
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
URBAN PLANNING AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION 
  

STAFF REPORT 
Community Planning and Preservation Commission 

Certificate of Appropriateness Request 
For Public Hearing and Executive Action on April 9, 2019 beginning at 2:00 p.m. in Council Chambers, 

City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida 

According to Planning and Development Services Department records, no commissioner resides or has a 
place of business within 2,000 feet of the subject property. All other possible conflicts should be declared 
upon the announcement of the item. 

 

Case No.: 19-90200005 

Address: 809 Prospect Court South 

Legal Description: ROSER PARK 1ST ADD (ROSER PARK HIST DIST) LOT 2 LESS W 4.4FT FOR RD R/W 

Parcel ID No.: 30-31-17-76986-000-0020 

Date of Construction: Circa 1920 

Local Landmark: Roser Park Local Historic District (HPC 87-01) – Contributing Property 

Owner: Stephanie M. Smart 

Request: Request for the approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the alteration of a 

local historic landmark 

Historical Context and Significance 
The Craftsman-style single family residence at 809 Prospect Court South1 was constructed circa 1920 and 

designated as a contributing property to both the Roser Park Local Historic District (HPC 87-01) and the 

Roser Park National Register Historic District. Because of its location within the Roser Park Local Historic 

District, a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) is required for exterior alteration. Per the City’s COA 

Matrix, roofing projects that involve a change in materials require review by the Community Planning and 

Preservation Commission (CPPC).  

Project Description and Review 

Project Description 
The COA application (Appendix A) proposes the removal of existing shingle roof cladding and replacement 

with standing-seam metal in a dark grey metallic color as shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. More product 

information is attached in Appendix B. 

                                                           

1 Historically addressed as 809 7th Street South or 808 8th Street South. 
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Figure 1: GulfLok panel detail from product brochure 

 

Figure 2: Image of proposed roof color, Kynar Pre-Weathered 

General Criteria for Granting Certificates of Appropriateness and Staff Findings 
1. The effect of the proposed work on the landmark or the property upon which such work is 

to be done. 
The proposed alteration will introduce metal roofing material to the subject property where an 

asphalt/composite shingle cladding presently exists. Property records do not indicate the original roof 

material. The earliest Sanborn Map to depict the area and the subject property dates to 1923 and indicates 

that the primary residence featured a roof clad in wooden shingles, and the detached garage had a 

“composition” roof, likely indicating shingles (Figure 3).  Wood shingle roofing lost popularity during the 

1920s and 1930s as St. Petersburg became increasingly densely-developed, increasing the risk of fire 

spreading between wood-clad surfaces, and as asphalt and composition coverings were marketed as a 

safer alternative.2 

                                                           

2 “Ban on Wooden Roofs Remains,” St. Petersburg Times, November 6, 1921; Thomas C. Jester, ed., Twentieth-
Century Building Materials, (Washington, D.C.: Archetype Press, 1995), 251. 
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Figure 3: Portion of 1923 Sanborn Map Company map of St. Petersburg, Florida, depicting subject property. An X 
indicates wood shingle roof surface; a filled-in circle indicates composition surface, which was likely generally 

asphalt and asbestos shingle. 

Due to the unique layout, topography, and dense vegetation of the Roser Park community, the subject 
property’s Prospect Court South façade is viewed from a fairly steep angle from the public right of way (Figure 4) 

but is essentially level to the street adjacent to the rear parcel line (Figure 5

 
Figure 5). The subject property’s orientation, coupled with the front-gabled massing of the building’s 

façade, does decrease the visibility of the roofing material from Roser Park Drive South. 



  CPPC Case No.: 19-90200005 

  Page 4 of 11 

 

 
Figure 4: Façade of 809 Prospect Court South, 
December 2018 image via Google Street View  

 
Figure 5: Rear (8th Street South) elevation, March 

2011 image via Google Street View 

 

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

As noted, the subject property’s placement reduces the visibility of the proposed material. The majority 

of homes in the vicinity appear to have roofs clad in asphalt shingles of various grey and light brown hues 

(Figure 6). This appears to be fairly consistent with historic conditions, as shown in Sanborn Maps and 

postcard images, such as that included in Figure 7. 

 

Figure 6: Google Earth Aerial dated March 15, 2018 
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Figure 7: Undated historic postcard of Roser Park. The image appears to be hand-tinted and may not accurately 
represent materials or colors. The subject property’s porch is visible in the left side of the image. On file, City of 

St. Petersburg. 

 

Figure 8: Section of 1951 Sanborn Map showing subject property with composition roof. 

Property records have captured the roof of the subject property being replaced several times over its 

nearly hundred-year lifespan. In 1967, a permit was issued for the reroofing of the “front part only” of the 

subject property to a company called “Lifetime Aluminum,” suggesting that the roof may actually have 

been partially or entirely clad in metal at that time. Limited research has revealed that the Lifetime 
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Aluminum Shingle Company’s specialty appears to have been metal shingles, though they additionally 

advertised the installation of other types of roof surface.3 

In summary, the roof surface of the subject property has been changed at least once since construction – 

from wood shingle to asphalt composition shingle, but evidence suggests that a metal surface may have 

been present at some point during the historic period. 

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 question of whether metal roofing is an appropriate material within the Roser Park Local Historic 

District was addressed in 2017 as part of the review of an application for a COA for the construction of a 

new home at 888 Roser Park Drive South (file 17-90200023). The proposed metal roof in that instance 

was a 5V metal crimp, rather than the standing-seam style that is being discussed presently, but the staff 

evaluation and recommendation is nonetheless relevant to this discussion:  

The proposed metal roof cladding is not found in the District, though some limited examples of metal 

may have been applied sparingly historically; however, there is insufficient information to determine a 

positive finding of occurrence in the District. Since no extant materials are found, except for properties 

located just outside of the District boundary, a question arises as to the appropriateness of metal panel 

roofs on dwellings today in the District, given the lack of documentation for their historic applications. 

The roof is proposed to be clad in 5V-crimped metal panels which appear out of place for what occurs in 

the District today, though similar examples are found just outside of the District along 10th Avenue South 

based on research provided by the Applicant. Based on Sanborn Map references, two original dwellings 

in the District revealed wood shingles, while at least five were made of a non-combustible shingle material 

that likely included metal. It is likely, that if metal roofing was used during Charles Roser’s active 

involvement, such a roof would be similar to that found just south of District, on which light gauge 

decorative tin was likely applied in abbreviated panels. Thusly, the 5V-crimped panels are not advisable, 

and instead, a composite shingle roof would be appropriate.4 

During the Commission review of COA 17-90200023, staff and Commissioners discussed the 

appropriateness of the metal roofing material for the proposed new construction in further detail, with 

staff noting that the historic precedent for metal roofs in areas near the subject district would likely have 

included metal shingles, rather than the proposed crimped surface: 

Dr. Frey [City Historic Preservationist] stated, in regards to the roof, that he personally likes the metal 

roof but he did suggest to the owner about maybe coming up with a more historical looking type of metal 

and then stated that one or two streets south of the subject site, there is a house with a tin roof that 

maybe could be copied.  Dr. Frey went on to say that he has not completely closed the door on the metal 

roof but is not sure the proposed roof is appropriate in this district, especially on a house that is a portal 

to the district, but is open to suggestions from the architect. 

Ms. Turner [the applicant] stated that she thought her architect did find some examples and maybe had 

not forward to staff and did show her one example in the area that has a metal crimped roof…. 

Dr. Frey stated that two metal roofs were found but were outside of the district and also mentioned that 

if the roof composition is changed then the roof pitch will have to change as well.5  

                                                           

3 City of St. Petersburg, Property Card for 809 Prospect Court South, On file, City of St. Petersburg; “Aluminum-Lock 

Shingles,” St. Petersburg Times, February 25, 1958. 

4 Staff Report for COA 17-90200023, New Construction at 888 Roser Park Drive South. On file, City of St. Petersburg, 

16. 

5 Minutes from CPPC Meeting of July 11, 2018. 
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Upon Commission discussion, it was decided that the proposed metal roof was appropriate, at least at a 

noncontributing resource, and it was ultimately approved for the new construction at 888 Roser Park 

Drive South.  

St. Petersburg’s Design Guidelines for Historic Properties additionally note that metal panel roof cladding 

is occasionally found on Craftsman-style homes in the city.6 

Records do not indicate that the City’s Historic Preservation Office has received a COA application for the 

change of asphalt composition shingle to metal roof material in the past. 

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

There is no indication that denial of a COA would substantially adversely affect the property owner’s use 

of the subject property. 

5. Whether the plans may be reasonably carried out by the applicant.  
The proposed project appears to be appropriate under this criterion.  

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

This criterion is not applicable to the proposed project.  

Additional Guidelines for Alterations 
1. A local landmark 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 proposed property appears to meet this criterion as it remains in use as a single family residence.  

2. 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 reasonable.  

The proposed project may not this criterion, as it introduces a roof surface that lacks strong evidence of 

historic precedent to the subject property.  

3. 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 without sufficient documentary evidence, 
shall not be undertaken.  

As noted above, the historic trajectory of the roof cladding at the subject property is somewhat unclear 

given available records. As such, staff recommends that Commissioners consider the appropriateness of 

the material to the subject district and properties contemporary to the subject property exhibiting similar 

style and building typology. 

                                                           

6 City of St. Petersburg, Design Guidelines for Historic Properties, 47. 
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4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance 
in their own right shall be retained and preserved, as appropriate.  

Evidence in the form of documentation by historic Sanborn Maps (Figure 8) suggests that the roof material 

of the primary structure was “composition” at least as early as 1951, and has been composition a the 

garage since 1923 or earlier. However, the exact appearance of the composition roofing employed during 

the historic era is unknown. A simple asphalt or asbestos shingle with a similar appearance to that which 

currently exists appears to be common for the district. 

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
that characterize a property shall be preserved.  

The proposed project appears to meet this criterion.  

6. 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, texture, and other visual qualities and, where reasonable, materials. 
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or 
pictorial evidence.  

No materials or features of the subject property aside from the roof cladding are expected to be impacted 

by the proposed project. 

7. 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 criterion is not relevant to the proposed project. 

8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and 
preserved if designated pursuant to this section. If such resources must be disturbed, 
mitigation measures shall be undertaken.  

The proposed project does not include any ground-disturbing activity.  

 

Staff Recommendation 
Based on a determination of general consistency with Chapter 16, City Code of Ordinances, staff 

recommends that the Community Planning and Preservation Commission approve the Certificate of 

Appropriateness request for the alteration of the property at 809 Prospect Court South, a contributing 

property to the Roser Park Local Historic District, for the following reasons: 

• Evidence shows that the roof material of the subject property has changed since its original 

construction,  

• Metal roofing is noted to be locally appropriate to the style,  

• The proposed coloring is in keeping with both the extant roof material at the subject property and 

that of buildings in the vicinity, minimizing visual departure from existing conditions on the block, 

• The orientation of the subject property within the district and the low pitch of its roof make the 

material minimally visible from elsewhere in the subject district, and 

• The Commission has recently approved a similar material within the subject district.  
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GULFLOKTM

PREMIUM METAL ROOFING

12” and 16” Coverage

1”

AESTHETICALLY PLEASING 
& STRUCTURALLY SOUND
The GulfLokTM panel is one of our 
most popular and cost-effective 
standing seam solutions. It is 
the panel of choice among most 
roofing contractors for standing 
seam projects.

Featuring a 1” seam with a 
slotted screw strip on the 
under-lap side for concealed 
fasteners, the GulfLokTM panel is 
both aesthetically pleasing and 
structurally sound. It can be roll-
formed on site in custom lengths 
to fit almost any project.  

*All measurements are nominal and can vary according to FL Building Code.

COASTAL ALUMINUM ROOFINGCOASTAL ALUMINUM ROOFING

ALSO AVAILABLE IN:

HIDDEN SCREW ROOF SYSTEM



Vented Ridge System
Maintain cooler attic temperatures 
effectively reducing energy costs.

Seal unsightly roof penetrations.
• Ask about color selection

Color Match Pipe Boots

• Exceptional Adhesion
• Permanently Flexible 

Titebond® Metal 
Roof Sealant

Replace traditional skylights 
with energy efficient metal 

roof skylights.

VELUX® Skylights

• 100% Waterproof 
   and Nail Sealable
• UL Classified for Protection 
   Against Fire Damage
• Maximum Flexibility 
   and Longevity

Weather-Armor® 
HT³ Underlayment

GULFLOKTM

ACCESSORY OPTIONS FOR
    THE GULFLOKTM SYSTEM

HIDDEN SCREW ROOF SYSTEM

   PROFILE SPECIFICATIONS
 Colors:  40+ Colors & Mill Finish Available
 Coverage:  12” & 16” Net Coverage
 Material:  26 & 24 Gauge Steel, 0.032 & 0.040 Aluminum*
 Substrate/  AZ-50 / 35/30 Year Premium Paint Finish Warranty
 Warranty: AZ-50 / 40/30 Year Standard Paint Finish Warranty
   AZ-55 / 25 Year Unpainted Mill Finish Warranty
      25 Year OceanGuardTM Salt Water Warranty*
 Approvals:  Miami-Dade NOA: 14-0520.03
   FL Product Approval No. 11651.2, 11651.9, 11651.15, 11651.16
 Min. Slope:  3:12 FOR APPLICATIONS ON LOWER SLOPES, CONTACT MANUFACTURER

 Substructure:  15/32” (min.) Plywood 
  *Available options for OceanGuardTM Coastal Aluminum Roofing Series  

METAL ROOFING SOLUTIONS

1.888.393.0335
www.GulfCoastSupply.com

METAL ROOF COLOR
THAT LASTS!
www.EverythingElseFades.com

PREMIUM PAINT COATING 
PVDF RESIN-BASED FINISH

© Copyright GulfCoast Supply and Manufacturing, LLC. All rights reserved. • Titebond® WeatherMasterTM Metal Roof Sealant is a registered trademark of Franklin International 
Weather-Arrmor® is a registered trademark of APOC® • VELUX® is a registered trademark of VKR Holding A/S 
GC-SS-GL-0119-V4



PREMIUM METAL ROOFING

ROOFING GUIDE
A COMPLETE SELECTION OF AVAILABLE COLORS AND PROFILE OPTIONS

© Copyright GulfCoast Supply and Manufacturing, LLC. All rights reserved. • Kynar500® is a registered trademark of Arkema, Inc. • Kynar500® has an 
allowable fade tolerance of not more than five (5.0) Hunter BE units as determined by ASTM method 0-2244-2 for a minimum of 25 years from installation.
*All dimensions are nominal dimensions. 
GC-SS-COLORGUIDE-0218   

HIDDEN SCREWS
EXPOSED SCREWS

PREMIUM METAL ROOFING

PROFILE GUIDE

PREMIUM METAL ROOFING

Substrate/ Warranty: Aluminum-Zinc Alloy (Kynar®/Painted) / 35/40 Year • Aluminum-Zinc Alloy (Mill Finish) / 25 Year • 0.032 Aluminum (OceanGuardTM) / 20 Year

SUN, RAIN, OR SALT...
WE’VE GOT YOU COVERED!
With our OceanGuard Aluminum Roofing 
Series you will enjoy a 20 Year Salt Water 
Warranty right on the beach!
FOR MORE INFO AND AVAILABLE PROFILES: 
www.GulfCoastSupply.com/OceanGuard

COASTAL ALUMINUM ROOFING

888.393.0335
www.GulfCoastSupply.com

GULFSEAMTM

A bold, 1¾” rib offers architectural distinction 
on this snap-lock system.

14”, 16”, and 18” Coverage

1¾”

GULFRIBTM

Durability, strength and ease of installation make 
this exposed fastener panel a top choice for many 
residential and agricultural applications. 

36” Coverage
9”

3/4”

5VCRIMPTM

Get that “Traditional” look of metal roofing 
from yesteryear with this classic exposed 
fastener roofing system.

24” Coverage
12”

7/16”

GULFWAVETM

Ride the wave of architectural distinction with this 
3/4” high rolling rib exposed fastener panel.

29” Coverage

3/4”

GULFPBRTM  
Strength and durability make this exposed fastener 
panel a top choice for many commercial and 
residential applications.

36” Coverage
12”

1¼”

GULFLOKTM

An integrated screw flange makes this clipless, 
snap-lock system perfect for residential and light 
commercial applications.

12” and 16” Coverage

1”

VERSALOCTM

Available in a variety of metal types and in a 1.5” rib 
height. This versatile, mechanically-seamed panel is perfect 
for many commercial and architectural applications.

12”– 16” Coverage

1.5”

MEGALOCTM

With an ultra-strong 2” rib height, this 
mechanically-seamed system can be installed 
over decking or open framing.

12”– 18” Coverage

2”



WePVDF Resin Technology 

KYNAR 500® PAINT FINISHES

PROOF MY ROOF®

METAL ROOF COLOR VISUALIZER

Notice the Difference!
After just 10 years in Florida’s sun

STANDARD SMP 
PAINT FINISH

KYNAR 500®

TECHNOLOGY
VS.

• SUPERIOR UV PROTECTION
• PREMIUM WEATHERABILITY

• MILDEW RESISTIVE FINISH
• UNMATCHED COLOR RETENTION

See color profile availability matrix for lead times – Not all colors available in all profiles.

KYNAR 500®

PVDF Resin Technology

METAL ROOF COLOR
THAT LASTS!

Take The
FADE TEST
CHALLENGE
www.EverythingElseFades.com

UPLOAD Your Roof Photo TODAY!...

www.ProofMyRoof.com

WORKS ON ANY

Computer,

Smartphone 

or Tablet!

ProofMyRoof TM is the Roofing 
Industry’s #1 Color Visualizer.  
Upload your photo today to see 
YOUR HOME in all of our metal 
roofing options. 

Switch between all of our profiles 
in over 40 colors on your fully 
customizable roofing dashboard.

Pick your favorites and share 
them with family and friends!   

Siliconized Modified Polyester 

STANDARD SMP PAINT FINISHES
See color profile availability matrix for lead times – Not all colors available in all profiles.

*

Age Gracefully with...
KYNAR 500® METALLIC PAINT FINISHES

No Roof Finish outlives the Lasting Beauty of Age Resistive Metallic Paint Finishes

Special Order 
NON-STOCK 

KYNAR 500® PAINT FINISHES
Minimum Order 5000 linear feet

Allow 4-6 week lead time

Actual colors on this brochure and your computer monitor may vary slightly from color chart. 
Color differences shown are for illustrative purposes only. Request a metal sample to view exact color. 

Mocha Tan SMP
SR .44  TE .84  SRI 48

Evergreen
SR .27  TE .86  SRI 26

Cobalt Stone
SR .26  TE .85  SRI 24

Regal Red
SR .42  TE .84  SRI 45

Mansard Brown
SR .27  TE .86  SRI 26

Dark Bronze
SR .26  TE .84  SRI 24

Aged Copper
SR .47  TE .85  SRI 53

Brook Blue
SR .29  TE .85  SRI 28

Terra Cotta
SR .35  TE .87  SRI 37

Colonial Red
SR .33  TE .85  SRI 34

Medium Bronze
SR .30  TE .87  SRI 31

Regal White
SR .68  TE .86  SRI 82

Patina Green
SR .29  TE .87  SRI 29

Ivory SMP
SR .60  TE .83  SRI 70

Ash Gray
SR .39  TE .84  SRI 41

Hartford Green
SR .30  TE .85  SRI 30

Clay SMP
SR .34  TE .86  SRI 35

Charcoal Gray SMP
SR .25  TE .86  SRI 24

Nevada Silver 
SR .60  TE .77  SRI 68

Solar White
SR .68  TE .85  SRI 82

Marine Green
SR .36  TE .86  SRI 38

Polar White SMP
SR .63  TE .85  SRI 75

Black SMP
SR .25  TE .84  SRI 23

Pre-Weathered
SR .30  TE .79  SRI 27

Sierra Tan
SR .35  TE .86  SRI 37

Charcoal Gray
SR .29  TE .84  SRI 28

Light Stone SMP
SR .55  TE .85  SRI 64

Light Gray SMP
SR .34  TE .85  SRI 35

Napa Champagne 
SR .37  TE .80  SRI 37

Sandstone
SR .54  TE .86  SRI 63

Burgundy
SR .25  TE .85  SRI 23

Pure White SMP
SR .68  TE .84  SRI 82

Bronze SMP
SR .30  TE .85  SRI 30

Copper 
SR .49  TE .85  SRI 55

Slate Gray
SR .36  TE .84  SRI 37

Matte Black
SR .27  TE .86  SRI 26

Patina Green SMP
SR .29  TE .87  SRI 29

Forest Green SMP
SR .31  TE .85  SRI 31

 Barn Red SMP
SR .36  TE .84  SRI 37

Marine Green SMP
SR .36  TE .86  SRI 38

Evergreen SMP
SR .27  TE .86  SRI 26

Hawaiian Blue SMP
SR .32  TE .85  SRI 32

Gallery Blue SMP
SR .25  TE .86  SRI 24

Patriot Red SMP
SR .40  TE .83  SRI 42

Cocoa Brown SMP
SR .32  TE .85  SRI 32

Burgundy SMP
SR .24  TE .83  SRI 21

SOLAR REFLECTIVITY: 
% OF SUN’S RAYS REFLECTED FROM ROOF

THERMAL EMISSIVITY: 
% OF HEAT LOSS FROM ROOF SURFACE

SOLAR REFLECTANCE INDEX: 
OVERALL PERFORMANCE RATING

SR

SRI
TE

Mill Finish
UNPAINTED FINISH
SR .69  TE .06  SRI 55

Till 5753
37 Chips @ 2.125” X .75” before trim
4 Chips @ 1”w X 2.125” before trim
3 Chips @ .625”w X 1.5625 before trim
3 Chips @ .625”w X 1.15625
Dorn Color, Inc. 
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Maps of Subject Property 
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