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Staff Report 
Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) Request to the 

Community Planning and Preservation Commission 

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on September 12, 2017 beginning at 2:00 p.m. in 

Council Chambers of City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida. 

According to Planning and Economic Development Department records, Sharon Winters and Jeff Wolf reside or 

have places of business within 2,000 feet of the subject property. All other possible conflicts should be declared 

upon the announcement of this item. 

 

CPPC Case Number: 17-90200031 

Address: 736 18th Avenue Northeast 

Legal Description: Snell & Hamlett’s North Shore Addition Revised Replat Block 68, West 54 Feet 

of Lot 3 

Parcel ID Number: 17-31-17-83221-068-0030 

Designation Status: Locally designated as contributing property to North Shore Section – 700 

Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District; National Register listed 

as contributing property to North Shore National Register Historic District 

Applicant: Richard McGinniss 

Request: Approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolition of a 

contributing property to a local historic district 
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Background 
The two-story Colonial Revival residence and detached garage at 736 18th Avenue Northeast (“the subject 

property”) were constructed circa 1923 and later listed as contributing structures in the North Shore 

National Register Historic District (2003) and the North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast 

Local Historic District (2017). An application for total demolition of the subject property was filed by 

property owner Richard McGinniss (“the applicant”) on July 19, 2017. The application (Appendix A) 

includes a narrative statement of the necessity of demolition, as well as documentation of the subject 

property’s extant value, feasibility of rehabilitation, and conditions in the form of a Report of Building 

Visual Inspection from Terracon Consultants, Inc. (Appendix A – Exhibit A), a Property Inspection Report 

from Britannia Building Consultants, Inc. (Appendix A – Exhibit B), a 2015 Building Summary Report from 

3D Home Inspections (Appendix A – Exhibit C), a Builder/Inspection Letter from Pro Touch Contracting 

Services, LLC (Appendix A – Exhibit D), A Wildlife and Animal Service Agreement from Trutech, LLC 

(Appendix A – Exhibit E), an Inspection Report from Ranger Termite and Pest Control, Inc. (Appendix A – 

Exhibit F), and an Appraisal Report (Appendix A – Exhibit K). Additionally included in with the application 

were a Settlement Statement (Appendix A – Exhibit H), a Promissory Note (Appendix A – Exhibit I), and 

several letters in support of the demolition. (Appendix A – Exhibits G and L). Although a full evaluation of 

the new construction proposed to replace the subject property is not part of this application, a rendering 

and description of the applicant’s plans are included in Appendix A – Exhibits M and N. Tax Roll Details for 

the subject property are included as Appendix B. 

History and Significance 

North Shore National Register Historic District  
The North Shore area of St. Petersburg was platted and developed by the Snell & Hamlett Real Estate 

Company beginning in the 1910s. Construction began in the area’s southernmost section, which lies just 

north of St. Petersburg’s downtown business section, and gradually spread north in the direction of the 

subject property. Snell sought to promote his subdivisions as beautiful, exclusive, and prestigious through 

the addition of lush landscaping, neatly-gridded streets, and deed restrictions dictating the orientation 

and minimum cost of homes to be built therein, animals that could be kept, and sadly, even the race of 

residents. 

The North Shore National Register Historic District, which stretches roughly from Fifth Avenue North to 

30th Avenue North and Tampa Bay to Fourth Street North, was listed in 2003 for its significance in the 

areas of Architecture and Community Planning and Development under Criterion A, “The property is 

associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history,” 

and Criterion C, “The property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual distinction.” The subject property 

was evaluated as part of the nomination process and listed as a contributing property to the district. 

North Shore Section –700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local 

Historic District 
In addition to its National Register status as a contributing resource to the North Shore district, the subject 

property is additionally located within a smaller local historic district. In late 2016, residents of the block 

surrounding and containing the subject property began the process of seeking the heightened degree of 
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protection and stabilization that is afforded to local 

historic districts but not provided to districts listed in 

the National Register of Historic Places. Following a 

ballot process which demonstrated the support of the 

majority of property owners, the Community Planning 

and Preservation Commission, and later the City 

Council, voted in favor of the local district’s creation 

at a series of public hearings. It should be noted that 

the applicant was a registered opponent at the City 

Council hearing pertaining to this designation.  

At the time of the evaluation herein, the North Shore 

Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local 

Historic District, shown at left, is St. Petersburg’s 

newest local historic district, having been designated 

by City Council on March 16, 2017 (City File HPC 16-90300008/Ordinance 104-HL). The district comprises 

ten residential properties, each of which was determined to be contributing to the district’s architectural 

and historic significance. Single family residences of the American Foursquare, Colonial Revival, 

Mediterranean Revival, Mission, and Frame Vernacular styles can be found in the district.  

The North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District was found to satisfy 

the criteria for local historic district eligibility as established by Section 16.30.070.2.5 of City Code based 

on its significance in the areas of Architecture and Community Planning and Development, with a Period 

of Significance spanning from 1923 to 1956. This designation was determined to be consistent with the 

City’s Comprehensive Plan, relating to the protection, use, and adaptive reuse of historic buildings.  

Architectural Significance of the Subject Property 
Although the subject property is the only example of the Colonial Revival style within the North Shore 

Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District, its style and form are consistent with 

the architectural character of the North Shore National Register Historic District, which provides the basis 

for the 700 Block’s significance. According to the National Register nomination documentation,  

The North Shore Historic District largely retains the architectural character of its 

development from the 1910s through the 1940s. The architectural styles reflect 

the trends and tastes of the first half of the twentieth century; consequently, the 

elaborate Victorian and Romantic styles of the late nineteenth century are not 

present in the district. The district possesses a high concentration of Frame 

Vernacular and bungalows. It also contains other notable buildings constructed 

in a number of architectural styles, including Frame Vernacular, Masonry 

Vernacular, Colonial Revival, Mediterranean Revival, Prairie, Tudor Revival, 

Minimal Traditional, Ranch, Mission, Classical Revival, Art Moderne, Renaissance 

Revival, Mission, and Monterey….The majority of the buildings in the district 

maintain good to excellent integrity. Some buildings were constructed prior to 

1920 and others date from the 1930s and 1940s, but the bulk of the buildings 

were constructed in the Land Boom years of the 1920s. Because of the overall 

architectural and contextual cohesiveness of the district and retention of historic 

features such as the hexagonal sidewalk pavers, granite curbstones, and 

Streetscape within North Shore Section – 700 Block 

of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District, 

subject property visible at center-left. 
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landscaping, the North Shore Historic District is distinguishable from other 

neighborhoods within St. Petersburg.1 

 

According to the survey work completed as part of the National Register nomination in 2003, 171, or 10% 

of the 1,648 contributing properties to the North Shore National Register Historic District exhibit the 

Colonial Revival or Dutch Colonial Revival style.2 While the Mediterranean Revival and Craftsman styles 

are generally most closely associated with the architectural stock that resulted from Florida’s rapid early 

twentieth century growth, the Colonial Revival style’s national popularity did not sidestep the Sunshine 

State. Colonial Revival architecture was first promoted alongside the patriotism surrounding the 

Philadelphia’s 1876 Centennial festivities and cemented itself as part of the American residential 

architectural vocabulary in the following decades. The style was seen to be representative of security, 

stability, and of pride in American virtues.3  

As with other architectural revival styles, the level of design and the degree to which Colonial Revival 

houses demonstrate historical accuracy varied widely. While the style could be expressed in many forms, 

that of the two-story house with a side-gabled or hipped roof and overall rectangular plan, sometimes 

with projecting wings at the side and rear elevations, is perhaps the most iconic. While houses constructed 

in this form tended to have more dramatic, exaggerated details such as porticos, windows, and door 

surrounds at the turn of the twentieth century, similar homes with simplified details began appearing in 

the 1910s and remained popular for decades. Even into the Depression Era and years of post-World War 

II development, examples of the side-gabled Colonial Revival house with details that offered simple nods 

of recognition to their colonial roots were being constructed.4 

An informal survey conducted by staff suggests that the side-gabled or hipped, two-story form is prevalent 

among Colonial Revival residences in the North Shore National Register Historic District. A number of 

examples feature a single one-story side wing, a common variant of the side-gabled subtype of the 

Colonial Revival style.5 These examples, several of which are shown below, were constructed throughout 

the latter three decades North Shore district’s period of significance of 1910 through 1940. There is a fair 

amount of diversity of elements such as window placement and configuration, the presence of dormers, 

side wings, and porticos. The properties exhibit a variety of alterations including the application of non-

historic siding, porch enclosure, and window replacement. Nonetheless, each of these houses has been 

determined to be contributing to the North Shore National Register Historic District. 

  

                                                           
1 National Register of Historic Places, North Shore Historic District, St. Petersburg, Pinellas County, Florida, National 

Register No. 8PI9640. 
2 The North Shore district’s nomination form lists 3,220 contributing and 559 non-contributing structures. However, 

these figures include accessory structures, such as detached garage buildings, which typically do not conform to an 

architectural style. For this reason, the total number of parcels recorded as contributing was obtained from GIS data 

to more accurately represent the ratio of primary residences displaying the Colonial Revival style. 
3 Alan Gowans, The Comfortable House: North American Suburban Architecture 1890 – 1930 (Cambridge: The MIT 

Press, 1987), 10. 
4 Virginia and Lee McAlester, A Field Guide to American Houses (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1984), 321-327. 
5 ibid, 323. 
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Colonial Revival Contributing Resources within North Shore National Register Historic District 

  
135 13th Avenue Northeast, constructed 1925 

 

145 14th Avenue Northeast, constructed 1934 

  
316 Eighth Avenue Northeast, constructed 1940 606 15th Avenue Northeast, constructed 1948 

 

The subject property does differ somewhat from common local examples of the style, most notably due 

the lack of strict symmetry in its primary front massing. However, the building possesses and retains 

sufficient integrity to allow it to contribute to the overall significance of the North Shore district at the 

National Register level, and the North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast at the local level. 

The subject property’s simplicity of form with its primarily rectilinear footprint, articulated side wing, and 

rear cross-gable visibly connect it to the Colonial Revival style that is part of the North Shore National 

Register Historic District’s historic significance.  

As shown below, the residences immediately surrounding the subject property have maintained fairly 

consistent setbacks on either side of the street, with the exception of the house at 715 18th Avenue 

Northeast, which was initially intended for use as the garage apartment for a residence which was never 

ultimately constructed. Several of the properties have been expanded with rear additions; the properties 

at the southwest and northeast corners, which both sit on double parcels, have been expanded with side 

additions. As noted above, each has been determined to be a contributing resource to both the North 
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Shore National Register Historic District and the North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast 

Local Historic District. 

  
The North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue 

Northeast Local Historic District, as shown on the 

1951 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map of St. Petersburg 

Modern view of the North Shore Section – 700 Block 

of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District, via 

the Pinellas County Property Appraiser’s Office 

Alterations 
The subject property has doubtlessly been affected by a number of alterations. According to property 

records, a bedroom was added to the residence in 1959.6 Based on 

the dimensions given and field observations, it appears that this 

addition is the upper story of the wing projecting from the east 

elevation of the subject property, which was shown in the 1951 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Map at right to be one story in height. A more 

significant alteration was undertaken in 1975-1976, when a family 

room addition was constructed in the location of a rear porch and a 

swimming pool and deck were added. The extant vinyl siding may also 

have been added at that time. A screen pool enclosure was 

constructed in 1985.7 Windows have additionally been replaced, and 

the entrance appears to have been altered.  

The subject property’s site was altered prior to 1962 through the 

construction of a driveway moving south from 18th Avenue Northeast 

and running adjacent to the west elevation toward the rear, detached 

                                                           
6 Property Card for 736 18th Avenue Northeast. On file, City of St. Petersburg. 
7 ibid. 

Footprint of subject property, as 

shown on Sanborn Fire Insurance 

Map of St. Petersburg, FL Vol. 1, 

Sheet 36. Drawn Nov. 1923; 

Updated Oct. 1951 
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garage at the southwest corner of the parcel.8 This is 

the only such “front facing” driveway within the 

North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Local 

Historic District and detracts somewhat from the 

district’s overall pedestrian orientation. The 

intended flow of this driveway has been interrupted 

by the relocation of the air conditioner compressor 

to the subject property’s west side, making it 

impossible for cars to pass into the rear yard.  

Review of Application for 

Certificate of Appropriateness 
The following evaluation considers CPPC Case 17-90200031, a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness 

to demolish the contributing historic structure at 736 18th Avenue Northeast. As a contributing property 

to a designated local historic district, the evaluation of alterations, additions, and demolitions to the 

subject property is required by City Code Section 16.30.0070.2.6 through the process of Certificate of 

Appropriateness (COA) approval. In approving or denying COA requests, the CPPC shall use the criteria 

below as set forth by City Code. These criteria are based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 

the Treatment of Historic Properties. Each criterion is followed by a staff evaluation of the request as it 

applies to these criteria, based upon the documentation provided by the applicant and additional study 

of the subject property. Although some information has been provided regarding the applicant’s plans for 

new construction, should this request for demolition be approved, the request evaluated herein is for 

demolition, and the condition, significance, and feasibility of rehabilitating the subject property is 

therefore the primary concern of this evaluation. 

General Criteria for Granting Certificates of Appropriateness 

1. The effect of the proposed work on the local landmark; 

The proposed work involves full demolition of a contributing property to the North Shore Section – 700 

Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District. The result, regardless of the quality of new 

construction, would be a change from ten out of the ten properties within the local historic district 

contributing to its significance to nine of ten. 

2. The relationship between such work and other structures on the property or, if 

within a historic district, other property in the historic district; 

The proposed demolition will involve complete removal of the residence and detached garage, the only 

buildings at the subject property. Adjacent buildings will not be directly affected. 

3. The extent to which the historic, architectural or archaeological significance, 

architectural style, design, arrangement, texture, and materials of the local 

landmark or the property will be affected; 

The subject property is one of ten within the North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast 

Local Historic District. All ten of the district’s properties have been determined to be contributing to its 

historic significance; none are non-contributing. The proposed demolition, regardless of the contextual 

                                                           
8 Florida Department of Transportation, Aerial, 1962. 

Subject property, facing southwest 
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design of new construction that may eventually replace the property, would result in the creation of a 

non-contributing parcel within the district.  

Non-contributing properties do exist within the majority of St. Petersburg’s locally and National Register-

designated historic districts. The proposed demolition and resulting creation of a non-contributing 

property within the North Shore Section – 700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District would 

not negate the district’s overall historic significance or eligibility for the local or National Register. It would, 

however, remove some degree of integrity.  

According to St. Petersburg’s Code of Ordinances, Section 16.30.070.2.5.D.1, Criterion G, a resource may 

be determined eligible for the St. Petersburg Register of Historic Places if  

“its character is a geographically definable area possessing a significant 

concentration, or continuity of sites, buildings, objects or structures unite in past 

events or aesthetically by plan or physical development.” 

The ratio of contributing to non-contributing properties necessary to be considered a “significant 

concentration” is not a firm number established by either National Register criteria or by local code, but 

the unbroken fabric of historic, contributing properties within this particular district is certainly an 

element of the resource with value worth being considered by the Commission in the course of their 

review of this request. 

4. Whether the denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness would deprive the property 

owner of reasonable beneficial use of the property; 

In the COA application and attached narrative included in Appendix A of this report, the applicant states 

that “no other feasible alternative to demolition can be found, there is no reasonable beneficial use of 

the property and the Applicant cannot receive a reasonable return.” A discussion of the usefulness of the 

extant structure is found below.  

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

No evidence has been provided to date indicating that either the cost of demolition or of repair would 

present any major obstacles for the applicant/owner. 

6. A COA for a noncontributing structure 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; 

This criterion for appropriateness is not applicable to the application. 

7. Approval of a COA shall include any conditions necessary to mitigate or eliminate 

the negative impacts. 

The applicant’s ultimate goal is to construct a new residence. While this criterion is not applicable at this 

time, new construction required CPPC approval under a COA. The COA for new construction can be 

accomplished through an extension of the COA herein, or through a new application. 
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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 subject property could, conceivably, be fully rehabilitated, however, the practicability of such a 

rehabilitation and the resulting livability of the home is a primary concern raised by the application 

narratives. Exhibit D of the application (Appendix A), a letter of inspection and Scope of Work from Pro 

Touch Contracting Services, LLC, cites an estimated cost of $575,000 for the rehabilitation of the subject 

property. Requests for the demolition of properties within local historic districts have been rare and have 

tended to include extenuating circumstances, as discussed below in Staff Recommendations. 

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 

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.  

See Exhibit A of the application attached in Appendix A. The report provided by Terracon Consultants, Inc. 

details a significant amount of structural sagging and deterioration, concluding that “the appropriate 

course of action is to replace the structure due to the extensive repairs required.” 

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.  

This information is included in Appendix A – Exhibit I. According to Pinellas County Property Appraiser 

Information, the applicant purchased the subject property in 2015 for $390,000 (Appendix C). The 

applicant has indicated that approximately $30,000 of “superficial, cosmetic improvements” have been 

made to the property. 
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ii. The most recent assessed value of the property. 

Per Pinellas County Property Appraiser information (Appendix C), the 2017 assessed value of the property 

is $496,805. 

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

Photographs are included in the evaluations provided in Appendix A – Exhibits A, B, C, and K. 

iv. Annual debt service or mortgage payment. 

See Appendix A – Exhibit I. 

v. Real estate property taxes for the current year and the previous two 

years. 

This information was provided and is included as Appendix B of this report. 

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. 

An appraisal is included in Appendix A – Exhibit K. 

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. 

The Appraisal included in Appendix A – Exhibit K cites the subject property’s estimated current value as 

$450,000. The comparable properties noted in the appraisal are valued at $480,000, $392,000, and 

$495,000. Information regarding the estimated market value after demolition has not been provided. The 

value of the rehabilitated house has been estimated at $700,000. 

viii. Evidence of attempts to sell or rent the property, including the price 

asked within the last two years and any offers received. 

Information on attempts to sell the property has not been provided.  

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. 

A Scope of Work provided by Pro Touch Contracting Services, LLC (Appendix A – Exhibit D) estimates the 

cost of rehabilitation as $575,000. This estimate was evaluated by the City Building Official Rick E. Dunn, 

who offered the following evaluation (Appendix D):  

“…my conclusion related to the cost of improvement and the minimum value of 

repairs to comply with the FBS-Existing would include raising the entire structure 

at least 2 feet, constructing new footings/piers, reconstruction of most of the 

foundation system and floor system as well as various wall, siding, roof structure 

systems. Additionally, the electrical, plumbing and HVAC systems would be 

require to comply with applicable codes. 

The estimates in the application reports appear to be accurate and fair. Most of 

the reported deficiencies would need to be addressed during the required 

repairs.” 
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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. 

The subject property currently appears to be owner-occupied, though the applicant mentioned its recent 

use as a rental during a site visit. No information has been provided. 

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.  

This information was not provided. 

xii. Evidence that the building can or cannot be relocated. 

Since the subject property’s significance is derived primarily from its contribution to a local historic district, 

relocation would not be appropriate. 

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. 

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. 

3. The CPPC may ask interested individuals and organizations for assistance in seeking 

an alternative to demolition.  

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. 

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. 

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  
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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.  

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. 

 

Staff Analysis and Recommendations for Commission Discussion. 
Strictly applying the City of St. Petersburg’s Historic and Archaeological Preservation Ordinance’s 

Requirements for Demolition (City Code Section 16.30.070.2.6), staff recommendation must be based 

upon an evaluation of whether or not a feasible alternative to demolition can be found. Since there are 

presently no outstanding Codes Enforcement issues with the subject property, it has been recently rented, 

and is presently occupied, the property’s continued use and rehabilitation appear feasible. Staff, 

therefore, recommends denial of COA 17-90200031. There are, however, a number of broader issues 

surrounding this application that warrant discussion as part of the Commission’s decision on this matter.  

The intent of the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance is, in many ways, designed to encourage the 

continuous preservation, rehabilitation, and reuse of the city’s designated historic resources so that the 

need for their demolition is minimized. In reality, of course, numerous factors prevent the practicability 

of the indefinite preservation of all properties. With resident interest in the creation of local historic 

districts having increased in recent months and the number of resources designated as contributing 

properties to local historic districts potentially continuing to grow in the near future, the application 

herein presents an excellent opportunity for a discussion regarding the extent to which the Commission 

would like to see factors such as cost and remaining integrity taken into account in the analysis of “feasible 

alternatives” to demolition. 

Further, should the Commission decide to approve this request, staff recommends that the COA be 

approved on the condition that a Certificate of Appropriateness for new construction be approved and a 

complete set of drawings for a building permit be submitted before the demolition permit be granted. 

Previous CPPC Decisions Regarding Demolition of Designated Local Historic Landmarks 

At present, there is little precedent for the request for demolition of historic resources that 

unquestionably require significant and costly rehabilitations, but nonetheless remain in use and owner-

occupied. Recent examples have included the full demolition of the duplex at 335 Lang Court (HPC 16-

90200044), a contributing structure to the Lang Court Local Historic District and the Downtown St. 

Petersburg National Register Historic District, the demolition of which had been initiated by the City of St. 

Petersburg’s Building Department after years of dereliction. This property had been officially condemned 

by the Building Official, an action which supersedes Certificate of Appropriateness determinations per City 

Code. Approval of this demolition was, therefore, essential for the preservation of public safety; the 

primary question before the Commission in this case was whether an attempt to save a portion of the 

historic building should be made, or if total demolition with the condition of a Certificate of 

Appropriateness being required for its replacement were more appropriate. Approval of the demolition 
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was recommended by staff. Total demolition was approved by the Community Planning and Preservation 

Commission with conditions pertaining to the new construction that will ultimately be built at the site. 

Also within both the Lang Court Local Historic District and the Downtown St. Petersburg National Register 

Historic District, the demolition of a detached garage at the property of 852 Fourth Avenue North was 

requested in 2014 as part of COA 14-90200035. The ancillary building’s demolition was recommended by 

staff and approved by Commission in light of a parcel split resulting from the need of a neighboring 

women’s shelter to meet parking requirements. In this case, the demolition of the detached garage was 

a negotiated agreement in order to protect the main house, which had initially been part of the proposed 

demolition. Allowing the removal of the garage was necessary for the preservation of the house it once 

served, which ultimately protected the district as a whole from the diminished integrity that would have 

occurred should a contributing, corner property (serving to define the entry to the district) have been lost. 

These two cases have essentially involved the question of whether it was feasible and appropriate for 

buildings to be returned to their historic uses in spite of the necessity of their demolition to fulfill other 

needs of the City, namely public safety and parking requirements. The subject property, however, has 

remained in use as a single family residence and is habitable despite the need for some amount of 

rehabilitation.  

Impact of the Subject Property’s Integrity and Style on CPPC Determination 

Concerns surrounding the appropriateness of its demolition include the extent to which subject property’s 

current state of integrity and level of style should be considered in evaluating the application. Exhibits G 

and L of the application (Appendix A), letters from Donald Cooper, AIA, LEED AP and Joe Toph, suggest 

that the subject property’s non-historic alterations and lack of a front porch or Mediterranean-inspired 

grandeur should have resulted in its listing as a non-contributing property to the North Shore Section – 

700 Block of 18th Avenue Northeast Local Historic District. As discussed above, however, evaluations 

preceding the local district’s creation have considered both the subject property and other, similar 

properties to be contributing resources to the larger North Shore National Register Historic District.  

These letters bring up the question of whether a contributing but altered property within a historic district 

is less-deserving of preservation than a fully intact property. It is not uncommon for alterations performed 

after construction but before a district’s historic designation to be seen as “unsympathetic” when viewed 

through the lens of preservation and COA review procedures. In many cases, programs such as the 

Rehabilitation Ad Valorem Tax Exemption can be used to “undo” the changes that have been made over 

time by well-meaning owners and bring historic properties to a state which more thoughtfully 

acknowledges their original appearances. When faced with the cost of a complete rehabilitation, 

however, costs can remain prohibitive despite available programs.  

A second issue at the root of the statements included in the application is the question of whether high-

style, academic examples of historic architecture within historic districts warrant a higher degree of 

protection than more vernacular or banal properties. The subject property, with its absence of typical 

Colonial Revival formality caused by a slight asymmetry of fenestration, does unarguably lack an amount 

of grandeur when comparted to some of its more elaborately domed and detailed neighbors. As the 

housing stock of age to be considered historic begins to include examples of Minimal Traditional and Mid-

Century Modern styles, this will remain an incredibly relevant question. Early preservation efforts, both 

nationally and locally, tended to focus on the most pristine and spectacular examples of historic 
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architectural styles available, but recent decades have brought an expanding view of the ways in which 

vernacular interpretations of style can be relevant and significant within the context of community 

development. 

Impact of Cost on CPPC Determination 

The application provides documentation that states that the estimated cost to rehabilitate the property 

will be $575,000, resulting in a property valued at about $700,000. Information provided indicates that 

the purchase price was $390,000 and that approximately $30,000 has been paid toward cosmetic 

improvements, meaning that the rehabilitation would result in a loss of $295,000. Because there have not 

been similar applications under current Code, the Commission’s discussion as to the point at which the 

requirement to rehabilitate, rather than tear down and rebuild, within local historic districts will help 

guide future staff recommendations.  
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Tax Roll Details 

  



2015 roll details - Real Estate Account at 736 18TH AVE NE, ST PETERSBURG - TaxS... Page 1 of 2

plnellas county taxcollector

2015 Roll Details — Real Estate Account At 736 18TH AVE NE, ST PETERSBURG
Real Estate Account #R185980 Parcel details

2016

PAID

2015

PAID

L -4

2014
* installmenls

PAID

2013
4 installment

PAID

Get Bills by Email

PAID 2015-11-25 $9,046.25

Effective 2015-11-24

Receipt #755-15-070404

Owner: MC GINNISS, RICHARD

147 2NDAVESUN1T210

ST PETERSBURG, FL 33701-4387

Situs: 736 18TH AVE NE

ST PETERSBURG

Account number: Ri85980

Parcel Number: 17/31/17/83221/068/0030

Millagecode: SP - ST PETERSBURG TR

Millagerate: 22.7869

Assessed value; 413,535

School assessed value: 413,535

2015 Annual bill I- View

Ad valorem; $9,423.18

Non-ad valorem: $0.00

Total Discountable: 9423.18

No Discount NAVA: 0.00

Total tax:

Legal description

SHELL 4 HAMLETT'S NORTH SHORE ADD REV. REPLAT 3LK

Location

W 54FT OF LOT 3

VISA

Property class:

Range: 17

Township: 31

Section: 17

Neighborhood: SNELL & HAMLETTS NORTH SHORE ADD REV

REPLAT

Block: 068

Lot: 0030

Use code: 0110

Total acres: 0.000

e««BSs Cards
DISCOVER *-c/7e^

Latest bill Full bill history

1999
4 Installments

PAID

Property Appraiser

' 1997-2017, Grant Street Group. Allrights reserved. Help - Contact us - Terms of service - Tax Collector home

https://pinellas.county-taxes.com/public/real_estate/parcels/Rl 85980?year=2015 9/5/2017



2016 roll details - Rea l Estate Account at 736 18TH AVE NE, ST PETERSBURG - TaxS.. . Page I of 2 

2016 Roll Details- Real Estate Account At 736 18TH AVE NE ST PETERSBURG 
Real Estate Account #R 185980 Parcel details 

( 2016 2015 2014 2013 
4 installments 

PAID PAID PAID PAID 

.. Get Bills by Email 

PAID 2017-05.05 Stt ,276.53 

Effective 2017-05-02 
Receipt #745-16-000224 

Owner: MC GINN ISS, RICHARD 
147 2ND AVES STE 2 t0 
ST PETERSBURG, FL 33701-4387 

Situs: 736 18TH AVE NE 

ST PETERSBURG 

Accountnumber. R185980 
Parcel Number. 17131/17/832211068/0030 

Millage code: SP • ST PETERSBURG TR 

Millage rate: 22.3213 

Assessed value: 489,521 
School assessed value: 489.52 t 

2016 Annual bill 

Ad valorem: $10,926 73 
Non-ad valorem: SO.OO 

Total Discountable: 10926.73 
No Discount NAVA: 0 .00 

To tal tax: 

Legal descnptton 

View 

S ~~EL: .) HA..'::.£7':' ' 5 ~~OR7H SHORE ADO REV . RE:P:J\T BLK b8 , ~i S4 FT OF LO':" 3 

Location 

Property class : 

Range: 17 

Township: 31 

Section: 17 

Neighborhood: SNELL & HAMLEITS NORTH SHORE ADO REV 
REPLAT 

Block : 068 

Lot: 0030 

Use code: 0110 

Total acres: 0.000 

- Latest bill Full bill history 

1999 
41nstollmentt 

PAID 

Property Appraiser 

0 1997-2017, Grant Street Group. All rights reserved. Help -Contact us - Terms of service - Tax Collector home 

https:/ /pine llas.county-taxes.corn/publ ic/ real_ estate/parce ls/R I 85 980 9/5/2017 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C 

Pinellas County Property Appraiser  

General Information – 736 18th Avenue Northeast 

 

  



Interactive Map of this parcel Sales Query Back to Query Results New Search Tax Collector Home Page Contact Us WM

17-31-17-83221-068-0030  

Compact Property Record Card

Tax Estimator
Updated September 

5, 2017
Email Print

Radius 
Search

FEMA/WLM

Ownership/Mailing Address Change 

Mailing Address
Site Address 

MC GINNISS, RICHARD
2250 CENTRAL AVE

ST PETERSBURG FL 33712-1257

736 18TH AVE NE
ST PETERSBURG

Property Use: 0110 (Single Family Home)
Living Units: 
1

Designated Local Historic 
Landmark

[click here to hide] Legal Description

SNELL & HAMLETT'S NORTH SHORE ADD REV. REPLAT BLK 68, W 54FT OF LOT 3

Mortgage Letter File for Homestead 

Exemption
2017 Parcel Use

Exemption 2017 2018

Homestead: No No

Government: No No

Institutional: No No

Historic: No No

Homestead Use Percentage:  0.00%

Non-Homestead Use Percentage:  100.00%

Classified Agricultural: No

Parcel Information  Latest Notice of Proposed Property Taxes (TRIM Notice)

Most Recent 

Recording
Sales Comparison Census Tract

Evacuation Zone

(NOT the same as a FEMA 

Flood Zone)

Plat 

Book/Page

18748/1129  
$575,200 Sales 

Query
121030237002 A 4/39

2017 Preliminary Value Information 

Year
Just/Market 

Value
Assessed Value/ 

SOH Cap
County 

Taxable Value
School 

Taxable Value
Municipal 

Taxable Value

2017 $496,805 $496,805 $496,805 $496,805 $496,805

[click here to hide] Value History as Certified (yellow indicates correction on file)

Year
Homestead 
Exemption

Just/Market 
Value

Assessed 
Value/ 

SOH Cap

County 
Taxable Value

School 
Taxable 
Value

Municipal 
Taxable Value

2016 No $489,521 $489,521 $489,521 $489,521 $489,521

Page 1 of 4Property Appraiser General Information

9/5/2017http://pcpao.org/general.php?strap=173117832210680030



2015 No $413,535 $413,535 $413,535 $413,535 $413,535

2014 Yes $393,551 $192,059 $141,559 $166,559 $141,559

2013 Yes $330,794 $189,221 $139,221 $164,221 $139,221

2012 Yes $280,150 $186,058 $136,058 $161,058 $136,058

2011 Yes $285,935 $180,639 $130,639 $155,639 $130,639

2010 Yes $311,385 $177,969 $127,969 $152,969 $127,969

2009 Yes $343,864 $173,290 $123,290 $148,290 $123,290

2008 Yes $399,300 $173,117 $123,117 $148,117 $123,117

2007 Yes $452,000 $168,075 $143,075 N/A $143,075

2006 Yes $435,300 $163,976 $138,976 N/A $138,976

2005 Yes $328,800 $159,200 $134,200 N/A $134,200

2004 Yes $291,900 $154,600 $129,600 N/A $129,600

2003 Yes $274,200 $151,700 $126,700 N/A $126,700

2002 Yes $235,000 $148,200 $123,200 N/A $123,200

2001 Yes $200,200 $145,900 $120,900 N/A $120,900

2000 Yes $145,700 $141,700 $116,700 N/A $116,700

1999 Yes $138,000 $138,000 $113,000 N/A $113,000

1998 Yes $136,800 $136,800 $111,800 N/A $111,800

1997 Yes $136,200 $136,200 $111,200 N/A $111,200

1996 Yes $138,400 $134,700 $109,700 N/A $109,700

2016 Tax Information

2016 Tax Bill Tax District: SP

2016 Final Millage Rate 22.3213

Do not rely on current taxes as an estimate 

following a change in ownership. A significant 

change in taxable value may occur after a 

transfer due to a loss of exemptions, reset of the 

Save Our Homes or 10% Cap, and/or market 

conditions. Please use our new Tax Estimator to 

estimate taxes under new ownership. 

Ranked Sales (What are Ranked Sales?) See all 

transactions

Sale Date Book/Page Price Q/U V/I

08 Apr 
2015

18748 / 
1129  

$390,000 Q I

2017 Land Information

Seawall: No Frontage: None View: 

Land Use Land Size Unit Value Units Total Adjustments Adjusted Value Method 

Single Family (01) 54x110 8400.00 54.0000 0.9500 $430,920 FF

[click here to hide] 2017 Building 1 Structural Elements Back to Top

Site Address: 736 18TH AVE NE

Quality: Above Average

Square Footage: 2689.00

Foundation: Continuous 
Footing

Page 2 of 4Property Appraiser General Information

9/5/2017http://pcpao.org/general.php?strap=173117832210680030



Floor System: Wood

Open plot in New Window

Exterior Wall: 
Frame/Reclad Alum/Viny

Roof Frame: Gable Or 
Hip

Roof Cover: Shingle 
Composition

Stories: 2

Living units: 1

Floor Finish: 
Carpet/Hardtile/Hardwood

Interior Finish: Upgrade

Fixtures: 8

Year Built: 1925

Effective Age: 39

Heating: Central Duct

Cooling: Cooling 
(Central)

Building 1 Sub Area Information

Description Living Area Ft
2

Gross Area Ft
2 Factor

Upper Story 979 979 0.90

Open Porch Unfinished 0 371 0.15

Detached Garage 
Unfinished

0 360 0.35

Base 979 979 1.00

Total Living SF: 1,958 Total Gross SF: 2,689 Total Effective SF: 

[click here to hide] 2017 Extra Features

Description Value/Unit Units Total Value as New Depreciated Value

POOL $28,000.00 1.00 $28,000.00 $11,200.00

PATIO/DECK $9.00 601.00 $5,409.00 $2,164.00

FIREPLACE $3,000.00 1.00 $3,000.00 $1,440.00

ENCLOSURE $5.00 1,700.00 $8,500.00 $3,400.00

PATIO/DECK $9.00 291.00 $2,619.00 $1,048.00

[click here to hide] Permit Data

Permit information is received from the County and 
Cities. This data may be incomplete and may 

exclude permits that do not result in field reviews 
(for example for water heater replacement permits). 

We are required to list all improvements, which 
may include unpermitted construction. Any 

Page 3 of 4Property Appraiser General Information

9/5/2017http://pcpao.org/general.php?strap=173117832210680030



questions regarding permits, or the status of non-
permitted improvements, should be directed to the 

permitting jurisdiction in which the structure is 
located. 

Permit Number Description Issue Date Estimated Value

98-3001541 ROOF 17 Apr 1998 $4,899

Interactive Map of this parcel  Map 

Legend

Sales 

Query

Back to Query 

Results

New 

Search

Tax Collector Home 

Page

Contact 

Us

+

–

Page 4 of 4Property Appraiser General Information

9/5/2017http://pcpao.org/general.php?strap=173117832210680030



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D 

Evaluation of Application and Attached Reports  

from City of St. Petersburg Building Official Rick Dunn 
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Laura Duvekot

From: Rick E. Dunn

Sent: Friday, September 01, 2017 2:46 PM

To: Laura Duvekot

Cc: Derek Kilborn

Subject: RE: Demolition - 736 18th Ave NE (Local Historic District Contributing)

Laura, 

 

I have reviewed the reports provided by the home inspectors and the architect as well as the structural report.   

 

The FBC-Existing 2014, 5th Edition addresses alterations to existing structures and provides some Code relief for historic 

Buildings that meet the definition of an historic structure.  

 

• HISTORIC BUILDING. For the purposes of this code and the referenced documents, an historic building is 
defined as a building or structure that is:  

1. Individually listed in the National Register of Historic Places; or  

2. A contributing property in a National Register of Historic Places listed district; or  

3. Designated as historic property under an official municipal, county, special district or state 
designation, law, ordinance or resolution either individually or as a contributing property in a district; or  

4. Determined eligible by the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, either individually or as a contributing property in a district.  

If the structure meets this definitions then the level of alteration for the proposed rehabilitation would not require 

compliance as a level 3 alteration and provides some relief from Flood regulations required by FEMA codes. The Existing 

Building Code defines repairs as follows; 

 

• 502.1 Scope.  
Repairs, as defined in Chapter 2, include the patching or restoration or replacement of damaged materials, 
elements, equipment or fixtures for the purpose of maintaining such components in good or sound condition 
with respect to existing loads or performance requirements.  

502.2 Application.  
Repairs shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 6.  

502.3 Related work.  
Work on nondamaged components that is necessary for the required repair of damaged components shall be 
considered part of the repair and shall not be subject to the provisions of Chapter 7, 8, 9, 10 or 11.  

Based on this definition, the level of repairs would be limited to restoring the structure to good and sound conditions by 

replacing or restoring damaged elements.  

 

With that said, my conclusion related to the cost of improvements and the minimum repairs to comply with the FBC-

Existing would include raising the entire structure at least 2 feet, constructing new footings/piers, reconstruction of 

most of the foundation system and floor system as well as various wall, siding, roof structure systems. Additionally, the 

electrical, plumbing and HVAC systems would be required to comply with applicable codes.   

 

The estimates provided in the application reports appear to be accurate and fair. Most of the reported deficiencies 

would need to be addressed during the required repairs.  
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Rick Dunn, CBO, CFM, CBC 

City Building Official 

Flood Plain Manager 

 

Construction Services & Permitting  

City of St. Petersburg 

One Fourth Street North 

St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Office 727-551-3391/Fax 727-551-3230 

E-Mail Rick.Dunn@stpete.org 

 

For information related to the status of a permit application go 

to;  http://www.stpete.org/construction_services_and_permitting/index.php 

 

** Please be aware that all mail sent to and from the City of St. Petersburg is subject to the public records law of 

the State of Florida** 

 

 

From: Laura Duvekot  

Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:38 PM 

To: Rick E. Dunn 

Subject: Demolition - 736 18th Ave NE (Local Historic District Contributing) 

 

Good afternoon –  

 

Attached is the COA application for demolition that we discussed. 

 

• The applicant’s summary of reports provided is on pages 3-22 

• An structural report begins on page 24 

• A building inspection from Brittania Building Consultants begins on page 37 

• A second building inspection (3D Home Inspections)begins on page 63 

• A restoration estimate begins on page 72 

• An architect’s assessment of the structural and building reports begins on page 87 

 

Any feedback you could provide about these reports would be greatly appreciated. The requirements for demolition of a 

local historic landmark, per the LDRs, follow: 

 
Additional requirements for demolition . In approving or denying applications for a COA for demolition, the Commission and 

the POD shall also use the following additional guidelines:  

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.  

2.     No COA for demolition shall be issued by the Commission until the applicant has demonstrated that there is no 
reasonable beneficial use of the property or the applicant cannot receive a reasonable return on a commercial or 
income-producing property.  

The Commission may solicit expert testimony and should request that the applicant furnish such additional 
information believed to be necessary and relevant in the determination of whether there is a reasonable beneficial 
use or a reasonable return. The information to be submitted by a property owner should include, but not be limited 
to, the following information:  

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

ii.     The most recent assessed value of the property.  

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

iv.    Annual debt service or mortgage payment.  

v.     Real estate property taxes for the current year and the previous two years.  

vi.    An appraisal of the property conducted within the last two years. The City may hire an appraiser to 
evaluate any appraisals. All appraisals shall include the professional credentials of the appraiser.  

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

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

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

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

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

xii.   Evidence that the building can or cannot be relocated.  

c.     The Commission may request that the applicant provide additional information to be used in making the 
determinations of reasonable beneficial use and reasonable return.  

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

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

4.     The Commission 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 Commission shall deny the demolition application except as 
provided below.  

5.     The Commission 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.  

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

b.    The Commission determines that the demolition of the designated property is necessary to achieve the 
purposes of a community redevelopment plan or the Comprehensive Plan.  
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7.     The Commission may, at the owner's expense, require the recording of the property for archival purposes prior to 
demolition. The recording may include, but shall not be limited to, video recording, photographic documentation 
with negatives and measured architectural drawings.  

 

 

 

 

Many thanks! 

 

Regards, 

Laura Duvekot 
Historic Preservationist II 

Urban Planning & Historic Preservation 

City of St. Petersburg, Florida 

 

727.892.5451 

laura.duvekot@stpete.org 

 


