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Laura Duvekot

From: Susie Goren <susiegoren@bellsouth.net>

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 4:56 PM

To: Derek Kilborn

Cc: Laura Duvekot; Kelly K. Perkins

Subject: Re: ST. PETERSBURG MEETING NOTICE: Third-Party Designation Applications

Please accept our written comments and opposition for the Council and CPPC.  Kindly reply receipt of comments please 

:  

 

We, as tax paying citizens and proud homeowners in our beautiful city of St Petersburg, STRONGLY OPPOSE the Third 

Party designation for Historic Preservation.  This ordinance is severely flawed, it practically gives a random Third Party 

more rights than the actual property owner.  There is no way to control the motives behind the Third Party that files 

against your property.  Third Party designation requires such a small fee and minimal effort to file the application, that 

the motives of the Third Party could be completely unrelated to Historic Preservation.  Simply harboring ill will toward 

a property owner or builder, selfishly not wanting a particular style of house near you or not wanting the hassle of new 

construction on your street all of these reasons could prompt a Third party to apply for Historic Designation on a 

property in which they hold no ownership or rights.  In addition, it is creating huge financial burdens on homeowners to 

defend their property once this application is filed.  Instead of homeowners having rights, they are now forced to build 

defense teams and defensive strategies to maintain a little say and control over their most valuable asset, their 

Home.  Homeowners Equity is being challenged and attacked, this can have huge negative impacts on an Asset and is 

preposterous to allow a Third Party to potentially negatively impact your financial asset.   

The amount of divisiveness, heated arguments and stress this ordinance is creating in our community is extreme.  This 

ordinance is not bringing people together, it is not creating a proud, cohesive community.   

Third Parties wishing to preserve Historic Properties should be raising money to purchase and restore such 

properties.  They should not be relying on others funds and financial investments to further their cause or desires.   

Several comments about this being similar to Zoning and re-Zoning is preposterous.  Zoning involves equality in a 

designated area, an entire street, neighborhood or area is re-zoned.  Historical Designation, in certain cases, is singling 

out a property and imposing huge burdens on the Homeowners.  If we want our city to grow and prosper, you can NOT 

allow a Third Party to have such rights.  People do not want to bring their money to an area to invest where this is an 

extremely flawed system in place.  Again, allowing Third Parties to have any say with such large financial assets/ 

investments such as Property is a huge deterrent for our City. 

We also STRONGLY OPPOSE our property 411 Cordova Blvd NE from being placed on the PEL list.  We have a steel beam 

home in a very severe flood area that is NOT financially feasible to raise.  With global warming predictions and the 

unique environment our home is located, this is preposterous to place such a massive burden on a homeowner.  This 

would completely leave us exposed to huge risks and completely tie our hands in protecting and managing our 

property/investment.  

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to be heard. 

Kind Regards- 

Alon & Susie Goren  
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Sent from my iPad 

 

On Jul 25, 2019, at 10:05 AM, Derek Kilborn <Derek.Kilborn@stpete.org> wrote: 

<image002.png> 

  

  

RE: Third-Party Designation Applications 

  

This is a letter of notice regarding an upcoming joint meeting between the City of St. Petersburg’s City 

Council (“Council”) and Community Planning and Preservation Commission (“CPPC”). City Code Section 

16.30.070.2.5 relating to the designation of individual local landmarks and listing in the St. Petersburg 

Register of Historic Places, authorizes third-party applications to be initiated by any individual, 

organization, or association, who is not the property owner or City Council. On May 16, 2019, City 

Council passed a six-month moratorium on the filing of third-party designation applications and 

requested a joint meeting with the members of the CPPC to discuss the matter: 

  

• Committee of the Whole 

• Date: August 8, 2019 

• Time: Start at 9:00 a.m. 

• Location: Sunshine Senior Center 

• Address: 330 5th Street North, St. Petersburg, 33701 

  

You are receiving this courtesy notice because of your participation in an earlier information meeting(s) 

or public hearing(s) relating to the City’s List of Potentially Eligible Properties (“PEL”) or you sent a 

written correspondence relating to the PEL or one of the more recent third-party designation 

applications.  

  

This meeting is intended to focus on the subject of third-party designation applications over property-

owner objection. While not mentioned by City Council at the time of their request for this meeting, City 

Staff anticipates that their discussion will include the separate matter of procedures for listing in the 

PEL. This is a public meeting, but typically does not include an opportunity for public comments. You may 

submit written comments prior to the meeting; written comments should be received by Thursday, 

August 1, in order to be included in the distribution of meeting materials. Prior to the meeting and 

afterwards, City Staff will link related materials and future meeting notices at the following web address: 

  

• http://www.stpete.org/planning_zoning/current_planning_projects.php 

• Current Planning Projects > Designation Applications, Third Party 

  

Finally, the meeting will not be televised live; however, it will be recorded and made available for online 

streaming shortly afterwards. A video link will be added at the above web address, when available. If 

you have any questions, require additional information, or would like to submit written comments, 

please contact our Historic Preservation staff: 

  

• Laura Duvekot, Historic Preservationist, (727) 892-5451, Laura.Duvekot@stpete.org 

• Kelly Perkins, Historic Preservationist, (727) 892-5470, Kelly.Perkins@stpete.org 

  

Respectfully, 



3

Derek S. Kilborn, Manager 

Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division 

Planning and Development Services Department 

City of St. Petersburg, Florida 

(+1) 727.893.7872 

 

Your Sunshine City 
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Laura Duvekot

From: karla@leavelle.com

Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:25 AM

To: Laura Duvekot

Cc: Council

Subject: LHD and third party designation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Dear Ms. Dukekot, 

I live at 126 15th Ave. NE.  I’m sick of the threat that any day someone can decide that my home should be designated 

historic or that my block can become a LHD.  With the change that was made four years ago, god forbid if I’m out town 

when the application/vote is submitted since all that is needed is a simple majority.  Further, given what happened in 

Driftwood where your department only allow a change of vote if it was a yes, as a property owner I feel under siege by 

both the preservationist and the city.  

I hope that you see fit to do away with the third party designation.  The bureaucratic absurdity of what happened with 

the Dr. Webb house is squarely the result of this insidious third party designation.  And frankly, the idea that a third 

party designation could apply if a small group wants to designate a block is equally absurd.   

 

 

Karla Leavelle 
703 626 4333 (M) 
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Laura Duvekot

From: Richard <richard@moderntampabayhomes.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 2:14 PM

To: Laura Duvekot; Kelly K. Perkins

Cc: arniebcummings@yahoo.com; Donna Jamieson

Subject: Upcoming meeting 

We would like to voice our concern that any involuntary historic designation , whether it be by block by block 
or individually.,s  a flawed and subject  to abuse by others to push their self interest . It is divisive . It is 
inequitable .Lastly the process does not work . Any process that requires a 3 year process ( and still counting ) 
to get a building permit should be proof enough that this makes no sense . 
In the case of 736 , a few neighbors got together and convinced others to apply for a designation specifically 
targeting my property . This was not about preservation .It was about controlling what happened to my 
property. This was admitted in a public hearing where the spokesperson for the  group stated that they would 
want to reverse the designation if they were not succusfful in their attempt to stop us  from building  . 
This use of the designation process  for self-dealing is obvious and needs to be fixed . 
I would like an opportunity to go into greater detail at the hearing coming up. 
Thank you for your consideration  
 

Richard McGinniss 

 
Office (727)820-1480 
Richard@moderntampabayhomes.com 
www.ModernTampaBayHomes.com 
“Taste Acquired” 
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Kelly K. Perkins

From: bob@griendling.com

Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 2:58 PM

To: Laura Duvekot; Kelly K. Perkins

Cc: Darden Rice; Council; Derek Kilborn

Subject: Third party designations

I am writing to express my strong opposition to “third party historic designations.” I include among them local 
historic districts (LHDs), which are also third party designations where the tyranny of a simple majority can 
deny citizens the full value, comfort and security of their homes. 
 

1. Third party designations and local historic districts are an infringement on owners’ property 
rights. A neighbor should not be able to restrict what another can do with their property on a thin whim 
of declaring the house “historic,” especially when the designations have been abused. Third party 
designations are nothing more than a neighbor wanting to protect his view of a neighbor’s house façade. 
Historic properties are just that—something historic happened there; They were part of our shared 
history. Architecture is not historic. 
 

2. Third party designations and local historic districts processes jeopardize the social cohesion of 
neighborhoods. The latest controversies regarding the Doc Webb house and Driftwood demonstrate the 
lasting damage these efforts at building architectural museums can do to a neighborhood. Those denied 
selling the property to the highest bidder or incur significant expense renovating their home to satisfy 
their neighbors are resentful. Rightfully so. 
 

3. Third party designations and local historic districts are unnecessary to preserve the character of 
St. Pete neighborhoods. Character is not a façade. We can appreciate facades and wish that many of 
them are preserved in a manner that reflects respected architectural styles. But doing so at all costs is 
detrimental to the character of a neighborhood. For example, the character of Old Northeast is the result 
of not of the buildings but the resilience of the people who lived there through the first Florida land bust, 
the Great Depression and various real estate crashes. Moreover, the Department of the Interior lauds Old 
Northeast for its “eclectic” architecture. Yet the historic preservation guidelines separate houses in a 
local historic district as either conforming or non-conforming. How does a house conform to 
eclecticism? Most newer homes either conform to certain styles or contribute new ones that complement 
the neighborhood. 
 

4. The process has been subverted and abused by the formation of tiny LHDs. How can the city justify 
making one block of homes a LHD? How can a few blocks here, no difference in substance from a few 
blocks over, be historic when the other blocks are not? The process has been hijacked for no other 
reason than to prevent someone from doing as they please with their home. This is not the intent of 
LHDs. 
 

5. The process for forming LHDs and other third party designations is flawed.  Currently, all that is 
required before a ballot to apply for a LHD is distributed is a single public hearing, the announcement of 
which is often the first time impacted neighbors learn of the proposal. Immediately afterwards, LHD 
proponents begin canvassing their neighbors and collecting signatures, leaving little time for neighbors 
to learn all there is to know about living under LHD restrictions. At the very least if LHDs are to 
continue to be forced on citizens, once a proposed application is made public, the city should hold at 
least three public meetings for impacted homeowners and require a three month waiting period before 
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ballots are distributed. This will give residents time to research the implications before voting to apply 
for a LHD. 
 

6. The balloting process needs reforming. If LHDs are to continue, impacted homeowners ought to have 
the opportunity to change their vote on the application if they learn information that changes their mind 
while the balloting is still open. What possible reason is there to not allow them to change their vote? 
 

Finally, I’d like to make a proposal as I did in this commentary https://stpetecatalyst.com/community-voices-st-
petes-historic-preservation-system-is-broken-lets-do-away-with-3rd-party-designation/ in St. Pete Catalyst. 
Make it easier for individuals to designate their own homes historic and eliminate local historic districts. 
Reduce the cost to apply for historic designation to $25 instead of $200. Streamline the process. If it is 
something people like, many, maybe most, homeowners will do so, leaving those who do not want to their 
property rights. 
 
Respectfully submitted for inclusion in info. available to participants at the August 8 meeting on this topic. 
 
Bob Griendling 
126 15th Ave. NE 
St. Petersburg, FL 33704 
703.362.4686 
 



To:  Laura Duvekot (Laura.Duvekot@stpete.org),  

Kelly Perkins (Kelly.Perkins@stpete.org), 

CC: Darden Rice (Darden.Rice@stpete.org) 

council@stpete.org 
Gina Driscoll (Gina.Driscoll@stpete.org)  

RE: LHD Designation 

When we purchased our home in 2016, we were excited about many things in Old Northeast. We liked 

that there was no HOA or HOA restrictions, that we had a true community of mostly single-family homes 

with a few apartments, renters and even a residential group home all within blocks. To now learn that a 

3rd party can designate and thereby control what we do with our home is extremely disappointing. We 

are deeply concerned because such 3rd party designation doesn’t consider or share in; 

• any of the increased cost of maintenance,  

• added cost of any changes or modifications,  

• loss of potential personal use - whether now or in the future, 

• added limitations on the sale of our asset, 

3rd party designation is prejudicial, discriminatory and unfair for several reasons: 

1. We did not move into a neighborhood that had restrictive or controlling covenants and allowing 

3rd party designation after the fact, would impose them. Such designation would be prejudicial 

as the rest of the neighborhood wouldn’t have the same restrictions. Homes that are currently 

in poor repair or poorly maintained would not be required to meet the same standards applied 

to the proposed designation homes. Most individuals want to paint, repair, remodel, display or 

change their homes to meet their personal expression and would not be limited, but we would 

be unfairly restricted to do so. 

2. Some individuals state that having multiple historic residences can help raise the overall value of 

a community. In a neighborhood like Old Northeast, a few designated homes are not going to 

have a huge overall community value impact. Not when you have homes being spit from single 

family to multi-family use, apartments, residential group homes and nursing homes. Further, to 

subject a few individuals to unwillingly bear the increased expense of maintaining designated 

homes is unfair if the whole community is benefiting.  

3. 3rd party and block designation actually causes many homes to get caught up is the web of 

preservation blocks, where the community likely would actually benefit from their replacement, 

but because of the designation, they are much more difficult to replace. And those homes which 

in many cases are in disrepair, will only fall into further disrepair as maintenance is more 

expensive. 

4. We understand that some of the concern, offered by 3rd party designees, is because they don’t 

want to see new mega homes being built. In these cases, the idea of preservation is wrongly 

being used for personal interests. Ironically, many of the homes they want to now designate 

were allowed to be built years ago, because there were no restrictions on them. Allowing new 

homes to be built is part of growth and we can already see many of these newer homes have 

added more beauty and diversity to our community. In other words, our community is very 

diverse, and it is that diversity that makes the neighborhood a community. 

mailto:Laura.Duvekot@stpete.org
mailto:Kelly.Perkins@stpete.org
mailto:council@stpete.org
mailto:Gina.Driscoll@stpete.org


5. 3rd party designation is blatantly discriminatory against a homeowners’ personal rights and 

unfairly financially penalizes the homeowner. If the city wanted to support the take over or 

control the property of a private citizen, it would be required to follow eminent domain laws 

and compensate that individual with a fair market value for the homeowner’s losses and/or 

costs. Yet here the city, by supporting 3rd party designation, is saddling the homeowner with 

added cost to repairs, modifications, limits potential use and because of these restrictions, 

diminished the home value a future buyer.  

6. Over the decades in St Pete, home construction has grown using different styles, looks, features 

and construction. And as we continue in the future, that same growth will continue. Most of the 

homes that 3rd parties want designated offer little if any long term historical value and therefore 

only create a short-term burden on the owner. 

Because of this, 3rd party designation and preservation becomes a case that buildings with little 

historic worth, are preserved by rules and regulations that will only keep neighborhoods in a 

kind of aesthetic staleness, which benefits only a small number of people at expense of others. If 

the preservation rules you are discussing today were in place in the past, many of the beautiful 

homes and buildings you like, would never have been built. The opportunity cost of preservation 

is future greatness. 

I attended and spoke at the recent council meeting in December and was not directly notified about the 

meeting taking place on August 8th.  Ann made numerous calls  and was able to speak with Derek Kilborn 

last week and received word about the meeting. Additionally, Ann made several attempts to contact 

Darden Rice and has not gotten any response. This whole designation process seems less than 

transparent and seems biased against the actual homeowner. Ann and I love St Petersburg and believe 

in personal expression. We purchased our home because we loved its features and have no intention of 

changing it, other than improving it for our daily personal needs and use. We did not purchase this 

home with the idea or understanding that maintaining it was going to cost more and be limited in scope 

because of the whims of others. We have done our homework, reviewed statues, spoken with neighbors 

on all sides and throughout the neighborhood and are adamantly opposed to our house being 

designated and will do everything within our means to protect our most valuable asset. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Richard Jensen and Ann Kerben 
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Laura Duvekot

From: pamella Settlegoode <psettlegoode@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 2:39 AM

To: Derek Kilborn

Cc: Darden Rice; Steve L. Kornell; Mayor; Laura Duvekot; Kelly K. Perkins

Subject: Third-Party Designation:  Joint Meeting/Written Comments 

Dear Mr. Kilborn: 
 
I take this opportunity to write concerning the upcoming meeting, August 8th, concerning the 
subject of "third-party designation over property-owner objection" and the entire zoning 
process, associated with the current administration.  Some months ago it came to my 
attention, through a series of city mailings and public notices, that my property, located at 
3741 Foster Hill Drive North, in the Allendale Terrance sub-division, St. Petersburg, FL 33704, 
was added to the city's list of Preservation Eligible Properties.  I oppose my property being 
identified by city staff to be included in this list.  Please do not misunderstand my intent. 
 
I support historic preservation, but also recognized that our city leaders have come on board 
only recently and reluctantly.  Precisely why organizations such as the former St. Pete. 
Preservation was formed--to educate the public and city leaders as to the importance of 
protecting and preserving our history for current and future generations.  I am a fourth 
generation Floridian, who was raised in St. Petersburg and matriculated in its public schools; 
both my parents attended, and graduated St. Petersburg High School.  I was born in 1949, so I 
lived through much of the historic destruction, approved by city leaders and officials, that was 
occurring when I was in high school during the late 1960's.  In my mind, one of the most 
memorable events was the city approval of the demolition of the grand Florida Theatre (which 
for years thereafter stood as blighted parking lot).  The citizens spoke their objections, but the 
city did not listen.  Whereas, across the bay, when I became a student at the University of 
Tampa, the city leaders there were considering, seriously, the same fate for the, not as grand, 
but majestic nevertheless, Tampa Theatre.  I lived in the Palma Ceia neighborhood, 
which aligned with other neighborhoods to protest this plan.  We spoke, and the city leaders 
in Tampa listened.  Then we formed a foundation that would preserve, protect and promote 
the theatre forevermore.  I have remained a steadfast supporter and patron member of the 
Tampa Theatre every since those days.  When I relocated to Portland, Oregon to attend 
graduate school, and remained a resident there for 22 years, my family remained a supporter 
of ongoing preservation efforts associated with the Tampa Theatre.  Moreover, while 
residing in Portland, my family purchased property in one of Portland's oldest, historic 
neighborhoods, with many homes listed on the National Historic Register.  I was a long-
standing member of our neighborhood association, including serving on its board of directors, 
eventually elected to serve as its president.  Southwest Hills Residential League (SWHRL) was a 
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very old and a very large neighborhood association, representing several neighborhoods, with 
a 22 member board, who elected not to join the city's Office of Neighborhood Associations.  It 
was the oldest and largest (in area and population) neighborhood association in the Portland 
Metro area, and very effective at preservation efforts in the Neighborhood, as well as 
throughout the city.  The City of Portland is often voted and recognized as being one of the 
most "livable" cities in the United States, but it didn't arrive that way with cooperative city 
leaders.  In the Neighborhood's interest, residents spoke, SWHRL spoke, but the city did not 
listen.  SWHRL filed many lawsuits involving the city, which we won.  Then the city had to 
listen, and the character of the Neighborhood was preserved and protected.  
 
I feel it important to share this part of my own history of dedication to the cause of the 
preservation of old, stately, architecturally unique structures, so that you may demonstrate 
some understanding and respect for my views on this subject.  Most important to me, 
concerning my homesteaded property and your office and staff including it in your Eligible 
Properties List, I desire that you listen.  Please, kindly remove my property from this listing, it 
does not qualify, as I don't agree with the process, therefore I do not desire my property to 
participate.  Please listen and consider the property owners designated.  I must emphasize 
this, because in the past fourteen years that I have owned this circa 1926 property, in all my 
attempts to repair, restore and preserve it, whenever the city, and its large staffed officials, 
including building inspectors needed to be involved, they have not listened to me.  Moreover, 
they have not listened to the craftspeople and architects I have employed throughout the 
process.  It has been quite traumatizing to me, and cost me a considerable amount of 
money.  I feel that for some reason myself and my property have been singled out, not for 
equal protection, or "how can we help you?," rather for retaliation.  The only city staffer who 
actually listen to me and seemed to actually know the particulars about the difficulties of 
projects associated with an old house, was long time building department official Rick 
Dunn. Mr. Dunn seemed to empathized with my difficulties and frustrations dealing with 
inept, ill-prepared and mean-spirited staffers and inspectors assigned to my property. Mr. 
Dunn concluded:  They just aren't trained to understand and deal appropriately with the 
problems associated with improvements to an old building.   
 
Mr. Kilborn, I do not know what your credentials are in urban planning and historic 
preservation, and from what I have observed in past meetings with you and during public 
hearings I believe you mean well in your preservation efforts.  I think it can be safely assumed 
that you were knowing in at least one of the battles I had to endure, for several years, and 
lost, though several expensive attempts were made to appease city officials, to no 
avail.  Where was your help in these matters?  Certainly you must know the architectural 
"character of Allendale" as was argued throughout several public hearings re. my property and 
how one of my improvements, it was falsely argued by a staffer, did not "meet the character 
of Allendale."  That's not what the residents of Allendale expressed, including my architect 
who grew up in the house across the street from mine, and continues to reside in 
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Allendale.   It is not what longtime Allendale resident and historian Ray Arsenault expressed 
(Ray authored a book on the history of St. Petersburg, 1888-1950, which included a section on 
Allendale Terrace).  Most glaring, it wasn't what the recognized by the city, neighborhood 
representative, Nina Light expressed in her letter of support for the project (which the staffer 
did not share the document with me).  So, where were you then, with your knowledge and 
dedication to historic preservation?  You could have step up, and I think it would have 
mattered.  Mayor Kriseman and Darden Rice were steadily informed of the problem.  I think 
Darden helped the best she could, as council had placed limitations on hearing appeals.  The 
mayor, during several public events, when approached said he would meet with me.  I called, 
many times as instructed by him, but he refuses to return my calls concerning the meeting he 
promised.  The mayor talks a lot, but he doesn't really listen.  The perception is that he listens 
to developers and people who happen to have wealth and influence, but for the common 
citizen he is thin-skinned and elusive.  Sincerely, there are several projects I admire our mayor 
for (e.g. Compete Streets), yet for the average resident, he doesn't seem to want to know, or 
help with our problems.  It's sad and concerning. 
 
In conclusion, and for the above concerns expressed, I recommend the City 
Council resoundingly reject the Third-Party Designation Applications plan of 
preservation.  Also for the fact that a third-party petitioning a government to force 
a homesteaded property owner to list their home on some form of local historic register, 
based upon city staffers identifying eligible properties, does not meet the intent of the U.S. 
Constitution.  There's probably something in the Florida constitution as well, though I'm less 
familiar.  It is unconstitutional also for a government to force the same, unless a fair market 
value is provided, paid and accepted by the property owner, otherwise it would be an illegal 
taking.  With certainty, if approved, there will be costly legal challenges.  Evidently, the council 
members, when presented with this plan by staffers, were wise to declare a resolution 
adopting a moratorium, for further study and consideration.  In reading through the 
resolution's document, I applaud its declarations.  These highlight that council members are 
indeed listening to the challenges from city residents and homeowners.  If such an over 
zealous plan moves forward, and is approved, the result will be "adversarial....with deleterious 
impact on...Historic Preservation Division...also increased the amount of litigation related to 
the City's historic preservation program" as cited in the resolution.  Besides, in the end, there 
is absolutely no advantage to a property owner, here in St. Petersburg, to go through the 
process of having their property listed on the Local Landmark Historic Designation.  Two of 
the homes on my street currently were approved for this local destination.  I supported the 
cause, because my neighbors evidently wanted to pay the application fees and chose to go 
through the public process, which included them paying for the knickknack flag/marker 
plate.  It's all nice and good, but it will offer no real protection in future developments, as 
proved true in Allendale when a Third-Party method was used against a developer who 
purchased a fine house on MLK; follow the money, because it usually prevails. 
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Most sincerely, 
 
Pamella E. Settlegoode, Ph.D. 
3741 Foster Hill Drive North 
St. Petersburg, FL  33704 
727.520.7903   
 
 



450 Roser Park Dr. S 
St. Petersburg, Fl 33701 
 
July 31, 2019 
 
City of St. Petersburg 
175 5th St. N. 
St. Petersburg FL 33701 
 
Dear City Council & CPPC Members: 
 
It is heartening to hear changes to the Historic Preservation and Archeological Overlay Ordinance are 
under consideration in regards to third-party designations.  While I understand the City’s need to get 
past the issue of the pending PEL, I’m concerned with the lack of communication regarding 
consideration of changes to third-party designation of historic districts. Any designation of any property 
without the property owner’s approval is a third-party designation. So, why wasn’t a moratorium on 
applications for local historic districts put in place as it was for individual, third-party, landmark 
applications?  The concern and havoc and lawsuits regarding third party designations are arising from 
both types and this discontent will only continue to bombard your agendas until solutions are found for 
all third-party applications. I request everyone consider extending the moratorium on individual 
applications while enacting a similar moratorium on district applications; giving more sufficient time to 
handle the issues at hand and preventing further distraction by new issues.  
 
The National Register of Historic Places does not allow listings without the property owner’s approval.     
The City should follow this example and not allow third-party designations without the property owner’s 
approval.  Will this make it harder to get listings on the local register? Yes, but taking away an owner’s 
property rights should be hard.  The City and Preservationist should work hard with the owners to get 
their approval or to transfer ownership of properties truly worthy of designation. Not only could this 
approach be fairer to property owners but the City would be more discerning on accepting applications, 
immediately reducing the burden placed on the CPPC, City Council and your supporting staff.  
 
It is clear from past meetings the goal of the Preservation Office is to designate as many properties as 
possible, working hand-in-hand with Preserve the Burg to deliver applications and staff reports quickly 
with little time for owners to digest, much less counter, the allegations. The release of the application 
and staff report is fast and usually only one week before the CPPC hearing. The average citizen doesn’t 
have time to research the consequences of designation much less the time needed to find and hire their 
own preservationist as an expert witness to refute allegations they find to be unsubstantiated and/or 
untrue at the CPPC hearing. If they don’t have the presence of mind to know the deck is stacked against 
them or can’t afford to hire a legal expert to guide them through the City’s procedures and ordinances 
along with a preservation expert, property owners don’t have a chance and the City is liable for 
recording historical inaccuracies as truth based on “maybe”, “most likely” and inflationary language. A 
historic designation process that does not provide property owners with an opportunity for an 
independent review of the documentation being used to determine which properties are significant is 
inherently unfair to the property owners and to taxpayers. At a minimum, the City should introduce 
another player, not connected to the Preservation Office or Preserve the Burg to participate in the 
entire application process and protect property owners from hostile designations and misinformation 
while enforcing defensible vs. subjective applications.  In addition, more time for public input should be 
sought for third party designations. 



 
Overall, the City’s desire to capitalize on historic tourism dollars shouldn’t force a smaller portion of 
property owners, especially homeowners, to pay the larger personal and monetary cost that comes with 
the preference of others being forced on the owners.  The prioritization of objects over the needs of the 
owner, their family and their home should stop. 
 
Respectfully yours, 

 
Elizabeth Schuh 
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Kelly K. Perkins

From: Michael Labbee <michael@phlfirm.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 5:32 PM

To: Derek Kilborn

Cc: Laura Duvekot; Kelly K. Perkins; Council; Tyler Hayden

Subject: Re: ST. PETERSBURG MEETING NOTICE: Third-Party Designation Applications

To whom it may concern,  
 
                Please accept the following as a written submission for consideration at the August 8, 2019, Committee of the 
Whole meeting.  
 

1. Any discussion regarding Third-Party Designation must include consideration of Historic District Designation.  
 

Council, as many of you recognized during recent hearings regarding potential designation of local historic 
districts, the owner-opposed third-party historic landmark designations have divided citizens and neighbors 
throughout the City. While I applaud your consideration of improvements to the individual third-party initiated 
landmark designation process—doing so without also addressing the procedure for historic district designation 
would be a mistake.  

 
The policy reasons underlying your concerns with owner-opposed third-party initiated individual landmark 

designations (e.g., depriving an owner of constitutionally protected property rights over their objection) are 
magnified in the context of historic district designation. Unlike in the context of individual landmark designation, 
when it is a single applicant arguing against a single landowner, in the historic district context the landowner must 
defend against not only the applicant but also those owners of other property within the proposed district that 
support designation. This results in the City Council often believing that an application for district designation is 
owner supported when it is only partially so—some owners are vehemently opposed to designation.  

 
So long as any individual homeowner within a proposed historic district opposes such designation, they should 

receive the same protections as an owner of property facing individual landmark designation. Their property rights 
are no less important and are impacted just as significantly. A landowner’s opposition should not be diluted by the 
type of designation being sought (i.e. individual versus district).  

 
2. To maintain impartiality, the City’s historic preservation department can no longer act as both adviser and 

advocate for historic designation applicants.  
 
Under the City’s current historic preservation overlay (the “Ordinance”), the City’s historic preservation office: 
 

a. Assists individuals with preparing applications for historic designation; 
b. Meets behind closed doors with would be applicants to ensure a more favorable outcome for those 

seeking designation; 
c. Conducts the balloting process to gauge support for historic district designation from beginning to 

end including, but not limited to, tabulating the ballots; 
d. Advises City Council regarding the criteria for historic designation including, but not limited to, 

through the preparation of a taxpayer-funded staff report which largely mirrors the application that 
staff itself assisted in drafting; and  

e. During hearings, before the Community Planning and Preservation Commission as well as the City 
Council, staff acts as an advocate for the Applicant.  
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Staff has admitted that once an Application is accepted, they have never recommended against historic 
designation—i.e., the Applicant’s position. Indeed, during the recent Driftwood designation hearings, staff 
affirmatively argued for a particular legal interpretation of the Ordinance that would favor the Applicants. A far cry 
from serving as a neutral advisor on substantive criteria. By doing so, staff crossed the line from advisor to advocate. 

 
An alternative, more balanced procedure would limit staff’s role within the designation process. For example, 

the department (i.e. historic preservation) that will advise council regarding the substantive criteria for designation 
should not be responsible for accepting applications and conducting the balloting process for historic districts. 
Rather, the role of the historic preservation department should be limited to authoring a staff report containing 
analysis of whether the application meets the Ordinance’s substantive criteria and responding to questions from the 
CPPC and City Council—but not advocating for a particular outcome.  

 
Additionally, the CPPC and City Council’s consideration should be limited to those facts presented to the 

opposing landowner in advance of the hearing. For example, during the recent Driftwood hearings staff routinely 
appeared at hearings with supposed evidence that was previously withheld from the registered opponents despite 
public records requests seeking same (e.g. the full and complete set of ballots cast as well as access to the native 
format excel spreadsheet tallying votes). Doing so constitutes trial by ambush, a practice universally abhorred by 
Florida courts.   

 
3. A simple majority is an insufficient hurdle for altering constitutionally protected property rights.  

 
Currently, the City’s Ordinance allows a simple majority of tax parcel owners to initiate an application for historic 

district designation which has the effect of freezing the remaining property owners’ ability to alienate their property. 
Once an application for historic district designation is certified as complete, a landowner—that is opposed to district 
designation—is tossed into a bottomless bureaucratic quagmire. Indeed, if the landowner wants to make any 
change to their property requiring a City-issued permit they must first obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness from 
the very same staff members to whom they are opposed in the historic designation process. Moreover, they must 
also defend their position against any third parties that appear for public comment during a hearing on the COA 
including, but not limited to, the Applicants to whom they are opposed in the historic district designation process. 
This not only negatively impacts countless potential property sales but it also prohibits quick protective action in the 
face of an overwhelming storm event (i.e. floodproofing a waterfront home). A more unjust and unsafe procedure is 
difficult to fathom.   
 
        Moreover, the Applicants for historic district designation often don’t even reside in the proposed district or 
within miles of same. Instead, they enjoy the ability to interfere with another’s rights from afar with impunity.  
 

If the City is not going to consider eliminating third-party owner opposed applications all together, it should—at 
a minimum—revert back to its pre-2015 Ordinance which required a greater showing of support to begin the 
process for historic district designation. The undersigned is of the opinion that no application for third-party historic 
designation (either individual or district) should be certified as complete without evidence of support from all 
impacted property owners. Only City initiated applications should be exempt from this requirement. Doing so would 
ensure that properties of true, legitimate historical value could still be protected in the face of owner opposition but 
not through the whims of a simple majority, but instead only after sufficiently convincing our elected City officials to 
take action.  

 
Sometimes the best policy is to repeal a bad policy.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The natural concerns which this Council has come upon beg the question, why do we allow third-party owner-

opposed historic designation? If an individual wants to protect a landmark, it is free to do so by purchasing the 
property in the open market and, thereafter, pursing designation. The City should encourage and even facilitate 
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historic designation of owner-initiated applications. But the City should look with caution upon third-party 
applications. As the great philosopher John Locke once said: 

 
“Being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty or possessions. The end 
of law is not to abolish or restrain, but to preserve and enlarge freedom.” 
 

Kind regards,  
 
Michael Labbee  
 

 
_________________________________________________ 
  
MICHAEL J. LABBEE | PARTNER  
michael@phlfirm.com  
150 2ND AVENUE N. |  SUITE 770 
ST. PETERSBURG, FL 33701 
T 727.300.1399   F 727.300.1389  
PHLFIRM.COM   VIEW BIO 
_________________________________________________ 
  
Confidentiality Statement: This electronic message contains information from the law firm of Phillips, Hayden & Labbee, LLP, and may be confidential or privileged. 
The information is intended to be for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, 
distribution or use of the contents of this message is prohibited. If you have received this electronic message in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply 
e-mail or telephone 727.300.1399. 

  
DISCLAIMER REGARDING UNIFORM ELECTRONIC TRANSACTIONS ACT (“UETA”) [FLORIDA STATUTES SECTION 668.50]:  If this communication concerns the negotiation 
of a contract or agreement, UETA does not apply to this communication. Contract formation in this matter shall occur only with manually affixed original signatures 
on original documents. 

 
 
 

From: Derek Kilborn <Derek.Kilborn@stpete.org> 
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2019 at 10:05 AM 
To: Derek Kilborn <Derek.Kilborn@stpete.org> 
Cc: Laura Duvekot <Laura.Duvekot@stpete.org>, "Kelly K. Perkins" <Kelly.Perkins@stpete.org> 
Subject: ST. PETERSBURG MEETING NOTICE: Third-Party Designation Applications 
 

 
  
  
RE: Third-Party Designation Applications 
  
This is a letter of notice regarding an upcoming joint meeting between the City of St. Petersburg’s City Council 
(“Council”) and Community Planning and Preservation Commission (“CPPC”). City Code Section 16.30.070.2.5 relating to 
the designation of individual local landmarks and listing in the St. Petersburg Register of Historic Places, authorizes third-
party applications to be initiated by any individual, organization, or association, who is not the property owner or City 
Council. On May 16, 2019, City Council passed a six-month moratorium on the filing of third-party designation 
applications and requested a joint meeting with the members of the CPPC to discuss the matter: 
  

 Committee of the Whole 
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 Date: August 8, 2019 

 Time: Start at 9:00 a.m. 

 Location: Sunshine Senior Center 

 Address: 330 5th Street North, St. Petersburg, 33701 
  
You are receiving this courtesy notice because of your participation in an earlier information meeting(s) or public 
hearing(s) relating to the City’s List of Potentially Eligible Properties (“PEL”) or you sent a written correspondence 
relating to the PEL or one of the more recent third-party designation applications.  
  
This meeting is intended to focus on the subject of third-party designation applications over property-owner objection. 
While not mentioned by City Council at the time of their request for this meeting, City Staff anticipates that their 
discussion will include the separate matter of procedures for listing in the PEL. This is a public meeting, but typically does 
not include an opportunity for public comments. You may submit written comments prior to the meeting; written 
comments should be received by Thursday, August 1, in order to be included in the distribution of meeting materials. 
Prior to the meeting and afterwards, City Staff will link related materials and future meeting notices at the following web 
address: 
  

 http://www.stpete.org/planning_zoning/current_planning_projects.php 

 Current Planning Projects > Designation Applications, Third Party 
  
Finally, the meeting will not be televised live; however, it will be recorded and made available for online streaming 
shortly afterwards. A video link will be added at the above web address, when available. If you have any questions, 
require additional information, or would like to submit written comments, please contact our Historic Preservation staff: 
  

 Laura Duvekot, Historic Preservationist, (727) 892-5451, Laura.Duvekot@stpete.org 

 Kelly Perkins, Historic Preservationist, (727) 892-5470, Kelly.Perkins@stpete.org 
  
Respectfully, 
Derek S. Kilborn, Manager 
Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division 
Planning and Development Services Department 
City of St. Petersburg, Florida 
(+1) 727.893.7872 
 
Your Sunshine City 
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Kelly K. Perkins

From: harris9496@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 5:41 PM

To: Kelly K. Perkins; Laura Duvekot

Cc: Council; Gina L. Driscoll

Subject: Stop Historic Designation over Owner Objection

Saint Petersburg’s historic designation process is broken. More often than not, the 
process is being manipulated by individuals or groups of individuals whose goal is to 
control the property of others. Look at what is going on throughout the city: lawsuit 
after lawsuit, abusive behavior between neighbors, and countless hours of argument, 
review, and revisiting by city bodies. How much taxpayer money would be saved by 
ending these divisive processes? 
 
True preservation requires action, yet action and responsibility are both blatantly absent 
from the current process. The city likes to impose historic designation, but does so 
without: 
 

 Adequately and fairly weighing evidence for and against designation; 
  Giving proper consideration to FEMA regulations and flood amelioration; or 
 Assuming any financial or administrative responsibility for ensuring historic 

structures and districts remain in good repair. 

Structures require regular upkeep and improvement to remain in good repair. Trees and 
vegetation need attention and regular pruning to ensure good health, containment of 
invasive species, and non-interference with utilities and structures. Without these 
attentions, property and landscape will deteriorate, and no historic designation can 
prevent that. These responsibilities and expenses fall solely upon homeowners. Once the 
City imposes historic designation, affected residents are on their own 
 
“Third-party applications” are not only individual to individual, but also include 
applications from individuals to impose historic designation onto neighborhoods. 
Different neighborhood homeowners have different situations, goals, and even realities. 
One key example is waterfront vs. non-waterfront properties within the same 
neighborhood. No one can honestly argue that both groups face the same realities, yet 
all can currently be bound together within the City’s process. FEMA and flood realities 
are different for the two groups, as are insurance, weather wear, and even structural 
needs. 
 
Again, the City’s current HD process is broken and is being abused. Designating historic 
districts has become a cottage industry within St. Petersburg, and it is causing more 
problems, ill will, and expense than benefit. It is reprehensible that this process gives 
random individuals influence and control over the property rights and finances of others. 
Historic designation is not a harmless benefit when forced upon taxpaying citizens. Let 
those who feel that their own properties merit historic preservation pursue 
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that status individually and in willing groups, and stop imposing historic 
restrictions and financial burdens on those who do not want them. 
 
We who own the property, pay the taxes on it, and incur the expense of keeping it up 
want – and have earned – to have our rights respected. Please stop third-party 
designations, including those for neighborhoods, over the objections of owners. 
 
Regards, 
 
Michelle Harris & Eduardo Zavala 
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Kelly K. Perkins

From: Laura Duvekot

Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 8:46 AM

To: Kelly K. Perkins

Subject: FW: Historic Preservation Abuse

 
 
Best regards, 
 
Laura Duvekot 
Historic Preservationist II 
Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division 
Planning and Development Services Department 
City of St. Petersburg, Florida 

 
727.892.5451 
laura.duvekot@stpete.org 
 

From: Arnie Cummings <arniebcummings@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 10:58 AM 
To: Laura Duvekot <Laura.Duvekot@stpete.org>; Derek Kilborn <Derek.Kilborn@stpete.org>; Council 
<Council@stpete.org>; Darden Rice <Darden.Rice@stpete.org> 
Subject: Historic Preservation Abuse 
 

This writing is intended to communicate my vehement opposition to the current historic designation 
and administration processes in anticipation of the upcoming council meeting regarding third-party 
designation applications over property-owner objection.   
 
For the record, my residence is included in the one-block 18th Ave NE LHD, and my property rights have been 
confiscated and grossly limited over my objections.  My long-standing plans for building out my property have been 
rendered practically impossible, and my personal family plans regarding my home have been crushed.  I now live in 
a neighborhood block with a toxic atmosphere, where neighbors resent each other, and where civility and social 
cohesion between neighbors is only a memory of times past.  
 
The current historic designation process is flawed, and results in unfair and unnecessary burdens placed on 
property owners who need to build or re-build, and in many cases is nothing short of abusive.  Comments are as 
follows: 

 Property owners should have the option of electing historic designation.  It should not 
be a forced conscription of basic property rights! 

 Third party designations are essentially a hostile attack on someone else's property rights, and in my 
opinion, should not be allowed.  There is little difference between a single third-party hostile takeover and 
the Local Historic District designations.  A LHD does not effect all property owners equally.  Some are 
greatly impacted negatively, while others have little or no impact. A LHD is really just a wholesale hostile 
takeover since it effects multiple properties. 

 The historic designation process has been weaponized to enable a third-party or a simple majority to 
confiscate the property rights of others, based on their personal whimsical notion of architectural 
correctness.  As in the case of our little 18th Ave NE block, the entire purpose had absolutely nothing 
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whatsoever to do with preservation of any structure.  It had everything to do with neighbors wanting to 
control the future of someone else's property.  This is utterly frustrating and insulting, particularly for those 
owners that purchased property prior to designation, with the full expectation of the ability to exercise their 
rights of use.    

 The formation of small LHD's is being abused as a similar form of third-party designations.  A 
small simple majority is all it takes.  This has become a tactic to isolate and splinter 
opposition.  In the case of my own experience, the work and organization of the bully historic 
lobby had already been done, the deck stacked, and the outcome assured; before the targeted 
property owners even knew such a thing was possible and in motion.  Those of us who were 
the target of the assault were completely left out of the early discussion or consideration.  The 
organizers followed the letter of the law, but the system is flawed and unjust.  Such clandestine 
attacks should not be tolerated. 

 The designation process is deeply flawed.  The City spends considerable time and resources 
concocting the designations that strip property rights before many owners even know or 
understand what the effects of historic designation entail.  There needs to be public outreach 
and education for all potentially effected property owners before they are involuntarily or 
unknowingly forced into inclusion.  There needs to be time for full disclosure and public 
discussion.  The City should be compelled to make contact with every property owner and 
provide them with full disclosure of what historic designation means, including the loss and 
limitation of rights. 

 The current process of confrontational quasi-judicial hearings with opposing parties is flawed 
and ineffective.  In many cases, individual property owners, who may have large investments 
and personal lives at stake, have only 3-minute bursts in which to speak, while the historic 
lobby lines up armies of casually effected parties.  This is a perversion of the 
process.  Opponents and stakeholders should be somehow be brought into arbitration 
meetings to work out differences and solutions. 

 The process for obtaining a COA (or a demo permit) within a historic district is flawed and 
unduly burdensome on the property owner.  Neighbors feel obscenely over-empowered to 
dictate their neighbors building plans; some even to the point of suing the City when they don't 
get their way.  Innovation and artistic interpretation are difficult to legislate.  Non-professionals 
have entirely too much influence.  The City has only fuzzy notions of what is acceptable to 
build or re-build, and is of practically no help to the property owner to determine what is 
desired or acceptable.  The entire burden is placed on the property owner to appease all 
parties, many of whom don't necessarily agree with each other.  The parties are not required, 
nor some voluntarily willing, to meet and discuss differences and find solutions.   

 The quasi-judicial CPPC hearings are a non-productive and confrontational circus.  With the 
delays required due to meeting notices and calendars, and the presumptive deference given to 
the historic lobbyists (which includes the City), the time and expenses for the property owner 
drag seemingly endlessly.  It becomes a case of an isolated property owner pitted against a 
well-oiled bully lobby, that only knows how to object, and the City legal system.  Everyone has 
the opportunity to object and interfere with the property owner's plans, but no one is positioned 
or interested in providing any kind of meaningful input or assistance to the property owner to 
help determine what is acceptable or desirable.  It is really only determinable in the war-like 
atmosphere of CPPC hearings.  This phenomena is detrimental to the point where any 
properties so effected are poisoned by the process, and property values plummet.  No one 
wants to willingly purchase or develop a property where the needed or intended exercise of 
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basic property rights are absurdly prohibitive, exceedingly prolonged and expensive, and the 
outcome practically impossible to determine.      

 Historic designation should be voluntary.  No one is preventing anyone from preserving their 
property.  If the City wants to provide incentives or assistance, that would be great.  The 
system we currently have, however, is the opposite of encouragement and 
assistance.  Stripping property owners of their basic rights by brute force, at the whim of a 
hostile third-party or slim simple majority, is a formula for abuse, anger and contempt. 

The fact that there have been no recent hearings, workshops, or discussions allowing for public two-
way discussion on this subject is an indication of how tone-deaf the City leaders are regarding the 
growing pool of dissatisfaction developing by property owners negatively impacted.  Real property 
rights are fundamental and essential.  Stripping those rights can have profound and negative impacts 
on individuals, essentially trapping them in ownership of a property that can't be reasonably managed 
or enjoyed.  For those injured property owners who have had their property rights involuntarily ripped 
away by a flawed and unfair legal system, there is no option but passionate opposition to the current 
direction of the City of St Petersburg leadership.   
 
Please include this commentary in the information packages available to the all participants of the 
August 8th meeting regarding historic designations. 
 
Most sincerely, 
 
Arnold Cummings 
715 18th Ave NE 
St Petersburg, FL 33704 
239-826-7513 
 
   
 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































