smaller window flanks, while the smaller two-over-one windows are
found according to the internal spatial construct. Most, if not all of the approximately 40 original
windows appear to be extant, with the array of non-historic sets being added where there were
no windows previously, such as on the porch enclosure, and at the middle hallway window on
the second floor (east elevation) where the 2001 door used to be. These newer windows from
after 1990 are typically metal composite vertical sliders revealing a false muntin configuration of
four-over-four designs. It is important to note that the former garage does appear to retain
historic window sets and any salvage opportunity would be beneficial to the subject property.

Doors and door openings are fairly retained though later openings are evident. The frontal wood
entry door is very wide and unusually rustic with its exposed wood grain, but conforms to the
type of door common to the higher Craftsman and Prairie styles, though the originality of this
door is not clear. It contains four glazed panels set in a T-pattern and only subtly inserted with
minimal additional profiles revealed from the outer perspective. Because sidelights were not
added, the generous width of the door may have substituted. The rear entry door and porch
enclosure doors do not appear to be original.

The exterior siding is composed of thin wood shingles (most likely cypress or red cedar) with an
alternating application of courses; the underlying course having a slight one to two-inch reveal,
the intermediate course exposed for approximately half of its dimension, both occurring below a
fully exposed shingle course. Again, it is important to note that the former garage appears to
retain historic wood shingle bands and any salvage opportunity would be beneficial to the
subject property.

The sloping foundation for the house to which the masonry features connect is also common to
the style. The eight-inch Cuban tile on the porches is likely original and similar versions can be
found throughout the North Shore neighborhoods in a variety of color patterns. The ready
supply of similar tile patterns may have been from one of a few local suppliers including the
Steward-Mellon Company or the Crescent Tile Company. The latter manufactured its own tile in
St. Petersburg.

The rear of the house continues the historic shingle application and fenestration, as well as, the
extended eaves and tiered gables. In addition, the masonry design of the front porch is carried
to the rear as a subtle extension from the rear entry. The floor of this porch is different from its
frontal and side counterparts in that it appears to contain a mosaic pattern of broken tiles
instead of the eight-inch squares. The rear is otherwise unremarkable though mostly historically
retained.

The public sidewalk of hex block runs along the frontal elevation of the subject property;
however, a broad, curved concrete sidewalk forms a semi-circle that extends the entire length of
the single lot frontage, connecting to the frontal porch entry at its upper tangent. This sidewalk
creates an unfortunate break in the historic pedestrian circulation and appears to have been
installed since at least the 1 970s. There is no sidewalk along the west elevation.
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Alterations
The house is mostly true to its original footprint and design except for the east porch enclosure
and elevation (see Appendix E). Because the inner windows have been retained, this alteration
would appear to be somewhat reversible. For the purposes of this report, a later, non-historic
alteration is considered reversible if its future removal would not, by itself, cause a irreparable
damage or loss of historic fabric to any full component of character defining features, or more
than perhaps a minimum of 10-percent of the overall building or structure. This formula is
generalized, and integrity beyond the 10-percent threshold could depend on various factors of
quality, quantity, location, context, rarity, etc.

Based on early photographic documentation and an unofficial oral history by a former occupant
who resided in the house as a child from 1958-1961, the east porch was screened-in rather than
glazed up to at least 1961. A double screened door with spring hinges appears in an early
photograph from this time, as well as, distinct vertical framing to support the screen panels.
However, the glazed-in porch today is much different in that it has fully enclosed windows of
both wood and metal that are not historically significant to the house. The windows that abut up
to the porch masonry sweeps consist of fixed divided wood panels with five lights each that
conform to the irregular shape of the connection; the fixed panels purposely substitute for
operable windows here for obvious reasons of the odd dimensional shape. The muntins are
crude representations of the more historic muntins. The middle in-line window sets are operable
and have simple metal six-over-six vertical sliders. Also, muntins at an east window are also
different from the major collective of historic profiles.

In reviewing the available permit activity for the subject property, a 1931 repair of the building
and the garage by its newest owners (and second longest tenured) that amounted to well over
$1,000 is a likely year for screening of the east porch area, though this is not confirmed.
Plumbing and electric improvements were both added as part of this 1931 renovation and the
new tenants would have wanted to enjoy these investments during a lengthy occupance of the
house. The seemingly high cost of the 1931 renovation, especially when the inflation factor is
considered, so soon after the house was originally constructed does not lend to repairs of things
broken or needing repair necessarily, but more in line with new owner accommodation and
preferences. In 1955, City records indicate roof repairs at a cost of $500, but the lower cost
does not appeal to the inclusion of a limited porch enclosure during this time. This is supported
by the indication that the entire roof was replaced only a few years later in 1963 under yet
another owner for $900.

The fully glazed enclosure was completed in 1991, which is supported by both the former
occupant and documented permit activity for that year. Also, it does appear from the 1981
drawing of the building (referenced earlier in this report), that the east porch area was still
screened at that time. The flooring in the newer enclosure consists of a non-historic white, 12”-
square ceramic tile that is carried to a wide, non-compatible, three-riser outside step system. It
appears that the historic Cuban tile was overlaid and may or may not be salvageable. The wall
and ceiling cladding is vertical, plain-faced, six-inch wide tongue and groove panel boards.

Whether the porch screening was completed in 1931 or as late as 1955, it is inconsequential
with regard to compatibility since it is no longer extant, and it is the later glazed alteration that
affects the historic fabric at present. It compatibility with the design of the house and the
apparent preservation of the original wall framing and window design renders it as a fairly
reversible alteration. It is likely that the original shingle siding was reused at the altered outer
extent, and that the interior panels simply cover up the original framing that used to make up the
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exterior wall. While mostly appearing as a reasonably compatible alteration from the exterior
(except for the windows), its latent date of 1991 does not allow it to become historic in its own
right, especially since its aesthetics and combination of non-historically accurate materials and
design are sympathetic, but not appropriately merged at present with the intent of the porch and
the architectural character of the original design. While the exterior siding appears to be
adequately and smartly reapplied, the higher style of the house is more sensitive to alterations
that affect windows en masse, as well as, flooring and coverings, especially when comparing to
other available historic precedents. It is understood that during the mid- to late-twentieth
century, the evolving Florida lifestyle espoused a need for protected sunrooms or Florida rooms
that could be better adapted to high style architecture. In this case, neither strict adherence nor
compatible differentiation are applied as the building currently presents itself.

The roof cladding has been changed at least four times, and it has been reported that a
standing seam metal roof was installed at one point, though an asphaltic composition is used at
present, with an application differentiation occurring over a single square (lOxlO) section. A
carport was added in 1983 but has been demolished, and was replaced with a 140 square-foot
shed in 2015.

According to City records and available historic aerial photographs, a 20-riser exterior stair and
landing to the second story were added to the building in 2002. This included alterations to the
historic east roof eave and the addition of an exterior second-story door. In 2005, the stair
structure was removed, the door opening replaced with a window, and the roof recovered, which
are not very discernible to the normal observer. However, there is visible evidence of this
alteration from both the inside and outside where non-matching workmanship is present to date.
These dramatic alterations resulted from the change of use of the private single-family
residence in 2001 to a form of community residential and rental property. In 2007, foundation
piers were repaired.

The long tenure of the above absentee ownership ended in 2015, when the current owners and
applicants for this designation purchased the property. The applicants have made several
necessary repairs to the property required from deferred maintenance and neglect. This
includes the exposed wood eave ends that have been repaired with like materials, repointing of
the brick masonry, and repairing historic windows and architectural trim and detailing. A 1967
concrete block wall was removed from the rear yard of the house. The applicants have also
made extensive additional repairs to the foundation elements, and continue to make needed
restorations and repairs.

The former double lot is now a single lot, with the east parcel and former garage being
purchased by the adjacent property owner to the east; the associated garage was demolished
by this new owner in early 2016.

PROPERTY OWNER CONSENT AND IMPACT OF DESIGNATION

The proposed local landmark designation was submitted by the subject property owners.

The benefits of designation include increased heritage tourism through the maintenance of the
historic character and significance of the City, some relief from the requirements of the Florida
Building Code and FEMA regulations, and tax incentives, such as the local ad valorem tax
exemption and federal tax credit for qualified rehabilitation projects.
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

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

The proposed local landmark designation is consistent with the following:

OBJECTIVE LU1O: The historic resources locally designated by the St. Petersburg City
Council and the commission designated in the LDRs, shall be
incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan map series at the time of
original adoption or through the amendment process and protected from
development and redevelopment activities consistent with the provisions
of the Historic Preservation Element and the Historic Preservation
Ordinance.

Policy LU1O.1 Decisions regarding the designation of historic resources shall be based
on the criteria and policies outlined in the Historic Preservation Ordinance
and the Historic Preservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Policy H P2.3 The City shall provide technical assistance to applications for designation
of historic structures and districts.

Policy HP2.6 Decisions regarding the designation of historic resources shall be based
on National Register eligibility criteria and policies outlined in the Historic
Preservation Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan. The City will use
the following selection criteria for City initiated landmark designations as a
guideline for staff recommendations to the Community Planning and
Preservation Commission and City Council:

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

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION AND EXISTING AND FUTURE
PLANS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CITY

The subject property has a Future Land Use Plan designation of RU (Residential Urban) and is
zoned NT-3 (Neighborhood Traditional Single Family) on the City’s Official Zoning Map. Density
is limited to seven (7) residential dwelling units per acre, and one principal unit per lot, subject to
certain conditions requiring minimum lot width and area. The typical lot here is narrow
residential urban with sidewalk and alley connections common; however, lot sizes do tend to be
the largest of the category of NT districts. Neighborhoods in the NT districts were generally
platted before or during the 1920s prior to mainstream automobile ownership and the majority of
residences being constructed prior to 1950, which renders a compactness that is atypical of
more recent suburban development patterns. Thusly, age and service-related improvements to
roads, sidewalks, and public infrastructure are expected and ongoing as part of normal wear
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and demands on public systems. There are no known plans at the time of this report to change
the allowable use(s) of the subject property, or properties contiguous to it. However, ongoing
new development and redevelopment of properties within the neighborhood and the nearby
downtown area are planned or in-process, with new proposals anticipated as part of a currently
robust real estate economy.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the request to designate the Sargent House, located at 806
l8 Avenue Northeast, as a local historic landmark, thereby referring the application to City
Council for first and second reading and public hearing.

ATTACHMENTS: DESIGNATION APPLICATION



APPENDIX A
AeraI and Street Maps

CPPC Case No.: HPC 1 6-90300001
Page 13 of 22

/

/
I / p01.

___________

-Lv0

19TH AVE NE

Th

/

/
/

/
/

__________

U
z
I-.
0)

z

____H

H

/

18TH AVE NE

_______________ _____

//

____________________________]

/
/

17TH AVE NE

/ /

H ////

_

LA

_

I
16TH AVE NE

/
1 /

/1

_______________________________//fl

15TH AVE NE

//

/

Community Planning and Preservation Commission

806 1 8th Avenue NE

AREA TO BE APPROVED,

SHOWN IN

CASE NUMBER

16-90300001 9
SCALE:
1=200



AREA TO BE APPROVED,

SHOWNIN

____

CASE NUMBER

16-90300001

CPPC Case No.: HPC 16-90300001
Page 14 of 22

Community Planning and Preservation Commission

806 l8thAvenueNE

____

()

SCALE:
1’ = 200



APPENDIX B
Designation Application

CPPC Case No.: HPC 16-90300001
Page 15 of 22

4.’ (6Io5a2COI

flpe of &ivrcsflkwl (tr affaot
bvNln Qnsre Lit Qnw€c

d1ihl r mLclpIl T55041t9

c11)?aFSt reLsabur
ci LktEn Uet4r

nnJ Hla’W erii*aii

Local Landmark
Designation Application

1. NAk1ANDLOCATLONDFPHOPERTh

hieftiri nsme Sarant flesidanca

other iarneetie number —

ociiess flC lOihAvanue NddhAst Pata.abur

histode address D6 13thAs1us NOrthsasL Eat9CB 18th Avenust1orth

a PRDPEflfl OWNER(S) NM1! AND ADORESS

S. NOMNATION PHEPARED V

nameftitle

organlzadrjn

RKren WirtMs

dreEt reid niruiir 3O 1 EMIl Ave NE

dty ôrtcwn St Pste,sbsg gats FL zip node 337C4

pftcne number (H) 727-554-60a4 (iv

_________________$4

I swlnMalawcatayrr,om

date p’epa’ed

_________

shFatUre

_____________________

t ROUNDARY DESCRIPTION AND 4US11FKAT1OM -

DocrIb€ hnindar line er1comp?air all man-mails and liauiral rssurtss to be xluded in deslnsticn (ene’n]
legal descrlptbn Q1 zurvey). Aftaoh map ds4imithig pmpcsad biundary. (Use conlinuathn

FW

\N
5. GEOGRAPHiC DATA --..

—

xRgeôfproprty lsssflnl att

FPY kkrih&allon number prcel ID 1Th1t1?i8322OG4C

reme

___________

31re and number

ciiy or town St Pa1srurq

rLone number (h} 727-954-61124

Randall Idi. Reid and Sharon A’AUnIBrs

ace iau Ave. NE

siate FL _zipx’da 33704 --

(w)

_____________e-mail



CPPC Case No.: HPC 16-90300001
Page 16 of 22

55rent aeIdsXH
Name of Propaty

& RINCTIUN Ofl USE

HLslwIc Functions urrjt Functions

rasldentiablngla•1amiy re.IdnlaLleing)e-fani9

group horns —.

7. DESCRIPTION

A Its uriLChn[tloatlc n
(See4ft1 A trII

M#qlbMArJ
Airplare Bunpaiow - wcJ brick elore C?Qfl9Wte Cuber tile

Narravva D’uc_!un

on one or more centrualion iee1 deecribe the hitofo and edalinq cntion ol tha propElty use cQn’teyih Iho
fvIlueii- intonnadc’n: original kjoalicc and Salting; naUzai Malurea: rthstodc man-made icalures: suIvieion
dacin; dasariplion ci suriounding buIidins; major aiteratbns anJ preeeut appearance; iflIFrici eppearenc*;

S. NUMB OF RESOURCSWTTFItNPROPRTY

Ccnldhutinrr Rascurce Toe Ccri4dbutin resources eviouEJy Ialed on
the National ReSAar Or baAI Raqisiar

1

_______________

Bvlidlags arranJIy Bated ac NRD ocrnrlbuilng atnflura

Slncftes

____________ ____________

Ctjectr Number ci niiUple property lblns

____________ ____________

TOW oiljlna!hmne and bifi garage



CPPC Case No.: HPC 16-90300001
Page 17 of 22

SargoM Aesdence

Name ci Pmpefty

S. STATU&P€T OF SIGMRQANGS

criiari icr SIpnhIkaaoo Ar?n 01 SnPican
(weik mtc rnaibôaa Fy aaeAr,a0irrerrtB FccdctaiIa Iii1ettataer.cs)

Its vaIussa si9nllioant reminder of the cuiluini or
archaeolcy cal heritas Di Ihe City. $1515. Ct

Arctáectura

Its Iccalbn is th& sila ci a sIgnlIIcari kaai, aiu.
or r t1onai tent

Pt Is idenlilied with a person or persona who Perd 01 sigrilllcance
ei1ircanuycCnrribu[sd IC theda’e1oprnsnLor1ha
City, state c nation.

1 92.1t3o

H it is identiad as thu work oP a master buiIder
degner, r arc Ifteot whose i’ork har influonCsd Sigililcant Dates (dePa oonepructad & ahereJi
the de’4wlomant of rha Cly, stais, or nation,

Its value at a buildi n rs rezsu ict ma qualty construction 1923; east pcimh enc)oed o4€é& I Ctt I

— of is arohilecture, and retains suiticient
elamern ahcrwdng tie arctitteuteral slnireanoa Siniitcan1 Peravnf )

ç It has cIslirvubI*g chnaGtriEtc at an
architeCtural SLyte vakabêe 1or tha study of a
pedod, method of con siruction, or use of

_______________________________________

indigansue materials. -.

CulMal AffikalionlHisrort Period

H Ira daracla* ía a ucwaptikaIly donnable area
rcsses&ncl a sn1floant ncenuatlon, or
t2QUtfluiLy or sites, ttiidin, objods ci struotures FIrlda boom, early 1920s
uflad in past aants or aesihettally by plan or
physical deeIopcmant, Btilder

H is character is an established wid qeographioslly
deilnable nsightc’rtood, unMad In cut’jre, ur*nown
archItecluiuP style or p[jIosl plea and
devecpmenL

U has contributed, or iS likely to ucrndbute. rkrnwi
iniomiation Importani lothe pehlstoryor hlstoryol --

the City. swIe, or nation.

!IntJve StaiementofSlrPficence

(Ex*in ihe $19 nlltanca ci the property as itr$ates 10 Pbs ahoita ailerial and inFormation an one or more vcnlirjaIior
steels- Ineinde btgraphbsal data on slgnhtteant person(cj, bulidir and architect, if known)

ID. !IMOR BISL1ORAPHICAL HEFEHENCES ... --

(Cite The bucks, antlas. and other sourcas used iq pravann9 this form on one or more contlnton sheets..)



CPPC Case No.: HPC 16-90300001
Page 18 of 22

APPENDIX C
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Photo 6: Rear porch area.



APPENDIX D
Public Comment

No public comment has been received as of March 25, 2016.
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APPENDIX E
Supporting Information

Timeline for 806 1$th Ave NE (Sargent House)
-1920 Sargent renting at similar airplane bungalow at 913 7th St $ (Roser Park)
Sargent first owner----1924-1926
-1923 $lOk Constr house/garage on double lot
-1924 Sargent lets contract for ;4th Ave estate (Mount Vernon sub-Albert Birdsall res?)
Duncan owns 1927-1930
Mcfall owns 1931-1957
-1931 $800 Gen repairs to house/garage
-1931 $? Plumbing for 2 floor bath
-1931 $200 Gen repairs to house
-1931 $? 6 outlets/ice machine
-1948 $? Electr/plumbing for range/water heater
-1955 $500 Roof repairs
English owns----1 958-1961
up to 1961 east porch screened in
Gorby owns 1963-1967
-1963 $900 Remove roof and reroof house
-1965 $? Plumbing disconnect well water from city water
Carison owns----1967-1969
-1967 $50 Constr 2-block high wall in rear yard
Holehouse owns----1969-1975
King owns 1975-1976
-1975 $600 Reroof
Doddridge owns----1977-1998
-1977 $530 Install chain-link fence/2 gates (240’)
-1981 Drawing appears to omit short column near ext chimney (likely an omission by artist)
-1982 $? Variance allowed rear yard encroachment for carport
-1983 $3000 Constr carport
-1984 $685 Roof over garage
-1988 $? Mech (A/C), Electr (88-10188029, 88-10188032)
-1989 $4960 Roof (89-9199064)
-1991 $6000 Framing approved (91-07221021)—maybe enclose east porch?
-1991 $? Mech (A/C)(91-07251079); Electr (91-07301082)
-1996 $950 Roof (96-00041377)
Gruskin owns---1999-2015
-1999 $2490 Electr (99-11000247)
-2001 $7000 Electr for dryer and gfi (01-07000817)
-2001 $5000 Fire sprinklers for group home (01-07000842)
-2001 $? Mech (A/c)

-2001 $6800 Addn/alteration/deck-req’d design review-slab, framing, sheathing, fire, deck/rail, stairs/landing
to 2” floor east side; cut back roof, ext door (01-10000913)

-2001-2004+ Community res home or group home
-2004 $2000 Addn/alteration/windows replacement—remove stairs, replace door with window, reconstruct

roof/eave (04-10000124); Variance 04-10-03 (not found)
-2007 $15k Alteration-sub damage-foundation repairs (07-8001095)
-2015 Garage lot separated from main house to adjacent property owner
Reid & Winters owns----2015-present
-2016 Historically sensitive repairs, addition of rear shed, historic garage demolished (by others)
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Exterior

A. North facade
clinker brick pier

:‘
.?

B. NoTth facade
Clinker brick pier and marbled
Cuban tile

c. West facade
Clinker brick chimneY

D. North facade
-1



Exterior

A. East facade
north end: Florida room

B. East facade
south end

D. South facadeC. West facade

• •.
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Interiors,
first floor

A. Living room, looking east
Coffered ceiling, vertical grain
heart pine floors

B. Living room, looking west
Clinker brick fireplace and
adjoining window seats

C. Doors from FL room to
dining room

beveled glass panes

D. FL room (enclosed porch) E. Living room, looking south
built-in bookcases

1



Inter1 A. Kitchen B. Utility room
J Original cabinets to right and left Original woodwork and doors

first & Second
floor

C. Bedroom D. 2’ floor studio E. 2nd floor bedroom

3 over 1 window; fixed 3 pane eight original 3 over 1 windows four original 3 over 1 windows;
window four 2 over 1 windows

1’

I
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border, laid over pine sub floor
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Sargent Residence
$06 18th Ave. NE, St. Petersburg, Florida
continuation sheets; submitted 1/29/2016 by Sharon Winters

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Snell and Hamlett’s North Shore Addition, Block 69, Lot 4

NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION
Summary

Located at $06 18th Avenue Northeast, the Sargent Residence was
constructed in 1923 for LeRoy and Marjorie Sargent. Designed in the airplane
bungalow style, the most distinctive exterior features are deep, shallow-pitched
eaves and decorative headers, which run the full perimeter of the house; clinker
brick columns and chimneys; Cuban tile porch floors; and shingle siding. Most of the
original interior features have been preserved including the clinker brick fireplace,
built-in bookcases and kitchen cupboards, distinctive interior doors, and wood
windows.

Setting
Located within the Historic Old Northeast neighborhood on the southeast

corner of 18th Avenue Northeast and Elm Street, the Sargent Residence is situated
two blocks west of North Shore Park and midway between 5th and 30th Avenues, the
southern and northern boundaries of the neighborhood. The immediate area is
almost entirely single-family residential. The home originally sat on the western
most of two lots with a similarly styled garage occupying the alley side of the
adjoining lot.

By 1924, the immediate neighborhood was being built out. The city directory
records two homes each on the 600 and 700 blocks of 18tI Avenue Northeast (636,
645, 726, 736) and four homes on the 800 block (805, 806, 809, and 825]. 825 still
features clinker brickwork on the front façade. There was also a large
Mediterranean Revival home directly east of the Sargent residence, at 1730 Beach
Drive, originally owned by Louis B. and Edith C. Irwin; Louis was vice president of
The Willson-Chase Company.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT
Development of the Historic Old Northeast

In 1911, Perry Snell and J.C. Hamlett purchased 600 acres of farmland and
wilderness from 13th Avenue to the tip of Coffee Pot Bayou and began to develop
one of St. Petersburg’s first neighborhoods. The business partners added trolley
lines, seawalls, sidewalks, and a waterfront park. Individuals who purchased lots



built homes of varying architectural styles, including Mediterranean, Craftsman,
Prairie, Mission, Tudor, Colonial and vernacular versions of these styles.

Although a number of the houses were constructed in the teens, the majority
of the land was developed in the 1920s, 30s, and 40s. Following World War II,
predominantly one-story homes were built on the remaining lots. More recently,
larger homes have replaced a number of those located on Coffee Pot Bayou.

The neighborhood grew until the boundaries included the land from Fifth
Avenue North to Thirtieth Avenue North. The eastern boundary stretched from
Tampa Bay north to Coffee Pot Bayou. The Fourth Street North Business District
defines the western boundary. The waterfront became the site of grand homes
facing the bay and a string of parkiand stretching south to downtown. Throughout
the rest of the neighborhood, more modest homes randomly alternate with larger
ones, creating a unique blend of styles and sizes, appealing to a diverse group of
homeowners.

The neighborhood’s early 20tI century development pattern resulted in
narrow, gridded streets with spacious sidewalks, alleys, and deep narrow lots. The
homes were built in a traditional pattern with porches and entryways to the front
and garages to the rear. Although most homes are single-family, there are a number
of small, high-quality early 20th century and mid-century modern apartment
buildings located primarily in the southern part of the neighborhood.

Today, the neighborhood is still characterized by a diversity of architectural
styles, waterfront green space, brick streets, granite curbs, hex block sidewalks and
front porches. An enveloping street tree canopy reinforces the pedestrian quality of
the neighborhood. Preserved waterfront parks form the eastern boundary of the
neighborhood. To the west, on Fourth Street, Sunken Gardens has undergone major
restoration and the business district is the site of redevelopment into a dining, retail
and business corridor leading to downtown. The North Shore National Register
District was created in 2003. The Sargent Residence is a contributing structure to
the district.

A story of boom and bust: first owners, LeRoy and Marjorie Sargent
Born in Ohio in 1886, LeRoy Sargent’s early employment was in the

securities business in Minneapolis where he met and married Marjorie Lynch. By
early 1922, Sargent had been named president of Metropolitan Finance Co., based in
New York City; it was the parent company of several subsidiaries, including LeRoy
Sargent & Co., which was involved in underwriting and financing. The company
owned the building at 9 E. 40th Street in NYC, valued at $1,300,000. The World’s
Work noted that Sargent was the first to perfect the “one-call” system which
involved asking the client at the first call whether they would buy a particular
security. A writer for the publication noted “some of Sargent’s earlier promotions
have proved far from satisfactory ‘investments’ for those who bought them.” The
author of an investment analysis in the 1922 edition of U.S. Investor held a similarly
dim view of Sargent: “We have never had any confidence in Sargent and the fact that
he has taken the helm of the company [Metropolitan finance] personally and
eliminated experienced men does not look well.” Sargent was also vice president of
Marlin Firearms at its founding in 1921.



Around 1920, Sargent and members of his family started visiting St.
Petersburg during the winter season. Sargent, his wife and three children also had
homes in New York City and Hendersonville, North Carolina. In September 1922,
Sargent was issued a permit to construct a “$10,000 airplane bungalow in the North
Shore section at East 806 18th Avenue North. A feature of the new bungalow will be
the ruble [sic] brick of the porch columns. It will be of one story with eight rooms.”
(“September Permits...”) A home of very similar design was erected at 625 20th
Avenue Northeast a year or two earlier. It was commissioned and occupied by
vaudevillian Will M. Cressy and his wife and fellow entertainer, Blanche Dayne. The
airplane bungalow with clinker brick columns and freestanding garage, could have
served as inspiration for Sargent who may have used the same builder.

By early March 1923, Sargent was back in town, visiting his parents and
supervising construction of the bungalow. The building footprint appears “from
plans” in the 1923 Sanborn map as a 2 story building with a garage in the southeast
corner of the double lot. By late 1923 or early 1924, Sargent and his wife, Marjorie,
were residing in the home.

But the Sargent’s airplane bungalow was apparently planned as a temporary
home or as a speculative investment. In November 1924, the Evening Independent
noted that Sargent was in town planning for his new $50,000 “palatial estate” in the
“old Spanish style” in Mount Vernon (now Disston Heights) on the site of the old
Ittner estate. (Sargent served as vice president of the Mount Vernon Corporation for
a short period; the corporation touted the development as being on the highest
elevation in St. Petersburg and thus positioned to take advantage of breezes from
the ocean and bay.) The 14th Avenue North lot, between Disston Avenue and 4$th

Street, was 275’ deep with 200’ frontage and was to have gardens, a swimming pool
and a three-car garage. By early 1926 approximately two-thirds of the Mount
Vernon lots had been sold and some homes had been constructed but there is no
evidence that Sargent’s planned estate was ever built.

It appears that Sargent was involved in several ill-fated investment schemes
during the mid-1920s. In 1924, Sargent was involved in the development of Laurel
Park Estates in Hendersonville but withdrew from a position as an officer within a
year or two. In August of 1924 he purchased The Hendersonville Times and
brought in a new editor, John Temple Graves, Sr., a well-known New York editor.
Sargent apparently used the paper for promotion rather than journalism and the
paper reverted to the previous owner a year later. In April 1925, International Paper
Company sued Sargent, in a civil action, for $3000 in damages. In early 1926, George
McIntyre filed a $50,000 damage suit against Sargent in the Clearwater Circuit
Court.

The bottom was beginning to fall out of the Florida real estate market and, as
of 1927, Sargent was no longer listed in the St. Petersburg city directories. By 1930
Leroy, age 43, Marjorie, and their four children were living in rental housing in
Minneapolis where he was employed as an investment banker. In 1934, they were
living in a single-family house in Rye, New York.



Ownership and change
The house has gone through ten changes of ownership and more than fifteen

sets of occupants since its construction. Four families who occupied the house for
longer periods and/or were prominent in the community are described below.

Elbridge Eastman and Nellie Bang Duncan moved into the house two
years after its construction and resided there for four years. Elbridge was born in
about 1869 in Kentucky and his future wife, Nellie Bang, was born in about 1875 in
Tennessee. They were married in Nashville in 1893, with Elbridge working as a
banker and broker during the early years of their marriage. By 1920, they were
residing in Jacksonville, Florida. The Duncans moved to St. Petersburg in the 1920s,
where Elbridge was employed as district manager for the Florida West Coast Ice
Company. The company was formed in 1926 as the result of a reorganization of the
Pinellas Ice & Cold Storage Company. In 1930, Elbridge, age 61, and Nellie, age 55,
were residing at 806 18th Avenue Northeast, in a nine-member household, including
a daughter, Mary F. Davy; an adopted son, Kenneth Arnold; two grandsons, Charles
and Walter; mother-in-law, Lilla Hudson; sister-in-law Katie H. Latimer, and a
servant Modean Crawford. The family relocated to the Pasadena neighborhood.

Samuel 0. and Hazel K. Mcfall were the third family to live in the house,
pui’chasing it in 1931. The McFalls may have been seasonal residents, as was typical
during the span of their 26-year residency, which ended in 1957. [A married couple
with the same names was, according to census records, living in Cuyahoga County,
Ohio, in 1930 and 1940, with a son Robert and servant, Agnes Loop.) It is likely that
the McCalls enclosed the east side of the wrap-around porch in the 1950s, retaining
the clinker brick masonry and open beam architectural details on the interior.

Robert M. and Anita C. Holehouse, and their son Ronald F., resided at 806
18th Ave. NE from 1969-74. Robert was born in Buffalo, New York in 1912, attended
the University of Buffalo and, married Anita Clare O’Brian, who was born in Buffalo
in 1920. During World War II, Holehouse worked at Bell Aircraft where he taught
Dale Carnegie public speaking courses to employees. He was one of the first Buffalo-
area businessmen to sell aluminum-building products when they grew popular in
the 1950s. Robert & Anita raised ten children in Eden, New York and moved to St.
Petersburg in 1968. Their son, Ronald F., was residing with them at $06 1$th

Avenue NE, while he was a student, presumably at university.
Robert served as division manager with American Planning Securities; Anita

owned Anita’s Interiors in downtown St. Petersburg. The couple was active in the
Catholic Church. Robert co-founded the Catholic Pamphlet Society, which places
religious reading materials inside church entrances for parishioners. Anita was an
active volunteer at St. Raphael’s and St. Jude’s.

The family put the house on the market in early 1974, listing it at $52,500.
Robert died in St. Petersburg in December 2003 at age 91; Anita died in Naples,
Florida in November 2012 at age 92. As of his mother’s death, their son, Ronald,
lived in St. Pete Beach.

Donald D. and Gloria Jean (Jeanie) Doddridge were the next owners,
residing in the house from 1977-98. Donald is a 1971 graduate of Jacksonville
University and holds a MA from Central Michigan University (1973). He served as



CEO of Community Blood Center for 15 years and as COO of FL Blood Services for 20
years before becoming President & Chief Executive Officer in 2002, a position that
he holds today. He has held leadership positions in professional associations
including serving as president of the board for the American Association of Blood
Banks, America’s Blood Centers, and the FL Association of Blood Banks.

The couple is active with the 1st Presbyterian Church; Jeanie was registered
as a Parent Teacher Association lobbyist during the 1982-84 Florida state legislative
sessions. Donald has been an active member of the Suncoasters and Rotary, serving
as president of both organizations. He is a longtime member of the St. Petersburg
Area Chamber of Commerce. The couple currently resides at 100 NE Water Oak
Court, St. Petersburg.

former residents (from St. Petersburg City Directory, 1922-1998]:
1924-26 LeRoy & Marjorie Sargent
192 7-30 Elbridge Eastman & Nellie Bang Duncan
193 1-57 Samuel 0. and Hazel K. McFall
1958-61 Robert W. and Grace E. English
1962 vacant
1963 Theo. E. & Lorinda Bower

Theo. was a salesman with Tourtelot Real Estate
1963-67 Robert P. & Nancy E. Gorby

owner, Bob Gorby’s Reliable Auto Sales @ 5601 34th St. N.
1967-8 Gunnar A. & Grace A. Carlson (or Carolson]

retired
1969-75 Robert M. & Anita C. Holehouse
197 5-76 Larry D. & Joan E. King
1977-98 Donald D. & Jeanie Doddridge
1999-20 15 the house was a rental during this period, owned by Stephen Gruskin

who resided in San Francisco

In June 2015, Kendall Reid and Sharon Winters purchased the house,
concurrently applying for a Certificate of Appropriateness, pursuant to participating
in St. Petersburg’s ad valorem tax program for historic properties. During their first
year of ownership, the couple addressed deferred maintenance issues and invested
in the home’s rehabilitation after fifteen years as a group home and rental property.
Major rehabilitation projects included refinishing of the vertical grain heart pine
floors; installation of a period-appropriate cork floor in the kitchen, laundry and
utility rooms; restoration of all wood windows; and grind-out and replacement of
deteriorated clinker brink masonry. The original 1924 garage conveyed with the
adjoining lot which was purchased by the owners of the house to the east; a 10x14”
shed, styled after the house, was designed and constructed by Historic Sheds at the
rear of the lot.



STATEMENT Of SIGNIFICANCE

Constructed in 1923, the Sargent Residence meets three of the nine criteria
necessary for designating historic properties as listed in Section 16.30.070.2.5(D) of
the City Code:
* its value as a significant reminder of the cultural or archeological heritage of the
city, state or nation;
* its value as a building is recognized for its quality of architecture, and it retains
sufficient elements showing its architectural significance; and
* it has distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for the study
of a period, method of construction or use of indigenous materials.

The property is significant at the local level in the area of Architecture.

Physical Description & Integrity:
Today the house retains many of its original architectural features and

details.
Exterior: Constructed in 1923, the two-story wood frame Sargent Residence

exemplifies many of the characteristics of the Craftsman style airplane bungalow.
The building has an irregular plan consisting of a gable roof and a gable extension.
Fenestration consists of double-hung sash wood windows with original 2/1, 3/1,
and a two 4/1 lights. The low roof pitch emphasizes the horizontal intent of the
design. The exterior wall fabric is wood shingle, laid in a distinctive pattern, and
clinker brick mixed with stone fragments set in a random pattern. The house also
features two exterior clinker brick chimneys. An entrance porch with a gable roof,
exposed rafters and trusses, and masonry piers extends from the façade to the north
and west. Marbled beige and red 8x8” Cuban tile is featured on the north and east
porch floors. The south stoop floor is finished in a random pattern of broken Cuban
tile in a variety of patterns and colors.

All exterior elements described above remain in place with the exception of
the east porch; it was enclosed (likely in the 1950s) and includes new double-paned
windows, a contemporary tile floor, and three doors. The front door may not be
original.

Interior: The floor plan of the house appears to be in its original state with
the exception of the Florida room on the east side of the house; this area was
previously part of a wrap-around porch with Cuban tile floors. The original vertical
grain heart pine floors are in fine condition. Wall height on the first floor is nine feet
and on the second floor, 7.5 feet. Original wood built-in floor-to-ceiling kitchen
cabinets remain on the east and west sides of the small kitchen. Distinctive and
uniformly paneled doors and glass doorknobs remain. The living room features a
coffered ceiling, clinker brick fireplace, neighboring window seats, and built-in book
cabinets with beveled glass, multi-paned doors. A double French door with beveled
glass panes leads from the dining room to the Florida room. All interior woodwork
has been painted. The original white hex floor tiles and bathtub are still in the small
second floor bathroom.



Interior changes over the past 90 years include the addition of decorative
wall moldings in the two first floor bedrooms; complete remodeling of the first floor
bathroom; some remodeling in the small, second floor bath; and the addition of
cabinetry, new appliances, a cork floor, and replacement countertops in the kitchen,
(The kitchen and adjoining laundry and utility room floors were originally linoleum
with a red and green pattern, laid over a pine subfloor. They were replaced with
period-appropriate cork tiles in 2015.)

Architectural Context:
The Craftsman style was the most popular design for small residential

buildings built throughout the country in the first three decades of the twentieth
century. Influenced by the English Arts and Crafts Movement and Oriental
architecture, the style was popularized by the work of two brothers, Charles S. and
Henry M. Greene. The Greene Brothers began practicing architecture in Pasadena,
California in 1893, and in the ensuing two decades designed a number of large,
elaborate prototypes of the style. Their innovative designs received a significant
amount of publicity in national magazines such as Western Architect, The Architect,
House Beautiful, Good Housekeeping and Ladies’ Home Journal.

By the turn of the century, the design had been adapted to smaller houses,
commonly referred to as bungalows. It was this scaled down version of the
Craftsman style that became a ubiquitous feature of Florida’s residential
neighborhoods during the early twentieth century.

The Craftsman bungalow is typically a one or one and a half story building
with a low-pitched gable, occasionally hipped, roof. The eaves are wide and open,
exhibiting structural components such as rafter ends, beams, and brackets. The
porch is often the most dominant architectural feature. They are generally either
full or partial width, with the roof supported by tapered square columns that either
extent to ground level or sit on massive brick piers. Windows are usually double-
hung sash with vertical lights in the upper sash.
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Apartment issues 

Beautification 

 Burying power lines 

 Ditches along Pinellas Point Drive 

 Landscaping / trees 

 Major Corridors 

  34th Street 

  54th Avenue South 

  9th Street 

  4th Street 

  Pinellas Point Drive 

Branding/marketing 

 Customers into the district  

  From the interstate 

 History of the district 

  Skyway Bridge 

  O’Neill’s Marina 

  City Theater 

  Maximo Marina 

  Ceridian Campus 

  Bartholomew’s Episcopal Church 

 Signature events for the district 

 Vision 

City Theater 

Codes changes for the district 

Condo issues 

Environmental initiatives 

 Trash awareness 

 Protection of the estuary and the waterfront  



 Removal and maintenance of invasive plants on public and private property 

 Marinas signed up with DEP for the clean marinas program 

 Protection of parks and conservation lands 

 Solar Power 

 LED fixtures 

 Rainwater collection system 

Grants – sources of potential funding other than city tax dollars 

Lighting 

Organizations 

 Alliance for Bayway communities 

 Bahama Shore neighborhood association 

Bay Area Apartment Association 

 Benchmarking group 

 Broadwater Neighborhood Association 

 Churches 

 Friends of Boyd Hill 

 Lakewood Civic Association 

Pinellas Point Civic Association 

Parks and conservation lands 

Pedestrian friendly district 

Plans that already exist 

 Bike infrastructure and trails 

 Boyd Hill 

 Broadwater Neighborhood plan (needs updating) 

 Pinellas Point Neighborhood plan (needs updating) 

 Skyway Marina District Plan  

Recreation spaces (Public and private) 

 Parks 

 Boyd Hill 



 Maximo Park 

 Broadwater Park 

 St. Pete Country Club 

 Clam Bayou 

 Bike Trails  

 How can we better connect apartments and condos with our bike trails? 

 Waterfront accessibility 

Retail centers 

 How do we create more village type places with dining, coffee, shopping, etc.  

 Possibility of hiring a retail consultant 

 What type of retail is desired in the district? 

 What type of retail already exists in the district? 

 Possible incentives 

Schools 

 Early Literacy 

Lakewood High School and possible renovation 

 Lakewood High School Jazz Band 

 More mentors at local Elementary, middle and high schools 

 Increased penalties for drug dealing near Baypoint Middle School 

 Eckerd College 

 SPC Allstate  

Transportation and bike trails 

 How can we better coordinate with bike clubs? 

 Bus Rapid Transit into the district 

Zoning changes for the district  

   

  



 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   April 28, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: May 5, 2016 

 

RE:   South St. Petersburg Master Plan  

 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 
 

Respectfully requesting to refer to the budget workshop on May 10 a discussion of a 

master plan for south St. Petersburg and budgeting adequate funds for the plan.  Attached 

is a list of initial thoughts, ideas, and suggestions from local businesses and residents.  

 

 

Attachment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Steve Kornell, Council Member 

   District 5 

 



COUNCIL AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM 
 

 

 

TO:   Members of City Council 

 

DATE:   April 29, 2016 

 

COUNCIL DATE: May 5, 2016 

 

RE:   Referral to BF&T 

 

 

 

 

ACTION DESIRED: 
 

Respectfully requesting a referral to the BF&T Committee to add to the Weeki Wachee Project 

List the following improvements to Mangrove Bay Golf Course: 

 

1. Rebuild and re-grass all 18 greens and the three practice greens; and 

2. Repaving the parking lot, entrance road and golf cart paths that are in need of 

repaving. 

 

 

       Jim Kennedy, 

       Council Member, District 2 

 



 

 

CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG 
Energy, Natural Resources and Sustainability Committee 

Thursday, April 21, 2016  1:00 p.m. 

 

 

PRESENT: Chair Darden Rice and Councilmembers Karl Nurse, Steve Kornell, Ed Montanari, 

and Lisa Wheeler-Brown (alt). 

 

ABSENT: Councilmember Ed Montanari  

 

ALSO: Mayor Rick Kriseman; Deputy Mayor Kanika Tomalin; Council Chair Amy Foster; 

Councilmember Charles Gerdes; Councilmember James R. Kennedy, Jr.; Assistant 

City Attorney Michael Dema; Sustainability Manager Sharon Wright, 

Transportation Manager, Cheryl Stacks, Lucas Cruse, Bicycle/Pedestrian 

Coordinator, and Office Systems Specialist Paul Traci 

 

 

Chair Rice called the meeting to order and the following topics were discussed: 

 

Approval of Agenda: Passed 4-0  

 

Approval of February 18, 2015 Minutes:  Passed 4-0. 

 

 

Guest Presentation – Gil Penalosa presents Mobility & Cyclovia (full bio attached) 

Gil Penalosa, one of the original developers of the Open Streets and Cyclovia events, advises 

decision makers and communities on how to create vibrant cities and healthy communities for 

everyone regardless of age, gender or social status. His focus is on the design and use of parks and 

streets as great public places, as well as sustainable mobility: walking, riding bicycles, using public 

transit, and the new use of cars. 

Mr. Penalosa’s presentation included examples of successful projects completed by 8-80 Cities. 

One of these projects included creating over 800 parks in Bogotá, Columbia. Linear parks were 

included in the design of the parks to connect the rich and poor areas of Bogotá. The parks created 

174 miles of protected bikeway networks in three years. 

 

Opening streets to pedestrians and cyclists and closing them for cars on a weekly basis is presented 

as a way for people of all ages to participate in outdoor activities. Social integration is a positive 

outcome of closing the streets for pedestrians and cyclists. The reason given for this idea is that 

we meet each other as equals when we come together in the streets. Mr. Penalosa discusses that 

we must stop constructing parks as if everyone was thirty years old and athletic. 

 

To view Mr. Penalosa’s recorded presentation, go to: 

http://www.stpete.org/boards_and_committees/recorded_city_meetings.php 

Click on: Energy, Natural Resources & Sustainability Committee April 21, 2016 meeting. 

 

 

 



 

 

STAR Communities Update 

Sharon Wright provided an update of the STAR Communities assessment: data collection ongoing 

and STAR Communities has offered a mid-year review of select submissions to make sure we are 

on the right track for earning points. 

 

Tree Canopy Road Program (Referred by Councilmember Kennedy) 

City Beautiful Commission – expect a formal letter which will include recommendations to 

preserve canopy trees, encourage tree planting and street beautification without the need of a 

formal tree canopy road program. 

 

BP Settlement Resolution:  Tree Planting Program 

Resolution was deferred to May 2016. Sharon Wright will schedule one-on-ones with available 

city council members before the next time it comes before city council. 

 

Next ENRS Committee meeting is scheduled for May 19, 2016 AT 1:00 p.m. 

 

 



 
 

 
Gil (Guillermo) Penalosa, MBA, PhDhc, CSP 
Founder and Chair of the Board, 8 80 Cities  
Chair of the Board, World Urban Parks 
 

Gil Penalosa is passionate about cities for all people. Gil advises decision makers and 

communities on how to create vibrant cities and healthy communities for everyone regardless of 

age, gender or social status. His focus is on the design and use of parks and streets as great 

public places, as well as sustainable mobility: walking, riding bicycles, using public transit, and 

the new use of cars.  

 

Gil is the founder and chair of the board of the internationally recognized non-profit organization 

8 80 Cities, based in Canada. The organization was created centred on a simple but powerful 

philosophy; if you create a great city for an 8 year old and an 80 year old, you will create a 

successful city for all people. Gil also runs his own international consulting firm - Gil Penalosa & 

Associates and is an accomplished keynote speaker and facilitator of strategic workshops. 

Because of Gil’s unique blend of pragmatism and passion, his leadership and advice is sought 

out by many cities and organizations; he has worked in over 200 different cities across six 

continents.  

 

Gil has been a strong supporter and advocate for improving city parks, first making his mark in 

the late 1990s, when he led the transformation of Bogota’s park system as Commissioner.  

During his tenure Gil successfully led the design and development of over 200 parks including 

Simon Bolivar, a 113 hectare park in the heart of the city. Gil’s team also initiated the “new 

Ciclovia”/ Open Streets - a program that sees over 1.3 million people walk, run, skate and bike 

along 121 kilometers of Bogotá’s city roads every Sunday, and today is internationally 

recognized and emulated.  

 

Gil is chair of the board of World Urban Parks, the international representative body for the city 

parks, open space and recreation sector. Gil also works for the renowned Danish firm Gehl 

Architects as an urban expert on mobility and citizen engagement and serves as senior advisor 

to Children & Nature Network, StreetFilms and America Walks.  

 

Gil holds an MBA from UCLA’s Anderson School of Management, where he recently was 

selected as one of the “100 Most Inspirational Alumni” in the school’s history. In 2013 he 

received the Queen Elizabeth II - Diamond Jubilee Medal, given by the Governor General of 

Canada, and later was named one of the “Top 10 Most Influential Hispanic Canadians”. Last 

year Gil received a Doctorate Honoris Causa from the Faculty of Landscape Architecture and 

Urban Planning at the prominent Swedish University SLU.  

 

Recently Gil has also contributed chapters to three books: Enabling Cycling Cities: Ingredients 

for Success – CIVITAS, Europe; Facilities for Cyclists – Copenhagen, Denmark; Resilient 

Sustainable Cities, Melbourne, Australia.  
 



ENRS Committee
April 21, 2016



STAR Communities Update

 99% through initial review (Yes/No/Maybe)

 20% data collection

 Data turned in from Housing, Sanitation, 
Transportation, Parks & Recreation & Planning, Art 
& Culture – thank you!

 STAR mid-year review





Happy Earth Day – April 22
Global 2016 Theme:  Trees for the Earth



“Year of the Tree”

 April 23 & 24  - Green Thumb Walter Fuller Park (9 a.m. 
-4 p.m.)
 Tree Planting & Landscape Education

 Rain Barrels

 Wagon Parade

 Tree Sales & Plant Give-A-Ways

 April 23 – Earth Day Williams Park (10 a.m. -5 p.m.)
 Urban Bird Experience

 Urban Garden

 Books

 Information Tables

 Music, play, and fun



“Year of the Tree”

 Tuesday, May 3 – Planning for the Future of 
Florida’s Urban Forest Professional Workshop

 Open to Public @ Main Library 10:30 a.m. – 3 p.m.

 May 2016

 City Council Agenda Item

 BP Settlement Resolution:  Tree Planting Program 

 June TBD – Urban Forest Focus Group Session



Tree Canopy Road Program

 City Beautiful Commission Review

 Expect formal letter to City Council

 CBC reviewed several other programs

 Concerns related to overall goals, nomination and review 
process, city staff resources/administration

 Objectives to preserve canopy trees, encourage tree planting 
and street beautification could be achieved without a formal 
program



BP Settlement Funds – Tree Planting Proposal

 Input for $500,000 Scope/Budget Outline
 Parks & Recreation Department 

 Morelli Landscaping, Inc., current contractor

 Former Mayor David Fischer, current Tree Czar

 External technical professionals

 IFAS Extension Forester(s)

 City of Tampa Dept. of Natural Resources

 Local Certified Arborists

 Community members:

 City Beautiful Commission 

 St. Petersburg Sustainability Council.  

 Public SPSC event @ SPC West April 13





BP Settlement Funds – Tree Planting Proposal

Task Description Budget Range Who

1-a.  ID/Evaluate Planting 

Sites

Certified Arborist to review sites in each council 

district for site and soil evaluation

Up to $9,000 Consultant

1-b.  ID Appropriate Species Based on site evaluation, develop matrix of 

appropriate species and size for planting

Up to $1,000 Consultant

1-c.  Planting Plan & 

Procedure

Early implementation project, schedule and other Up to $1,000 Consultant

2. City-wide Canopy Analysis Review historic and current data to develop a canopy 

analysis

Up to $3,800 Consultant

3.  Education & Outreach Educational materials, outreach/planting project, 

build community partners and resources including 

funding for development of long-term program

Up to $2,500 City Staff

4. Tree Purchase & Installed Expect to purchase approximately 525-550

trees  (tree quality, longevity and diversity a priority)   

$235,700 Morelli 

Landscaping

5. Tree 

Establishment/Watering

Water in trees $105,000 Morelli 

Landscaping

6. Pruning & Maintenance* Funding for 3 years of maintenance at an average of 

$90/year/tree

$142,000 Morelli 

Landscaping









1 

 

RESOLUTION NO. _____ 

 

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE PROPOSAL 

AND APPROVING THE AWARD OF AN 

AGREEMENT TO CHERRY BEKAERT LLP TO 

PERFORM EXTERNAL AUDIT SERVICES; 

AUTHORIZING THE BUDGET, FINANCE AND 

TAXATION COMMITTEE CHAIR TO 

NEGOTIATE AND FINALIZE AN AGREEMENT 

WITH CHERRY BEKAERT LLP; AND 

PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

WHEREAS, the Purchasing and Materials Management Department received  

seven (7) proposals for external auditing services for the City of St. Petersburg pursuant to Request 

for Proposals (“RFP”) No. 7868 dated January 5, 2016; and 

 

  WHEREAS, the Budget, Finance and Taxation Committee reviewed the proposals 

and shortlisted to three offerors, Carr, Riggs & Ingram, LLC, Cherry Bekaert, LLP and Clifton 

Larson Allen LLC; and  

  

  WHEREAS, based on the presentations and RFP materials submitted, the Budget, 

Finance and Taxation Committee ranked Cherry Bekaert LLP first, followed by Carr, Riggs & 

Ingram, LLC and Clifton Larson Allen LLC; and  

 

  WHEREAS, Cherry Bekaert LLP has met the terms and conditions of RFP No. 

7868. 

 

  NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

St. Petersburg, Florida, that the proposal and award of an agreement to Cherry Bekaert, LLP for 

external audit services is hereby approved. 

 

  BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Budget, Finance and Taxation Committee 

Chair (with assistance from City Administration) is authorized to negotiate and finalize an 

agreement with Cherry Bekaert LLP which will be brought before City Council for approval. 

 

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption. 

 

 

Approved as to Form and Substance:   

 

 

______________________________   

City Attorney (Designee)  
00268000 

 



 

 

City of St. Petersburg 

Public Services & Infrastructure Committee 

Meeting of April 28, 2016 - 9:15 a.m. 

City Hall, Room 100 

 

 

Members and Alternates: Chair Steve Kornell, Councilmember Charlie Gerdes, Jim Kennedy, Jr. 

Alternate: Council Chair Amy Foster 

Others present: Councilmembers Karl Nurse, Darden Rice and Lisa Wheeler-Brown; Support 

Staff: Mike Vineyard, Park Operations Manager and John Norris, Stormwater Director, Jacqueline 

Kovilaritch, City Attorney, Mark Winn, Legal, Chief Anthony Holloway, Assistant Chief Michael 

Kovacsev, Police, Claude Tankersley, Public Works Administrator, Steve Leavitt, Water 

Resources Director and Pat Beneby, Deputy City Clerk. 

 

1) Call to Order 9:15 A.M. 

2) Approval of Agenda  

a) Motion for approval; Unanimously Passed: 4-0. 

3) Approval of Minutes: 

a) March 31, 2016 – Motion for approval. Unanimously Passed: 4-0 

4) New Business 

a) Marijuana Civil Citation Program –  
 

i. CM Kornell stated his desired framework under which the discussion would occur. He 

stated he had discussed with Pinellas County Sheriff Bob Gualtieri and would like to have 

ordinance in place prior to inviting him to a further discussion. Sheriff Gualtieri made clear 

they preferred the diversion program but that it was in concept only and they were 

considering a for profit company to administer. CM Kornell stated he did not feel a for 

profit was a suitable solution and that the citation program was designed to address 

disparities in current application of the law for specific misdemeanor offenses.  

 

ii. Chief Anthony Holloway began his remarks by citing a resolution signed by the Pinellas 

Police Standards Council (PPSC), with backing from Sheriff Gualtieri and the State 

Attorney’s Office that favored an adult pre-arrest diversion program which would provide 

consistency county-wide. He also stated this program would take discretion out of the 

officer’s hands and place the responsibility on the Pinellas County Jail and a singular 

database system. Chief Holloway stated he preferred less officer discretion as opposed to 

the “buffet” of choices current and proposed for these misdemeanor offenses. 
 

iii. All councilmembers in attendance participated in wide ranging discussion. In summary, 

there were questions for Chief Holloway and Mark Winn, Legal. They ranged from lower 

offenses coupled with community service, estimated timeframe for the County to draft and 

implement their diversion program, to have a thorough and deliberate process for 

formulating a realistic ordinance and process to repeal the ordinance if County diversion 

program met the City’s needs. 
 

iv. CM Kornell guided the discussion to topics contained in the draft presented by Mr. 

Winn. The first issue was whether or not to include numbers 10, 11 and 12 under Sec. 

20-51, (e). It was agreed to remove these from the draft. The next issue involved a 



 

 

change in Sec. 20-51, (f), 2. that changed arrested to convicted and Sec. 20-51 (f), 4. 

from four or more to three or more. CM Kennedy made a motion to accept the changes 

and send to Council for First Reading. The motion passed 3-1 with CM Montanari 

voting Nay. 

 

b) Customer Education – Sources of Lead and Lead Testing Programs 2016 

 

i. Steve Leavitt, Director Water Resources, made a short presentation  that covered where 

lead comes from in our water system, how and why tests for lead are done, acceptable 

levels, additional consumer resources, steps to avoid lead if in the home, public 

awareness and the 2016 Lead Testing Program. Mr. Leavitt outlined ongoing strategies 

to inform the public including letters offering testing, neighborhood association 

meetings, updating their website and enhancing the educational component. Committee 

members asked that the educational piece be strengthened in the area of possible health 

risks, how we test our water supply and adjust it through chemistry after careful 

monitoring. 

 

c) Water Quality Maintenance – This item has been deferred to the May 12, 2016 meeting. 

 

5) Upcoming Meetings 

a) May 12, 2016 

i. Water Quality Maintenance – Robert Labrie, Water Resources 

b) May 26, 2016 – TBD 

6)  With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:35 A.M. 





















ST. PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL 

Housing Services Committee Report 

Council Meeting of May 5, 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 April 28, 2016 

 

New Business: 

 

Discussion of continuing strategies for the City’s affordable housing programs, Mike Dove, 

Neighborhood Services Administrator       

  

Mr. Dove began the discussion by talking about data on what is affordable housing and cost burdens.  He 

discussed updated information on the number of housing data during the period 2008 through 2012 reported 

by the American Community Survey.   

 

Mr. Dove presented and discussed charts that reflected Fair Market Rents for a 2 bedroom unit between the 

periods 1990-2016.  A chart was also presented that discussed housing values during the period 2000 

through 2016 ($105,800 with a high in 2005 of $215,200, and a current value of $186,450 during 2016).  

Mr. Dove discussed strategies reviewed at the June 2006 Housing Services Committee from a table that 

reflected Strategies, the time it took to implement, and the difficulty with implementing the strategies.    

 

A map of the zoning areas suitable for multi-family development in the City reflected that those 

developments would primarily take place on major corridors.  Mr. Dove discussed that there is potential to 

develop approximately 100,000 units where currently only 154 units have been developed using the Density 

Bonus Program.  He discussed that the challenge is how do we change from 2 bedroom 1 bathroom units 

to 3 bedroom 2 bathroom units and presented how accessory dwellings can be included as part of the 

strategy.  

 

Mr. Dove discussed Tax Credits and Partnerships and how that program enables the City to use its scarce 

housing dollars to leverage that from the State of Florida to assist developers in the construction of 

developments utilizing Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) dollars.  He proceeded to present slides 

of multi-family housing that have been developed by the City and its Developer partnerships from the 

period 2010 through 2016.  Some of the developments include: City Place, Portland Apartments, Booker 

Creek Apartments, Campbell Landings, Twin Brooks Apartments, among others.   

 

Action:  No action taken.  

 

Areas of Opportunity for locating affordable multi-family housing, Stephanie Lampe, Sr. Housing 

Development Coordinator 

 

Ms. Lampe discussed that there are changes to the LIHTC program being contemplated by the Florida 

Housing Finance Corporation.  The Federal Government gives incentives to LIHTC projects in what are 

called Difficult Development Areas (“DDAs”) and Qualified Census Tracts (“QCTs”).  As recent as late 

last year, the Difficult Development Areas included all of the Tampa Bay area (Hillsborough, and Pinellas 
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County).  However, the DDA for 2016 is a much smaller area and as a result, could limit the number of 

sites that would be attractive to LIHTC developers.   In order to expand the potential boost areas available 

for new development, and since the City’s Southside CRA has had very limited amount of new construction 

of affordable apartments over 50 units in the last 10 years, Ms. Lampe requested that the Housing Services 

Committee approve a recommendation that the boundaries eligible for a boost would be expanded to include 

all of the Southside CRA.  She indicated that the majority opinion in the Supreme Court’s Disparate Impact 

Decision does not prohibit targeted revitalization of neighborhoods.  Therefore including the CRA area as 

a potential boost location would not violate the Supreme Court Decision.  

  

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires that local governments and 

housing authorities receiving federal housing dollars, Affirmatively Further Fair Housing.  Ms. Lampe 

provided a map which shows that assisted housing developments have been located in a wide variety of 

locations throughout the City, demonstrating that the City has been helping to promote fair housing choice. 

 

Ms. Lampe discussed areas of the City where the Florida Housing Finance Corporation (FHFC) has labeled 

2 Factor and 3 Factor Areas.  She discussed that what FHFC has proposed is that a developer should receive 

a boost to build outside of low and moderate-income areas.  This was brought about by a Federal Case filed 

in Texas that alleged that the City of Dallas would only approve permits for the construction of affordable 

multi-family developments in low-income areas, and not in the city’s downtown.  She discussed how 

locally, developers have recently constructed many of their multi-family developments in the City’s 

downtown.   

 

Ms. Lampe also discussed that what FHFC has proposed in its 2 Factor and 3 Factor Areas is limited in the 

City in that the majority of those areas are zoned single-family residential.  However, she believes that there 

is opportunity for areas of corridors zoned commercial in which multi-family developments can be 

constructed, if a ½ mile buffer to the 2 Factor and 3 Factor Areas would be considered by FHFC.   

 

Action:  A motion was mode to approve the recommendation of staff to request FHFC;  1) include all of 

the Southside CRA within the boundaries, 2) allow a boost for a development that is located within ½ mile 

of a 2 Factor or 3 Factor area, and 3) remove the requirement that all LIHTC developments be a minimum 

of 75 units.   

 

Rental Housing, brought forward by Committee Chair Nurse   

 

Chair Nurse discussed rental housing and its problems which may include no insulation, and units having 

water closets/toilet bowls that hold 3.5 gallons as opposed to the more efficient 1.6 gallon capacity.  He 

discussed that the St. Petersburg Housing Authority has responded that it will require landlords to provide 

a modest level of efficiency for their units.  He discussed that he would like to obtain an opinion from 

members of the Committee on how they would feel about mandating some form of efficiency to homes 

rented in the City.   

 

Council Member Gerdes asked could a private landlord decide not to rent his units to people who need 

affordable housing to avoid complying with the request.   

 

Council Member Rice discussed that the likes the concept and discussed that the units she owns all have 

blown-in insulation.  However, she discussed that the program may be difficult to implement, and that she 

leans more towards incentives. 

 

Council Member Wheeler-Brown has a concern that the improvements may cause an increase in rental 

rates. 
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Council Member Montanari likes the outcome but would rather go in the direction of Duke Energy with 

Energy Audits.   

 

Mr. Dove discussed that he has been researching this issue and has not found any cases of cities doing this.  

He will need more time to research to determine if it is legal and doable.    

 

Chair Nurse discussed that Duke Energy may be willing to handle the administration if the City leverages 

its resources with theirs, and that this needs further discussion.   

Action:  No action taken.        

 

Next meeting:  The next meeting to be held on May 26, 2016.   

 

Topics:  

 

Continued discussion of housing strategies.    

Additional topics to be determined.  

 
Committee Members 

Karl Nurse, Chair 

Darden Rice, Vice-Chair 

Charlie Gerdes, Council Chair  

Lisa Wheeler Brown, Council Member  

Ed Montanari, Council Member 

 



SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL

Consent Agenda

Meeting of May 5, 2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Awarding two-year blanket purchase agreements to Mid-State Machine and
Fabrication Corporation, and Mader Electric, Inc. for machine shop work at an estimated cost of
$200,000.

Explanation: The Procurement Department received four bids for machine shop work, welding
and fabrication services. The vendors will provide labor. tools. materials and equipment to
perform in-shop services as well as on-site services at City facilities. Due to the diverse scope
and quantity of work, multiple awards are recommended to ensure that the City has readily
available service from these vendors when and where it is needed. The primary users are Water
Resources and Parks & Recreation departments.

The Procurement Department recommends for award:

Machine Shop Services $200,000
(2 Years @ $1 00.000 annually)

Mid-State Machine and Fabrication Corp
Mader Electric, Inc.

The vendors have met the specifications, terms, and conditions of RFQ No. 5994 dated January
27, 2016. These contracts will be effective from date of award through May 31, 2018 with three,
one-year renewal options. Blanket purchase agreements will be issued to the vendors and will
be binding only for the actual services rendered. Amounts paid to awardees pursuant to the
agreements shall not exceed a combined total of $200,000.

CosUFundinglAssessment Information: Funds have been previously appropriated in the
Water Resources Fund (4001) [$100,000] Water Reclamation accounts (4202181), (4202177),
(4202173), Lift Station Maintenance Account (4202205) and Cosme account (4202077); various
capital projects in the Water Resources Fund (4003) [550,000]; various capital projects in the
Recreation & Culture Capital Improvement Fund (3029) [$35,000]; and General Fund (0001)
[$6,000] North Shore Pool account (1901677).

Attachments: Bid Tabulation
Resolution

Approvals:

Administrative Budget7-
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A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE BIDS AND
APPROVING THE AWARD OF TWO-YEAR
AGREEMENTS (BLANKET AGREEMENTS) TO
MID-STATE MACHINE AND FABRICATION
CORPORATION AND MADER ELECTRIC, INC.
AT AN ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST NOT TO
EXCEED $200,000 FOR MACHINE SHOP
WORK. WELDING AND FABRICATION
SERVICES FOR THE WATER RESOURCES
AND PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENTS;
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OR MAYORS
DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS
NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE THESE
TRANSACTIONS; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS. the Purchasing Department received four bids for RFQ No. 5994 for

machine shop work, welding and fabrication services for the Water Resources and Parks and

Recreation Departments on January 27, 2016; and

WI-IEREAS. Mid-State Machine and Fabrication Corporation and Mader Electric,

Inc. have met the requirements for RFQ No. 5994; and

WI-IEREAS, the Purchasing Department, in cooperation with the Water Resources

and Parks & Recreation Departments recommends approval of this award.

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of

St. Petersburg. Florida that the proposals and award of two-year agreements (Blanket Agreements)

to Mid-State Machine and Fabrication Corporation and Mader Electric, Inc. at an estimated annual

cost not to exceed $200,000 for machine shop work, welding and fabrication services for the Water

Resources and Parks & Recreation Departments are hereby approved and the Mayor or Mayor’s

Designee is authorized to execute all documents necessary to effectuate these transactions; and

BE IT FURTI-IER RESOLVED that these agreements will be effective from May

6,2016 through May 31, 2018.

This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

Approved as to form and content:

City Attorney (d4ignee)



SAINT PETERSBURG CITY COUNCIL
Consent Agenda

Meeting of May 5, 2016

To: The Honorable Amy Foster, Chair, and Members of City Council

Subject: Approving the purchase of two trailered easement machines for the Water Resources Department
from Environmental Products of Florida Corporation at a total cost of Si 1701380.

Explanation; This purchase is being made from the NJPA Sewer Equipment Contract No. 022014-SCA.

The vendor will furnish and deliver two 2OHP, 70001b G\JWR, extendable track-mounted workhorse
easement machines with 600 feet of sewer hose! electric brakes! flood lights and 8x12 transport trailers
with 5’ fold down split gates! The units will be assigned to the Water Resources Department and will be
used to extend the reach of sewer cleaning trucks! thereby facilitating access to remote lines and minimizing
damage to easements and property caused by dragging hoses. In addition! the footprint of these units can
be narrowed to 36!;, allowing the machine to pass through a standard residential gate. After passing through
the gate! the footprint can then be widened by an additional 12” for stability and traction. Because
approximately 30-40% of all maintenance manholes are located in easements requiring extended reach!
two units are needed.

The vehicles have life expectancies of ten years and are replacing two 16 tol 8 year-old units with original
base purchase of $16,900 and $19,500 each. It is anticipated that the new equipment will last longer, than
the ten year period. The old equipment has reached the end of its economic useful life and will be sold at
public auction.

The Purchasing Department, in cooperation with the Fleet Management Department! recommends for
award utilizing the NJPA Sewer Equipment Contract No. 022014-SCA:

Environmental Products of Florida Corporation $117,013.80

JAJ-600WH Work Horse Easement Machine 2 EA @ $50,416.00 $100,632.00

Options:

Sewer Hose 1” ID. 2500 P.S.I per ft. 1200 FT @ $3.97 $4,764.00

Dutriggers (4) 2 EA @ $678.00 $1,356.00

Flood light LED 2 EA @ $410.00 $620.00

12 volt power outlet 2 BA @ $74.00 $148.00

Transport trailer 8’ x 12’ tandem axle, 7000#
GVWR, 5’ fold down split gate with electric
brakes 2 EA @ $4,810.00 $9,620.00

Freight 2 EA @ $1,500.00 $3,000.00

NJPA Discount (3%) 2 EA @ ($1,763.10) ($3,526.20)

The vendor has met the specifications, terms and conditions of the NJPA Sewer Equipment Contract No.
022014-SCA effective through March 18, 2018. NJPA is a national purchasing cooperative comprised of
more than 50,000 government member agencies. Use of the cooperative is in accordance with Sec 2-
256(2) of the City Code. which authorizes the Mayor or his designee to utilize competitively bid contracts
of other governmental entities. Use of this contract is advantageous to the City due to the national
aggregation of product demand in NJPA bids, resulting in aggressive pricing.

continued on Page 2



Easement Machines
May 5, 2D1 5
Page 2

CosUFundingiAssessment Information: Funds have been previously appropriated in the Equipment
Replacement Fund (5002), Fleet Management Mechanical Costs Division (8002527).

Attachments: Price History
Resolution

Approvals:

r7a-
Administrative Budget
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A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PURCHASE
OF TWO TRAILERED EASEMENT MACHINES
FROM ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCTS OF
FLORIDA CORPORATION AT A TOTAL COST
NOT TO EXCEED $117,013.80 FOR THE
WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT,
UTILIZING NJPA SEWER EQUIPMENT
CONTRACT NO. 0220 14-SCA; AUTI-IORIZING
THE MAYOR OR MAYOR’S DESIGNEE TO
EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
EFFECTUATE THIS TRANSACTION; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City desires to purchase 2 trailered easement machines for the
Water Resources Department, that have reached the end of their economic useful life;

WI-IEREAS, pursuant to Section 2-256(2) of the City Code, the Mayor or the
Mayor’s designee is authorized to utilize competitively bid contracts of other government entities;
and

WHEREAS, Environmental Products of Florida Corporation has met thc
specifications, terms and conditions of the National Joint Powers Alliance (“NJPA”) Sewer
Equipment Contract No. 0220 14-SCA; and

WHEREAS, the Procurement & Supply Management Department, in cooperation
with the Fleet Management Department, recommends approval of this award.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida that the award of an agreement to Environmental Products of Florida
Corporation at an estimated cost not to exceed $117,013.80 for the purchase of two trailered
easement machines for the Water Resources Department utilizing the NJPA Sewer Equipment
Contract No. 0220 14-SCA is hereby approved and the Mayor or 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:

City Attorney (Designee)







 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Council Meeting of May 5, 2016 

 

 

 

 

TO:  Members of City Council 

 

FROM: Mayor Rick Kriseman 

 

RE: Confirming the appointment of Susana Weymouth as a regular member to the Arts 

Advisory Committee to serve an unexpired three-year term ending September 30, 

2018. 

 

 

 

I respectfully request that Council confirm the appointment of Susana Weymouth as a regular 

member to the Arts Advisory Committee to serve an unexpired three-year term ending September 

30, 2018.  

 

 

 

A copy of Ms. Weymouth’s resume has been provided to the Council office for your information.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RK/cs 

Attachments 

cc:     W. Atherholt, Director of Cultural Affairs 



A RESOLUTION CONFIRMING THE 

APPOINTMENT OF A REGULAR MEMBER TO 

THE ARTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE; AND 

PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

 

 

 

BE IT RESOLVED By the City Council of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida, that 

this Council hereby confirms the appointment of Susana Weymouth as a regular member to the 

Arts Advisory Committee to serve an unexpired three-year term ending September 30, 2018. 

 

 

.  

This resolution shall become effective immediately upon its adoption. 

 

 

 

 

Approved as to form and content: 

 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

City Attorney or (Designee) 
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	Acquisition of a portion of St. Petersburg Country Club Property.
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