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BACKGROUND

On November 2, 2016, a Local Historic Landmark Designation Application was submitted for the
Gassman House at 630 14" Avenue South (“the subject property”) by Coy Murice LaSister, the
property’s owner. The application includes information on the house’s history, architecture, and
first occupant, John Gassman.

STAFF FINDINGS

Summary

Staff finds that the Gassman House, located at 630 14" Avenue South, is eligible for designation
as a local historic landmark. Per St. Petersburg City Ordinance Section 16.30.070.2.5, local
historic landmark eligibility is evaluated through a two-part test designed to evaluate age, context,
and integrity. Under the first test, the local historic landmark designation application and
supporting evidence demonstrate that the Gassman House is approximately 92 years old and
satisfies Criteria E for local significance, which states that “Its value as a building is recognized
for the quality of its architecture, and it retains sufficient elements showing its architectural
significance” as well as Criteria F, “It has distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style
valuable for the study of a period, method of construction, or use of indigenous materials.” The
second test assesses a resource’s integrity. At least one of seven factors of integrity (location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association) must be met in order for a
potential landmark to be determined eligible. While some modifications have been made to the
subject property over time, thus slightly diminishing certain aspects of its integrity, the Gassman
House satisfies all seven factors overall.

Historical Overview

As downtown St. Petersburg grew during the 1910s, development to the south, in the general
area of the subject property, occurred somewhat more slowly than it did to the north of downtown.
Building in the area was initially limited by the presence of Salt Creek, a small stream connecting
Lake Maggiore to Tampa Bay. Though the stream itself was relatively small, it was paralleled by
a wide salt marsh that was prone to flooding. This problem was partially corrected when the
portion of the marsh between Fourth Street South and Tampa Bay was filled in 1909 during the
dredging project that created Bayboro Harbor. The flooding of the area that is now Bartlett Park
was in the mid-1930s, when said park was created through joint efforts by the City and the Federal
Government'’s Depression-era Works Progress Administration.’

The subject property was constructed beginning or before 1923, and competed in 1924. The
subject property’s earliest known owner, John Gassman, is presumed to be its builder. Gassman,
sometimes spelled “Gessman” or “Gossman” in records, immigrated to the United States from his
native Switzerland in 1905.2 The motives for Gassman’s relocation to the United States remain
unknown, though an estimated 89,000 Swiss immigrants settled in the United States between
1891 and 1920, and records indicate that at least two of his siblings also left Switzerland and
settled in the Northeastern U.S.? In 1910, Gassman was noted by the Federal Census as living
alone and operating a farm in Volusia County, Florida, which is located on the state’s Atlantic

' Karl Grismer, The Story of St. Petersburg, (St. Petersburg, FL: P.K. Smith & Co, 1948), 183-184.
2 U.S. Department of Commerce — Bureau of the Census, Fifteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Sheet 6A, 75.

3 Leo Schelbert, “Swiss Americans,” Every Culture: Countries & Their Cultures, http://www.everyculture.com/multi/Sr-
Z/Swiss-Americans.html.
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coast and approximately 150 miles from =
St. Petersburg.* Gassman relocated to St.
Petersburg before 1918, when he was
listed on a World War | Registration Card
as being a permanent resident of a home
on 12" Avenue South (now 14" Avenue
South) in St. Petersburg.’ In 1920, the
Polk’s City Directory for St. Petersburg
states that Gassman was a boarder at the
12" Avenue South residence, which was
located between Fifth and Sixth Streets.® A
map of the block dating to 1918 confirms 73

local property records’ indication that the RIDGE AV, (sawRiz Av)
subject property had not been constructed Figure 1: Detail of 1923 Sanborn Map depicting

at the time, but shows a number of small, subject property under construction
one-story wood frame dwellings along the

500 block.” This evidence suggests that Gassman rented a room very close to the subject
property, and likely during, its construction. The 1923 Sanborn Map of the block shows the subject
property under construction, with concrete walls in place but no roof, and no street number yet
assigned, indicating that the building was not yet habitable (Figure 1). This is consistent with the
1924 construction date listed in property records.

=

Though Gassman was listed as a farmer in 1910 Volusia County census records, all known
documentation of his time in St. Petersburg, which spanned from or before 1918 until his death
in 1956, suggest that his life here was dedicated to ship building.2 He was noted to have worked
as a carpenter for first Avery & Roberts Company, and later Low’s Marine Way, Inc., both of which
were ship building companies located in the adjacent Bayboro Harbor area.® St. Petersburg’s ship
building industry was strongest prior to World War |, but numerous companies remained
operational along Bayboro Harbor for decades afterward, and it remains a small but significant
industry in the area today. '° Located within a half-mile of these employers in a neighborhood
popular with mechanics and tradesmen, the site of the subject property would have been a logical
one for Gassman to build a home. In 1937, a neighborhood profile described the area as being
primarily inhabited by “tourist class, clerical workers, and skilled mechanics.”!!

The subject property remained Gassman’s primary residence until the early 1940s or later; he
was noted to reside at a house nearby at 646 Newton Avenue when he passed away in 1956."2

4 U.S. Department of Commerce — Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United States: 1930, Enumeration
District 165, Sheet 619.

5 WWI Draft Registration Card for John Gassman, St. Petersburg, Pinellas County, Florida.

& Polk’s City Directory, “St. Petersburg, Pinellas County, Florida,” 1920. On file, St. Petersburg Museum of History.
7 Sanborn Map Company, “St. Petersburg, Pinellas County, Florida,” 1918.

8 St. Petersburg Times, “John Gassman, 75,” October 8, 1956.

® Polk’s City Directories, “St. Petersburg, Pinellas County, Florida,” Multiple, 1920-1942. On file, St. Petersburg
Museum of History.

19 Raymond Arsenault, St. Petersburg and the Florida Dream: 1888-1950 (Norfolk, VA: The Donning Company,
1988); 102; Sanborn Map Company, 1951.

" n.a, “Mapping Inequality: Redlining in New Deal America,”
https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=15/27.7594/-82.6424&opacity=0.07&city=st.petersburg-
fi&area=C6&sort=31&adimage=5/57/-105&text=intro.

12 St. Petersburg Times, “John Gassman, 75,” October 8, 1956.
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The Newton residence does not appear on 1951 maps, so it is very possible that Gassman
resided at the subject property into the 1950s.

Because of the organic nature of the area’s development, and its streets’ partial break with the
city’s primary grid, the subject property has had numerous addresses since its construction. The
street it fronts, which is now 14" Avenue South, was originally 12 Avenue South, though it was
sometimes referred to as Royal Palm Avenue. The subject property’s house number was
originally 524, though the number 638 was used beginning in 1925. Many of the city's
discontinuous streets were renamed for consistency in 1928, bringing the address of 638 14"
Avenue South into use. The house number 630, and, therefore, the present-day address of 630
14" Avenue South, has been in use since 1940 or earlier. A chronology of addresses used to
describe the subject property’s location is included in Appendix E.

Architectural Description

The subject property’s primary form is essentially a square, which is two stories over a basement,
with a three-story tower at the northeast corner (Figure 2). This mass is three bays wide and five
deep. Its roof is flat and concealed by a parapet wall with continuous coping; a small cupola rises
from the center of the roof, both providing views of the surroundings and illuminating the house’s
interior space.

The front porch is recessed into the first story and spans the full width of the north-facing fagade.
Its openings feature the horseshoe arch shape that is repeated throughout the building's
fenestration; these openings feature metal railings that were likely added after construction. The
porch is entered from the articulated northeast tower via concrete steps (Figure 3).

Figure 2: Subject property, facade Figure 3: Entrance to subject
property and detail of porch cutout

At the south (rear) elevation, the center bay is articulated and contains a rear entrance (Figure 4).
Two windows at the west elevation’s second story are articulated, forming a bay window of sorts
(Figure 5). The horseshoe arch recurs throughout all of the building’s fenestration, with the
exception of the circular windows at the third story of the northeast tower and the rectangular,
horizontally-sliding windows at basement level. The repetition of this unusual detail creates a
remarkable and striking rhythm and is the most noteworthy element of the subject property.
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Alterations

As discussed further below, the subject property retains sufficient
integrity to convey its historic significance. However, certain
modifications and alterations have been made over time and
should be noted. Two small outbuildings were once located near
the southern edge of the property. The first, a small, one-story
wood frame shed, is highlighted in blue in Figure 7. It appears on
the 1923 Sanborn Map of the area, meaning that it was
constructed at or before the time of the main house’s construction
in 1923-1924. It was demolished after 1951. The second
outbuilding, a one-story concrete block garage at the southeast
corner of the property, is highlighted in green in Figure 7. This
garage was constructed in 1938 and demolished in 2007. Based
on early maps, it appears that the 1938 garage replaced a smaller
building in the same place. The 1938 garage's concrete
foundation remains on the property. Both of these outbuildings
were very simple and utilitarian in nature. Their demolition does
not affect the integrity of the main house, and does not reduce
the integrity of the subject property as a whole to such an extent
as to disqualify it from landmark eligibility.

In addition to these removed outbuildings, several elements of
the house itself have been altered. A capped, stucco chimney
which once rose from the flat surface of the roof's turf was
removed after 1977."® Four of the subject property’s historic
windows have been replaced with fixed light windows to allow for
the installation of air conditioners and a modern bathroom window
(Figure 6). Incredibly, the subject property’s current owner was
able to locate the original windows and intends to reinstall them
at a future date. The remaining 28 of the building’s 32 original

Figure 4: South elevation of sbjct . Figure 5: West elevation of subject

property

i v
&, 30
1472 gv

Ie,n}

Figure 7: Subject property as
shown in 1951 Sanborn Map,
with outbuildings highlighted

Figure 6: South (rear)
elevation of subject property,
depicting non-historic fixed

windows

13 Doug Davies, “630 14" Avenue South,” Florida Master Site File, Site Inventory Form, December 1977.
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windows remain in place. The building’s doors have been replaced with non-historic single-action
wood doors. Non-historic screens have been cut to fit inside several of the window openings but
are removable and, therefore, not considered to be an irreversible alteration.

Statement of Significance

A determination of local register eligibility is generally based upon a two-part test, which first
assesses a resource’s historic significance in accordance with St. Petersburg’s Code of
Ordinances’ Historic and Archaeological Preservation Overlay, Section 16.30.070.2.5. A resource
must have been constructed at least 50 years before consideration; the Gassman House's
completion date of 1924 makes it 92 years old. A resource’s historic significance is then evaluated
through the lens of nine criteria, of which it must meet at least one. The Gassman House is
significant at the local level in the area of architecture because of its unique and distinctive design,
which clearly depicts the influence of the Moorish Revival trend in architecture on its builder. It
meets the following criteria for local historic landmark designation:

(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.

Though early twentieth century residences exhibiting Moorish influences are rare, they are
representative of a national trend through which architects and builders sought to embrace new
aesthetics and push the boundaries of architectural creativity with a group of styles known
collectively as Exotic Revivals. Included in this family are styles such as Mayan Revival, Egyptian
Revival, Byzantine Revival, East Asian Eclectic, and Tiki-Polynesian, as well as Moorish
Revival.'* Nationally, Exotic Revival styles experienced two distinct periods of popularity.'® The
first, which spanned roughly 1830-1850, paralleled an era of European imperialism and major
discoveries in the emerging field of archeology. As public awareness and excitement about new
and foreign places grew, indigenous architecture and newly-unearthed aesthetics borrowed from
ancient sites were incorporated into American buildings and artwork.'® This first period of
popularity, however, predated the establishment of St. Petersburg, so no resources dating to that
era were constructed in the city.

Exotic Revivals’ second era of national popularity spanned the 1920s, a time during which the
American public was ready to embrace even more imaginative, almost theatrical styles.'” Nation-
wide, Exotic Revival buildings constructed during this second wave of popularity tended to be
large-scale civic buildings or take new, grand forms such as skyscrapers or movie theaters
because of the styles’ tendency toward opulence and flamboyance.™®

14 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning — Office of Historic Resources, “Theme: Exotic Revival, 1900-
1980," SurveyLA, December 2015, 3.

'5 Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission, “Exotic Revival Style 1830-1850, 1920-1930,” Pennsylvania
Architectural Field Guide, August 26, 2015,
http://www.phmec.state.pa.us/portal/communities/architecture/styles/exotic-revival.html.

6 City of Los Angeles, 5.

7 ibid, 6.

18 ibid, 6.
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The trend’s popularity coincided with a time of rapid growth across Florida and within the Sunshine
City, whose population ballooned from under 15,000 in 1920 to over 30,000 residents in 1926.'°
The state’s sunny climate and Spanish roots lent themselves well to Spanish, ltalianate, and
Mediterranean architectural influences, and the Mediterranean Revival style that emerged was
so prevalent during these boom years that the time has sometimes been referred to as the
“Spanish boom.” In Florida, buildings of all sizes, including a large number of the single family
houses that were rapidly constructed during the boom, integrated Mediterranean Revival
influence into their designs. Elements of the style were often inexpensively applied to the buildings
constructed curing the era, whereas many of St. Petersburg’s grand, high-style resorts,
residences, and commercial buildings dating to the 1920s boom feature much more ornate
Mediterranean details.?®

Although Moorish influences are not uncommonly found in Mediterranean Revival buildings,
examples of buildings that attempt to more fully embrace the Moorish Revival style are rare.
American buildings that are classified as exhibiting the Moorish Revival style often take inspiration
from multiple Eastern cultures in addition to predominant Moorish decoration. Some of the most
noteworthy examples of Moorish Revival architecture in Florida are found in the Miami-area city
of Opa-Locka, which was developed in the mid-1920s by developer Glenn Curtiss. Curtiss, who
had made his fortune in aviation, was also the investor behind the nearby cities of Hialeah, which
took a Spanish Mission architecture theme, and Country Club Estates (later renamed Miami
Springs), with a planned theme of Pueblo Revival architecture. Opa-Locka was designed by
architect Bernhardt E. Muller and city planner Clinton McKenzie. The city’s theme was inspired
by Curtiss’s reading of The 1001 Tales of the Arabian Nights, and its architecture features an
imaginative mixture of domes, minarets, crenelated parapets, and Saracenic arches. A total of 86
buildings were designed at a range of scales during initial development, which was brought to an
abrupt halt by the hurricane of 1926 and the harsh economic times that followed. Many of the
original buildings have since been altered or destroyed, but recent decades have brought
renewed interest to the development'’s architectural history. 2!

A grand and local example of the Moorish Revival style can be found in the Sunset Golf and
Country Club Clubhouse (Figure 8), which is a St. Petersburg Local Historic Landmark (HPC 93-
08). The Sunset Clubhouse was constructed in 1926 at the end of Snell Isle Boulevard, and
intended to be the focal point of the Snell Isle development. It features a towering minaret, an
onion dome, and horseshoe arches, which, combine to give it a fanciful and romantic
appearance.?? Many of C. Perry Snell's residential designs feature elements of the Moorish
Revival style, but overall are classified as the more common and less theatrical Mediterranean
Revival. A second example of Moorish Revival style within St. Petersburg is the Jungle Prado
(Figure 9), which was designed by Henry Taylor and constructed circa 1925 for Walter P. Fuller.
The building features prominent minarets and horseshoe arches, and was the first shopping
center built in Pinellas County. The Jungle Prado is not designated as a Local Historic Landmark,

12 Arsenault, 190.
20 Hap Hatton, Tropical Splendor: An Architectural History of Florida (New York, NY: Alfred A. Knopf, 1987); page 52.

21 Rolla L. Queen, “Opa-Locka Thematic Resource Area, Dade County, Florida,” National Register of Historic Places
Inventory — Nomination Form, 1982, 8-1 through 8-3.

2 City of St. Petersburg, “Coffee Pot Golf Club, Sunset Golf and Country Club Clubhouse,” File No. 93.08, 1994, 1.
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but was noted as eligible for such during a 1999-2000 assessment of the city’s resources and is
on St. Petersburg’s List of Eligible Properties.??

Figure 8: Sunset Golf and Country Club Figure 9: Jungle Prado (on St. Petersburg’s
Clubhouse (HPC 93-08), constructed 1926 List of Eligible Properties), constructed 1925

Like most of the Exotic Revival architecture of the 1920s, the Sunset Clubhouse and Jungle Prada
are both examples of larger-scale buildings constructed for public use.?* The Gassman House
does not fit into this trend within an already rare style of architecture, making it an even more
unusual and noteworthy historic residential resource. Although its construction, which began in
1923 or earlier and was completed in 1924, predated the other local examples of Moorish Revival
style discussed above, the Gassman House’s unusual fenestration makes clear that the builder
was influenced by the trend. Despite the subject property’s overall restrained form and lack of
additional ornamentation, the striking pattern of its horseshoe fenestration gives a remarkable
and distinct appearance to the building as a whole.

The property is not an example of high-style Moorish Revival architecture, but, rather, is significant
for its imaginative application of a contemporary aesthetic trend into what might otherwise have
been a relatively ordinary Masonry Vernacular building. The subject property serves as an
unexpected addition to its surroundings, which are, for the most part, fairly typical for a modest
early-twentieth century residential neighborhood. The Gassman House is placed on a double lot,
further emphasizing its commanding presence. In the 1930 Census, the subject property’s value
is listed as $4,000, which would be roughly $55,000 in 2016. The neighboring homes listed on
the same page of the Census enumeration are noted to have values ranging from approximately
$400 ($5,500 in 2016) to $5,000 ($68,800), with an average of $3,190 ($43,900).2° Though this
sample is small and unscientific, it highlights the subject property’s role as one of the area’s finest
homes dating to the 1920s.

Character-Defining Features

The Gassman House is an unusual example of a Moorish Revival style single family residence
constructed during the early 1920s, which was a period of great growth in St. Petersburg. The
subject property’s imaginative architecture both sets it apart from the many homes constructed

2 City of St. Petersburg, “The Jungle Prado," Historic Preservation Commission, Determination of Landmark
Eligibility, 1999-2000.

24 City of Los Angeles, 23.

25 Dollar Times Inflation Calculator, http://www.dollartimes.com/calculators/inflation.htm.
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during the era, and ties it to the period’s spirit of aesthetic experimentation and vision of Florida
as a fantasyland. The property’s character-defining features include:

Two-story form with basement,

Three-story square corner tower with oxeye windows,

Rooftop cupola,

Flat roof with parapet wall and coping,

Stucco exterior treatment,

Open porch with horseshoe arch openings, and

Horseshoe arch-shaped four-light wood-framed casement windows.

Integrity

Per St. Petersburg’'s Code of Ordinances’ Historic and Archaeological Preservation Overlay,
Section 16.30.070.2.5, seven factors of integrity shall be considered once a resource is
determined to meet one or more of the criteria for historic significance. However, because of their
subjective nature, integrity of feeling and association, without meeting at least one other factor,

are insufficient for designation. As shown below, the subject property meets all seven factors of
integrity.

Location Design Setting Materials | Workmanship | Feeling | Association
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Location: The subject property remains in its historic location.

Design: The subject property retains the character-defining features which convey the
significance and uniqueness of its design.

Setting: The area immediately surrounding the subject property was historically, and continues to
be, a residential community consisting almost entirely of single-family residences. Another unique
resource within the community, the former Coca-Cola Bottling Plant at 633 14" Avenue South,
remains in place directly across the street from the subject property, though it has been adaptively
reused as a residential property. Additionally, the subject property retains its wide, double parcel
lot, which has emphasized its captivating presence on the street since its construction in 1924.

Materials & Workmanship: Despite the alterations discussed above, the subject property retains
its historic materials overall, including exterior stucco treatment and its historic wood windows.
The current owner is in possession of the original windows that were removed and intends to
replace them. The historic workmanship of the building is visible through these well-preserved
elements.

Feeling & Association: The subject property successfully conveys its historic character and
provides a visual connection to its origin as an early-twentieth century home with Exotic Revival
influences.

PROPERTY OWNER CONSENT AND IMPACT OF DESIGNATION

The proposed local landmark designation was submitted and is supported by the subject
property’s owner, Coy M. LaSister.

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
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Building Code and FEMA regulations, and tax incentives, such as the local ad valorem tax
exemption and federal tax credit for qualified rehabilitation projects. Mr. LaSister intends to take
advantage of the ad valorem tax exemption for an upcoming rehabilitation project.

Consistency with 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 LU10: 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 LU10.1 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 HP2.3 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 City
Development

The subject property has a Future Land Use Plan designation of PR-R (Planned Redevelopment
Residential) and is zoned NT-2 (Neighborhood Traditional Single Family) on the City’s Official
Zoning Map. Density is limited to fifteen (15) residential dwelling units per acre, and driveways,
garages, and utility uses are limited to the rear of the property. The typical lot here is narrow
residential urban with sidewalk and alley connections common. Neighborhoods in the NT districts
were generally platted before or during the 1920s, prior to mainstream automobile ownership. The
majority of residences in these areas were constructed prior to 1950, which renders a
compactness that is atypical of more recent suburban development patterns. As a result, age and
service-related improvements to roads, sidewalks, and public infrastructure are expected and
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ongoing as part of normal wear 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.

CONCLUSIONS & STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the request to designate the Gassman House, located at 630 14"
Avenue South, as a local historic landmark, thereby referring the application to City Council for
first and second reading and public hearing.

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix A Aerial and Street Maps
Appendix B Designation Application
Appendix C Additional Photographs
Appendix D Public Comments

Appendix E Supporting Information
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Appendix B: Designation Application
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-\ N  Nov A2 208 and Histoi Preservation
el T

PLARNYNG & ECONOHNIC DEVELOPMENT Local Landmark

Designation Application
Type of property nominated (for staff use only)

O building Ostructure [0 site 0 object

1 historic district Owmultipie resource

1. NAME AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY

historic name The John Gassman House

other names/site number
address 630 14" Avenue South St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5404
historic address Royal Palms Way

2. PROPERTY OWNER(S) NAME AND ADDRESS

name Mr. Coy Murice LaSister - &y /DZ J;f,/,(,:_

street and number 630 14™ Avenue South £

city or town St. Petersburg state Florida 2ip code 33701-5404

phone number (h) 7274099835 (w) 3477493484 e-mail  lasoeur55@hotmail.com
3. NOMINATION PREPARED BY

name/titie Ms. Laura Duvekot, Historic Preservationist II

organization City of St. Petersburg, Urban Planning & Historic Prerservation

street and number 4" Street North

city or town St. Petersburg  state Florida . zipcode 33701

phone number (h) (%) 7278925451 _ e-mail lauraduvekot@stpete.org
date prepared signature

4. BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

Describe boundary line encompassing all man-made and natural resources to be included in designation (general
legal description or survey). Attach map delimiting proposed boundary. (Use continuation sheet if necessary)

SEE ATTACHED PROPERTY SURVEY

5. GEOGRAPHICAL DATA

acreage of property

property identification
number 303117774000001450
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The John Gassman House
Name of Property

6. FUNCTION OR USE

Historic Functions Cyrrent Functiong
Single Family Residential Home Single Family Residential Home

7. DESCRIPTION

1 cation Materials
(See Appendix A for list)

Moorish Revival/Neo-Morrish Exotic Stucco-Concrete Block

Moorish Keyhole shaped horseshoe
arched windows

Bell Tower & Rooftop Cupola

Narrative Description

On one or more continuation sheets describe the historic and existing condition of the property use conveying the
following information: original location and setting; natural features; pre-historic man-made features; subdivision
design; description of surrounding buildings; major alterations and present appearance; interior appearance;

8. NUMBER OF RESOURCES WITHIN PROPERTY

Cantributing Noncontributing Resource Type  Contributing resources previously listed on the
National Register or Local Register
Buildings
Sites
Structures
Objects Number of multiple property listings

Total
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The John Gassman House

Name of Property

9.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

Criteria for Significance
(mark one or mora boxas for the appropriate criteria)

®

®

N

its value is a significant reminder of the cultural
or archaeological heritage of the City, state, or
nation.

Its location is the site of a significant local, state,
or national event.

It is identified with a person or persons who
significantly contributed to the development of
the City, state, or nation.

It is identified as the work of a master builder,
designer, or architect whose work has
influenced the development of the City, state, or
nation.

Its value as a building is recognized for the
quality of its architecture, and it retains sufficient
elements showing its architectural significance.

It has distinguishing characteristics of an
architectural style valuable for the study of a
period, method of construction, or use of
indigenous materials.

Its character is a geographically definable area
possessing a significant concentration, or
continuity or sites, buildings, objects or
structures united in past events or aesthetically
by plan or physical development.

lts character is an established and
geographically definable neighborhood, united in
culture, architectural style or physical plan and
development.

it has contributed, or is likely to contribute,
information important to the prehistory or history
of the City, state, or nation.

tive Statement of Significance

Areas of Significance
(see Attachment B for detailed list of categories)

1923-1924

Boat/Ship Building & Maritime

Period of Significance
1920s

Significant Dates (date constructed & aitered)

Significant Person(s)
Mr. John Gassman

Boat /Ship Builder Carpenter

Cuitural Affiliation/Historic Period
Boat Building , Maritime Era

Builder

Architect

{Explain the significance of the property as it relates to the above criteria and information on one or more
continuation sheets. Include biographical data on significant person(s), builder and architect, if known. Please
use parenthetical notations, footnotes or endnotes for citations of work used.)

10.

MAJOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES

Please list bibliographical references.
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St. Petersburg Local Landmark Designation Application
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John Gassman Histeric House Local Landmark Designation

John Gassman Historic House ca. 1923-1924
630 14™ Avenue South
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

Prepared By Coy M. LaSister

Architectural Description and Significance of Historic House

The John Gassman Historic House built in circa 1923-24 is significant as a fine example
of Moorish Revival or Neo-Moorish exotic architecture, common to Spain and North
Africa from the 13" and 16" centuries characterized by distinctive and elegant multifoil
horseshoe shaped arches and window tracery fenestration. The Moorish Revival or Neo-
Moorish architecture was adopted by architects of Europe and the Americas in the wake
of Romanticist tascination with all things oriental and exotic. It reached the height of its
popularity after the mid-nincteenth century, part of the widening vocabulary of
articutated decorative ornament drawn from historical sources beyond familiar Classical
and Gothic modes. Moorish architecture is a variation of Islamic architecture with many
motifs or repeated patterns. Moorish Revival much like Mediterranean Revival structures
combining Churrigueresque, Spanish Mission and lalian Revival styles were
constructed, particularly in coastal communities throughout the States of Florida and
California which fit well with the popular notion that Moorish and Mediterranean
architecture goes best with palms, bamboos and brilliant sunshine climate.

The John Gassman House, one of three Moorish Revival buildings in the City of St
Petersburg, is a two-story concrete block and stucco masonry single-family house built
with a scale of spacious and gracious proportions. The Gassman historic house built in
1923-24 on what was once known as 12" Avenue South (Royal Palms Way). The 1923
Sanborn Map, sheet 212 shows only the concrete walls construction of the house. The
1951 Sanborn Map, sheet 212 shows the fully constructed house at 600 14" Avenue
South with two structures on the property, one a car garage and a smaller building.. The
house address was changed to 630 14" Avenue South which remains today situated on a
double lots 145-146 in the Royal Poinciana subdivision with a green scenic country style
landscape picturesque setting under a canopy of mature royal palm trees and bird of
paradise plants to delight the eyes. John Gassman according to the 1930 Census, paid
four thousand dollars ($4,000) to construct the house which was rare on a carpenter’s
salary in 1920°s

The Gassman House is a symmetrical shaped square block construction containing thirty-
two (32) finely placed Moorish Keyhole shaped horseshoe arched repeated patiern
window fenestration along the fagade, east, west, and south elevations of the building.
The entire structure is built on a concrete base foundation which allows for a large
basement space both rare and unique to homes built during the Real Estate Boom of the
1920’s and today in the City of St. Petersburg and many Florida coastal communities.
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John Gassman Historic House Local Landmark Designation

The entrance of the Gassman House building contains two flowing staircases leading to a
porch/patio with intersecting Moorish horseshoe shaped arches along the fagade, east and
west elevations. This house was built off the ground so cooling air could surround it with
lots of windows for cross ventilation to make it comfortable in the Florida heat. The
structure contains an imposing bell tower to stand out in both design and composition
which rises above the roof line containing two round four light windows at the cast
elevation and fagade. A ornamental cupola structure or commonly known as a
“belvedere or widows walk” architectural feature dates back to ancient Rome and 8"
century Islamic architecture sits on top of the larger flat roof structure of the house. The
cupola which can be reached by climbing a stairway inside the house contains four
windows to provide a natural light source to illuminate the interior spaces below and
provide ventilation in humid climates. The cupola architectural feature historically and
functionally served as a belfry or lantern artistic and creative status symbol over the main
roof to provide a commanding vantage point and view over the coastal area to sce the
movement of ships, boats and maritime activities in Tampa Bay.

In the 1920-30"s economy, house construction represented in the John Gassman House
favored concrete block and white stucco as a material for simple and inexpensive
treatment to provide extraordinary durability and strength against humidity, fire and
hurricanes, The concrete blocks made from Portland cement and crushed coquina shells
were readily available and poured by hand to hardened enough over 48 hours to pour the
next course until the desired height was reached for the house. The masons employed to
construct the house used newspaper of the day in the 1920's which some news print can
still be seen in the basement of the house. The basement of the house contains a number
of windows to provide ventilation. The basement floor contains an interesting channel
system buill to apparently move any accumulation of water to two sump pump pit hole to
remove such water away from the building leaving the basement dry.

John Gassman in 1938 paid three hundred dollars ($300) to construct a two car garage on
the property east of the main house according to the property card. The car garage has
since been demolished by a previous owner in 2007 due to its deteriorated conditions.

‘The exterior of the house has changed very little from the original construction, except
the chimney which is shown in a photograph in the Florida Master Site File was removed
sometime after the 1970°s. A previous owner in 2007, removed an ornate interior ceiling
chandelier in the first floor living room and four wood/metal windows at the rear
elevation of the property to incorporate three window air conditioner units and a modern
bathroom window. The good news is the current owner found some of the historic metal
and wood windows for possible restoration and preservation of the missing original
windows. However, the majority of the original thirty-two (32) windows are in fair to
good condition requiring some restoration and preservation work.

The entrance doorways at the raised foundation porch/patio have undergone some
modifications through the succession of owners but retains some original features. The
original staircases to the second floor and to the cupola or belvedere, widow walk are still
intact and retains their original features. The cupola has four windows to view the

[
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John Gassman Historic House Local Landmark Designation

surrounding Bartlett Park neighborhood. The bell tower at the roof level has a doorway
which provides access to a small room with light from the two round windows.

The Bartlett Park neighborhood contains a number of conforming and non-conforming
residential structures representing historic 1920-30 single family homes and more modemn
single family residences. The Bottling Works Building at 639 14" Avenue South directly
across the street from the John Gassman House was used by the Coco-Cola Bottling
Company for its bottling and warehouse distribution operations.

John Gassman Significance to Ship Building and Maritime History

John Gassman is significant for his association and contributions to boat building and
maritime history of the City of St. Petersburg and the State of Florida. John Gassman
born on October 13, 1880 immigrated in 1914 to the United States from the City of’
Triengen, Switzerland and took up residency in the City of St. Petersburg, Florida. . In
1917-18, John Gassman, filed a U.S. World War 1 Registration Card showing his
residency at 12" Avenue South, St. Petersburg, Florida with employment as a carpenter
for the Avery & Roberts Marine Way Company and listing Joseph Gassman as his
brother residing in Trenton, New Jersey.

As a young man, John Gassman in 1920 worked as a carpenter using his skills to build
and repair sail boats and maritime vessels for the firm of Avery & Roberts Marine Ways
Company located according to the City Directory on 12" Avenue South between 5™ & 6™
Strects South, St. Petersburg. The Avery & Roberts Marine Ways Company like other
boatbuilding small businesses contributed to the maritime history of the City of Sy,
Petersburg and the development of Southeast neighborhood by employing John Gassman
and other boatbuilding tradesmen in which today traditional contains a number of boat
businesses because of its waterfront access for yachtsmen and boat owners along the
Bayboro Harbor and Tampa Bay waterfront and shoreline.

In 1927 "Florida Engineers and Consultant” magazine declared that "St. Petersburg now
may well be called the yachtsman’s paradise.” Indeed. In 1930, the St. Petersburg Yacht
Club sponsors a race with eleven boats participating from St. Petershurg to Havana, Cuba
along a 284-mile course divided into two classes: boats under 50 feet in length and those
between 50 and 85 feet.

Obviously, St. Petersburg was becoming a popular vacation stop for private sailing
vessels. From 1926 to 1936, many boats owned by the wealthy vacationers were docked
here for the winter at docks along the Tampa Bay waterfront.. Boat builders could repair
and rebuild these boats in St. Petersburg so wealthy snowbirds from northern states could
cnjoy sailing during the spring and summer months.

During the wartime period, St. Petersburg waterfront provided a strategic location along

the Tampa Bay and Bayboro waterfront allowing maritime and boat building businesses
to thrive,
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John Gassman Historic House Local Landmark Designation

John Gassman, at age 62, continued his work as a carpenter for the Low’s Marine Ways
Company located in the same vicinity of his residency at 630 14™ Avenue South as listed
in the 1942 City Directory.

The maritime history of Southeast St. Petersburg was further enhanced by the Maritime
Service Training Station now occupied by the University of South Florida’s College of
Marine Science from 1938 to 1950 trained more than 25,000 men and its financial impact
helped shape downtown St. Petersburg as it is today.

It is no wonder that John Gassman’s association with boat building and maritime history
of the City of St. Petersburg shaped his vision and building of the historic house at 630
14™ Avenue South with such unique and rare Moorish arched windows, cupola and bell
tower style significant architectural features.

In 1956 according to his obituary, John Gassman died at age 75, but lefi a towering and
stately legacy as represented in the historic house at 630 14" Avenue South for future
generations to understand and appreciate the exotic Moorish Revival architecture and his
contributions to the boat building trade, maritime history and development of the City of
St. Petersburg, Florida.

The John Gassman House, like many significant and distinctive historie residential
houses in the words of former Mayor Baker are “Historic Buildings in our city as
archives of our character... a link connecting those who came before us to our future
generations.” The John Gassman House is significant for its quality architecture, method
of construction and retained distinguishing characteristics as Moorish Revival
architecture valuable to the cultural and architectural heritage of the city, state and nation.
John Gassman’s work as a carpenter and ship builder influenced the development and
importance to the maritime history of St. Petersburg and the State of Florida, thus making
this historic building worthy of designation as a local historic landmark in the City of St.
Petersburg, Pinellas County, Florida.
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TRANSMITTAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Ms. Laura Duvekot
Historic Preservationist 1
Urban Planning & Historic Preservation
City of St. Petersburg, Florida

FROM: Mr. Coy M. LaSister 47; )

Property Owner
630 14™ Avenue South

RE: John Gassman Historic House — Local Landmark Designation Application

DATE: October 31, 2016

Please sce atlached the local landmark application, fee check and a draft narrative
description of the architectural and historical significance of the John Gassman House for
your review, comments and consideration. The challenge to the Urban Planning and
Historic Preservation Department is to uncover some of the missing information outlined
below to provide a fuller picture of the historical references to the architectural
significance and the importance of John Gassman and his association with the two
ship/boat building maritime businesses that employed him.

1.) The reference to other Moorish Revival architecture and historic buildings of
similar or its uniqueness in the City of St. Petersburg;

2.) Architect and Builder of the John Gassman House, i.e., location of building plans
or earlier photographs;

3.) Gassman House in the context of the historic nature and composition of the
Bartlett Park Neighborhood and Royal Poinciana Subdivision;

4.) Maritime Importance of the ship/boat building work and businesses of Avery &
Roberts Marine Ways Company and the Low’s Marine Way located on Royal
Palms Way.

What puzzles and intrigues me is why John Gassman made the decision to come to
America from Switzerland and settle in the City of St. Petersburg, Florida. What made
him decide on constructing a Moorish Revival architectural style building? If we are
lucky to find this additiona! information, it would help to tell his story to the residents
and visitors as to how life was in the 1920’s and add to the cultural heritage and maritime
history of the City of St. Petersburg and the State of Florida.

I would like to see a draft of the stafl report before you present it to the Community
Planning and Preservation Commission to ensure it represents a very good reflection of
the architectural/historical significance and its importance to the City of St. Petersburg
ship/boat building and maritime history of State of Florida.
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Ms. Laura Duvekot

Urban Planning & Historic Preservation Department
Page 2 of 2

October 31, 2016

Should you have any questions or require further clarification, please contact me at (727)
409-9835 or (347) 749-3484 cell. Thank you for your assistance and your important
historic preservation work you do for the City of St. Petersburg.

Cc:  Mr. Derek 8. Kilborn, Manager, Urban Planning & Historic Preservation
Property File
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The John Gassman Historic House
Mr. Coy M. LaSister

Property Owner

The John Gassman Historic House

Mr. Coy M. LaSister has been involved with historic preservation since 1977. After graduating
from Northeastern University, Boston, Massachusetts, Mr. LaSister’s first job out of college was
as a Grants Coordinator for the Massachusetts Historic Commission under the Secretary of State’s
Office administering the United States Department of Interior’s Historic Preservation Grant-In-Aid
Program. Mr. LaSister was instrumental in completing 35 historic preservation and rehabilitation
grant projects consisting of $35 million dollars in public/private investments on behalf of the
citizens and property owners of Boston and the State of Massachusetts.

Upon returning to his birthplace and home town, Harlem, New York City, Coy LaSister was
appointed Market Director by the Honorable Edward I. Koch, New York City Mayor, responsible
for the management and development of the City's wholesale food markets including the Hunts
Point Food Distribution Center, the nation’s largest market and food center. Shortly after the
election of the Honorable David N. Dinkins, as the first African American New York City Mayor,
Coy LaSister was appointed as Assistant Commissioner responsible for small business,
neighborhood markets, and street vending program initiatives in twenty city agencies.

Mr. LaSister after leaving government public service started his private sector career in real
property management handling a 2.1 million square foot property portfolio involving Class A office
buildings in Chicago, Boston and New York owned by Chemical Bank, TIAA-CREF and Calpers
public pension funds.

Mr. LaSister left that property management assignment to start his own property development and
management firm in Harlem. He was selected by the City of New York as a “Neighborhood
Entrepreneur” in 2000. With the support and assistance from his Brother Knox and Mother Myra
LaSister, Mr. LaSister was successful in the preservation and rehabilitation of four historic multi-
family residential buildings and seven historic brownstone buildings into affordable housing
benefiting low-moderate income Central Harlem residents and the citizens of New York City.

Moving to the City of St. Petersburg, Florida provided Mr. LaSister a unique opportunity when he
was appointed to serve on the Mayor's Ad hoc South St. Petersburg Planning Committee by the
Honorable Mayor Rick Kriseman.. Mr. LaSister was then appointed by the Pinellas County Board
of Commissioners to continue his public service as a member of the Citizens Advisory Committee
for the South St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Area (CRA).

“l am pleased to continue my passion for historic preservation as a homeowner through the local
historic landmark designation and preservation of the architectural and historic maritime
significance of the John Gassman Historic House in the City of St. Petersburg, Florida.”
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PHOTO CREDITS:
ROYAL PALMS CANOPY SCENIC VIEW
630 14™ AVENUE SOUTH
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701
TAKEN BY COY M. LASISTER
PROPERTY OWNER
OCTOBER 2014
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PHOTO CREDITS:
FRONT PORCH SHOWING MOORISH KEYHOLE HORSESHOE SHAPED ARCHES
630 14™ AVENUE SOUTH
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701
TAKEN BY COY M. LASISTER
PROPERTY OWNER
OCTOBER, 2014
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PHOTO CREDITS:
FRONT PORCH SHOWING MOORISH KEYHOLE HORSESHOE SHAPED ARCHES
630 14™ AVENUE SOUTH
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 33701
TAKEN BY COY M. LASISTER
PROPERTY OWNER
OCTOBER, 2014
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Appendix C: Additional Photographs
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Photograph 1: Entrance and tower, northeast corner

Photograph 2: North fagade (left) and west elevation (right)
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APPENDIX C

northwest corner

ils,

Porch deta

Photograph 3

Photograph 4: Entrance steps, northeast corner
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Photograph 6: Northeast tower
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Photograph 8: East elevation
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Photograph 9: Foundation of 1938 garage building, southeast corner of property

Photograph 10: Detail of replaced window at south elevation
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Photograph 12: Detail of “bay” windows
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Photograph 13: Original windows obtained by owner, to be refurbished and reinstalled in historic
location

Photograph 14: Detail of original windows, west elevation
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Appendix D: Public Comment

No public comment has been received as of December 5, 2016.
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Appendix E: Supporting Information
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October 13, 1880
1891-1920
1905

1910

1918

1918

1920

1923-1924

1923

1924

1928

1930

1940

1942

1951

October 6, 1956

Property Timeline

John Gassman born in Triengen, Switzerland
89,000 Swiss immigrants settle in United States
John Gassman moves to the United States

Per US Census: John Gassman (spelled “Gessman”) listed as living
alone and operating own farm in Volusia County, FL.

600 block of 12" Avenue South (subject property) empty on Sanborns.
Several small frame dwellings shown on 500 block of 12" Avenue
South.

WWI Registration card lists John Gassman as carpenter w/ Avery
Roberts/resident of 12" Avenue South

John Gassman residing on 12" Avenue South between Fifth and Sixth
Streets and working as carpenter at Avery & Roberts Co per Polk’s City
Directory

Construction of subject property

Building’s footprint visible (marked “concrete walls”) but no house
number on Sanborn Map. Street is 12! Av. S. (Royal Palm Av.)

First documentation of John Gassman residing at 524 12" Avenue
South (subject property) in Polk’'s City Directory

12" Avenue South between Tampa Bay and Ninth Street South
renamed 14" Avenue South

US Census lists 49-year-old John Gassman as owner and sole
occupant of 638 14™ Ave S, valued at $4,000. Working as motor boat
builder, came to USA from Switzerland in 1905

US Census Lists John Gassman as owner and sole occupant of 630
14" Avenue South

John Gassman noted to reside at 630 14" Avenue South and work as
carpenter at Low’s Marine Ways Inc in Polk’s City Directory

House shown with concrete block garage and 1-story shed as 630 (600)
14" Avenue South.

October 6 — John Gassman, of 646 Newton Avenue South, dies at local
hospital.
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APPENDIX C

1930 Census entry for John Gassman

Item 2
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John Gassman, 75

Joh#t Gassman, %5, 846 Newtan
Avenue South, & resideat here for
45 years and a native of Triengen,
Switzerland, died Saturday in &
tocal hospltal.

Mr. Gassman was a ship build-
ef. "
Supvlving are fwo sisters, Mrs.
E. Anginoni, Forest Hills, Long
lsfand, N.Y., and Mrs. Anna
Schoch, Winterthur, Bwitzerland.
*The family requests that flow-
ers be omitted, Wilhelm Fuideral
Home {s in charge ol arrange-
ments.

Item 6: Obituary for John Gassrﬁan from St. Petersburg Times, October 8, 1956

1923-1924

Possibly early on

1925-1928

1928-1930 or later

1940 or earlier-
Present

Subject Property Address Chronology

524 12t Avenue South

524 Royal Palm South

638 12t Avenue South

638 14" Avenue South

630 14" Avenue South
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YVl rANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
B URBAN PLANNING AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION
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st.petersburg STAFF REPORT

www.stpete.ory

COMMUNITY PLANNING & PRESERVATION COMMISSION
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST (ATF)

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on December 13, 2016 beginning at 3:00 P.M.,
City Council Chambers, City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida

According to Planning and Economic Development records, Robert Carter 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.

| Case No.: 16-90200038 (related to Code Enforcement Case #16-18185, and
¥ SR e o' Certificate of Appropriateness Case COA #15-90200066)
Address: 2402 Brevard Road Northeast
Legal Description: GRANADA TERRACE ADD BLK 5, LOT 5
Parcel ID No.: 07-31-17-32562-005-0050
Local Landmark Contributing to Granada Terrace Historic District, HPC 88-02
Owner(s): Leah Campen
Request: Approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for an after-the-fact installation of a

fixed, transparent covering/roof above a previously approved exterior pergola

iewable from the street




CPPC Case No.: 16-90200038
Page 2 of 22

OVERVIEW

During December 2015, the subject property was approved by City Staff for a +500 square feet
open, semi-attached pergola under COA 15-90200066 with specific conditions of approval. A
post-construction inspection by Historic Preservation Staff pursuant to the COA approval revealed
a condition of compliance with the approval conditions (without the roof). The pergola, as
designed by a local architect, appeared to be compatible with the Mediterranean Revival
architecture (existing historic references), the Granada Terrace landscape motif reference (arbors
in common areas), and as an acceptable structure favorable to the local St. Petersburg Design
Guidelines for Historic Properties (new structure on secondary building).

During early September 2016, the Historic Preservation office received notice of a complaint that
the open pergola had been subsequently altered by the addition of wood purlins and transparent
corrugated panels as a roof structure (approximately 400 square feet). Pursuant to the complaint,
the property owner allowed Historic Preservation Staff to re-inspect the pergola on September
15, 2016 based on the conditions of approval from the above-referenced COA. Staff found non-
compliance with two approval conditions, as follows:

1) Any change to submitted plans shall render this COA null and void and may require, at
owner's expense, review and approval by the CPPC.
2) The pergola shall remain open and not be enclosed on any side.

The after-the-fact installation was also not properly reviewed and permitted by the Building
Department and Zoning Division and is now subject to Code Enforcement Case No. 16-00018185.
Upon meeting the property owner on the site, Historic Preservation Staff advised of the original
COA conditions of approval and the need for a new COA for the after-the-fact construction;
guidance for its submission was also provided to the property owner. It was suggested that input
from other neighborhood property owners be provided if possible, to better inform the CPPC. On
September 23, 2016, a completed COA application for the current condition was received by the
Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Division.

HISTORY AND SIGNIFICANCE

The subject property is a contributing resource to the local Granada Terrace Historic District. It is
also a contributing resource to the North Shore Historic District listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. Constructed In 1925, the main residence reflects a Spanish Eclectic design of
squared geometric planes for massing, broad planes with rough stucco surface treatment for the
exterior walls and facade, and decorative fixtures amid limited, yet character-defining openings.
Some of the mid-elevation architectural details include what appear to be historic scrolied wood
projections (mock joist ends) that the recently constructed pergola references (Appendix D,
Rendering). Perhaps the most significant aspect of the house is retained in its physical integrity.
Its overall configuration and footprint are relatively intact at least from 1929, including what may
be an original rear yard Cuban tile pond. It appears that many of the wood windows are still extant,
including some divided frontal fanlights and casements. Cuban tile appears in certain areas that
is likely original. The garage exterior retains some original historic fabric as well, though it is not
referenced in the original landmark designation application. It must be noted that the current
property owner presents a successful model for sensitive preservation/restoration of a historic

property.

The residence was custom built for Perry Snell and his wife Lillian, who occupied the residence
until the 1930s. Snell is responsible for platting the Granada Terrace subdivision in 1924, requiring
development restrictions with a focus on Mediterranean designs. Granada Terrace has one of the
most unusual landscapes in the City with its irregular circulation layout that includes a wide,
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landscaped boulevard leading to a designed waterfront vista. Pergolas and concrete monuments
can still be found along the common areas.

REVIEW OF CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

The evaluation of alterations to a local historic landmark or contributing property to a local
landmark district as part of the COA process is important in terms of ensuring compatibility with
the historic character of the resource related to design, scale, size, mass, and orientation, relating
in part to its appearance and architectural styling. in approving or denying COA applications for
an alteration proposal, the CPPC shall consider the Request for Alterations criteria below as part
of their decision-making process. These criteria are based on the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, the St. Petersburg Design Guidelines for
Historic Properties, and recognized standards of urban design, cultural landscape, and historic
preservation review.

Request for Alterations

General Criteria for Granting Certificates of Appropriateness

1. The effect of the proposed work on the landmark or the property upon which such work
is to be done.

The installed pergola was constructed per specifications dated “12-14-2015" (Appendix D,
Rendering-construction drawings not included herein). Minimal direct physical impacts to the
garage were effected, appearing only as a 2x10 ledger attached to the garage header via
through-bolt connections. This is a repairable and mostly reversible condition. According to
latent submitted documentation by the applicant, the applied corrugated polycarbonate
(Lexan) panels are translucent gray. A series of wood 1x4 purlins accept the fastened panels
above the pergola joists (Appendix E, Photographs).

It must be noted that the 1987 designation report does not count historic garages separately
from the main residential buildings as typically preferred by the National Park Service. For the
entire district, only two descriptions of the main houses include references to their associated
garages. However, the designation report does clearly indicate that “most of the homes have
a detached garage/quarter set to the rear of the lot.” This is important in that the garages that
were original to the period of significance (1924-1939) are considered to be historic in their
own right and are therefore contributing resources as part of each applicable residentia! site.
Historic garages in the district are therefore reviewed for COAs as contributing resources.

2. The relationship between such work and other structures on the landmark site or other
property in the historic district.

The subject property is located within the Neighborhood Traditional-3 (NT-3) zoning district.
The minimum lot width is 60 feet, whereas the subject property is 70 feet. The minimum lot
area requirement for the district of 7,620 square feet is not fully met at approximately 7,300
square feet. Building setbacks for interior side yards are prescribed at six feet.

No character-defining features are destroyed as a result of the added panels, though there is
a visual and aesthetic diminution of character. Per the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's
Standards, non-historic attachments to secondary buildings are often preferred over primary
buildings, with the assumption of a lesser adverse effect to a primary historic resource. In this
case, the applied corrugated Lexan panels are not easily evident from the street, public
sidewalk, the frontal driveway, or neighboring properties (Appendix E, Photographs). There
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was no evident direct line of sight from neighboring properties that would look down onto the
top of the pergola. The latter effect is primarily due to lush vegetation that effectively obscures
the pergola and its more or less hidden location away from direct neighbor views. However,
any significant removal of vegetation would allow more direct visibility between properties.
The panels are obviously discernible from the subject property owner’s rear second floor
terrace and when standing under it (Photo, Page 1, above). Corrugated panels do not
appear_in the district historically as roof elements for landscape features or
attachments. If approved, the notion of establishing what may be considered a
guestionable precedent is acknowledged.

A windshield survey of the district was performed during October 2016 by Staff, and pergola-
type structures are found to exist as part of the historic motif. Typically, and as apparent to
date, pergola-type features that are found in the district are either open or adorned with
climbing vegetation. The applicant’s pergola roof is less visible to be sure, and is located on
a non-historic structure (the pergola itself), yet even if a roof covering cannot easily be seen
by the general public, it is not always appropriate to argue that an inappropriate material is
compatible, unless a structural or safety improvement compels such a decision. It does attach
to a historic building (garage), which now includes an applied caulking at the horizontal
connection, and upon close scrutiny reveals a conspicuous mix of traditional and non-
traditional materials that tend to dominate the structural configuration between the main house
and garage. While the pergola does tend to obscure the historic garage, the minimal direct
attachments, and the protection from rain and other elements such a cover affords, does
provide an otherwise beneficial service for the accessory building.

As a arbor/pergola

The City Code identifies the original approved structure as an arbor, which can also be
considered to be a pergola. Both are commonly defined as open structures with no enclosures
on any side. Arbors are allowable at three feet from the property line in the NT-3 zoning district.
Arbors are allowable to the property line (no setback) when associated with a minor alignment
of an existing historic building at no more than 80 square feet in area, and no taller than 12
feet. This does not appear to be necessary in this case, though if it is found that part of the
pergola structure does encroach into the three-foot setback area, it may have to be corrected.

The open pergola received final inspection (Permit #15-12001207) close-out through the
building permitting process as an “open arbor” on February 4, 2016. The specific conditions
of approval from building permitting include a fire rated assembly for structures.

As a covered patio

it should be noted that the definition of the now covered structure would not be defined as a
covered patio, since the direct relationship to the garage, driveway, and vehicular parking falls
more closely to a carport. In any event, a covered patio requires an eight-foot side yard
setback meaning its interpretation as such would render it to be an illegal non-conforming
structure.

As a carport

Because the pergola is attached to the garage where vehicle parking occurs beneath it, and
upon applying a roof structure, its description must now be revised to the more appropriate
structure of a carport. In this case, any leading edge of the carport, or its eave in this case, is
allowable at no closer than three feet from the property line, which appears to be the case
here per submitted plan drawings (no as-built field measurement was taken by Historic
Preservation Staff).
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Therefore, the result of the after-the-fact alteration from an arbor pergola to a carport also
requires a new and separate review and permit for zoning and permitting, for which the
modification has not yet received. Any Variance from City Code based on the new structure
review would have to be corrected or approved by the CPPC.

3. The extent to which the historic, architectural, or archaeological significance,
architectural style, design, arrangement, texture, materials, and color of the landmark
or property will be affected.

The incompatible polycarbonate materials (Lexan) on historically significant buildings in the
Granada Terrace Historic District appears to lean toward a diminution of historic integrity, or
adverse effect. This diminution determination can be supported through proper historic
documentation that identifies the commercial use of Lexan panels not beginning until the late
1960s—well after the period of significance (1923-1939) for the district. In fact, polycarbonate
processing was not patented until the mid-1950s and differs from Lucite, or acrylic material
which began to be developed in 1931, in the decade after the historic building was
constructed. This exposed and large plane of non-compatible materials provides the
noticeable effect when reviewed in this context (also, see reference to white vinyl fencing,
below). Lexan or acrylic materials would also not be historically appropriate for any window or
door glazing. The second-floor view (Photo, Page 1, above) of the applied material to the
pergola reveals its incompatible character to the general historic craftsmanship of both the
wood pergola structure and the historic garage.

It is recognized that newer materials are often incorporated into historic buildings and
structures as original materials become unavailable or obsolete. In some cases, the use of
new materials and their apparent incompatibility are lessened, and the historic element held
more stable when they are not visible or serve an overriding purpose. In this case, this notion
can be suggested through preservation of the garage frontal area in that it is protected from
direct weather impacts including rain that would otherwise degrade the exterior over time and
cause runoff to enter the building due to the historic settling of the concrete foundation and
floor sections. Also, from an afar visual perspective, the effect of the change will not likely be
easily discernible to the public, and is considered reversible.

4. Whether the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness would deprive the property
owner of reasonable beneficial use of his property.

There is no evidence presented to indicate that denial of this COA (ATF) will deprive the owner
of reasonable beneficial use of the property.

5. Whether the plans may be reasonably carried out by the applicant.

Not applicable as the alteration is already constructed as an after-the-fact installation.

Additional Guidelines for Alterations

1. A property should be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that
requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and
environment.

The property continues to be used for its historic purpose as a single-family residence and
garage, though only a very small car could now be stored in the garage. The scope of this
project does not change the historic use.
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The distinguishing historic qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its
environment shall be preserved. The removal or alteration of any historic material or
distinctive architectural features shall be avoided when possible.

No significant historic materials, qualities, or character-defining features have been removed.
Alteration of the garage header is affected through its partial obscuring and where the pergola
is attached.

Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings shall not be
undertaken.

No conjectural features have been added. It must be noted that the pergola joist ends mimic
the historic main building’s decorative wood projections, which was purposeful. The type of
wood used for the overall pergola prevent any confusion with regard to its age versus that of
the historic materials.

Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic
significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

Based on Sanborn mapping and a photograph from 1925, the garage is original to the
residence, and the mock joists (as suggested by owner) appear to be similarly placed at the
east side of the main house where the driveway is. Therefore, the originality of the scrolled
wood projections appears to be documented. The second story extension above this side of
the residence was added in 1929. It is therefore appropriate to accept the pergola (without
cover) as part of the expansion and improvement of the property in that it references the
original design, has been sensitively done, and does not physically alter the main house.

However, while modern interpretations of historic details are encouraged, the addition of the
polycarbonate panels is questionable since there is no historic precedent, and the advanced
acrylic material is out of keeping with the buildings historic construction and design, and
therefore, may be considered to be incompatible due to its latent introduction well after the
subject property was originally constructed. The 1994 St. Petersburg Design Guidelines for
Historic Properties identifies two circumstances where roofing materials are inappropriate.
This includes:

» The use of multiple roofing materials or different colors of roofing (p. 40), and
» The use of roofing materials that are not architecturally compatible (p. 40)

The addition of exposed polycarbonate in the district could be compared with the general
prohibition of white vinyl fencing in the district. While some peripheral properties have white
vinyl fencing (or PVC), other properties owners have been required to remove it since its
mainstream introduction in the 1980s, which also represents an incompatible material to the
rawer hand craftedness of the historic materials and construction relative to the district. With
the exception of window and door glass materials advances, the general restriction of large
exposed plains of non-historic materials in the district is generally recommended in order to
preserve the integrity of the historic character that favorably defines the present setting.
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Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved.

No significant amount of historic materials are affected except at attachment points of the
pergola. The addition of the polycarbonate panels does not significantly harm the garage
exterior, and does not at all cause harm to the main house structure, other than to the general
character and compatibility of materials.

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall
match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible,
materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary,
physical, or pictorial evidence.

This is not applicable to this application.

Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

This is not applicable to this application.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the apparent inconsistency with Chapter 16, City Code of Ordinances, and the St.
Petersburg Design Guidelines for Historic Properties, Staff recommends that the Community
Planning and Preservation Commission NOT APPROVE the Certificate of Appropriateness COA
16-90200038 request for an after-the-fact installation of a non-historic roof covering material
above a garage pergola, and that the covering be removed in its entirety, unless it is determined
by the CPPC to be temporary and reversible.
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APPENDIX A

Street/Aerial/Contributing Properties Maps
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APPENDIX B
Original 2015 COA for Pergola

> b .
— Certificate of Appropriateness
-\ .
_—5 vl City of St. Petersburg
et petershurg ) . E s
wunw.stpale.org Urban Planning and Historic Preservation
COA Nuimel 15-802M0GG Application Uate  12/29/2015
Appheant Firal Mame  Halph TastMeame  Dodziak
Propecly Owne st Name  Leah Lase Nanw  Campen
pary 2402 Brevard Road IsE
o Nunibaz Sneel Straet Type Carectiou Lhst Mamber
vues Name Granada Terrace Historic District Uesfmanon Mumbye)  88-02
$5,000.c0 Telated Hile
o Wtk

Add pergola (not to be construad to he a carport) to rear yard w th minimal attachmenss ta garage and main house
structure {see drawinzs).

w Staff-1pk

al  Approved with conditions 1212942015 2/29/2016

1. Pergala shall he eonstructed per drawings dated 12-15-15, as included with COA application and shall meet al:
required bullding codes ana Lanc Develepment Regulatiors.

2. Applicant shall contact City Historic Preservation at 727-892-5470 Lo cooidlinate COA inspection upon campletion.
3. Any change ta submitted plans shall render this COA nu!l and void and may réquite, at owner's expense, review
and approval by the Community Planning and Presarvation Lommission.

4. The pergola shall remain opeh and not be enclosed on any side.

5. This approval does not permit any addition as alteration to the exlsting driveway surface.

This verlifics that the praposed work related to the property listeal ahove has been approved by the Urbun
Ptanning andBistoric Priservation divising of the Flanning and Economic Develuprment Depanrinwend. The

o SHEIR

Applican

Slalf

Kl
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APPENDIX C
Applicant Cover Letter/Current COA Application

September 22, 2016

Namative: 2402 Brevard Rd NE
Homeowner: Leah Campsn

Dear memrbers of tie Histafie Fraservaticn Committee;

| am a resident homeowner tnat i very eoghizant of and concarned about histaric preservation. | have worked
very hard to save my home, which is the ariginal Parry Snell rezidance in Granada Terrace, located at 2402
Brevard Rd NE. The house was in temible disrepair when | purchazed it in 2011; it had been & foraclosurs,
vacant for 3 years, and due to negleat, was slated ta be yat anether vietim of damolition in Granada Terace. 3
worked extremely hard i make the ragidenca habitakle again, and did averything with the utmast attention to
detail and 10 the historic nature of the property. | have received many compiiments from neighbors and others
lacally in regard to my efiorls to restore the property.

That fieing sa+4, | aleo undarstard that we need to be able to achieve a balance between aesthetic sensitivity
and functionality. 1 am applying for approval for the transparent coverng that | added to my previously
approved and permitted pergels. Tha vergola is located at the rear af my proparty, attached ia my garage ai
the rear end af my driveway, please see altached photos. | added a period-appropriate pengola to enable me
ta safsly park my vehicle in front of the garage and off of the street, To me, this is the perfact solution,
satisfying mesthetic, Mistorical, and functional crieria.

I carefully worked with my architect to design the structure so it would be in keeping with the historis assibetic
o* the neightorhaod and also be an appropriate and beantllil additlan ¢ the homa. Than | carefully selacted
the transparent covering matenal 8o it wauld ba functional and not noliceabie, and would not detract from the
aesthebe of the gruclura. From a practical and functional standpoirt, | need somewhere to park; my SUV
daes not fit in the garags, and atzo | have restored the ariginal histaric stabla daers of the garage, which are
aesthetcally pleasing and historically accurate, but nen-functional for daily use (becav:se they slide on iron
wecks that dan't vierk the best, they don't apen all the way, and are just toa fragile overall for daily use,)

After renovating the huuse (or a solid year during 2311.2012. 1 finally maved in November 2012, and I've been
parking on the street ever gince. During the 4 years I've been parsing on the streel. my car has been broken
into 3 imes. It is impossible for me to park In the driveway at all withaut the transparent covering, Eecause of
the hugetly extessive amount of dastructive tres debris and collen that cantinually falls and blankets my car
from my naighbor's pvargrown trees. and also has actually denled my car seversl times because of the large
“ambs” the size of coconute that fall on my car. Als¢ I'm highly allargic to pallen and when my car is
blanketad in il, | getvary ill. In addition, as a single female who previously has been carjacked and kidnapped
at gunpoint, | need a gecure place to pull in anc park which is not on the street. For all of thesa reasans, it is
imperative that | be allowed ta keep the bransparent cover | hiave addad, which daes nat detract aesthetically
from my carefully ciafied and axpensive {over S8,200 tatal) historically appropriate pergola structure. | really
tin naad the functionality af the ccvering.

| have discussed this with several neighbare alreadly, and they approve of the transparemt covering and are
heppy to putit in writing if necessary.

Please view the sitache¢ randsring and photographs, which shaw how beautifully the pergola structure tumed
out and aleo shaw that the transpaent covering | have added is barely noticeable.

Thank you for taking (he time Lo read this information, and for your consideration,
Sincerely.

Laah Campsn
2402 Brevard Rd NE

B
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— CERTIFICATE OF

— APPROPRIATENESS
st petersburg
www_stpeie.org NARRATIVE (pace 10r 2)

All applications must provide jusiification for the requesied COA basad on the criterla sat forth in the
Histarle and Archaeclogical Praservation Ovarlay {City Code Saction 16.30.070). Thasa crltoria ara basad
upoh tha U.S. Secretary of the Interiores Standards for the Treatment of Historie Praperles {available on-
line at wwav.nps.povhistory/hpsfipsistandards guida.inas htm). Plsase type or print clearly. lllegible
responsas will nol ba accepbad. Plaasa uses addltional sheets of papsr if nacassary.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Peoparty Address: 2402 Brevard RUNE COA Casafo: o= A0 203 B
Type of Requast Propozad Use
m  Aleration of building/structura u Single-family residenca
0O  Mew Construction C Multi-family residence
N Relocallan I Raataurani
0O Demoltlon . HotaliMatal
O Alterstion of archaeological site L Office
n Sile Waork C Commercial
C Other

Fstimated Cast of wark: $2.100
WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK

Explair. what changes wlil bs mads to the following architsctural elements and haw the changes wil be
accompllshet. Please provide a detalled brochure or samples of new materials.

1., Structural System
Exisling praviowsly appraved 2md purmiltus pergols alached to front of garaga in rear of residance, consising of
PT 2X10% spaced 16" an center, conslructad on GxB PT poats, with footings undes posts'sa pamitted - Tha
structure wilLno; changs

2. Roof and Roofing System

Transoarent PVC panels ang atlzcned bo 1x4" PT nailars with #3x 1 1/2" zinc pleted galvenized stre hax washer
fiead rcofinp screws spaced 87 on cenler sl each pergala jolst in order ta achleve B neay MYEE COVEMTI ST
doasnt setact from the assthelic of $he pargola b delivars tha functionsl benefita of UV pmilection, prodegtion
fram extrame levels of felling Iree dabr 5, and also halps to kesp Fesvy rain away fram tha bullging ervelope.

Page1o0f2
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—4L— CERTIFICATE OF

— APPROPRIATENESS

st.petersbu
W‘le. stpets. 052 NARRATIVE (pacezorF 2

3. Windawe
A

4. Doors
WA

5. Exterier siding
NA

6. Decoretive elemants
MNA.

7. Forches, Carriage Porsh, Patie, Camorl, anc Sleys
Ploase sec-alkachad.

A. Painling andfor Finishes
NA

8. Outbuilldings
NA

10. Landscaping, Paddng, Sidewalk, Garcen features
NA

11, Other

NA&

Page 2af 2
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APPENDIX D

Rendering
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APPENDIX E
Staff Photographs

[) » St Viea - Mes 2016

2. prove pergola with after-the-fact couged panels.
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3. Pergola attached to historic garage.
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4. Pergola looking toward Brevard Road.
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5. Garage door settling of slab allowing rainwater to collect.
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APPENDIX F

Public Comment

The following comments have been received by Staff:
e Original complaint by a property owner within the district
Petition in favor of the application—29 signatures (23 properties) from residents within
Granada Terrace approving of the applicant’s request
e Two emails in favor of the applicant’s request (one as a Petition signature)
e Of the above non-objecting properties, 11 are contributing, 12 are non-contributing
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October 2016

As a resident of Granada Terrace, | approva of the transparent covering added to
the previously permitted/approved and historically appropriate pe-gold struclure

lozated at 2402 Brevard Rd NE, St Pctersburg, Florda 33704 - Wj{ /
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October 2016

As a resident of Granada Terrace, | approve of the transparent covering added to
the previously permitted/approved and historically appropriate pergola structure
located at 2402 Brevard Rd NE, St Petersburg, Florida 33704, F-/)dj € 2

Name
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ILarry Frey

|
From: Richard D Powell <powell1968@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 20, 2016 8:27 AM
To: Larry Frey
Subject: COA #16-90200038
Mr Frey,

Yes, Ms Campen is a Granada Terrace neighbor, and has done a wonderful job in restoring the former Snell home. |
certainly have no objection, as the requested transparent cover over the previously approved exterior pergola would be
located well to the rear of her driveway, and from the street/sidewalk the transparent covering/roof would be paralle!
to the driveway and all but invisible! Recommend approval of this COA.

Richard D Powell
2434 Andalusia Way NE

Sent from my iPad



Larm Frez

From: annette baesel <ajbaesel@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2016 2:09 PM
To: Larry Frey

Subject: COA #16-90200038

Dear Larry,

| received the COA notice for my neighbor Leah Campen's pergola covering. | would like to express my complete support
for the covering.
My reason's are several.

First and foremost, even when told that the plastic covering had been added to the pergola AND | stood in her driveway
apron looking directly at the pergola, | don't think the pergola looks any different. When | get closer...in her backyard...yes
| can see it then. But as far as how it is viewed from the sidewalk and street there is no impact. It is not out of character
with our historic district because it does not change the visual aesthetics of the pergola that was already approved and
determined to be compatible with our neighborhood.

Second, I'm not sure what the issue really is with the plastic covering to some of my neighbors. But | think it is a
unobtrusive solution for a problem that Leah's neighbor has not been able to rectify which is the dropping of seedpods
and flowers from their tree onto Leah's car. We have a similar issue with one of our own palm trees but | can solve it
every year by having the seed pods removed before they start to drop. Leah doesn't have the ability to do that with her
neighbor's tree. So this seems to be a good solution.

Third, when Leah bought her home it was a wreck. It had been standing empty for over two years. There were moisture
issues, roof leak issues, and a myriad of problems associated with a home that was left to sit without airconditioning
through several Florida summers. The yard was a wreck. The backyard pool had been a constant issue while the home
was vacant. | was so afraid that whoever bought it would find the condition insurmountable and tear down the home. But
she didn't. She restored it, inside and out. She did a fabulous job on the old garage bringing it back from what can be
best described asina tacky condition. Her garden is perfection. And all she wants is to be able to park her car in her
driveway without it being dented and stained by a neigbhbor's tree (which is fantastically beautiful in bloom | will say).

The plastic roofing material seems like a good solution...the neighbor and our street can continue to enjoy the big beautiful
tree and Leah can park her car without damage.

| urge the staff and CPPC to approve the COA for the After-the-Fact installation.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Annette Baesel

2300 Brevard Rd NE

St Pete, FL
727 895 5310
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B/ <yl CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

B W PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
WEP""9dll DEPARTMENT, URBAN PLANNING & HISTORIC

st_petersburg PRESERVATION DIVISION
www.stpete.org

STAFF REPORT

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND PRESERVATION COMMISSION -
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA) REQUEST

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on December 13, 2016 beginning at 3:00
P.M., Council Chambers, City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida

According to Planning and Economic Development records, Lisa Wannemacher 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.

Case No.: ~ 16-90200044

Address: 335 Lang Court N

Legal Description: LANG'S BUNGALOW COURT LOT 8

Parcel ID No.: 19-31-17-49932-000-0080

Local Landmark LANG’S Bungalow Court Historic District (HPC #14-90300002)

Owner(s): Michael Hippert

Request: Request for a COA for the Demolition of the “main structure

structure” designated as a contributing property to the Lang’s
Bungalow Court Historic District.

335 Lang Court North, looking northeasterly at the frontal fagade
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Background

The two-story duplex was originally constructed in 1924 and is a contributing property (subject
property) to the Lang’s Bungalow Court Historic District (HPC #14-90300002), a designated
local landmark district. The main building (not including the frontal porch construct or garage),
originally permitted as a duplex, contains approximately 2,581 square feet of air-conditioned
space and includes a detached, one-story garage of 12x21 dimensions, also built in 1924. The
garage was rehabilitated in 2015 under COA 15-90200022mm and AVT 14-90400011.

The applicant/owner is seeking approval to demolish all or a portion of the main building in part
due to ongoing deterioration and instability of its primary structural components discovered as
part of the physical rehabilitation process. The main building was identified as unfit for
occupancy in 2012 under Code Enforcement Case #12-00017913. A first Stipulated Agreement
was prepared between the applicant/owner (Hippert) and the City Building Official dated
October 6, 2014, with a “to complete” date of November 20, 2014.

Subsequently, a rehabilitation proposal was approved by Staff for the property as a whole (main
building, garage, frontal porch, and landscape features) under COA-15-90200022mm approved
April 15, 2015, with an expiration of October 15, 2015. Because the building continues to be in a
deteriorated state (structural deterioration of the roof structure, walls, and floor joists), the
applicant/owner has requested direction from the City with regard to its demolition. This action
was approved as part of a renewed Stipulation Agreement (Appendix E) with the City Building
Official that requires the submission of a demolition application by November 14, 2016 (pending
due to this COA), and the completed demolition of all of the buildings and structures by
February 17, 2017.

It is customary for City departments to work in tandem regarding effective actions that may
otherwise overlap during decision-making processes, meaning that the actual demolition permit
application by the applicant/owner is in process, therefore meeting the intent of the a Stipulation
Agreement to obtain such by November 14, 2016, pending then CPPC outcome. However, due
to the instability of the building, and the normal procedural requirements for City Code
Enforcement-initiated demolitions to meet the general responsibilities of public health, safety,
and welfare maintenance, the second part of the Stipulation Agreement requiring a completed
demolition by the applicant/owner represents a firm deadline, after which, the City would be
compelled to follow through with demolition action if no demolition is completed. Demolition of
all of the buildings on the subject property is the preferred Building Department and Code
Enforcement action and a requirement of City zoning ordinances.

In the interim, the applicant/owner is now required to seek CPPC authorization for a full or
partial demolition of the main building, which requires a new Certificate of Appropriateness
(COA). The evaluation of new construction that replaces what is proposed for demolition, or
restoration of what is proposed for demolition may be considered and conditioned as part of this
and future reviews. Responsive evaluation of full or partial demolition compared to a complete
new construction is important in terms of compatibility with the date and style of the building’s
architecture as it relates to design, scale, mass, and orientation, as well as, its historic
appearance within the overall district. Notwithstanding its historic designation, the historic
importance and relevance of all of the buildings should be re-evaluated as part of the COA
process, and should also be carefully considered.
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History and Significance

Lang’s Bungalow Court began to be developed in 1912 by Al Lang, a former mayor of St.
Petersburg, and the person primarily responsible for bringing major league baseball to the City.
Lang’s inspiration for a small neighborhood was nurtured during his extensive travels, in this
case, getting the idea for a court-type of subdivision after returning from a trip to Southern
California, where bungalow court subdivisions began appearing around 1909. The subject
property was developed during the 1920 real estate boom with one of the last of 13 dwellings to
be ultimately constructed as part of the open, narrow court of detached dwellings. The last
contributing building was constructed in 1952. There were 14 platted lots originally with two
owners creating enlarged lots out of three at the northeast tier. Most of the low rusticated block
wall that delineates the small subdivision, including the masonry entry pylons and north
decorative metal archway still survive; part of the former along the south property line survives
up to the front vertical wall of the main building of the subject property.

The subdivision was designated as a local historic landmark district in 2014 as it was faced with
redevelopment activity that would have diminished and encroached into the enclave. While the
early layout and buildings are mostly still extant, Lots 6 and 7 at the southwest corner no longer
contain historic buildings. Lot 7, currently vacant and used for vehicle parking, is located directly
across from the subject property, but was redeveloped with a postal facility during the 1920s
that replaced one of the earliest bungalow dwellings constructed by 1913.

According to the approved historic designation application, the historic district is important for its
architectural merit, community development and planning, and its association with Lang, who is
significant in St. Petersburg history. Lang himself lived in the small subdivision until about 1917,
but was a lifelong St. Petersburg resident after that. Lang's Bungalow Court, as shown on the
1918 Sanborn map, below, is one of only two known bungalow court subdivisions still surviving
fairly intact within City limits, though several were speculated as a trendy type of development
out of Southern California, where hundreds were built. A second was being planned also in

1912 for the North Shore area by Charles McNabb - o
who favored Lang’s development, but it does not [ | i B
appear to have come to fruition. Near 3¢ Avenue | & || ! EJ‘@ ==
South and 6™ Street South, along Rhoda Court, there B Jlﬂa l g@@_ﬂl B,
is today a strong semblance of a bungalow court that 23 ST P

still survives, though several of the dwellings have = ) Ir;: R, !

been significantly altered. The first re-platting of the & l NG

site shows up in 1913 but not as a distinctive court ¢ T !I o b
design, however, the full complement of 10 one- and ey — =
two-story dwellings with a 15" alley at its east limitis | =2 [[ | [¢ G & | ¢
built-out by 1918, as shown in the graphics below.

Grey Eagle Court to the west of Rhoda Court Lang Court depicted on the 1918 Sanborn Map.

also reveals a reference to bungalow court design, as
did Miller Court situated west of Lang’s subdivision between 10" and Jackson Streets North.

Interestingly enough, there is what appears to be another court that shows up as early as 1913
located perpendicular to Lang’s development to the east that was referred to as Richardson’s
Court. While it appears to have been much less assuming in its court configuration and high-
style design, it was likely produced as a layperson’s copy to Lang'’s, but with a large anchoring
dwelling leading from a short row of smaller bungalows. The south side has been completely
razed and now comprises a vacant lot. Another court that had bungalows along a central axis is
also to the east named Moffett Court. Again, the design of this court is not up to the higher
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styling standards reminiscent of true bungalow courts in that it allowed side garages and did not
have the rear service area for each row of dwellings. its wide, central axis street was less
pedestrian, and it appears to have been developed only for six bungalows. The basic design
intent of the bungalow court was likely an influencing factor.

Bungalow courts were also developed throughout Florida. Perhaps the most similar to Lang’s is
Bungalow Terrace found in Tampa’s Hyde Park area. This court is a near match for Lang’s in
that it was developed in 1913, and includes 19 bungalow dwellings laid out in a similar fashion.
Like Lang Court, the dwellings are located along a narrow pedestrian axis and include stone
entry pylons. It is apparent from this bungalow court, as well as, others developed during the
second decade of the twentieth century, that those remaining intact are important early
contributions to small, intimate subdivision designs that emphasized an orientation to a central
pedestrian thoroughfare.

Architectural Significance

Of the 13 original dwellings built at Lang’s Bungalow Court, the subject property’s architecture
distinguishes itself as more of a Prairie style-influenced construct with a recognizable vertical
appearance held in-check by the flat/stepped and capped roof that reveals a distinctive stepped
parapet along its frontal fagade (Appendix C, Photo 1). One other dwelling constructed earlier
along the court also exhibits a Prairie influence, though not as readily as the subject property. In
addition to the features already mentioned above, character is found in the prominent, vertical
squared columns that divide the frontal fagade into three distinct bays, though two distinct
voluminous masses are apparent behind white stucco exteriors. These columns and their
modernizing placement are perhaps the most character-defining features of the building. The
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upper level porch, while open, becomes an adornment to the dominant lower story in that the
columns terminate midway, where narrow porch roof supports are verticality broken by the roof
hood with exposed eave rafters running along its entire open side runs. Bold knee brackets
appear to support the hood (Appendix C, Photo 2). This type of treatment suggests a Craftsman
design element that blends with the Prairie, though not expressively common to the style, since
their wide eaves usually negate such a need and the hood would create a redundancy.

The only windows at the frontal elevation are two sets of triple wood casements with two small
upper panes above a large single pane. These may not be original to the building but have
become historic over time. The windows add to the vertical character of the front fagade. The
low, three riser frontal entry stoop with cement capped cheeks appears only as a minor utility
with courses of red brick coping providing any decorative flair and allowing some visual
emphasis. Brick strands are also found as window sills (Appendix C, Photo 3) on all elevations,
and are sloped slightly according to their function.

a. Front and south side. b. South side, rear, & garage. . arage rear and north side.

The photographs above reveal the rather bland character of the north, east, and west
elevations, with their matching stucco finishes. The east, or rear elevation is partly obscured by
the garage that was also constructed in 1924, and attached via an adjoining concrete
step/landing system shown in the photo at below right.

Not surprisingly, and likely due to the building’s reduced property line
setbacks (Appendix B, Survey), the north and south building elevations
are fairly unremarkable suggesting no strong sense of purposeful
decorative design intent other than the minimum need for window and
door openings. For example, the main structural block of the south
elevation along the alley reveals a single, door opening at both levels
toward the center of each elevation; the upper metal door appears as a
later addition to what was a fire escape stair system (Appendix C,
Photo 4). The upper story is punctured by an irregular array of three
openings containing double-hung windows, while the lower floor has
four openings with double-hung sashes. Interesting cement vents run

along the crawl space, creating one of the only decorative features at

the otherwise non- descript side elevations. The frontal porch, as the most character-defining
feature, creates an indented extension at the west elevation from the building structure,
continuing the three-system casement window sets at each run, with the overall attachment
appearing out of place with the main part of the building, though providing some redeeming
architectural quality here, however slight. The main block of the south elevation then, appears
abandoned as is, devoid of decorative features and missing certain elements. The stepped
parapet roof does provide a pleasing break to what would be just a large, unimpressive building
wall with an irregularly-punctured plane (Appendix C, Photo 5). The north side elevation has
eight window sets and reveals a truer historic fenestration package than its south counterpart.
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This elevation is very close to the neighboring property’s roof eave, with just less than a two-foot
setback surveyed here.

The rear garage viewable in the middle and right photographs above, and also constructed in
1924, creates an odd relationship between its own blankness and the main building’s rear
fenestration. The narrow space between the two buildings is hardened via an elevated concrete
step and landing that forms an adhesive between the two, though it appears original to the site.
It appears that the garage’s outer vertical wall encroaches slightly onto the property line to the
north, creating an uncomfortable offset and spatial relationship, though even the early
bungalows appeared to have been sited on or close to at least one property line. The starkness
of the light stucco exterior adds to the irregularity of the building against the other properties
which are either more fairly articulated with masonry, or assembled of wood components.

Alterations

Some early and recent alterations have affected the subject property. Originally permitted as a
two-family building, original closets were converted into bathrooms in 1947 (lower floor), and in
1957 for the second floor (included a window). In 1955, a fire escape and steel egress door
were added to the second story of the south elevation (Appendix C, Photo 6). The fire escape
system has been removed. At some point, and based on the historic configuration, the lower
porch was enclosed with its casement windows; however, no documentation can be found to
determine this date. It is also unknown when the missing part of the perimeter masonry wall was
removed.

As part of AVT application #14-90400011, and COA #15-90200022, approved by Staff in 2015,
a full gamut of exterior rehabilitation was scheduled, most of which has not come to fruition, or
contradicting what was approved. The interior has been nearly completely gutted except for the
deteriorating structural wood frame, and the now exposed tile of the outer walls. A pitched roof
was placed above the frontal second floor porch, apparently as a temporary protective measure,
and the historic beaded board ceiling removed; this type of roof is not otherwise compatible with
the historic character of the building. The frontal entry door opening was repaired. Additional
elements of the porch and the west elevation wall have been treated minimally. In 2015, the
garage was fully rehabilitated with a new roof and stabilization/reconstruction of the concrete
block walls.

Historic Implications of Demolition

The priority for the CPPC with regard to the review of this COA then, is not to determine if
demolition is allowable, since some demolition is required, but instead to determine the
appropriate degree of demolition and follow-up, including but not limited to the following:

The first option is to demolish everything. If the CPPC approves total demolition, then
the applicant/owner would be obligated to complete it by the Stipulation Agreement date of
February 17, 2017. However, the applicant/owner's request to retain the garage without any
reciprocal development plan is problematic in that such practice is not typically permitted by City
Code. If the applicant/owner does not meet the above deadline to correct the structural
deficiencies or obtain the proper permitting approval and actual demolition, then all of the
buildings and structures on the site would likely be demolished under the direction of the City.
Under this scenario, there is no apparent allowance for enacting historic preservation treatment
of individual components or storage units without primary dwellings concurrently designed and
approved in direct association with the demolition. In this case, the applicant owner must return
to the CPPC with new construction plans.

The second option is to demolish only the interior and preserve the exterior shell. The
building would require stabilization and remain vacant untii a design is permitted. It is
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acknowledged that the interior of the building is in an extreme state of disrepair and that some
demolition of the structural elements, including the roof structure is necessary. A duplex would
have to be redesigned for the interior space. It is possible that a large percentage of the exterior
is able to be repaired with proper structural stabilization and interior demolition/replacement.
However, given the time-certain deadline for producing a permit pursuant to the official City
Stipulation Agreement, this may not be practicable unless the applicant/owner is willing to do so
immediately. The cost to rehabilitate the building under this option becomes less feasible
overall. The applicant/owner does not necessarily have to return to the CPPC since most of the
building’s exterior would remain intact or appear the same.

A third option is to demolish only a section of the main building, most likely the rear half
or so. The frontal porch, frontal elevation wall, and the front half of the main building, along with
the garage would remain intact and stabilized, while a design for the demolished section is
approved by the CPPC or Staff at a later date, as determined by the CPPC. This is also a
confusing and perhaps infeasible option that creates an interim preserved oddity in place, until a
compatible build-out is completed.

Historic Importance Relative to the Subject Property

In choosing one of the above options, or a hybrid option, there are additional considerations that
attempt to clarify the importance of the building to the historic district. The obvious intended
physical design and layout of Lang’s Bungalow Court, is still fairly evident, though the two east
parcels that now make up the northeast section of the subdivision were never developed with
the four dwellings originally intended. Instead, only two were constructed on three lots that had
been combined into two large lots. This does tend to create a detrimental effect to historic
integrity of the original court design from a spatial perspective. The loss of the subject property
through demolition then does not necessarily render a critical loss since the intended form of the
bungalow does not appear to have come to a designed fruition of the founder. This is reinforced
also by the 1920s demolition and replacement of the southwest corner dwelling with a non-
residential building early on, and which is now vacant. The building at the northeast corner,
while still a residential use, has been encroached slightly with non-residential parking at its east
side yard. Due to the above circumstances, it can be argued that there are certainly more intact
examples of a bungalow court design found elsewhere; however, the historic district designation
for Lang’s Bungalow Court does allow both recognition and limited protection of the City’'s most
intact bungalow court design that has reached over 100 years of age.

The characteristic center sidewalk (Appendix C, Photo 7), originally eight feet wide, as well as,
the real alleys behind each of the two rows of bungalows all survive and help to retain the
intended form of the planned subdivision. According to Lang, the alleys were designed to open
up onto public streets in order to allow a single, efficient circuit for utilities and deliveries.
Remnants of the 2%2-foot high peripheral wall and masonry bollards (Appendix C, Photo 8) are
partially intact to provide a recognizable spatial limit of the original design.

Of course, while intending to build 14 separate dwellings, the subdivision was never realized
under a complete buildout. Only eight of the fourteen were constructed by the time Lang moved
out of the subdivision, though 12 were completed by the end of the 1920s, and one of those was
demolished in 1927. The 13" and last historic dwelling was not completed until 1952. Another
original 1912 dwelling was demolished by 2005 and replaced with a condominium. The historic
dwellings themselves did not appear to favor the interactive compatibility between bungalow
architecture typically scheduled for truer bungalow courts.

The apparent spread of the timeline contributed to a mix of architectural styles that seems to
have veered away from Lang's original vision, which was to have close scrutiny of all
construction in order that they all have nearly the “same style.” Documentation is available that
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suggests Lang, as the developer, envisioned small bungalows with six rooms for living, a single
bath, and an upper screened porch. Each bungalow lot was to have up to 10 citrus trees. His
marketing campaign boasted of completing a bungalow within 15 days, and that some of the
materials such as the concrete blocks would be made on-site, thusly reducing the overall cost of
each building. It is obvious that his intent to supervise and craft each dwelling according to this
vision was replaced with random development during the real estate boom. Therefore, the
importance of the subject property’s building as a critical, or character-defining example of this
vision seems to fail close scrutiny, though the underlying lot upon which it is built still retains its
historic configuration and value.

The above context allows a more informed perspective of the significance of the subject
property’s building and structures proposed for demolition. The following evaluations should
then be considered when answering the criteria that follow in this report:

1. While acknowledging the historic character of the subject property as having only limited
architectural importance by itself, how does its architecture meet the original vision and
intent of the subdivision’s designer (Al Lang), and then similarly does the collective
architecture meet that intent?

2. Would demolition of the subject property, as a contributing historic building, diminish the
historic integrity of the subdivision to such an adverse degree that the current district
designation would be lost or somehow in jeopardy?

3. If demolished, how would the new building be designed?

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The applicant/owner is seeking approval to demolish the main building in whole or in part due to
ongoing deterioration and instability of the primary structural components. Previous
condemnations by the City’s Building Official, and the challenges of rehabilitating a building in
such disrepair have resulted in an unstable and unsightly contributing resource in one of only
three local historic landmark districts. However, it is import to note that the building was in an
advanced state of decline prior to local landmark designation and prior to the applicant/owner’s
acquisition of it.

The unusual architectural styling of the two Parairie-esque buildings is not uncommon for the
diverse neighborhood architecture found in St. Petersburg, but it may be unusual for the
bungalow court design intended by Al Lang. In this case, such architectural diversity seems to
be less common than truer forms of bungalow courts popular during the 1910s. However, the
building and its garage represent a place in time for St. Petersburg where the separate real
estate booms fostered a mix of architecture based on individual tastes where deed restrictions
were not required or enforced. In some cases, a lapse of time resulted in development that
veered away from the original vision of a development’s designer or founder, who may have
passed on, moved away, or simply allowed later property purchasers to develop at will. This is
compounded by the suggestion that the vacant building has become a nuisance to some, and
perhaps a danger to the general public, and is not appropriate for rehabilitation to its historic
design.

The challenge for this COA in regard to demolition then is to balance the need for preservation
of a contributing property whose demolition could cause a diminution of historic integrity of the
wider landmark district, with the need for alternatively stabilizing the building. The issue of a
dwindling timeframe that favors public safety and welfare also compounds historic preservation
treatment with effective, timely remedial action. If the applicant/owner does nothing, or at some
point in the future fails to comply with a partial demolition and stabilization condition, then it is
likely that the City would be forced to demolish the property in its entirety, whereby a type of lien



CPPC Case - 16-90200044
Page 9 of 29

would be applied against it. However, several options as part of the COA public hearing and
approval process appear to be available, as follows:

1. Allow the applicant/owner to demolish the entire building, including the garage, and
require a new CPPC hearing for new construction.

2. Do not approve demolition of the exterior elements, and preserve the building's exterior
shell as practicable, and require the applicant/owner to stabilize the structure and repair
it according to its historic aesthetic. No CPPC re-hearing is required.

3. Approve a phasing plan that preserves only a portion of the building such as the front
porch in its entirety, and perhaps up to one-half of the existing building shell adjoining it,
and eventually reconstruct the rear section to its historic aesthetic at a later date
requiring CPPC or Staff approval. The graphic below reveals such an option.
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Potential option for phasing plan of 335 Lang Court North

REVIEW OF CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

The evaluation of demolition as part of the COA process is important in terms of ensuring
compatibility through preservation of contributing historic character, as well as, strengthening
local historic district character as individual and collective historic buildings relate to design,
scale, size, mass, and orientation, also relating in part to appearance and architectural styling.
In approving or denying COA applications for demolition, the CPPC shall consider the Request
for Demolition Assessment criteria below as part of their decision-making process. These
criteria are based on the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties, as well as, recognized standards of urban design, and cultural landscape and
historic preservation review.

Request for Demolition and New Construction Assessment

General Criteria for Granting Certificates of Appropriateness

1. The effect of the proposed work on the landmark or the property upon which such
work is to be done.

There are variations of adverse effects to the historic landmark district. Demolition of the
entire property would eliminate the contributing status of the building to the historic district. If
the entire main building, or 51% or more of its exterior structure (not including the porch or
garage), as sectioned to the rear is demolished, then the positive argument for retaining its
contributing status to the historic district due to a lack of historic integrity is severely
diminished. Even if the frontal porch is preserved in situ, the loss of historic integrity is too
significant to continue to support it as contributing. However, in spite of a diminished
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integrity, the historic district would survive overall, while still retaining 10 of the 11
contributing properties (10 of 13 originally constructed). A new building would have to be
compatible with the historic character of the district and not necessarily with the building that
it is replacing.

If 51% or more of the building’s exterior main structure is preserved and repaired, in addition
to the frontal porch and rear garage, then it could be argued that the building is still
contributing, and therefore, does not diminish the overall integrity of the district. The design
of the new structure would have to be kept fairly intact to suggest that the deteriorated
building was repaired rather than replaced, though it would not have to match it exactly.

If only the interior space is gutted, and the outer shell repaired as is, and the frontal porch
and rear garage with its concrete step attachment preserved, then it could be argued that no
significant diminution of integrity of exterior, character-defining elements has occurred,
thusly allowing the subject property to remain as a contributing property to the historic
district.

The relationship between such work and other structures on the landmark site or
other property in the historic district.

Lang’s Bungalow Court was designated with 11 of 13, or 85% of the original historic
buildings still extant. The full demolition of the subject property would result in 10 of 13
historic buildings, or 77% of them, intact. It must be stated that while the subject property’s
main building setback from the center sidewalk seems historically appropriate, the provision
of dual reduced side setbacks appear to overwhelm the site and the property to the north,
where the latter's roof eave is nearly touching. Therefore, if demolition takes place, then
consideration must be given to a replacement that increases the north setback and meets
the more historic building placement on their lots, as well as, Lang’s original intent. As such,
a complete demolition of the building achieves merit when considering the existing setback
issue and its nearly untenable relationship to the adjacent property to the north, which would
not be approved under current City Code.

The extent to which the historic, architectural, or archaeological significance,
architectural style, design, arrangement, texture, materials, and color of the landmark
or property will be affected.

A full demolition would change the status of the subject property from contributing to non-
contributing, which chips away at the south end of the historic district. It must be noted that it
is a distinctive building architecturally, with limited examples found within City limits. Its
current deteriorated condition does not seem to outweigh a requirement to continually
preserve it. However, a compatible building that is not as dominating on the site, and
perhaps better achieves a bungalow styling, could be developed. To assist with any future
compatibility framework, the Landmark Designation application of Lang’s Bungalow Court
describes the subject property as a

Two story, rectangular plan, duplex, on continuous footing and foundation wall, terra cotta
block (hollow tile) clad in sand finish conc. stucco. Two story front porch faces west entrance
steps are brick, porch supported by 4 stuccoed masonry piers, ornamented with 6 wood knee
braces, 1st floor enclosed with casement windows (original) 2nd floor open, wood ceiling, flat
roof with parapet walls. Windows; wood casement 2/1, brick window sills. Roof: flat with, built-
up surface (low pitched shed that drains east), parapet walls (except east). Interior central
chimney. Detached one story masonry clad in stucco garage with flat roof, door faces south.
Front yard contains; original hexblock walkway and small patio adjacent to south side of front
porch, a perimeter wall of 2 courses of rusticated conc. blocks with cast cap and a corner pier
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flanking central walkway, the wall extends east to the front porch of house. Style; Craftsman.
Condition; fair. Exterior alterations; none visible.

4. Whether the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness would deprive the property
owner of reasonable beneficial use of his property.

Some demolition of the structural framework is required regardless of the decision to
approve or not approve total demolition. So, denial of all demolition would likely cause a
deprivation of reasonable use in that the building could not be successfully repaired.
However, and again as a matter of degree, there is no evidence presented to indicate that
partial denial of this COA will deprive the applicant/owner of reasonable beneficial use of the
property, since the property can be developed through stabilization and repair.

5. Whether the plans may be reasonably carried out by the applicant.

There is no evidence provided to date that either full demolition or full repair as is of the
subject property present any major obstacles at this time for being carried out by the
applicant/owner. However, the time that the building has been under scrutiny for code
enforcement should be carefully considered, along with the feasibility of successfully
rehabilitating the building under a partial demolition approval condition. It may be prudent to
require complete demolition based on considerations found elsewhere in this report.

6. Certificates of Appropriateness for non-contributing structures in a historic district
shall be reviewed to determine whether the proposed work would negatively impact a
contributing structure or the historic integrity of the district. Approval of a COA shall
include any conditions necessary to mitigate or eliminate the negative impacts.

This criterion is not applicable at this time. However, new construction requires CPPC
approval under a COA. That could be accomplished through an extension of the COA
herein, or through a totally new application.

Additional Guidelines for Demolition

1. The purpose and intent of these additional requirements is to determine that no
other feasible alternative to demolition of the local landmark can be found.

The existing contributing building could conceivably be preserved in total; however, the
feasibility of total preservation may not be warranted due to overriding factors of an
advanced state of deterioration, lack of significance of secondary elevation walls, and
ultimate fagade preservation. Perhaps feasibility, that is, the economics, efficiency, and
effectiveness of preserving the extant side and rear walls, floors, and roof are not as
important as preserving the primary character-defining feature of the frontal elevation
and its fenestration, which may also not be feasible in comparison to complete
demolition. The side and rear walls proposed for demolition, as well as, the frontal half
of the existing building, except for the rear roofline which has a characteristic offset, are
eligible for re-creation using current materials and building practices. In this case,
compatibility with the historic intent and design of the district appears to override
compatibility with the building proposed for demolition, and its relationship and
orientation to the central sidewalk.

2. No COA for demolition shall be issued by the CPPC until the applicant has
demonstrated that there is no reasonable beneficial use of the property or the
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applicant cannot receive a reasonable return on a commercial or income-
producing property. The CPPC may solicit expert testimony and should request
that the applicant furnish such additional information believed to be necessary
and relevant in the determination of whether there is a reasonable beneficial use
or a reasonable return. The information to be submitted by a property owner
should include, but not be limited to, the following information:

a. A report from a licensed architect or engineer who shall have demonstrated
experience in structural rehabilitation concerning the structural soundness of the
building and its suitability for rehabilitation including an estimated cost to
rehabilitate the property.

The subject property has been condemned on two separate occasions by the City
Building Official. Staff has not received any documentation from a Registered Architect
or Professional Engineer.

b. A report from a qualified architect, real estate professional, or developer, with
demonstrated experience in rehabilitation, or the owner as to the economic
feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the property. The report should explore
various alternative uses for the property and include, but not be limited to, the
following information:

i. The amount paid for the property, date of purchase, remaining mortgage
amount (including other existing liens) and the party from whom purchased,
including a description of the relationship, if any, between the owner of record
or applicant and the person from whom the property was purchased, and any
terms of financing between the seller and buyer.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.

ii. The most recent assessed value of the property.

$73,939 per the Pinellas County Property Appraiser 2016 assessment.

iii. Photographs of the property and description of its condition.

See Appendix C.

iv. Annual debt service or mortgage payment.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.

V. Real estate property taxes for the current year and the previous two years.
2016=$1,650.41 ($1,584.39 due)

2015=$1,589.32 ($1,834.14 due)
2014=$597.94 ($703.10 due)
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vi. An appraisal of the property conducted within the last two years. The City
may hire an appraiser to evaluate any appraisals. All appraisals shall include
the professional credentials of the appraiser.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.

vii. Estimated market value of the property in its current condition; estimated
market value after completion of the proposed demolition; and estimated
market value after rehabilitation of the existing local landmark for continued
use.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.

viii. Evidence of attempts to sell or rent the property, including the price asked
within the last two years and any offers received.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.

ix. Cost of rehabilitation for various use alternatives. Provide specific
examples of the infeasibility of rehabilitation or alternative uses which could
earn a reasonable return for the property.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.

x. If the property is income-producing, submit the annual gross income from
the property for the previous two years as well as annual cash flow before and
after debt service and expenses, itemized operating and maintenance
expenses for the previous two years, and depreciation deduction and
projected five-year cash flow after rehabilitation.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner; however, the
property has been vacant during the tenure of the applicant/owner's ownership. No
income appears to have been produced.

xi. If the property is not income-producing, projections of the annual gross
income which could be obtained from the property in its current condition.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.
xii. Evidence that the building can or cannot be relocated.

As a contributing property, there is no compelling reason for relocation, as the
building likely does not qualify for individual historic designation, and does not
appear to rise to a suitable level of significance by itself. In addition, the current
condition of the building renders relocation as infeasible and economically
impractical.
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c. The CPPC may request that the applicant provide additional information to be
used in making the determinations of reasonable beneficial use and reasonable
return.

In its current condition, there is no reasonable use of the property. Reasonable
beneficial use is likely only through complete demolition, or a successful, feasible
rehabilitation, which likely includes partial demolition of deteriorated structural
components and a timeframe and responsive City Code that provides certain exceptions
to a phasing plan. Replacement with new materials does not necessarily change or
alter the original design aesthetic, but does alter the original design since new methods
and materials will be incorporated into the historic footprint of the building. Therefore,
reasonable beneficial use, after rehabilitation, does not change the residential aspect of
the property or district—it only sustains it. It must be noted that two properties are no
longer residential in character.

d. If the applicant does not provide the requested information, the applicant shall
submit a statement to the CPPC detailing the reasons why the requested
information was not provided.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner. The CPPC must
consider the lack of supporting information that may be important to rendering its
decision. It is important to note that the timing of this COA application, in relation to the
potential for a deferral, would likely only available for the January or February 2017
meetings.

3. The CPPC may ask interested individuals and organizations for assistance in
seeking an alternative to demolition.

Other interested parties who purchase the subject property could provide such assistance
through a more conservative rehabilitation that stabilizes the building in situ; however, the
associated costs with such a rehabilitation that requires immediate stabilization,
architectural design, and eventual construction improvements as part of a CPPC process is
on its face, not economically feasible given the deteriorated condition of the main building,
and its questionable value when considered by itself as separate from the larger collective
of the historic district. Also, the given timeframe for required demolition constrains third
party assistance.

4. The CPPC shall review the evidence provided and shall determine whether the
property can be put to a reasonable beneficial use or the applicant can receive a
reasonable return without the approval of the demolition application. The applicant
has the burden of proving that there is no reasonable beneficial use of the property
or that the owner cannot receive a reasonable return. If the applicant fails to
establish the lack of a reasonable beneficial use or the lack of a reasonable return,
the CPPC shall deny the demolition application except as provided below.

The potential of the subject property to be successfully rehabilitated without significant
exterior modification is a matter of degree. Certainly, all or part of the main building could
be stabilized to satisfy any condemnation and safety issues currently outstanding and
imminent. Returning the deteriorated structural components, which for the east half of the
building appear to require complete replacement of materials. The exterior shell could
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conceivably be preserved with careful deconstruction and reconstruction, which is not
practical or economically wise. In this case, planned new construction that is compatible
appears to make the best sense, economically, and from an overall preservation standpoint.

5. The CPPC may condition any demolition approval upon the receipt of plans and
building permits for any new structure and submission of evidence of financing in
order to ensure that the site does not remain vacant after demolition.

Staff has not received this information from the applicant/owner.

6. The CPPC may grant a COA for demolition even though the local landmark, or
property within a local historic district has reasonable beneficial use or receives a
reasonable return if:

a. The CPPC determines that the property no longer contributes to a local
historic district or no longer has significance as a historic, architectural or
archaeological local landmark; or

b. The CPPC determines that the demolition of the designated property is
necessary to achieve the purposes of a community redevelopment plan or the
Comprehensive Plan.

The subject property continues to be a contributing property to the historic district in spite of
its deteriorated condition. In preserving certain structural and architectural elements such
as the facade and part of the side walls, the building can remain contributing. The
alternative to complete or partial demolition could unfold as part of two scenarios: 1) The
total failure of the building and its character-defining features through collapse or
unmitigated degradation and vandalism; 2) A costly, economically non-viable rehabilitation
according to exact original specifications that would likely not be realized.

7. The CPPC may, at the owner's expense, require the recording of the property for
archival purposes prior to demolition. The recording may include, but shall not be
limited to, video recording, photographic documentation with negatives and
measured architectural drawings.

The applicant/owner has provided some documentation through a photographic inventory
and elevation and interior space drawings. Additional documentation of architectural details,
and building dimensions for the entire building or area of partial demolition shall be required
prior to demolition (Approval Condition #3).

RECOMMENDATION

COA 16-90200044: City staff recommends that the Community Planning and Preservation
Commission Approve the Certificate of Appropriateness request for the full or partial demolition
of the buildings located at 335 Lang Court North, subject to #1 or #2, and #s 3 and 4 of the
following Conditions of Approval:

1. If demolition of all buildings and structures is approved, then a plan and architectural
drawings for new construction shall be submitted to the City for CPPC review and approval
under a new COA application on or before June 13, 2017, or other time as determined by
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the CPPC. This shall include a restoration of the historic south subdivision perimeter knee
wall.

If partial demolition is approved, then a plan and architectural drawings for new construction
and rehabilitation shall be provided as part of this COA for Staff approval in association with
the applicable Demolition Permit by the applicant/owner on or before February 17, 2017.
The basic form, detailing, and fenestration of the existing building will be retained. This shall
include restoration of the south subdivision perimeter knee wall. City Staff may refer the plan
and architectural drawings for new construction and rehabilitation to the CPPC for review
and approval

Complete or 51% demolition of the main building and preservation of the frontal porch and
rear garage, if approved, shall require professional documentation of the building by City
Staff or the applicant/owner.

if approved for more than 51% demolition or a loss of its most character-defining features, or
both, the contributing status of the property shall be changed to non-contributing according
to the applicable process.
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Appendix C
PhOtOg raphs (all photographs by City Staff, 2016)

Photo 2: Decorative knee bracket supports at porch roof eave.
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Photo 3: Brick window sill (typ.).

Photo 4: Window patter at south elevation.
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Photo 5: Frontal porch stepped parapet.
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Photo 6: South elevation upper steel door without fire escape.
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Photo 7: Perimeter knee wall along south property line.
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2010, 6/17;
2012

2012,9/17:
2014, June:
2014, 6/25:
2014, 8/20:
2014, 10/6:
2014, 10/8:

2014/11/17:
2014, 11/20:
2014/11/24:
2014/11/24:
2014, 12/1:
2014, 12/22:
2014

2015
2015/1/5:
2015/3/3:
2015, 4/15:

Appendix D
Activity Timeline of Subject Property 2012-present

Plan to repair by previous owner not formalized
Code Enf Case 12-00017913
Demo permit not closed
Historic LM District designation
Condemned by City BO
First Hearing order for Stipulation Agreement to expire Oct 20, 2014.
Owner request to enter into stipulation agreement to repair building
Executed hearing order dated August 20, 2014 for the property located at 335 Lang Court N with
an expiration date of October 20, 2014 shall be extended to November 20. 2014. All required
documentation required to execute a stipulation agreement for the rehabilitation of said
structure must be submitted prior to that date so the agreement may be prepared and executed
by November 20, 2014. Those conditions are;
-Complete and detailed inspection report of the structure from a licensed design professional
identifying all conditions and disrepair
-Preliminary rehabilitation/construction plans for rehabilitation of the structure prepared by a
licensed design professional
-Detailed written cost estimate based on the design professional’s report prepared by a licensed
contractor
-Time schedule for all phases of the rehabilitation work to be completed
-Evidence of financing
-Performance bond equal to cost estimate provided by the contractor may be required at the
discretion of the Building Official (not required at this time)

AVT (14-90400011) Part 1 signed by Hippert

Hearing Order extended to this date

AVT emailed to staff by Hippert

AVT sent to PA

Hippert prepares work proposal for main house at $47k; Received by City 12/19
staff inquiry sent to Hippert re: proposed work

Bldg permit (14-12000993) for main house repair

Bldg permit (15-03000352) for garage

Response from Hippert re: scope of work for main house

COA application 15-90200022mm submitted by Hippert

AVT (14-90400011) staff approved—retain interior railing/stair, repair

windows/doors or match

2015, 4/15:

2015, 10/15:
2015, 12/18:

2016, 4/11:
2016, 4/19:
2016, 4/21:

COA (15-90200022) staff approved for rehab of main bldg—condition applies to
any change in materials requiring staff approval

COA #15-90200022mm expired.

Extension request to 3/31/16 for Bldg permit (14-12000993) for main house
repair—already repaired (added) non-appropriate roof above porch, replaced
deteriorated wood trim, porch floor and wall repaired at front; garage nearly
complete

Connor (eng) suggesting demo of side/rear walls and retain porch

Connors contact Frey for on-site mtg

Met at property with owner & eng
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2016, 4/25:

2016, 4/29:

2016, 6/10:
2016, 7/12:
2016, 9/16:

2016, 9/28:
2016, 9/30:

2016, 10/28:
2016, 10/11:

2016, 10/26:

2016, 11/1:
2016, 11/3:

2016, 12/13:

2017, 4/15:

Post-site visit email to owner—"...reciprocal plan of preservation for
retaining/salvaging historic features also be provided per our on-site discussion. |
understand that preserving the 2-story front porch and the existing
fireplace/chimney, and windows are preliminary suggestions. In addition, the
exterior elevations of the new building must be designed so they match the
existing exterior per the Secretary of Interior's Standards for New Construction.”
“...if the emergency status of the building structure is somehow imminent,
requiring a quicker action than would otherwise be granted through the normal
COA/CPPC process, then | would suggest coordinating a partial demo through the
Building Department with supporting evidence by a licensed engineer/architect
and the Building Official as to the building's potential for failure as a safety
hazard. If the emergency demo and/or stabilization is routed through the historic
preservation division, then | would review and sign off according to the
appropriate procedure, with conditions requiring the above plans.”

Neighbor complaint: “We've become quite concerned about the state of No. 335,
next door to us. Today we noticed swarms of insects at the south facing windows
(as you know, the house is open, with most windows missing or broken. Six or
seven cats live in there). The rotten window sills nearest to us are right now alive
with termites carrying their goods. One sill on the second floor seems itself to be
alive. Are we able to make an appeal to the city for a speedier resolution to this
derelict?”---forwarded to Mike Connors (eng)

Frey emails Connors-status update—responded 6/13 that “The owner is
soliciting temporary bracing and partial demo bids.”

Bldg permit 14-12000993 expired (voided Oct 7, 2016)

Owner (Hippert) requests 6-month extension to complete work pursuant to COA
15-90200022, and bldg permits for house (14-12000993) and garage (15-
03000352)

Dunn suggests closing out garage permit and reapplying for demo permit

Letter from Hippert requesting demolition of main building

Deadline authorized by BO to submit revised work plan for rehab

BO terminates Stipulation Agreement—requires owner to submit DEMO appl by
Nov 14, 2016 to be completed by Feb 17, 2017-notified of COA/CPPC
requirement

Hippert applies for COA to demo main bldg (COA 16-90200044)—renders AVT
null and void

On-site visit with Hippert to discuss demo/rehab

Frey emailed phasing idea to Hippert

CPPC hearing

AVT expiration
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Appendix E
Stipulation Agreement

— ] cosles compliance assistanee depariment
e pestaffico hox 2642 sLoemrsturg, floide 337382892
=t patersborg
RSty

Termination of Stipulation Agreement and Final Notice of Demolition
October 11, 2016

Michuel Hippert
985 Centrat Aveque
St Pewetsburg, FL 33705

Re:  City Demwlition Cage No. 12-17913
335 Lang Court North — Duplex & Gatage

Mr. Hippert:

This is te inform you that the ¢onditional approval of the demalition appeal for 335 Lang Court
North has been terminated, the appeal is considered denied, The owner, Michacl Hippert, bas
unti] Navember 14, 2016 to have a licensed cynlmelor submil spplications for demmolition permits
for both structures. Demelition of the steuctures must he campleted oo later than Februncy 17,
2017, Pursuant to Paragraph 12 of the stipulation agteement dated December 10, 2014, the City
inlends 1o proceed with demelition of the structures Jocsted on the subjoct propert unfess the
alorermentined condiGens sre met. Demolitions must be performed in accordance with the City
Historic Preservation Requirements. Please conlact ey Frey, Historic Preservationist (727)892-
3470, for further information.

"The conditicnal approval of your appeal of the Building Otficial’s decision to demolish the subject
property was contingent on performance under the stipulation agreement. You apreed to certain
provisions and cerluin duc dalcs, and as part of this agreement stipulaled Lhat if any of the iorms

of the agreement were not met, the appeel would be considersd denied and the City wowld procced
with the demolition of the condemned structures,

“The erraination of the stipulation agreement is based on your failure bo meet the requirements aind
deadlines set forth in Parageaph % — Performance Completion Patc (June 19, 2015). Two
cxtensions o the Performance Completion Date were gramicd, final expimtion date was Junc 29,

2016, Funher, building permil #14-12000993 cxpired on July 12, 2016 with no significant work
compleled (permit voided October 7, 2016).

If you have emy questions regarding this notice, please comtact the Building Demolition
Coordinator, Dennis Weber, at (727) 8925549,

Sincorel

Rick Duon
City Building Official

£ Heather Judd. Assistant Tity Aomey
Ral Geides, Director - Cades Compliance Assiszance Dept.
Dennis Weber, Building Demoplition Coordinacar
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CHALLENGE WITII COMPILIANCE & EXPIRED STIPULATION

9302016

RE; Peranit £1:4-12000093

Address: 135 Lang CT. N — 51 Petersburg, FL 33700

Allenvtion: Mr. Rick Dun

Mr. Dun,
Lhis Jetler is 10 inform you that there is a challense with vounpliance with the expired stipulation

wguemenr negardmg permic #1 & 12000993 ( The Main Strucnre ) located at 335 Lang CON.

Al Lo acknowledgee thar the stipulution agreement and peorit nembar §14-120009973 i< Leeminetsd
duc to the brittle conditiow of the main sricire which is beyoud repair as determined by cur enpineer nud
prior ciry inspecticms. Te closu oul this parcel we would have to request and obsain a demolition pormat

Jirough e demadirion santractor and provide you with a eompletion sehednle.

‘I hunk yuu for your prafessional help and trying (o preserve Uils slouctone &iong e way.

Bus| Repnrde,

YA

Michael Hippert

T2T-367-2512 mube Tyrxicom
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Appendix F
COA Application

See following sheets



B CERTIFICATE OF
— APPROPRIATENESS

st.petershurg
www.stpete.org Application No. js-apz00- 44

All applications are to be filled out completely and correctly. The application shall be submitted to the City of St. Petersburg’s
Planning and Economic Development Department, located on the 8th floor of the Municipal Services Building, One Fourth
Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

GENERAL INFORMATION

NAME of APPLICANT (Property Owner): Michael Hippert
Street Address: 335Lang CtN
City, State, Zip: St Petersburg, FL 33701
Telephone No:  727-224-7602 & 727-367-2512
Email Address: mike@otxi.com

NAME of AGENT or REPRESENTATIVE: N/A
Street Address: N/A
City, State, Zip: N/A
Telephone No:  N/A
Email Address: N/A

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Street Address: 335 Lang Ct N, St Petersburg FL 33701
Parcel ID or Tract Number: 19-31-17-49932-000-0080
General Location: Lang's Bungalow Ct.

Designation Number: HPC \4 -A o3 poCeo 2-

AUTHORIZATION

City staff and the designated Commission will visit the subject property during review of the requested COA.
Any code violations on the property that are noted during the inspections will be referred to the city’'s Codes
Compliance Assistance Department.

By signing this application, the applicant affirms that all information contained within this application packet has
been read and that the information on this application represents an accurate description of the proposed work.
The applicant certifies that the project described in this application, as detailed by the plans and specifications
enclosed, will be constructed in exact accordance with aforesaid plans and specifications. Further, the applicant
agrees to conform to all conditions of approval. It is understood that approval of this application by the
Commission in no way constitutes approval of a building permit or other required City permit approvals. Filing
an application does not guarantee approval.

NOTES: 1) It is incumbent upon the applicant to submit correct information. Any misleading, deceptive,
incomplete or incorrect information may invalidate your approval.
2) To accept an agent’s signature, a notarized letter of authorization from the property owner must
accompany the application.

Signature of Owner / Agent: Wechadd P. Hyopent Date: 0-26-/6

UPDATED 09-12-2012



e CERTIFICATE OF
— APPROPRIATENESS

U ® ol
www.stpete.org NARRATIVE (pace 10F 2

st.petersburg

All applications must provide justification for the requested COA based on the criteria set forth in the
Historic and Archaeological Preservation Overlay (City Code Section 16.30.070). These criteria are based
upon the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (available on-
line at www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/standards_guidelines.htm). Please type or print clearly. lllegible
responses will not be accepted. Please use additional sheets of paper if necessary.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Property Address: 335 Lang CT N. St Petersburg, FL 33701 COA Case No: )40 2evo 44—
Type of Request Proposed Use
O Alteration of building/structure B Single-family residence
O New Construction = Multi-family residence
O Relocation O Restaurant
B Demolition O Hotel/Motel
O Alteration of archaeological site m Office
O Site Work = Commercial
O Other

Estimated Cost of Work: 10.000.00

WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK

Explain what changes will be made to the following architectural elements and how the changes will be
accomplished. Please provide a detailed brochure or samples of new materials.

1. Structural System
Demo of Main Structure Structure

2. Roof and Roofing System
Demo of Main Structure Roofing

Page 1 of 2
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3. Windows
Demo Main Structure

4. Doors
Beme Main Struchire

5. Exterior siding
-DemoMain-Structure

6. Decorative elements
0 Main.S No.D e

7. Porches, Carriage Porch, Patio, Carport, and Steps

Demo-Main Structure - Not Garage - keeping-garage

8. Painting and/or Finishes
BemoMain-Structure

9. Outbuildings
NA—Keeping-Garage

10. Landscaping, Parking, Sidewalk, Garden features
Llean-upyard

11. Other
o Main.S 8 keeoi - ired

Page 2 of 2



Y/ <SSy CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

B  PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
WE”*Sel DEPARTMENT, URBAN PLANNING & HISTORIC

st_petershurg PRESERVATION DIVISION
www.stpete.ory

STAFF REPORT

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND PRESERVATION COMMISSION -
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS (COA) REQUEST

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on December 13, 2016 beginning at 3:00
P.M., Council Chambers, City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida

According to Planning and Economic Development records, Lisa Wannemacher 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.

Case No.: _ 16-90200045 i
Address: 123 Fourth Street South
Legal Description: TIMES PUBLISHING CO BLK 38 PARTIAL REPLAT BLK 1, THAT PART OF LOT

2 DESC BEG NE COR OF SD LOT 2 TH S00D04'16"E 220.02FT TO SE LOT
COR TH S89D55'25"W 136.48FT TH NOODO04'16"W 34.34FT TH N89D25'25"E
25.50FT TH NOOD04'16"W 185.70FT TO N LOT LINE TH N89D56'03"E 110.98FT

TO POB
Parcel ID No.: 19-31-17-90995-001-0021
Local Landmark Tramor Cafeteria (HPC #90-04)
Owner(s): Second City Properties, LLC
Request: Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the construction of

an ADDITION to a Local Historic Landmark building.

Hofbrauhaus (Tramor Cafeteria), 123 Fourth Street North, looking Westerly. Photo by Staff 20186.
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i

Proposed addition; drawing submitted by a;chitect for applicant, 2016.
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Tramor Cafeteria was designated a local landmark in 1991 under HPC #90-04. As such,
exterior alterations or additions to the building require a COA. The evaluation of alterations and
additions are important in terms of compatibility with the date and style of historic architecture as
it relates to design, scale, mass, and orientation, as well as its historic appearance and
relationship to the site upon which it was constructed. The building, though altered in 1985, was
recognized as part of its 1991 historic landmark designation for having significance related to its
association with Elliot Hadley as the architect of record, its architectural design quality, and its
unique Mediterranean Revival architectural styling.

The property owner is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for the construction of
an attached, 1,070 square-foot, 25/30.9-foot tall building to be used as a microbrewery facility to
allow customers to visually experience the brewing process and the associated equipment for
creating craft beers on-site. The existing parking facility lying immediately north and now legally
described as part of the overall property, is proposed to be enlarged as part of the overall
project. According to City Code, and to assist with the land use implications for this review, the
most appropriate use descriptor resulting from the function of the addition in association with the
existing restaurant appears to be as a brewpub, compared as follows:

Brewpub: Establishments that are primarily a restaurant and bar, but which
include the brewing of beer as an accessory use. A brew pub produces only
enough beer for consumption on the premises or for retail carryout sale in
containers commonly referred to as growlers. [permitted principal use]

Microbrewery: Establishments that are primarily a brewery, which produce no
more than 15,000 barrels (465,000 US gallons/17,602.16 hectoliters) of beer per
year. Microbreweries sell to the general public by one or more of the following
methods: the traditional three-tier system (brewer to wholesaler to retailer to
consumer); the two-tier system (brewer acting as wholesaler to retailer to
consumer); and, directly to the consumer for consumption on the premises or for
retail carryout sale. [requires special exception]

The overall dimensional footprint of the proposed addition at ground level is 30’ x 39,
representing approximately 1,070 square feet. The proposed building design reveals it being
attached via a single 30-foot length of wall rising at the northwest corner of the existing historic
building to a beginning roofline of 25 feet, with a peak ridge height of 30'9”. According to early
Sanborn Maps, the tallest point of the beginning roofline of the historic building was 26 feet,
which appears to have been measured to the first horizontal run a couple of feet below the
eaves of turret towers, with the latter rising to approximately 28 feet. It is likely that the 26-foot
line marked the beginning of the main central roof formed by large trusses.

The side elevations revealed an odd formation, whereas the entire south elevation between the
turret towers did indeed run as a single height parapet wall to 26 feet in height having been
historically open on its sides for the westernmost 35 feet or so. The north elevation had
originally faced an alley (now vacated) and another building (now demolished) and revealed an
odd configuration with its parapet wall stepping down as it extended westward from the turret
tower at approximately 26 feet in height for approximately 38 feet, further stepping down to what
had been an open section of approximately 12 feet in height, reaching today to 14'4”.

Today, the northwest tower, which is actually a return wall, originally served as a flat-roofed
boiler stack/utility feature with dimensions of approximately 20’ x 16’, and did not historically
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have a pyramidal roof. Its height is approximately 26 feet, with the open extension wall
extending to its east achieving a height of approximately 22'8". This return wall is a later, non-
historic 1985 addition that is 3'2" wide that in part, was redesigned when the original rear
section of the building and the larger corner tower was replaced. This north elevation thusly
reveals a remarkably altered condition from its pre-1985 appearance.

There is no proposed internal passage between the existing historic building and the proposed
addition, which is specified for a single door entry at its east elevation, and a loading door at its
north. While the proposed addition would connect to the altered, but historic building wall and its
1985 alterations, which triggers this COA process, it is important to note that it occurs mostly
outside of the original designation legal description building footprint of 100’ x 130’, more or
less. The proposed addition therefore, mostly affects the existing parking area, which was
originally an alley area facing a separate building to the north. In addition, the north elevation
wall historically revealed piping, mechanical equipment, and electrical conduits exposed along
much of the exterior. Also, chain link fencing appears to have been placed along the open areas
of the rear areas of the north and west elevations. On-site measurements and 1985 construction
drawings confirm some of these dimensions.

Certain Variances to the Land Development Regulations are also being considered herein, as
they pertain to: 1) minimum parking required as a result of increased square footage; 2) parking
perimeter wall triggered by an the increased parking area; 3) wall composition and transparency
[30%]; and 4) loading door visibility along a public street. The submitted site plans appear to
have incorrect or missing height measurements that do not allow a good comparison of
proposed heights versus existing, and are otherwise incomplete for a thorough analysis, yet the
impact of the proposed project and the application materials submitted to date are deemed
reviewable. It is anticipated that the applicant/owner will provide the necessary plans and
documentation in the future regarding the perimeter wall for the parking area, necessary tree
removal permits, avoidance of the existing 10-foot wide street easement and 25-foot radius, a
landscapel/irrigation plan, wall composition and fenestration redesign, and other information that
may be necessary for a complete review. In addition, a precise zoning review should provide an
official determination that the existing open space at the proposed parking area is not a required
condition pursuant to a previous approval (Approval Condition 6).

History and Significance

Historical Context

First developed as Bob’s Cafeteria by restauranteur Robert Ely in 1929, the building’s
Mediterranean Revival architecture was designed by the firm of Hadley and Nordstrum,
Architects and Engineers. The cafeteria first opened on January 17, 1930. Ely is acknowledged
by some as the first person to open a cafeteria-style restaurant in the City beginning in 1913,
operating cafeteria establishments in the Snell Building (Bob's Spanish Village) and the
Alexander Hotel. It became the Holsum Cafeteria in 1931 when leased by Holsum Cafeteria,
Inc., and operated by Miami entrepreneur J.S. Dumas, who managed the Miami business of the
same name.

In 1937, the building was purchased by Landar Haige and his three brothers who renamed it the
Tramor Cafeteria in 1939 after extensive renovations. Tramor Cafeteria served thousands of
soldiers during World War I, which helped to sustain its success when local patronage and
tourism declined as a result of the war. In 1981, it was purchased by the St. Petersburg Times
Publishing Company, who also made substantial renovations, and used the building for an
employee cafeteria, and subsequently under various leases until 2014 when it was purchased
by Second City Properties, LLC and became the Hofbrauhaus.
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Former Tramor Cafeteria fagade in 1984, just prior to extensive renovations by the
St. Petersburg Times. (City file)

Architectural Significance and Description

The architect for the original building was Elliott Hadley, a local, prominent architect who
designed several buildings in St. Petersburg. The cost of $65,000 to construct the building in
1929 would calculate today to approximately $900,000. The original masonry and steel building
with exterior stucco was designed to have a Mediterranean Revival styling outside, while
patrons inside could have the sense of dining in an outdoor, open hacienda patio. The building
features a symmetrically massed frontal facade consisting of a central horizontal block
bracketed by two-story end towers, referred to a turrets. According to Sanborn Maps and early
photographs, each corner of the building appears to have been originally designed with these
corner elements. The northwest corner, where the addition is proposed, appears to have been
different form the other three corners in that it served as a mechanical conduit for the earlier
restaurants and has always retained a flat roof.

Three different roof systems were originally incorporated into the building’s design. Low-pitch
Spanish-tiled, pyramidal roof systems cap each of the three existing towers, as well as, the front
roof pitch. The main building roof consists of a built-up adhered membrane covering its multiple
pitch system to accommodate the unusual curved trusses that provide the underlying form.
These steel airport hangar trusses were purchased by Robert Ely from administrators at what
was then known as the Grand Central Airport located at Weedon Island (later known as Sky
Harbor). A ballasted membrane accommodated the flat roofs along the sides and above the
frontal canopy, though it is unclear if this system type is used today. Generous eaves reveal
continuous runs of decorative wood support brackets.

An array of windows and transoms puncture the buildings’ east, north, and south elevations
revealing alterations over time, though a pattern of 6/1 and 3/1 window sashes in singles, pairs,
and triples appear consistently at the upper and lower stories, respectively. The frontal fagade at
the east reveals a distinctive window and fenestration package. A band of large, single, fixed
plate windows (£57”" x 70" each) comprise each tower’s lower front and side elevations, while
6/1 double hung window pairs grace the upper plane of each tower behind a balconette. These
windows today only reference the earlier configuration at the lower story corners that formerly
served the separate businesses behind them; the corner end windows replaced what were
originally entries, with the southeast corner having been recessed up to 1985. A lower frontal
arcade of windows between the end turrets, reveal rounded upper fanlights that strengthen the
Mediterranean flair. These seven-light divided fans complete the lower casement window sets,
which occur in three panels each with four lights, with the end windows having narrow,
distinctive fixed light surrounds, unlike the other single fixed plate sets. Also at the frontal
fagade, the arched windows reveal tile inlay surrounds as a matte trim, which is also referenced



CPPC Case — 16-90200045
Page 6 of 23

at the lower bulkhead beneath each window, and around the single, centered upper window and
at the upper sills. The main entry here reveals a surround of glazed, colored tile reminiscent of
Cuban derivation. Heavy concrete sills occur at the north and south windows.

Decorative wrought iron balconettes project slightly from the upper windows of the three main
corner turrets today, providing decoration and protection for the 6/1 double-hung window pairs
behind them. Each balconette is adorned with a tiled hood supported on thick wood frames that
are likely made of cypress; carved brackets repeat along the roof eaves around the building. A
rebuilt, distinctive, wood canopy projects from the main entry for a generous cover along the 4"
Street South elevation. The main entry doors here are from 1985. Newer entry doors appear at
all of the three other elevations, as well.

As referenced above, the central interior seating area is perhaps one of its most distinguishing
features, though also heavily altered. It was intended to convey a feeling of outdoor patio
seating with its large, arched ceiling painted to resemble the sky. Internal rough cypress
structural beams are markedly present, and were decoratively painted later in 1937 under the
Haige ownership.

Previous Alterations

Extensive alterations have been made to the building since its original 1929-1930 construction.
Due to excessive damage during the first few years of restaurant use, the first renovations were
completed by the Haige brothers in 1939 after their purchase of the building in 1937. This
included redesigning the side mezzanines, adding the rear mezzanine, changing the rest rooms,
and re-plastering the interior walls. The Haige’s also added ornate light fixtures at this time,
while adding four striped, retractable awnings over the 4" Street and 2™ Avenue South
elevations in 1949, the latter which are no longer extant. Additional interior renovations took
place in 1963, 1979, and 1985.

Extensive renovations occurring as part of the Times Publishing purchase in 1985 resulted in
the most dramatic changes to the building and site. The former rear area kitchen area that
encompassed the rear 286" x 85’ feet of the building, including the northwest turret were
completely demolished and not replaced. The southwest turret was partly demolished and
reconstructed into its present configuration, including the addition of a knee wall at its west
elevation. The removal of the northwest tower resulted in a 3%-wide return wall. New
balconettes were added to the west and north elevations of the southwest turret and to the north
elevation of the northeast turret. The original metal of the balconettes were repaired, and the
roof eaves were also extensively repaired. The upper exposed space above the first floor at the
rear north elevation was redesigned as an outdoor deck for dining that included the 8x8 framing
and header and railing that today gives it a modernized aesthetic. Wood screens were added to
the large wall openings at the south elevation. None of the historic signage is present today.

Frontal fagade

The early building revealed a clipped, or recessed first story recess with entry at the southeast
corner, which has been altered to a simple perpendicular corner with no entry. This important
alteration was not documented as part of the 1991 designation application. The former store
entry at the northeast corner of the facade was also removed in 1985 and replaced with a fixed
plate window resulting in a symmetry of the fagade that was not historically present. Both of
these fixed-plate window configurations, including their respective north and south “wraps” were
reconstructed in 1985, when some of the decorative ceramic wall tiles were also removed. Each
end along the frontal fagade then, appears as a ribbon of three fixed plates today. Historically,
one “store room” each was located at the north and south corners along 4" Street South, which
were occupied by separate commercial businesses.
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The aluminum awning windows at the frontal and south elevations were restored to more
historic double-hung configurations. This included restoring the 6/1 double hung window to the
centered upper story window at the frontal fagcade. At that time, the soffit and fascia of the main
entry wood canopy was also rebuilt, and the front entry doors were removed.

In 2015, the conversion to the Hofbrauhaus authorized exterior changes/additions to the
signage under COA 15-90200024. Additional alterations to two side elevation windows under
COA 15-90200033 appear to have been applied for but not processed fully, though they appear
to have been completed under separate building permits. New restrooms and a redesigned
kitchen were also completed under approved building permits.

REVIEW OF CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

The evaluation of new construction as part of the COA process is important in terms of ensuring
compatibility with the historic character of local historic landmark buildings as it relates to
design, scale, size, mass, and orientation, relating in part to its appearance and architectural
styling. In approving or denying COA applications for new construction, the CPPC shall consider
the Request for New Construction Assessment criteria below as part of their decision-making
process. These criteria are based on the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties, as well as, recognized standards of urban design, cultural landscape, and
historic preservation review. The guidance provided by U.S. Secretary of the Interior is intended
to assist reviewers and decision-makers in considering how additions can be made compatible
with local approved historic buildings, in part by recommending that:

A new addition should be simple and unobtrusive in design, and should be
distinguished from the historic building—a recessed connector can help to
differentiate the new from the old;

A new addition should not be highly visible from the public right of way; a rear or
other secondary elevation is usually the best location for a new addition;

The construction materials and the color of the new addition should be
harmonious with the historic building materials; and

The new addition should be smaller than the historic building—it should be
subordinate in both size and design to the historic building.

Request for New Construction Assessment

General Criteria for Granting Certificates of Appropriateness

1. The effect of the proposed work on the landmark or the property upon which such
work is to be done.

For a proper evaluation, it is important to assess the impact to the physical materials of the
historic building, and how inconspicuous or not the proposed addition is in relation to the
historic building according to two points. First, the proposed addition suggests a direct
physical attachment of approximately 30 feet in length, and upward extending at or above
the height of the historic roofline of the north wall of the main building inside of the semi-
open deck. The total lower story impact to historic materials is approximately 360 square
feet. This includes the removal of five historic 3/1 windows, all of which are now paired,
leaving one single double-hung intact out of the three pairs. One first floor window was
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removed in 1985 that was part of a triple set (now a pair). A lesser physical impact occurs to
the semi-open wall plane above the 12-foot line of the lower parapet wall at approximately
300 square feet. Much of this exterior element reveals an existing open extension now
serving as a terrace or open balcony that was also altered extensively in 1985 and was
formerly part of what was the most utilitarian elevation of the building. Much of the former
mechanical equipment here was relocated to the south elevation open area. With additions,
a modicum of material loss is expected, and in this case, the amount of affected material
loss is minimal, especially considering that no internal connection will displace what remains
of the altered historic wall.

Second, according to the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's guidelines referenced above, the
proposed addition does not appear to be inconspicuous given its relative scale and the
proposed elimination of open space vegetation that would otherwise obscure and soften the
building from the north and east visual fields of view from the public rights-of-way. However,
its location along the rear corner of the north elevation makes use of what is considered to
be a secondary elevation apart from the frontal fagade, and is set back from that portion of
the north elevation nearer to 4" Street, as well as, a fair distance from 1%t Avenue South. It
must also be considered that historically, this elevation had limited public exposure, facing
what had been an alley earlier, as well as, the side of a separate building, and was not
intended for public appeal. In considering this location for the addition, it tends to better
preserve the more prominent historic architectural integrity of the landmark building’s
intended frontage along 4" Street South. It must also be noted that there are no other
available sides for the proposed addition, given existing walkways, space between buildings,
internal functions, etc.

While the addition is indeed smaller than the overall historic building, its prominence does
not appear to be subordinate to it, but is nevertheless compatible (see north elevation
comparative drawing below). In this case, the proposed building addition’s roofline and
fenestration runs are fairly compatible if differentiated from the historic. Mitigation of the
above factors should at least include a redesign of the fenestration package to include: 1)
articulated offsets that separate the historic from the new; 2) elimination of the balconette at
the north elevation; and 3) preservation of the historic windows (Approval Condition 1).

The relationship between such work and other structures on the landmark site or
other properly in the historic district.

Though it references the stylistic character of the historic building, the proposed addition
does tend to overwhelm the historic building, creating a heavy corner architectural element
that contrasts recognized standards. Much of this overwhelming character is complicated by
the proposed building’s bulk, and there does appear to be a disconnect between the
horizontal flow of the proposed addition, as designed, against its counterpart historic
elevation walls where historic windows are more sporadic and less contrived (Approval
Condition 5).

The addition may be made more sensitive to the above factors if consideration is given to
increasing the horizontal and window references without exact matching, and perhaps
reducing the structure’s overall size, the latter which does not seem a viable option given the
nature of the spatial requirement for the proposed brewing process. In addition, articulated
offsets strategically placed as part of the elevation walls may help improve referential flow,
and soften the big-box effect than currently designed (Approval Condition 1).
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3. The extent to which the historic, architectural, or archaeological significance,
architectural style, design, arrangement, texture, materials, and color of the landmark
or property will be affected.

The designation of the Tramor Cafeteria as a local historic landmark is based mostly on
criteria related to its characteristic architecture. Historic records indicate that the building,
especially its frontal facade, has maintained much of its original form and materials that
would likely be recognized today in comparison. Interim alterations are acknowledged as a
layering of communication between designers, owners, and users over time. With the
proposed addition, only a small percentage of the total character-defining features of the
historic building will be directly affected. This also includes a secondary wall area set back a
fair distance from the street, and an already altered upper wall area that would be otherwise
improved from its historic intent. The exterior stucco, though likely resurfaced from its
original application, should be slightly different from that of the main building.

4. Whether the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness would deprive the property
owner of reasonable beneficial use of his property.

There is no evidence presented to indicate that denial of this COA and implied variances will
deprive the owner of reasonable beneficial use of the property, though it is suggested that
the purpose of the addition is to lower operational costs of this particular business. In some
cases, the ability to revitalize a historic building should be balanced with its continuing
operation and success, including the ability of the owner to remain competitive and meet
customer demand. However, unlike many other downtown businesses, the subject property
does already have off-street parking for which any enlargement and variance should not
necessarily be linked to the proposed addition.

5. Whether the plans may be reasonably carried out by the applicant.

The proposed plan for an addition and parking area improvements are reasonably designed
and do not appear to present any major obstacles at this time for being carried out by the
applicant/owner.

6. Certificates of Appropriateness for non-contributing structures in a historic district
shall be reviewed to determine whether the proposed work would negatively impact a
contributing structure or the historic integrity of the district. Approval of a COA shall
include any conditions necessary to mitigate or eliminate the negative impacts.

The proposed addition, if designed effectively, could be a positive addition to the historic
building with further exploration between the applicant and City Staff. Without such
discussion, a concern remains that the addition’s size, and the impact to the north elevation
outweighs the benefit of its permanence. In other words, what becomes of the addition if the
building changes ownership within a relatively brief amount of time, or if the use changes or
is minimized? While adding a brewery facility is a common adaptive reuse for many historic
buildings, such new additions shouid be clearly reversible, or allow a continuous, compatible
feature to the historic character of the resource. In this case, it is important to preserve the
affected windows to meet the opportunity of reversibility of the effect.

Additional Guidelines for New Construction

1. The height of the proposed building shall be visually compatible with contributing
resources in the district.
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The height of the proposed building reaches 25 feet to its beginning roofline and a maximum
of 30'9” above grade to its roof ridge. This height, for a two-story accessory structure is not
uncommon, but is less common for what is really a one-story use. This height, in direct
relation to its bulk, while lower than the corner turret eaves, still appears to overwhelm the
historic building. However, in this case, in thinking out of the normal references to a more
subordinate addition, and in spite of the larger size, the purpose of the addition may benefit
the historical narrative behind the building leading up to its current use as a quality
adaptation that nurtures its economically viable use. The “simple drawing #1” (pg. 11) allows
a basic comparison of the existing mass of the building with the proposed.

The proposed hipped roof does reference the roof planes and shapes of the historic building
that are visible. In this case, the pyramid shape is evident in comparison to the historic
turrets. The plane of the hipped roof references the horizontal roof plane above the frontal
fagade. The rectangular shape of the addition creates the need for the roof shape, which if
eliminated may actually help to establish a more subordinate visual compatibility with the
existing, historic roofline. The “simple drawing #2" (pg. 12), allows a simple comparison of
the existing mass of the building with a flat roof. However, this existing roofline at this corner
is not wholly historic in that nearly 30 feet of it was removed previously that eliminated the
former corner tower (1960 Photo, below). Part of it was fully open above the first story with
no apparent side wall. It may be appropriate to reference the more historic tiled roof
elements found on the other elevations, but without the hipped roof, and perhaps with a flat

parapet hood de3|n that also references the hooded balconettes (Approval Condition 4).
: ®; - - -

Fas
Lal™
Photo reveals rear and NW corner tower and open area along north elevation. Photo 1960, City File.

2. The relationship of the width to height of the frontal elevation shall be visually
compatible with contributing resources in the district.

There is no perceived frontal elevation in regard to the proposed addition in that it serves as
a type of attached “outbuilding” with no internal connectivity between spaces. Though larger
in scale, the proposed addition references the three historic corner turrets, while creating a
new one where one had been historically absent. However, the two most visible elevations
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(east and north), with changes as proposed herein, would be more compatible with and less
overwhelming to the historic configuration of square and rectangular masses. In this case,
the north wall reveals a squared mass referencing the historic upper turrets, and the east
and west walls tend to reference the central mass of the historic facade.

T
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Simple drawing #1 comparing proposed addition with existing north elevation mass, fenestration. By L. Frey
20186.

The relationship of width of the windows to height of windows in a building shall be
visually compatible with contributing resources in the district.

The windows are proposed at a 12-light fixed treatment for an upper band of two groupings
of three sashes at the east elevation, with a lower elevation set of three large fixed plates.
This configuration appears somewhat strong at the upper level in that they over-reference to
the individual sets of triple bands of upper sashes on the historic building. Alternatively, the
proposed windows would be more appropriate with divided lights that are changed to a 6/1
or single plate configuration. The windows at the east lower level also appear strong in that
they overwhelm the historic character of the main building with too much transparency.
While the three fixed plates to the right are appropriate, and are subordinate to the former
store front open window design, the two at left adjoining the single door entry should be
eliminated and replaced with one or two smaller units that perhaps reference the irregularity
of the historic building. The door transom is appropriate but does not have to be divided.

The north elevation should retain the paired window set, but not include the proposed
balconette feature since it attempts to copy the functional design of the turrets, is not
subordinate to the main building, and is merely decorative. The proposed large fixed plates
to the right of the garage opening also appear inappropriate given the function of the
elevation and instead, should reference smaller window sets of the historic pattern along the
side elevations. Alternatively, the loading door could be moved to the right and the large
fixed plates better reference the later design of the historic towers. The west elevation is
proposed as a solid, blank wall, which does not meet City Code and typically requires at
least 30% transparency. This elevation should incorporate at least a pair of windows at the
upper level, while articulating the lower and upper walls. (Approval Conditions 1, 5)
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Simple drawing #2: Proposed addition with existing north elevation mass, fenestration and without proposed roof.
By L. Frey 2016.

4. The relationship of solids and voids (which is the pattern or rhythm created by wall
recesses, projections, and openings) in the front facade of a building shall be visually
compatible with contributing resources in the district.

The proposed addition is not intended to carry a distinctive frontal fagade, though nationally-
recognized standards recommend that it be designed in such a way as to be subordinate to
the historic building. As such, the proposed window and door sets are not required to be
recessed to the degree included on the historic building; they should not be perfectly flush
either and should have at least a distinguishable reveal to provide a sense of textured relief
to the observer (Approval Condition 5). The window hood at the north elevation is
appropriate without the balconette, though its design can vary somewhat from the original.

While no additional solid to void changes appear necessary along the east elevation,
additional articulation is needed along the west elevation where it appears to be a large,
blank, unarticulated wall of approximately 975 square feet (refer to Criterion 3, above). This
wall faces a pedestrian walkway and entry for the neighboring building and should include at
least some upper windows and perhaps arched or square recesses and surficial
indentations that reference either window groupings or the open wells along the north and
south elevations of the historic building along the lower elevation since there is a pedestrian
character to this area (Approval Conditions 1, 5). Also, a flat roof with a running parapet
hood should be considered as a more compatible effect that lessens the dominance of the
proposed addition (Approval Condition 4).

5. The relationship of buildings to open space between it and adjoining buildings shall
be visually compatible with contributing resources in the district.

The DC-1 zoning district is the second-most intensive zoning district in the City's downtown.
The existing parking lot along its north side requires prescribed minimum open space of five
percent of the entire site, which exists currently, as well as, with the proposed enlargement
of the parking area. The proposed enlargement of the existing parking lot includes adding a
drive aisle and five new spaces, and a reconfiguration of its flow. Three spaces would be
removed to accommodate the proposed addition, while 15 spaces would be redesigned that
eliminate existing open space and/or pedestrian amenities. Three specimen trees would be
removed to accommodate the proposed addition, while six specimen trees would be
removed to accommodate the parking redesign. A 36-inch high solid knee wall would have
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to be constructed to shield the new parking area from 4™ Street South and 1! Avenue South
(Approval Condition 6).

There is perhaps an improved benefit to preserving the existing open space while not
approving the parking enlargement, which has a correlation to the visual effect of the
proposed addition. However, the nexus between approving the addition and the prohibition
of an enlarged parking area to provide a buffer does not seem to sufficiently exist. This is
especially narrowed when considering the conditions of approval for rendering a more
compatible building, which may nurture an effective remedy. Also, it seems clear that the
applicant could construct an enlarged parking area based on its own merit and in meeting
the City Code provisions, apart from the proposed addition.

The relationship of entrance and porch projections to sidewalks of a building shall be
visually compatible with contributing resources in the district.

There are no porch projections directly related to sidewalks for the proposed building since it
is an accessory structure. However, the applicant proposes a balconette along the upper
north elevation that references the design of the historic building. In order to maintain the
building’s subordinate relationship to the historic building, the proposed balconette should
be eliminated (Approval Condition 1).

The relationship of the materials, texture, and color of the facade of a building shall
be visually compatible with the predominant materials used in contributing resources
in the district.

The proposed building will closely match the historic stucco materials and texturing but with
a slight variation in order to properly differentiate as is currently evident at the existing tower
connection at the northwest corner (Approval Condition 2). However, the windows materials
will change from wood to metal in order to accommodate current building codes.

. The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with contributing resources
in the district.

The historic reference is evaluated based on the pyramidal roof of the historic towers, and
the hipped roof plane above the frontal fagade. The proposed roof shape strongly refers to
the roof form of the historic building but is exceedingly larger in scale than the historic
towers. However, due to the large scale of the addition in relation to the historic composure,
the elimination of the full hipped roof may better serve the issue of compatibility in that a
scaled-down version would render a more subordinate building that does not overwhelm. In
this case, a flat roofline that extends appropriately in reference to the existing building may
be more suitable (see simple drawings, above). Part of this option could include a tiled hood
parapet (Approval Condition 4).

. Appurtenances of a building such as walls, wrought iron, fences, evergreen,
landscape masses, building facades, shall, if necessary, form cohesive walls of
enclosures along a street, to insure visual compatibility of the building with
contributing resources in the district.

Due to the parking area enlargement, the applicant would be required to construct a 36-inch
high knee wall around the parking area as it faces both 1%t Avenue South and 4" Street
South. However, the need for this wall may be offset by preserving more of the existing
open space in that it mitigates at least some of the enormity of the proposed building
addition (Approval Condition 6).
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The size of a building, the mass of a building in relation to open spaces, the windows,
door openings, porches and balconies shall be visually compatible with contributing
resources in the district.

The size and mass of the proposed building in relation to the windows, doors, openings, and
balcony features are somewhat compatible with the historic building, but upon close scrutiny
creates a dominating effect from the new due to its height and size in relation to the
architectural nuances of the historic proportions. Making the addition appear to be
subordinate through design modifications is strongly recommended.

A building shall be visually compatible with contributing resources in the district in
its directional character, whether this be vertical character, horizontal character or
non-directional character.

The proposed addition has a distinct vertical direction. In a way, the vertical character
complements the vertical corners of the historic building, yet there is no softening from
horizontal flow that is also found on the historic building. This is evident in that the historic
building’s vertical corners serve as terminating ends to lengthy horizontal wall elements that
keep the building as a whole anchored to the site. When viewing from this perspective, the
addition seems to overpower the smaller corner towers, creating a historically present mass,
yet one that is much larger than occurred historically.

New construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property.
The new construction should be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment;

The proposed addition adjoins the northwest wall of the historic building and limits the
adverse effect of destroying character-defining historic materials because of its northwest
location. There is also a limited adverse effect in that it has been previously altered, is
located a distance from the character-defining frontal facade, and is currently obscured by
existing overstory trees (which would be removed). The removal of historic windows, though
not preferred, also does not significantly destroy historic materials that are central to the
character of the building since they do not reflect a distinctive characteristic pattern that is
part of the building’s strongest historic appeal overall. The historic character of the building
is derived mainly from its frontal fagade. It must be reiterated that the north elevation was
not historically highly visible, formerly fronting an alley and facing another building.

While the proposed building is scheduled to refer to the character of the existing local
landmark building, its overall design, materials, method of construction, and approval
conditions will cause it to be differentiated from the historic landmark through appropriate
treatments that create strategic offsets, texture differences, and referential, but not
duplicated voids and openings.

New construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future,
the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be
unimpaired.

Removal of the proposed addition after its construction would cause some impairment to the
historic landmark building, however, this effect would be limited to an already disturbed area
in a remote corner. However, the historic windows proposed for removal should be
preserved for future use (Approval Condition 1).
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RECOMMENDATION

COA 16-90200045: City staff recommends that the Community Planning and Preservation
Commission Approve with Conditions the Certificate of Appropriateness request for the
construction of the proposed addition located at 123-4™ Street South, subject to the following
Approval Conditions:

1.

A revised fenestration package including articulated offsets, an appropriately fenestrated
west elevation, and the elimination of the balconette at the north elevation, all as mutually
agreed to between the applicant and City Staff, to also include preservation of the historic
windows proposed for removal to allow future reuse on the main historic building.

The new stucco exterior shall be slightly different than the main historic building.

An official zoning determination is required to determine if the existing open space at the
proposed parking area is not a required condition pursuant to a previous approval.
Consider a flat roof design that includes a tiled parapet hood to reference the historic
building, as mutually agreed to between the applicant and City Staff.

Provide a revised window design and configuration, as mutually agreed to between the
applicant and City Staff.

The perimeter parking wall must be included on the revised site plan, unless a mutually
agreeable parking/open space preservation design can be agreed between the applicant
and City Staff.

Revise the design of the loading door including its exterior aesthetic, and locate it to the
right; redesign the large fixed windows to continue from the east elevation to better
reference the historic towers, as mutually agreed to between the applicant and City Staff.
Any revisions pursuant to this Staff Report and these Approval Conditions, or
architectural details not mutually agreed upon pursuant to these Approval Conditions,
shall require a follow-up public hearing by the CPPC for review and approval.
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Appendix B
Public Input

No public input has been received by the Urban Planning and Historic Preservation Office as of
December 7, 2016.
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Appendix C

Photo 2: Frontal view looing soutestely. Photo by Staff, 2016.
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Photo 4: Proposed addition area closer up. Photo by Staff, 2016.
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Photo 5: Rear of existing building revealing altered elevation (west). Photo by Staff, 2016.

Photo 6: Typical lower story window set. Photo by Staff, 2016.
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Appendix D
COA Application
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All applications are to be filled out completely and correctly. The application shall be submitted to the City of St. Petersburg’s
Planning and Economic Development Department, located on the 8th floor of the Municipal Services Building, One Fourth
Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

GENERAL INFORMATION

NAME of APPLICANT (Property Owner): SECOND CITY PROPERTIES, LLC
Street Address: 3000 N. IRVING RD.
City, State, Zip: CHICAGO, IL 60618
Telephone No:  CONTACT AGENT
Email Address: CONTACT AGENT

NAME of AGENT or REPRESENTATIVE: JOHN A. BODZIAK
Street Address: 2325 ULMERTON RD. SUITE 21
City, State, Zip: CLEARWATER, FL 33762
Telephone No:  727-327-1966
Email Address: JACK@JABODZIAK.COM

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
Street Address: 123 FOURTH STREET S.
Parcel ID or Tract Number: 121030286003
General Location:
FOURTH STREET S AND FIRST AVENUE S
Designation Number:

AUTHORIZATION

City staff and the designated Commission will visit the subject property during review of the requested COA.
Any code violations on the property that are noted during the inspections will be referred to the city's Codes
Compliance Assistance Department.

By signing this application, the applicant affirms that all information contained within this application packet has
been read and that the information on this application represents an accurate description of the proposed work.
The applicant certifies that the project described in this application, as detailed by the plans and specifications
enclosed, will be constructed in exact accordance with aforesaid plans and specifications. Further, the applicant
agrees to conform to all conditions of approval. It is understood that approval of this application by the
Commission in no way constitutes approval of a building permit or other required City permit approvals. Filing
an application does not guarantee approval.

NOTES: 1) It is incumbent upon the applicant to submit correct information. Any misleading, deceptive,
incomplete or incorrect information may invalidate your approval.
2) To accept an agent’s signature, a notarized letter of authorization from the property owner must
accompany the application.

Signature of Owner / Agent: Date: \O "'Z/l '\(ﬂ

UPDATED 09-12-2012 Q
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All applications must provide justification for the requested COA based on the criteria set forth in the
Historic and Archaeological Preservation Overlay (City Code Section 16.30.070). These criteria are based
upon the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (available on-
line at www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/standards_guidelines.htm). Please type or print clearly. lllegible
responses will not be accepted. Please use additional sheets of paper if necessary.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Property Address: 123 FOURTH STREET S COA Case No:
Type of Request Proposed Use
B Alteration of building/structure O Single-family residence
O New Construction O Multi-family residence
O Relocation B Restaurant
O Demolition O Hotel/Motel
O Alteration of archaeological site O Office
O Site Work O Commercial
O Other
Estimated Cost of Work:

WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORK

Explain what changes will be made to the following architectural elements and how the changes will be
accomplished. Please provide a detailed brochure or samples of new materials.

1. Structural System

NEW ONE STORY SHELL BUILDING ADDITION CONSISTING OF MASONRY LOAD BEARING WALLS WITH
S TUCCU FINISH AND ROUF MATERIALS MATCHING EXISTING

2. Roof and Roofing System
PRE-ENGINEERED ROOF TRU_SSES WI'_I'H SPANISH TILE MATCHING EXISTING HISTORICAL CONTEXT

Page 1 of 2
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3. Windows

5. Exterior siding
3/4" 3. COAT STUCCO-FINISH

6. Decorative elements

BRICK SILLS UNDER WINDOWS
EXPQSFD TRUSS END WITH SCALL OPED EORM UNDER SOEEIT

7. Porches, Carriage Porch, Patio, Carport, and Steps
JULLIET BALCONY.-ON.NORTH FACE WITH-SHED . ROOF ABOVE

8. Painting and/or Finishes

A
oA

9. Outbuildings
NONE

10. Landscaping, Parking, Sidewalk, Garden features
-SEE PLANS ATTACHED _

11. Other
JHIS ADDITION- IS PROROSED.TO.CREATE A MICRO-BREMERY-THAT CAN HAVEWINDOW_
EENESTRATION MATCHING THAT FOUND ON THFE EXISTING BUI DING TO ALLOW PATRONSTO
OBSERVE THE PROCESING OF THE SPECIALIZED BEER

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix E
Plans and Drawings



PROPOSED PROJECT FOR:

Addition - Hofbrauhas, 123 4th Street So.
St Petersburg, FL 33701

PIN #:19-31-17-90995-001-0021

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  TIMES PUBLISHING CO. BLK. 38 REPLAT BLK 1, THAT PART OF LOT 2 DESC BEG NE COR OF SD LOT 2 TH S00D04'16'E 220.02FT
TO SE LOT COR TH S89D5525'W 136.48FT TH NOODO4"16*W 34.34FT TH N89D25'25"E 25.50FT TH NOOD04'16"W 185.70FT TO N LOT LINE
TH N89D56'03'E 110.98FT TO POB (HISTORIC LANDMARK)

™\ _EXTERIOR RENDERING

co ] SCAENTS

g

SCOPE OF WORK:

THESE DOCUMENTS ARE FOR THE COHNSTRUCTION OF A NEY ONE-STORY
SHELL BUILTING ADDITION THAT ENCONPASSES COLIPUANCE WITH FBC 2014 (5TH
EDITION). THE BUILDING AS PROPOSED VALL BE A OHE-STORY MASOHNRY STRUCTURE
VITH A COMPACTED DIRT MIRST PLOOR 8 AND PRE.ENGINEERED \WOOD ROOF
TRUSSES

THE PLANS COLPLY TO ALL PROVISIONS OF THE 201 4 RORIDA
ACCESSIBILITY CODE (STH EDITION;

THESE PLANS BICLUDE THE UMITED ZLECTRICAL, WHICH ALONG WITH ALL
MECHANICAL AND WORK BEYOND PLULIBING AND SANITARY STUS OUTS WILL Il
PUTURE BUILD-OUT BE INSTALLED It ACCORDANCE WATH PLANS AND COMPLY TO:

F2C 2014 (5T EDITION)
FRC-PLULIBING 2014 (STH EDITION)
FBC-MECHANICAL 2014 (STH EDITION)
HEC-HATIOHAL ELECTRIC 2014

THE NEN ROCH 1S 1N COMPLIALCE VITH FBC 20144 {STH EDITION).

THE BUILDINIG AS PROPOSED VWL BE SPRINFLED, AND LIEETS ALL APPLICABLE
ASPECTS OF THE FOLLOWIIG.

FLOPIDA FIPE PREVENTION CODE 201 4 (STH EDITION)

HCLUDEIG BUT HOT ULITED TO FIRE PROTECTION, EGRESS, LIFE SASETY, FIZE
SEPAPATION OF ELELIENTS ANID PATINGS OF ALL APPLICAZLE ELELIENTS

THE CONSTRUCTION OF ALL ASPECTS OF THE BUILDIHG WILL COUFORLI TO ALL
COUNTY, STATE, AND FEDERAL PEGULATIONS AS REQUIPED.

ALL TEHANT IMPROVELIENT WOPRK AHD SIGHAGE TO BE UHDER, SEFAPATE
PER2AIT.

\ LOCATION

PROJECT

CVR COVER SHEET, BUILDING DATA ¢ RENDERED EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
5-1 BOUNDRY, TOPOGRAPHIC AHD TREE SURVEY

5P-1.0 NEW SITE ¢ EXISTIIG SITE PLAN

co CIVIL COVER SHEET

C-t CIVIL COHNSTPUCTICH NOTES

c-2 CIVIL DEMOLTION PLAM

Cc-3 CTL HOPIZONTAL CONTROL PLAN

c-4 CIVIL PAZING, GRADING, AlD DRAINAGE PLAN

c-5 CMVIL DETAILS

A-1.0 FOUNDATION, FLOOR PLAN

LA UPE SAFETY ¢ SPRINKLER PLAN

A-2.0 ROOF PLAN, WALL SECTIONS ¢ DOORMWIIDOW
A30 E(TERIOR, ELEVATIONS

A4.0 ROOF REMOVAL AND RELOCATION PLAM

JOHN A. BODZIAK
AIA, ARCHITECT, PA

ARCHITECTURE, CESIGN, AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
FLORIDA REGISTRATION NO ARCOCSCSS
2325 LMERTON ROAD, SUNE 21
CLEARWATER, FLORIOA 23762
TEL. (727) 327-1966 FAX_ (727) 826-C968
EMAIL JACK GJABODZIAK COM
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ST. PETERSBURG COMMUNITY PLANNING & PRESERVATION COMMISSION

TO:

SUBJECT:

REQUEST:

RECOMMENDATION:

Meeting of December 13, 2016
Members of the Community Planning & Preservation Commission

inventory of Signs of Historic Significance to accompany Section 16.40.120.3.6,
which establishes a procedure through which certain historic signs may be
recognized and preserved.

Aninitial inventory of St. Petersburg’s most iconic signs is included in the enclosed
report.

The request is to approve the inventory as a basis for the application of the Signs
of Historic Significance regulations established by Section 16.40.120.3.6. This
section of City Code does not limit owners’ ability to alter or remove identified
signs, but creates an avenue by which they may choose the preservation of
historically significant but nonconforming signs.

The initial inventory is not comprehensive, but is meant to be expanded upon as
additional signs of significance are identified. A request to be included in the
inventory may be initiated by a business owner, CPPC, or City Staff. To be included
in the inventory, and, therefore, eligible for its benefits, signs must meet the
eligibility requirements set forth by Section 16.40.120.3.6.

Owner Support: Owners of the signs contained in the inventory have been
notified. As of December 6, 2016, responses have been received from owners or
management of three (3) businesses, of which two (2) were in support and one
(1) was neutral.

Recommended City Council Action: 1) CONDUCT a reading of the initial Inventory
of Historic Signs; AND 2) APPROVE the inventory for use in interpreting the Signs
of Historic Significance regulations.

Attachments: Section 16.40.120.3.6, Inventory of St. Petersburg’s Historic Signs.
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