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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION

Prepared by the Planning & Economic Development Department,
Construction Services and Permitting Division

For Public Hearing on Wednesday, November 1, 2017
at 2:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,
175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

APPLICATION:  LDR 2017-07
Floodplain Management Ordinance Update

APPLICANT: City of St. Petersburg
175 Fifth Street North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

REQUEST: The City of St. Petersburg requests that the Development Review Commission
("DRC") review and recommend approval of the attached proposed amendments to
the City Code of Ordinances, Chapter 16, Land Development Regulations (LDRs),
confirming consistency with the City of St. Petersburg’'s Comprehensive Plan
(“Comprehensive Plan”).

AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Section 16.80.020.1. of the City Code of Ordinances, the DRC, acting
as the Land Development Regulation Commission (“LDRC"}, is responsible for
reviewing and making a recommendation to the City Council on all proposed
amendments to the LDRs.

EVALUATION:
Recommendation

The Planning & Economic Development Department finds that the proposed request is consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan and recommends APPROVAL.

Background
With an effort to better protect residents and businesses from the effects of flooding, the Planning and

Economic Development Department, which is responsible for management of the floodplain regulations
and the Community Rating System (CRS), is recommending modifications to the floodplain regulations
in the Building Code, Chapter 8 and in the Land Development Code, Chapter 16. These modifications
will lay the ground work for a reclassification from a CRS Class 5 community to a CRS Class 4 community,
effecting a 30% discount to all flood insurance premiums through the National Flood Insurance program.
This 30% discount will overall cumulatively save approximately 12 million per year on insurance
premiums for City property owners. These savings offset the increase to insurance premiums. These
proposed regulations are prerequisites in order to attain a CRS Class 4. Implementing these regulations
will allow the community to better prepare for flooding events and encourage sound floodplain
management.
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Proposal

The Planning & Economic Development Department, working with the City Attorney’s office, has
prepared the attached proposal to amend the Building Code and the Land Development Regulations
(LDRs). The proposal strengthens the floodplain management regulations that will allow the City to meet
pre-requisites for a greater discount to flood insurance premiums through the National Flood Insurance
Program.

Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

The following objectives and policies from the City's Comprehensive Plan are applicable to the attached
proposed amendments:

OBJECTIVE Ct:

The City of St. Petersburg shall attempt to reduce the potential for property damage and safety hazards
caused by storm flooding through complying with or exceeding of minimum FEMA regulations.

Policies: G1.1 The City will actively enforce minimum building standards identified in the Florida Building
Code and Land Development Regulations for construction within the 100-year flood plain.

OBJECTIVE CM11: The City will reduce natural hazard impacts through compliance with FEMA
regulations, participation in NFIP's Community Rating System (CRS) and by targeting repetitive flood
loss and vulnerable properties for mitigation.

CM11.7 Site plan review criteria shall consider flood potential and hurricane hazards, including
evacuation levels and sheltering, in a comprehensive manner.

CM11.9 The City shall continue to participate in the Federal Emergency Management Agency's National
Flood Insurance Program and Community Rating System in order to achieve higher flood insurance
premium discounts.

CM11.10 The City shall maintain an inventory of repetitive loss properties and target hazard mitigation
programs to these properties.

CM11.11 Through hazard mitigation programs and compliance with FEMA flood elevation requirements,
at least five (5) previously noncompliant structures per year will be brought into conformance with FEMA
flood elevation standards or flood proofed consistent with FEMA standards.

CM11.12 The City will consider amendments to its comprehensive plan and land development
regulations based upon any new or revised recommendations in the Pinellas County Local Mitigation
Strategy.

CM11.14 In order to reduce flood risk resulting from or associated with high-tide events, storm surge,
flash floods, stormwater runoff and the impacts related to sea-level rise, the City shall continue to promote
the use of the development and redevelopment principles, strategies and engineering solutions contained
in the Florida Building Code and the Land Development Regulations. Chapter Five, Coastal Management
Element City of St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan CM-14 Effective 2/5/16

CM11.15 Through implementation of the Land Development Regulations, the City will continue to be
consistent with, and in some instances more stringent than, the flood resistant construction requirements
in the Florida Building Code and federal flood plain management regulations.
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Housing Affordability Impact Statement

The proposed amendment will have little to no impact on housing affordability, availability or accessibility.
This application includes an amendment to the procedural requirements of the floodplain management
regulations which will ensure public safety related to future flooding events.

Adoption Schedule
The proposed amendment requires one (1) public hearing, conducted by the City of St. Petersburg City

Council. The City Council shall consider the recommendation of the DRC and vote to approve, approve
with modification or deny the proposed amendments:

» December 7, 2017: First Reading and First Public Hearing
*» December 14, 2017: Second Reading and Adoption Public Hearing

Exhibits and Attachments

1. Proposed Ordinance



AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF ST.
PETERSBURG, FLORIDA AMENDING THE CITY
CODE TO ADOPT CRITERIA FOR RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION IN CERTAIN FLOOD HAZARD
AREAS; INCREASING THE HEIGHT
REQUIREMENT ABOVE THE FEMA FLOOD
ELEVATION REQURIEMENTS; CODIFYING CITY
PRACTICES REGARDING BUILDING SLAB
ELEVATION FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION;  PROVIDING FOR CITY
INSPECTIONS OF CERTAIN STRUCTURAL
ENCLOSURES; AMENDING THE CITY’'S
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT  ORDINANCE,;
ADDING NEW SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS
FOR SITE PLANS WITHIN FLOOD HAZARD
AREAS; PROVIDING FOR NEW AND REVISED
DEFINITIONS; AND PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Constitution of the State of Florida has, in Article VIII, Section 2 —
Municipalities, conferred upon local governments the authority to adopt regulations designed to promote
the public health, safety, and general welfare of its citizenry; and

WHEREAS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency has identified special flood
hazard areas within the boundaries of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida and such areas may be subject to
periodic inundation which may result in loss of life and property, health and safety hazards, disruption of
commerce and governmental services, extraordinary public expenditures for flood protection and relief,
and impairment of the tax base, all of which adversely affect the public health, safety and general welfare;
and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (“City”) desires to implement more
stringent criteria for residential construction within flood hazard areas to protect its citizens’ life and
property; and

WHEREAS, this ordinance increases, by two feet, the minimum elevation requirement of
the Florida Building Code for dwellings in the “A” and “A0” flood hazard areas and is authorized
pursuant to Section 553.73(5), Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the City recognizes that increasing the minimum elevation requirement of
residential dwellings in flood hazard areas will provide a buffer from uncertainty for homeowners, as
flood maps are reviewed and revised every six (6) years; and

WHEREAS, uncertainty in the extent of flood hazard areas is further exacerbated by sea
level rise; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to codify its Engineering Department’s City Standard for all

new residential construction, whether it lies in a flood hazard area or not, which requires the building slab
to be at least one foot above the crown of the adjacent roadway; and
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WHEREAS, the City finds that clarification of its right to inspect structural enclosures
located below the design flood elevation promotes the health, safety, and general welfare of the its
citizens; and

WHEREAS, the City further finds that requiring additional information on applications
for site plan approval or other construction documents for development within a flood hazard area
promotes the health, safety, and general welfare of the its citizens; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to increase its standing in the National Flood Insurance
Program’s (NFIP) Community Rating System (CRS), a points-based system that incentivizes community
floodplain management activities that exceed the minimum NFIP requirements by discounting flood
insurance premium rates to reflect the reduced flood risk resulting from the community actions meeting
the goals of the CRS; and

WHEREAS, the amendments to the Florida Building Code and the City’s Floodplain
Management Ordinance set forth herein are intended to partially fulfill the City’s goals under the CRS;
and

WHEREAS, individual residential policyholders within the flood hazard area should also
enjoy an additional discount in their homeowners’ insurance policies.

THE CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA, DOES ORDAIN:

SECTION I. The Florida Building Code (FBC) which has previously been adopted by the City in
Chapter Eight of the City Code, is hereby amended by making the following amendment to FBC Section
107.3.5 in Sec. 8-36(c)(1) 1o read as follows:

(1) Administrative amendments to the Florida Building Code, Building.
Modify Sec. 107.3.5 as follows:
107.3.5 Minimum plan review criteria for buildings.

Commercial Buildings: Building

8. Structural requirements shall include:

Flood requirements in accordance with Section 1612, including lowest floor elevations,

enclosures, declaration of_land restriction (nonconversion_agreement), flood damage-
resistant materials, 2 feet of freeboard ot floodproofing.

SECTION 2. The Florida Building Code (FBC) which has previously been adopted by the City in
Chapter Eight of the City Code, is hereby amended by making the following amendments to FBC
Sections R322.2.1, R322.2.2, and R322.3.5 in Sec. 8-36({c)(2) to read as follows:

(2) Technical amendments to the Florida Building Code, Residential.

Modify Sec. R322.2.1 as follows:

(3% ]



R322.2.1 Elevation requirements.

Modify Sec. R322.2.2 as follows:

R322.2.2 Enclosed areas below design flood elevation. Enclosed areas, including crawl spaces,
that are below the design flood elevation shall:

1. Be used solely for parking of vehicles, building access or storage. The interior portion of
such enclosed areas shall not be partitioned_or finished into separate rooms except for

stairwells. ramps. and elevators and shall not be temperature-controlled. The limitation on

partitions does not apply to crawlspace foundations. Storage shall be limited to_jtems which
otherwise would be stored outside a building or items normally used outside (e.g.. grill, lawn

mower, folding chairs. ete.). Access to enclosed areas shall be the minimum necessary to allow
for permitted uses and limited to garage door and no more than two standard exterior doors.
he Citv reserves the right to inspect, at any time, enclosures to ensure the above requiremen

are being mt.
Modify Sec. R322.3.5 as follows:

R322.3.5 Enclosed areas below the design flood elevation. Enclosed areas below the design
flood elevation shall be used solely for parking of vehicles, building access or storage. The

interior portion of such enclosed areas shall not be partitioned or finished into separate_rooms
except for stairwells. ramps, and elevators and shall not be temperature-controlled. The
limitation on_partitions does not applv to crawlspace foundations. Storage shall be limited to

items which otherwise would be stored outside a building or items normally used outside (¢.g..

grill, lawn_mower, folding chairs. etc.). Access 1o_enclosed areas shall be the minimum

necessary to allow for permitted uses and limited to garage door and no more than two standard

exterior doors. i 'y he right to_inspect, at an " nelosu 0 ensure the abo

requirements are being met.

SECTION 3.  Section 16.40.050.5.1. of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended to read as
follows:

16.40.050.5.1. - Information for development in flood hazard areas.

The site plan or construction documents for any development subject to the requirements of this section
shall be drawn to scale and shall include, as applicable to the proposed development:
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1. Delineation of flood hazard areas, floodway boundaries and flood zone(s), base flood
elevation(s), and ground elevations if necessary for review of the proposed development.

2 Where base flood elevations, or floodway data are not included on the FIRM or in the
FIS, they shall be established in accordance with section 16.40.050.5.2(2) or (3).
3. Where the parcel on which the proposed development will take place will have more

than 50 lots or is larger than five acres and the base flood elevations are not included on the
FIRM or in the FIS, such elevations shall be established in accordance with section
16.40.050.5.2(1).

4. Location of the proposed activity and proposed structures, and locations of existing
buildings and structures.

5. Location, extent, amount, and proposed final grades of any filling, grading, or
excavation.

6. Where the placement of fill is proposed, the amount, type, and source of fill material;
compaction specifications; a description of the intended purpose of the fill areas; and evidence
that the proposed fill areas are the minimum necessary to achieve the intended purpose.

The Building Official is authorized to waive the submission of site plans, construction documents, and
other data that are required by this section but that are not required to be prepared by a licensed
professional if it is found that the nature of the proposed development is such that the review of such
submissions is not necessary to ascertain compliance with this section.

SECTION 4. The definitions of ‘Substantial damage’ and ‘Substantial improvement’ in Section
16.40.050.9.4. of the St. Petersburg City Code are hereby amended to read as follows:

Substantial damage means damage of any origin sustained by a building or structure whereby the
cost of restoring the building or structure to its before-damaged condition would be equal to or exceed
56 49 percent of the market value of the building or structure before the damage occurred.

Substantial improvement means any repair, reconstruction, rehabilitation, addition, or other
improvement of a building or structure, the cost of which equals or exceeds $8 49 percent of the market
value of the building or structure before the improvement or repair is started, If the structure has
incurred Zrepetitive l0ss” or "substantial damage,” any repairs are considered substantial improvement
regardless of the actual repair work performed. The term does not, however, include either:



1. Any project for improvement of a building required to correct existing health, sanitary,
or safety code violations identified by the building official and that are the minimum necessary to
assure safe living conditions,

2. Any alteration of a historic structure provided the alteration will not preclude the
structure's continued designation as a historic structure.

SECTION 5. Section 16.40.050.9.4. of the St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended by adding a
new definition for ‘Repetitive loss,” in the appropriate alphabetical order, to read as follows:

SECTION 6. The St. Petersburg City Code is hereby amended by adding a new Section
16.40.050.10.3. to read as follows:

SECTION 7.  Words that are struck-+through shall be deleted from the existing Florida Building Code
and City Code and language which is double underlined shall be added to the existing Florida Building
Code and City Code. Words with a single underline are previous City amendments to the Florida
Building Code language. Provisions not specifically amended shall continue in full force and effect.

SECTION 8. The provisions of this ordinance shall be deemed to be severable. If any portion of this
ordinance is deemed unconstitutional it shall not affect the constitutionality of any other portion of this
ordinance.,

SECTION 9. In the event this Ordinance is not vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the City Charter,
it shall become effective upon the expiration of the fifth business day afier adoption unless the Mayor
notifies the City Council through written notice filed with the City Clerk that the Mayor will not veto the
Ordinance, in which case the Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon filing such written
notice with the City Clerk. In the event this Ordinance is vetoed by the Mayor in accordance with the
City Charter, it shall not become effective unless and until the City Council overrides the veto in
accordance with the City Charter, in which case it shall become effective immediately upon a successful
vote to override the veto.

Approved as to form and content:
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VACATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY
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According to Planning & Economic Development Department records, no Commission
member resides or has a place of business within 2,000 feet of the subject property. All other
possible conflicts should be declared upon the announcement of the item.

REPORT TO THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION FROM DEVELOPMENT REVIEW
SERVICES DIVISION, PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, for Public
Hearing and Executive Action on November 1, 2017 at 2:00 P.M. in Council Chambers, City
Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida.

CASE NO.: 17-33000017 PLAT SHEET: E-4

REQUEST: Approval of a Vacation of a 10-foot east/west street easement
along 5th Avenue Northeast at the intersection of 1st Street North
and a 30-foot radius street easement at the intersection of 4th
Avenue Northeast and 1st Street North.

OWNER: Townview Condo Association, Inc.
9887 4™ Street North #301
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33702

AGENT: Catherine Bosco
George F. Young, Inc.
299 Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Street North
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33701

ADDRESSES AND
PARCEL ID NOS.: 105 4th Avenue Northeast; 19-31-17-91613-000-0001 and all the
parcels up to 19-31-17-91613-000-6290

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File

ZONING: Downtown Center-3 (DC-3)
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION:

Request. The request is to vacate a 10-foot east/west street easement along 5th Avenue
Northeast at the intersection of 1st Street North and a 30-foot radius street easement at the
intersection of 4th Avenue Northeast and 1st Street North.

These easements were dedicated by the plat of Townview Condo, approved by City Council in
1981. These easements were requested at that time by the City’s Engineering Department.

The area of the street easements proposed for vacation is depicted on the attached maps
(Attachments A and B) and Sketch and Description (Exhibit “A”) The applicant’'s goal is to
vacate the easements in order to have greater use of the property.

Analysis. Staff's review of a vacation application is guided by:
A. The City’s Land Development Regulations (LDR’s);
B. The City’s Comprehensive Plan; and
C. Any adopted neighborhood or special area plans.

Applicants bear the burden of demonstrating compliance with the applicable criteria for vacation
of public right-of-way. In this case, the material submitted by the applicant does provide
background or analysis supporting a conclusion that vacating the subject street easements
would be consistent with the criteria in the City Code, the Comprehensive Plan, or any
applicable special area plan.

A. Land Development Regulations
Section 16.40.140.2.1E of the LDR'’s contains the criteria for reviewing proposed vacations.
The criteria are provided below in italics, followed by itemized findings by Staff.

1. Easements for public utilities including stormwater drainage and pedestrian easements
may be retained or required to be dedicated as requested by the various departments or utility
companies.

The application was routed to the standard list of City Departments and private utility providers.
The City does have sanitary sewer facilities within the right-of-way of 5th Avenue Northeast. As
a suggested condition of this vacation, these facilities will be protected by a special condition
included in the Engineering memorandum (Attachment C). TECO/Peoples Gas have also
indicated that they have facilities in 1st Street North which may be affected. As a condition of
approval, the applicant will either relocate these facilities, provide a private easement or obtain a
letter of no objection from TECO/Peoples Gas.

2. The vacation shall not cause a substantial detrimental effect upon or substantially impair
or deny access to any lot of record as shown from the testimony and evidence at the public
hearing.

The vacation of these street easements will have no effect on access to any ot of record.
3. The vacation shall not adversely impact the existing roadway network, such as to create

dead-end rights-of-way, substantially alter utilized travel patterns, or undermine the integrity of
historic plats of designated historic landmarks or neighborhoods.
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The vacation of these street easements will have no effect on the existing roadway network.

4. The easement is not needed for the purpose for which the City has a legal interest and,
for rights-of-way, there is no present or future need for the right-of-way for public vehicular or
pedestrian access, or for public utility corridors.

The street easements are not needed for the purpose for which the City has a legal interest and
there is no known present or future need for expansion of the right-of-way. The easements
were originally dedicated by the plat of Townview Apartments Replat in 1981.

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

No other factors have been raised for consideration.

B. Comprehensive Plan

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

C. Adopted Neighborhood or Special Area Plans

The subject property is within the boundaries of the Downtown Neighborhood Association.
There are no policies in the neighborhood plan which affect vacation of street easements in this
area of the City.

The subject property is also within the boundaries of the Intown Activity Center. The Intown
Activity Center plan has no elements which may apply to the vacation of these street
easements:

Comments from Agencies and the Public: As of the date of this report, one call and one
email was received from the public in response to the notice. No objection was noted.

As noted above City Engineering did indicate that vacation of the street easement would be
acceptable with an added condition regarding any future wall to be built at the subject location.
One private utility agency, TECO/Peoples Gas did indicate the presence of facilities in the
adjoining right-of-way to the street easement to be vacated. The applicant will be required to
provide an additional public notice prior to the public hearing before the City Council.

RECOMMENDATION. Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed street easement
vacations. If the DRC is inclined to support the vacation, Staff recommends the following
special conditions of approval:

1. Prior to recording of the vacation ordinance, the applicant(s) shall address the location of
TECO/Peoples Gas utilities and services by relocating private utilities at the applicant’s
expense, providing a private easement to TECO/Peoples Gas, or obtaining a letter of no
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objection from TECO/Peoples Gas. In any case a written letter of no objection from the
utility provider is required.

2. Prior to the recording of the vacation ordinance, comply with the Condition of Approval in
the Engineering Memorandum dated October 16, 2017: Any future wall installed along
the northern property line adjacent to the western 87.6 feet of the property be
constructed with a foundation which extends at least 3-feet below the land surface. This
will prevent undermining of the wall foundation if a future sewer excavation is performed
within the adjacent right of way of 5th Avenue Northeast.

3. Future construction on site shall comply with all requirements of Section 16.40.160. -
Visibility at Intersections; Sight Triangles.

REPORT PREPARED BY:
KATHRYN YOUNKI ICP, LEED AP BD+C, Deputy Zoning Official /DATE °
Development Revie ices Division

Planning & Economic Development Department

REPORT APPROVED BY:
“Toot] Arn ] [0-26-)
ELIZABETH ABERNETHY, AICP, Zoning Official (POD) DATE

Planning and Economic Development
Development Review Services Division

Attachments: A — Parcel Map, B — Aerial Map, C — Engineering Conditions of Approval dated
October 16, 2017

Exhibits: “A” — Sketch and Legal Description of the Street Easements to be Vacated
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Attachment C

MEMORANDUM
CITY OF ST. PETERSBURG
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
TO: Kathryn Younkin, Development Services
FROM: Nancy Davis, Engineering Plan Review Supervisor

DATE: October 16,2017

SUBJECT: Street Easement Vacation — Engineering Comments Revision 1

FILE: 17-33000017

LOCATION AND PIN: 105 4™ Avenue Northeast; 19/31/17/91613/000/0001

ATLAS: E-4
PROJECT: Easement - Vacation
REQUEST: Approval of a Vacation of a 10-foot east/west street easement along 5™

Avenue North at the intersection of 1% Street North and a 30-foot radius

street easement at the intersection of 4" Avenue North and 1% Street
North.

COMMENTS: The Engineering Depatment has received the attached survey from George F. Young
which identifies the location of the 10” public sanitary sewer main which exists within the southern
parkway of 5" Avenue North. The survey indicates that the centerline of the 10” public sanitary sewer
main is 6.3’ north of the northern property line (at the northwest property corner) and 10-feet north of the
northern property line at a point 87.6” west of the northwest property corner.

Based on the depth and field verified location of the sanitary sewer main, maintainance of the public
sewer main can be accomplished within the remaining right of way of 5™ Avenue North provided the
applicant be required (as a condition of this approval) to comply with the following additional
requirement:

1. Any future wall installed along the northern property line adjacent to the western 87.6° of the property
be constructed with a foundation which bears at least 3-feet below the land surface. This will prevent
undermining of the wall foundation if a future sewer excavation is performed within the adjacent right
of way of 5™ Avenue North.

NED/MJR/meh

pc: Kelly Donnelly
Easement Vacation File 2017
Reading File

Correspondence File



LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That certain 10—foot East—West Street Easement as shown on Lot 1, Block 1, TOWNVIEW APARTMENTS
REPLAT as recorded in Plat Book 84, Page 22, Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, said easement also
shown on TOWNVIEW, A CONDOMINIUM as recorded in Condominium Plat Book 64, Pages 20 through 32
inclusive, Public Records of Pineillas County, Florida.

Together with Exhibit "A"

That certain 30—foot Radius Street Easement as shown on Lot 1, Block 1, TOWNVIEW APARTMENTS REPLAT as
recorded in Plat Book 84, Page 22, Public Records of Pinellas County, Florida, said easement also shown on
TOWNVIEW, A CONDOMINIUM as recorded in Condominium Plat Book 64, Pages 20 through 32 inclusive, Public
Records of Pinellas County, Florida.
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STAFF REPORT

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION - VARIANCE REQUEST
PUBLIC HEARING

For Public Hearing and Executive Action on November 1, 2017 beginning at 2:00 P.M., Council
Chambers, City Hall, 175 Fifth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida

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

CASE NO.: 17-54000057 PLAT SHEET: F-18

REQUEST: Approval of a Variance to design requirements to construct a new
driveway in the front yard where an alley loading driveway is required.

OWNER: Jack K. & Rebecca C. Morgan
612 32" Avenue North
St. Petersburg, FL 33704

AGENT: Jack K. Morgan, Jr.
612 32" Avenue North
St. Petersburg, FL 33701

ADDRESS: 612 32" Avenue North

PARCEL ID NO.: 07-31-17-02736-003-0080

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: On File

ZONING: Neighborhood Traditional Single-family-2 (NT-2)

BACKGROUND: The subject parcel consists of two contiguous, platted lots (Lots 8 & 9). Both lots
measure 50 feet in width and 127 feet in depth. The property is an interior parcel, located along the
southern side of the block of 32" Avenue North between 5™ and 7t" Streets North. The parcel is 127
feet in depth and abuts a platted, 16-feet wide, rear alley. The combined lots provide 100 feet of
frontage along 32nd Avenue North. The property is located within a traditionally platted subdivision
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and is within a single-family zoning district, NT-2. The designated Five Points Neighborhood Association
in which the subject property is located is not active at this time.

The applicant resides in the single-family home originally constructed on Lot 8. The applicant purchased
the abutting Lot 9 and demolished the residence originally developed on that lot in 2014. The two lots
are combined with the Pinellas County Property Appraisers Office, resulting in one buildable parcel that
consists of the two platted lots.

In 2016, a detached structure containing accessory living space that provides handicap accessible
amenities serving the principal structure was constructed on Lot 9. The applicant states the intention of
combining the two lots and the construction of the detached accessory living space was to create an
aging-in-place development at the property. Prior to the construction of this accessory structure, the
applicant initiated a variance request to the Development Review Commission (DRC), Case 15-
54000057, requesting a variance to allow for the placement of a new driveway through the front yard to
serve the accessory structure. The proposed driveway would have provided vehicular access from 32"
Avenue North. The subject and surrounding properties are zoned NT-2. The zoning district does not
allow new driveways through the front yards when navigable alleys are provided. The request was
heard at a Public Hearing before the Development Review Commission in November of 2015 and the
motion to approve the variance failed by a vote of 4 to 3, thereby denying the request. The applicant
proceeded with the development of the accessory structure and developed vehicular access from the
rear alley. The design of the accessory structure was not altered from the original request.

REQUEST: Now that the accessory structure and vehicular use area is developed, the applicant is
requesting a reconsideration of the original variance request to allow for a new driveway through the
front yard. As previously stated, the NT-2 regulations require new driveways and vehicular parking
areas to be designed to be accessed from the alley, when present. The proposed Site Plan (see
attached) depicts the recently developed driveway as accessible from the alley. The proposed new
driveway would also provide access to the accessory structure from the front roadway, through the
front yard. The front loaded design of a new driveway through the front yard is the subject of this
application.

CONSISTENCY REVIEW COMMENTS: The Planning & Economic Development Department Staff
reviewed this application in the context of the following criteria excerpted from the City Code and found
that the requested variance is inconsistent with those standards. Pursuant to City Code Section
16.70.040.1.6 Variances, Generally, the DRC’s decision shall be guided by the following factors:

1. Special conditions exist which are peculiar to the land, building, or other structures for which the
variance is sought and which do not apply generally to lands, buildings, or other structures in the
same district. Special conditions to be considered shall include, but not be limited to, the following
circumstances:

a. Redevelopment. If the site involves the redevelopment or utilization of an existing developed or
partially developed site.
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The proposal involves utilization of an existing developed site. The location of the principal
residence, the accessory structure, a rear alley-accessed driveway, a rear surface parking area and a
generous sized garage provide vehicular access, use and parking in excess of the three (3) parking
spaces required by City development regulations. See also Item 2 following.

b. Substandard Lot. If the site involves the utilization of an existing legal nonconforming lot which is
smaller in width, length or area from the minimum lot requirements of the district.

The subject parcel consists of two platted lots and provides a buildable lot that is substantially larger
in width and area than the minimal lot requirements of the district and the majority of the
surrounding developed lots.

c. Preservation district. If the site contains a designated preservation district.
This criterion is not applicable.

d. Historic Resources. If the site contains historical significance.

This criterion is not applicable.

e. Significant vegetation or natural features. If the site contains significant vegetation or other
natural features.

This criterion is not applicable.

f- Neighborhood Character. If the proposed project promotes the established historic or traditional
development pattern of a block face, including setbacks, building height, and other dimensional
requirements.

The proposed driveway within the front yard does not promote the established historic nor the
traditional development pattern of the block face. The surrounding, predominate established
development pattern of the subject block face is that of single-family homes with driveways
accessing rear alleys. There are 19 parcels along the subject block face. Seven (7) of those parcels,
or 37%, have driveways within the front yard. There are numerous active redevelopment projects in
the Five Points neighborhood, including a site across the street from the subject parcel. As new
homes are built, existing non-conforming front driveways have been removed and Staff anticipates
that the percentage will continue to decline.

g. Public Facilities. If the proposed project involves the development of public parks, public facilities,
schools, public utilities or hospitals.

This criterion is not applicable.

2. The special conditions existing are not the result of the actions of the applicant;
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The existing site provides an alley-accessed driveway, rear surface parking area and a generous sized
garage that accommodates parking and vehicular use in excess of the three (3) parking spaces required
by City Code. The requested extension of the driveway to the front roadway is not required for
reasonable vehicular parking and maneuvering at the proposed site.

The applicant directed the design and build of both the accessory structure and the vehicular use areas
at the property as they exist today. The orientation of the existing entry into the accessory structure
and the associated vehicular use was chosen after a denial was received from the DRC in a Public
Hearing requesting a variance to allow for a driveway through the front yard.

3. Owing to the special conditions, a literal enforcement of this Chapter would result in unnecessary
hardship;

A literal enforcement of this Chapter would not result in unnecessary hardship. As stated in Item 1.a.
above, the subject property is currently developed and provides a reasonable area for the maneuvering
and parking of vehicles. Additional area is available abutting the alley if the applicant desires to increase
the width of the existing driveway to accommodate entry or exit of vehicles from the alley. Staff
surveyed the rear alley abutting the subject property to view how the developed properties used the
alley for access to on-site parking. 13 of the 20 developed properties along this alley, or 65%, have
driveways off the alley that either provide on-site surface parking and/ or access to covered parking or
garages.

4. Strict application of the provisions of this chapter would provide the applicant with no means for
reasonable use of the land, buildings, or other structures;

A literal application of the Code does not deprive the applicant of rights that others of similar lot size or
zoning enjoy. The property is substantially larger than other properties of similar zoning. As developed,
the double-lot parcel offers rear alley access for vehicles into and out of the property. Additional area
off the alley is available to expand the width of the driveway, as noted in Item 3.

5. The variance requested is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land, building, or other structure;

As stated in Item 2 above, reasonable vehicular use of the proposed garage and surface parking areas
are provided without extending a new driveway through the front yard and into the front roadway.

6. The granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this chapter;

The request is not consistent with the purpose and intent of the Code to accommodate reasonable use
of property. Alternative parking solutions are possible, see Item 2. The placement of new driveways
within the subject NT-2 zoning district is directed to access the alley, when present and accessible by
vehicles for access into and out of properties. Alley access can readily accommodate reasonable use of
the garage and parking areas on the property. The intention of this provision is to maintain or enhance
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the pedestrian character of traditionally platted properties where the accommodation of vehicles is
secondary to the pedestrian experience.

The redevelopment of the existing structure and the new accessory structure does appear to serve as an
enhancement to the condition of the neighborhood. However, Section 16.40.090.3.3. of the City Code
directs that driveways be designed in a manner that minimizes disruption of pedestrian corridors and
the streetscape. While the front-loaded driveway provides additional convenience to the property, it is
not consistent with this Code directive.

The variance would allow for a new driveway accessing 32" Avenue North within the public Right-of-
Way and through the required front yard of the property. This design would accommodate vehicular
parking within the front yard and in front of the residential structures. This condition is contrary to
traditional development aesthetics that were envisioned through the City’s adopted Vision 2020 Plan.
The Vision 2020 development aesthetics as recommended by the adoption of the plan in 2002, are
incorporated into the development standards for the designated single-family traditional neighborhood
in which the subject property is located. Traditional development intends for driveways and the use/
parking of vehicles to be secondary to the pedestrian experience within the front of a residential
property. Rear alleys are provided for means of vehicular access into parking areas within properties of
a traditional development.

Approval of the variance could set precedence for this non-conforming element to be supported at
other surrounding properties in the designated traditional zoning district. A number of properties
within the City’s traditionally designated neighborhoods are being rehabilitated, redeveloped with
significant additions or new single-family residences are being built on these properties. This trend
appears to be increasingly occurring in the subject Five Points Neighborhood. Staff surveyed the single-
family parcels surrounding the subject property. Since 2005, 11 of those 98 parcels (11%) have been the
subject of significant additions/rehabilitation (2 parcels) and 9 parcels have been developed or are
actively being developed with new single-family residences. None of those properties received
variances for new driveways within the front yard.

7. The granting of the variance will not be injurious to neighboring properties or otherwise detrimental
to the public welfare;

The granting of this variance may be considered as injurious to neighboring properties or otherwise
detrimental to the public welfare as the variance would allow a recognized non-traditional element at
the property. See also Item 6 above.

8. The reasons set forth in the application justify the granting of a variance;

The reasons set forth in the application do not justify the granting of the variance. Staff does appreciate
the applicant’s intention of creating an aging-in-place development at the property. As developed, the
principal and accessory structures and the associated vehicular use areas contribute to the positive
traditional aesthetics of the surrounding properties and the neighborhood in general. However, staff
finds that the variance request to allow a new driveway through the front yard is not supported by the
review criteria specified in the City Code when considering variances to development standards.
Additionally, this request is made after the accessory structure and the associated vehicular use area
have been built.
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9. No nonconforming use of neighboring lands, buildings, or other structures, legal or illegal, in the
same district, and no permitted use of lands, buildings, or other structures in adjacent districts shall
be considered as grounds for issuance of a variance permitting similar uses.

This criterion is not applicable.

PUBLIC COMMENT: The applicant has submitted

- 24 signatures of support from surrounding property owners

- Three (3) statements of support from adjacent property owners along 32"
Avenue North

- A statement of support from the Executive Director of the Florida Council on
Aging (FCOA)

- A program schedule of the 2017 FCOA Innovations Summit which features the
handicap accessible structure built at the subject property. Included in the schedule are biographies of
the applicant’s wife and the designer of the handicapped accessible structure. Both are listed as
speakers at this event.

As of the writing of this report, no other public comment regarding the request has been received by
Staff.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Based on a review of the application according to the stringent evaluation
criteria contained within the City Code, the Planning and Economic Development Department Staff
recommends DENIAL of the requested variance.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: If the variance is approved consistent with the site plan submitted with
this application, the Planning and Economic Development Department Staff recommends that the
approval shall be subject to the following:

1. The driveway shall be of a single-width, ribbon driveway design, pursuant to the design
standards for ribbon driveways, Section 16.40.090.3.3.6.d. of the City Code. A permit is required.

2. No parking of vehicles shall be allowed in front of the accessory structure within the property
boundaries.

3. A public sidewalk shall be installed within the front right-of-way of the property along 32™
Avenue North. The sidewalk shall be compliant to all City Engineering and Zoning standards,
Section 16.40.140.4.2. of the City Code. The sidewalk shall run continuous through the driveway
and any existing or new walkways. The required permit shall be applied for at the time as the
driveway permit.

4. A planted area shall be installed within the front yard of the accessory structure on Lot 9. The
planted area shall contain a minimum of ten (10) shrubs, accent plants and/ or ornamental
grasses. A means or irrigation shall be provided for this planted area.
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5. The applicant shall commence construction on the driveway and sidewalk by November 1, 2020.
The applicant may request an extension. The request shall be in writing and received by the
POD prior to this date.

6. Approval of this variance does not grant or imply other variances from the City Code or other
applicable regulations.

ATTACHMENTS: Aerial map, proposed site plan, applicant's variance narrative, signatures and
statements of support, various documents and photographs submitted by the applicant, 2017 FCOA
Innovations Summit event schedule, photographs by Staff of the subject property and rear alley .

Report prepared by: ,
//L”\A C\ =P 2./, /0 2%~ I7

GARY CROSBY anner i
Development view Services DIVISI
Planning & Economic Development Department

Report prepared for:

ﬁ;& /l(\( 10-21-17

ELIZABETH ABERNETHY, AICP, ZONING OFFICIAL (POD)
Development Review Services Division
Planning & Economic Development Department
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VARIANCE REQUEST NARRATIVE
Street Address: 612 32" Avenue North
5-Points Neighborhood

Detailed Description of Project & Request:

Extend existing port cochere brick driveway between buildings, 45’ to curb (no curb cut needed because
curb is already angled) on 32™ Avenue North within the required front yard and narrow it from 12’ wide
to 10’ wide. The primary purpose for this request is to provide maximum handicap ease of access,
safety & the easiest entry to the barrier-free Guest House with the vehicle passenger side closest to its
main entry.

1. What is unique about the size, shape, topography, or location of the subject property? How do
these unique characteristics justify the requested variance?

Our main house was purchased in 1985 and several improvements have been made since. The adjoining
property (620 32" Avenue North) was purchased in 2014 and combined through the county to the 612
address in 2015. In our planning process, two architects helped us clarify how to best utilize the
expanded site and decided upon a port cochere design similar to a property 3 blocks away, but on a
smaller scale to fit this property. A semi-circular driveway similar to our next door neighbor’s was
considered, but realized there was not enough space, unless we removed a large oak tree in front of the
main house and altered the existing front brick sidewalk. That type of driveway would also not have
covered access nor have as close an access point. The 5-points Neighborhood is also not a historic
neighborhood, so it does not have a lot of the historical characteristics that apply to most NT2
neighborhoods. Most of the homes are small block homes on big lots, there is a much higher
percentage of front driveways than in the more historic neighborhoods, sidewalks are few in number
(none near this property) and there are no historic curb cuts on this property’s avenue; they all have
angled curbs. 32" Avenue in front of this property is also unique because it incorporates two city blocks
with 500 & 600 addresses. Finally, the alley behind this property is listed as 16’ wide, but the actual
paved surface is only 12’ and there are several obstacles immediately across the alley make accessing
property from the rear challenging.

2. Are there other properties in the immediate neighborhood that have already been developed or
utilized in a similar way? If so, please provide addresses and a description of the specific signs or
structures being referenced.

YES

a. 628 32" Ave N — Semi-circle front drive with also accesses garage from the front.

b. 635 31** Ave N — Across alley — Double front driveway & double back driveway to double garage.

c. 601, 611, 619 & 627 32" Ave N. — 4 homes have front driveways immediately across from property.
d. 643 31% Ave N — Double alley driveway & a double driveway that accesses 7" St N.

e. 696 33™ Ave N — Has a triple driveway facing 7" St N, a single front driveway & gated alley access.
f. 700 34*™ Ave N — Has similar Port Cochere with attached Guest House & garage in back with front &
circle driveways.

This 5-Point neighborhood is unique in that it combines 500 & 600 addresses with no 6™ St N divider.



When you focus in on just the 600 addresses on 32" Ave N and across the alley on 31 Ave N;'10 of the
17 properties (61%) have front driveways;

3. How is this requested variance not the result of the actions of the applicant.

After purchasing the adjoining property, demolishing its house & other structures, grading the lot and
putting up temporary fencing, the planning process was started in 2014. After agreeing on the final
design and combining the two properties together through the county, the 2007 ordinance requirement
of no front driveways for new developments with back alley access in NT2 neighborhoods was
discovered. Futher research revealed that a new development near this property had double front &
double back driveways in 2007 which eliminates this property of setting a precedent. City staff related it
was possible to apply for a variance for a front driveway if there was a high percentage of front
driveways in the neighborhood. Between 1987 and 2007 the owners would have been able to putin a
front driveway with no variance requirement, and they were never formally informed of the 2007 code
change. Because the plan met all the other criteria required, it was decided to pursue this variance,
because the driveway request was not unique nor detrimental to the neighborhood and there was a
significant number of front driveways in this immediate 5-Point Neighborhood. This plan emphasizes a
sustainable, handicap accessible and barrier-free facility with the front driveway being paramount for
maximum ease-of-access to an elder-friendly home.

4. How is the requested variance the minimum necessary to make reasonable use of the property? In
what ways will granting the requested variance enhance the character of the neighborhood?

This project was specifically designed to accommodate the needs of the owners in their mid-60’s as they
age-in-place. The front driveway is paramount in providing the maximum ease of access for them to
enter their home as close as possible to the primary entrance. The owners have worked in the aging
field for over 3 decades and know the importance of planning for the 3" chapter of their lives when
most people react to it rather than plan for it. The Guest House was designed with many elder-friendly,
universal design & handicap accessibility features including: :

- Raised 4-gange outlets for ease of reach & convenient placement of any needed medical equipment
and/or devices in the future.

- Lowered switches & thermostat for ease of reach.

- ADA approved non-slip manufactured wood flooring for main rooms & tile for bathroom.

- Barrier-Free no-thresholds for all doorways of Guest House, screen porch, garage, back door & kitchen
entries of Main House for ease of access.

- Raised kitchen cabinet baseboards to accommodate wheelchair feet & ease of access.

- Microwave located under kitchen counter for ease of access.

- Lever handles on all doors Guest House, garage/storage, Main House back door & laundry clgset for
ease of access.

- Back kitchen counter lowered and outlet located on wall toward front of counter for ease of access and
an even lower work surface pulls out for anyone in a wheelchair to work on.

- Main kitchen counter has touch activated water faucet for ease of access & rounded corners to
prevent injuries,

- Bathroom has a roll-in shower for ease of access with infinity drain in back with a gradual flat decline
rather than a drain in center with uneven bowl drainage.



- All bathroom walls are reinforced with 3/4” plywood to allow the future placement of support bars and
a fold down seat in shower.

- Toilet is at ADA approved height and has a smooth surface on outside for easy cleaning.

- Bathroom sink is wall mounted (at regular height), but plumbing was designed so it can be easily
lowered to wheelchair height if needed for ease of access.

- Guest House is pre-wired with Smart technology to accommodate any future ease-of-use technology in
the future. Smart TVs, voice activated devices, etc.

The future plan of the owners is to move into the Guest House once they feel they can no longer
navigate the stairs to their 2" floor bedroom in the Main House. When needed; family, friends or
professional caregivers will live in the Main House and everyone will share the common-areas of the
Main House kitchen, laundry room, screen porch, garage storage & back yard.

The 2" part of #4 is addressed in the narrative for #6. *

5. What other alternatives have been considered that do not require a variance? Why are these
alternatives unacceptable?

a. Owners often considered putting in a semi-circular front driveway similar to nearby neighbor after
purchasing home in 1985, if the opportunity to purchase neighbor’s home at 620 32" Ave. N. ever
occurred. This could have been done prior to 2007, but the opportunity never occurred prior to that
date. The owners were never given notice about the code change and a large oak tree would have had
to be removed. :

b. After discovering 2007 code restriction, owners considered switching garage & Guest House locations.
The garage entrance would have to face the alley leaving the unattractive back of the garage facing 32"
Avenue; the Guest House space would have to be reduced with limited views, and there would be a
farther distance to access to Guest House.

c. Owners also considered putting a semi-circular driveway in the back behind the Guest House, but
there was not enough space.

d. Staff suggested improving visual impact of front driveway by putting in a ribbon driveway and adding
landscaping along its edges, which owners are open to, but feel a ribbon drive would not be as sound
structurally or as appealing esthetically and any landscaping needs to not impair views when exiting.

e. Owners considered alley as primary entrance to property, but another primary concern is a‘safety
issue. Both ends of alley have restricted views when exiting with fencing, tall hedges and parked
vehicles. It is also very narrow in spots and there are several obstacles immediately across from owner’s
property including a carport brick wall, raised concrete planter with dumpster pad, service pole, 2"
dumpster and electrical box all within inches of the paved alley edge. The alley is one way only and
situations often occur meeting other vehicles, then having to back up and go around the block to gain
access. Also, there is occasional limited access to alley when service or contractor vehicles block it
leaving no entry/exit options.

6. In what ways will granting the requested variance enhance the character of the neighborhood?

This variance request neither enhances nor diminishes the character of this 5-Points Neighborhood. The
5-Points Neighborhood is not a historic neighborhood, so there are no historic curb cuts to alter or
destroy. In fact, the requested brick driveway would only have to be extended from the end of the




current approved driveway 45’ to the existing angled curb cut with no curb cut required like most of the
front driveways have in this area.

The requested front driveway would blend in with the other 10 driveways with 600 addresses in the
immediate area. The brick used for the driveway complements the brick driveway immediately across
32" Ave and it also lines up between driveways across avenue limiting any backing-up safety issues.

City staff highlighted some of the reasoning for NT2 Neighborhoods related to excluding front driveways
that appear to not apply to our requested front driveway variance request: ’

a. To limit the visibility of cars in front of homes in driveways/carports. The requested driveway is
designed as a Port Cochere pull-thru drivé, to allow ease of access to pull in from the front, drop the
passenger of under a protective roof next to their main entry, pull around behind and back into the
garage leaving no visible vehicles.

b. To give priority to pedestrians over vehicles. The 5-Points Neighborhood is not pedestrian-friendly.
32" Avenue North in front of the owner’s property has no sidewalks nor are there any sidewalks on
neighboring 31 Ave N, 5% St. N. or 7% St. N. Vehicles regularly park in front of their homes leaving
pedestrians no option but to walk around them into traffic patterns. Owners have observed more
pedestrians using the alley instead of 32" Ave., because they feel it is safer. Neighbors have mentioned
to the owners that when they do walk on the avenues and streets in our neighborhood they actual
appreciate having the flat & secure surface of stepping off on a front driveway when vehicles approach.
c. To respect the historic character of the neighborhood. The 5-Points Neighborhood is not a historic
neighborhood and the owners particular street has numerous houses built in the 1950s, most are small,
some are rentals, a small low rent apartment complex with 5 units, some larger houses with larger lots
and a couple of unoccupied properties. Curb-cuts are angled and not historic either. The owner’s
immediate neighborhood is very diverse and has no specific traditional or historic style that is
paramount.

To the point of enhancing the character of the neighborhood, this front driveway variance does not
necessarily enhance its character, but it is not a detriment either. The entirety of the owner’s
development project is what really enhances the neighborhood including:

a. By just tearing down the most deteriorated house on this neighborhood’s block, greatly improved the
appearance of this neighborhood.

b. The owners totally renovated the original Main House by removing several layers of siding &
insulation, repairing extensive termite damage and restoring its original pine siding. The Main House
was one of the first houses in this neighborhood as depicted by its 1926 photos showing no houses in
view to the north, south or east of it. .

c. In the 1950s the Main House was converted to a two-story duplex by closing off its central staircase,
adding an exterior entry door, adding a 2" floor kitchen and adding separate fuse boxes for each floor.
d. The current owners converted the home back to a single-family residence in 1987 and made several
improvements to bring it up to code in 1989.

e. When planning the recent renovations & expansion of the property, the owners not only paid
particular attention to maintaining the character of the original Main House, but also making sure the
new additions also enhanced the character of the neighborhood including:

- Extending the front porch roof and adding Craftsmen Style features including two front columns and a
triangular brace at its peak to complement other similar styles of homes in the neighborhood.



- Adding additional roof soffit braces & triangular peak braces to the main home to add to the Craftsman
Style appearance. °

- Creating a complementary color scheme (pale yellow with dark green trim) & red brick accents.

- Duplicating the red brick accents on the Main House and adding those accents to the Craftsman Style
columns on both the Main House and the Guest House.

Although the 5-Points Neighborhood is not considered a historic neighborhood, the owners tried to
respect the history of this neighborhood as well as their Main House.
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Applicants are strongly encouraged to obtain signatures in support of the proposal(s) from owners of property adjacent
to or otherwise affected by a particular request.

Street Address: 612 32nd Avenue North |[CaseNo.: /77— <y 000045 7
Description of Request: 7 7

Extend existing port cochere drive-thru between building 45' to the curb on 32nd Avenue North within the required
front yard.

The undersigned adjacent property owners understand the nature of the applicant's request and do not
object (attach additional sheets if necessary):

1. Affected Property Address: /77@ 254 e VO
Owner Name (print): EAw 7D , G DR T/
Owner Signature: . . D/«é/ﬁof

2. Affected Property Address: CRp 3 ?/Zc{ ,4/,{ 4/2 -
Owner Name (print):

Owner Signature:

3. Affected Property Address: (s, ¥¢& 22x.d AUE

Owner Name (print): KALER FRUSHE /Z
Owner Signature: frer
la — N
4. Affected Property Address:  __ 4130 SV ST (7 2 70%
Owner Name (print): S (A fo~an !
Owner Signature: e LYY
5. Affected Property Address: &0/ Sou0 A, A/
Owner Name (print): 5 VESCS
Owner Signature: Lan
" =z F /' i
6. Affected Property Address: 6 || 2727 flve N.
Owner Name (print): Navid N . Mau

Owner Signature:

7 _Affected Property Address: lnao %™ A I W

Owner Name (print): x> AV LM N W
_ Owner Signature: Y — -
Tt §

8. Affected Property Address: L35 22onA A< A
Owner Name (print): NYC\W\ O Z a\AC~
Owner Signature: Yy WA 240

Page 8 of 9 ity of St. Petersburg — Cne 4™ Street North — PO Box 2842 — St. Petersburg, FL 35731-2842 — (727) 893-7471
www.stoete.ora/ldr
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Applicants are strongly encouraged to obtain signatures in support of the proposal(s) from owners of property adjacent
to or otherwise affected by a particular request.
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Street Address: 612 32nd Avenue North [CaseNo.: /7- 5400004 7
Description of Request: f -

Extend existing port cochere drive-thru between building 45' to the curb on 32nd Avenue North within the required
front yard.

The undersigned adjacent property owners understand the nature of the applicant’s request and do not
object (attach additional sheets if necessary):

9. Affected Property Address: 535 3)J1 Aws. ) ST. Dd./ fr 33704

" OwnerName (print):  Byindy (h aloy (L —
Owner Signature:  YSUUA~ A~

D

, 1/ 21—} ]

(@. Affected Property Address: ﬁhﬁ, '50"?’,‘," VA 5T FEI(C, F

Ouner Name (print) W VIl mAoe maeevro 7
Owner Signature: 7 7 o e :
° 7 7

(&

/
|| B._Affected Property Address: 2. z, o T Sx
Owner Name (print): o N\
Owner Signature: ,é/xmzm\ NALL

] A._Affected Property Address: (m’-l% %amk Aue N St Yede B 220 of
Owner Name (print): \Foubx ; ¢ o Py M.
Owner Signature: 74 LN A ¢ A0 UK v

]38, Affected Property Address: 6,04 32 & avVe N.
Owner Name (print): DM BER L OAICE

Owner Signature:

YL A Affected Property Address: 3% -2 0 A< W - L _
Owner Name (print): N/ L/C” /Mg L, R} o (™~ G,
Owner Signature: //\—, \4/ = .

J5X. Affected Property Address: 44/ 32 Aie fo
Owner Name (print): Trmes A Locbre/

Owner Signature:

P

Jo R Affected Property Address:  3/30) 77t S+ /L
" Owner Name (print): Deavip & Eebzaeva\d
Owner Signature: D o) o, é/(f /AN -

Page 8 of 9 ity of St. Petersburg — One 4™ Street North — PO Box 2842 — St. Petersburg, FL 33731-2842 — (727) 893-7471
www.stoete.ora/ldr
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Applicants are strongly encouraged to obtain signatures in support of the proposal(s) from owners of property adjacent

to or otherwise affected by a particular request.

Street Address: 612 32nd Avenue North

| Case No.: /7-5Y 000057

Description of Request:

front yard.

Extend existing port cochere drive-thru between building 45' to the curb on 32nd Avenue North within the required

object (attach additional sheets if necessary):

The undersigned adjacent property owners understand the nature of the applicant’s request and do not

wlY

17 Ax

E]K Affected Property Address:
Owner Name (print):

ﬂcx;(/O (/V‘—\ ¢ Llcuk

Owner Signature:

/070 LLL

[AX Affected Property Address: (¢2.35 3/S7 QX I/
Owner Name (print): (S/b prone [0 prer
Owner Signature: Q/,W

| 8. Affected Property Address: 3¢ 70

7757 N.

Owner Name (print):

Owner Signature: e

CHpisT/ VA VElEZ
— ~ —

—

S
100 K- A

2.0 ¢. Affected Property Address:
Owner Name (print): ,Lg\ A Loy
Owner Signature: Y= Z—
i
D] 8. Affected Property Address: <9 > /s N
Owner Name (print): (Trrcol)l Pousasr
Owner Signature: Tj'm(;(’?/v i

- @ Affected Property Address:

2690, S Lol TRl

Owner Name (print):
Owner Signature:

23 F. Affected Property

AN —
5

Neeth 57 b 35701

AR

Address: 3[{0
Owner Name (print):
Owner Signature:

¢4 8. Affected Property Address: 5 ) (“7

vz Ny

Owner S gnature;y\[\ {

Owner Name (print) [\ YENX YD1z 0\
SRK e A

Page 8 of 9

ity of St. Petersburg — One 4" Street North —

PO Box 2842 — St. Petersburg, FL 33731-2842 — (727) 893-7471
www .stpete.ora/ldr



d SS:ZI ‘L107/81/8

SI9)uUd) Aewlld |
Buiohoay = ¢ 1818

S|004 Bulwuwimg AN

SuoNEd07 32j0d e L]

Snoaue||eosIN wr |

salelqi] &y [

suonels a4 @

siajua) Ajunwwo) pU
suoljeoo] jedidiuniy =

lel] sejjauld — (|

‘puce

swe) gap Ao -
sdwey jeoqg L .
|elauas)

noj ssauisng |jews sJoAep @l
ssauisng

sjousIq @9110d I

ssy pooyloqybieN bBuiddepanQ i
suoljeloossy pooyloqybiaN

@ 0214 [

sjoulsI [1ounoY [

@ VNOO [

spwi Auo
SuoleIo0SSYy ssauisng [

Lond

salepunog AuD =

7 PIEE

Joyjuo Jake| uiny 0} xoq ¥98YD
7 Uive

rA
b o

Zdel o) BUIMBaIA SWaqo.g

/dews|3003/310 9109dys s13dso//:dny

th St N

Fr———

.
By
o

lona.cew euoday i depy .

NBAYISLE

N 8AY I5LE

L

¥

i

“

|
|
M_,

e e e

N

e 3 e

5th SIN

SBAY PUzE

.
¥
i
t
E i
” !

5th St N

N 9AY PIEE

O

yoinyy 2dso

atpnhaeinn.g

g 71 TR 7L
! !
N §
m W
o £ R Ll
N ary PUZE
_ h "
] ‘ i
{ ! ! ,
| !
¢ { i
et
s ‘ql. - AT !~: m.{ - \lunm
1
w .
! ut

thSIN

i
H

s

N OAY PIEE

N 8AY Uive

SI9 Bingsialed 1S jo AND

7thStN

140
.
3 aibro0)
=
&
4
m
D
N @AY IS LE
N 9AY puze N BAY PUZE
N 10 2lepusity
N SAY YIpE
sainjeusis Joqysian
€A sdep 9j8oon



October 3,2017
To whom it may concern:

I have no objection to a driveway entry on 32" Avenue as requested by Jay Morgan of 612 32" Ave N.

/%@W

Karen Frusher
646 32™ Ave N
St Petersburg, FL. 33704



August 16, 2017
To whom it may concern:

I am writing on behalf of my neighbors, Jay and Becky Morgan. The Morgans are making a
second attempt to gain variance so that they may be able to finish their driveway that would
allow access from their home to both the street and alley. This completion would also provide
a complete drive through from street to alley, allow for easy drop-off of passenger to dwelling,
and allow for common-sense parking.

As | live directly next to Jay and Becky on the side of their house where the driveway is located,
I will consequently be the neighbor most affected by the development of this driveway. | have
absolutely no objection to Jay and Becky getting the ‘go ahead’ on this project. They have
chosen building materials that give a pleasant aesthetic as well as hiring quality craftsmen. |
have no doubt that they will use this driveway responsibly.

Please consider granting Jay and Becky Morgan the necessary clearance in order to build their
driveway at their residence: 612 32" Ave. N., St. Petersburg, FI 33704.

Thank you for your time,

% .

Pati Byler
628 32" Ave. N.
St. Petersburg, FI 33704.



To Whom it May Concern:

My name is Scott Myers. | live at 601 32" Avenue North.

Every morning my wife and | have the luck of looking across the street at the house at 612, the
nicest property on our street. The home’s owners, the Morgan’s, went to great lengths to
construct the house on the lot next to their own in the exact style of their house, and that is a
lovely addition to the neighborhood.

The Morgan’s plan to bring the paver driveway for the new house from the alley through to
32" Ave. would not, in our opinion, detract from the aesthetics of the property but would
enhance it. Also, given the increasing volume of traffic on our street, we can’t have too many
“safe zones” for people to step off the street when necessary.

We’re not sure what other new builds on our street will look like, and that’s somewhat of a
concern, but the plan that’s been put forth for this existing property’s paver drive doesn’t give
us any cause to doubt that it’ll look great!

Y, an

Dosome /Vovra—



RECEIVED

Margaret Lynn Duggar and Associates, Inc.

1018 Thomasville Road, Suite 110 OCT 17 2017 Margaret Lynn Duggar, President
Tallahassee, Florida 32303

(850) 222-0080

Fax: (850) 2222575 DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

E-mail: MLDuggar@aol.com SERVICES

October 13, 2017

To Whom It May Concern:

As the Executive Director of the Florida Council on Aging (FCOA), | am pleased to write in support of
the proposed driveway access allowance that Becky and Jay Morgan are requesting. I’'ve worked in
the field of aging since 1973, when | was hired to start Meals on Wheels in Tallahassee. Since then, |
have dedicated my work to helping older persons remain at home as they age and their life
circumstances change. Clearly, the Morgans are exemplary of what we wish every family would do --
prepare so creatively for the needs that will likely develop should they be fortunate enough to live to
old age. Yes, these needs must be accommodated by a variety of supportive adjustments in our
environments, physical and social.

We at FCOA are so impressed with the concept the Morgans are developing that we showcased it at
our 2016 Innovations Summit at Safety Harbor last Fall. Sponsoring partners like the Florida Chamber
Foundation, AARP, Walgreen'’s, and the Florida Department of Elder Affairs agreed that this project in
your community deserves national recognition and replication.

Living in a 92-year-old house in a quaint neighborhood in downtown Tallahassee, | appreciate your
regulations promulgated to sustain quality. But, | also know very well, that successful aging on the
personal or community level requires flexibility. I’ve been to your lovely community; | would never
support lowering your standards. | don’t believe this minor exception would in any way do that. But,
I do understand that access to the door provided by the driveway exemption is essential for anyone
with a walking disability (which | personally havel).

Please support the Morgans commitment to making aging in place a reality in your community.

Sincerely,

Margaret Lynn Duggar



10/9/2017

JACK & REBECCA MORGAN
612 32" Avenue North

APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SERVICES
11/1/17

Original
1926 House
Views




10/9/2017

11926
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Vigw to West
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1526 View to North
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10/9/2017

}926 View to South
a ;3 31* & : ¥

Renovation
History




10/9/2017

1954 View of West Side of House

1989 Renovations

Enclosed Front Porch Vinyl Siding — Screened Porch — Storage Sheds — Carport Additions




10/9/2017

Restore Main House to Original Wood Siding — Select New Color Scheme — Remove Attached Structures




10/9/2017

Extend Front Porch Overhang

Add Craftsman Style Columns With
Brick Accents

Install Craftsman Porch Light

Select Roofing Material To Match
New Color Scheme

Install Craftsman Style
Triangle Brace

Expanded Screen Porch 2
Auto Garage
Extra Storage Area

Net O - Tier Il
Solar Panel System




10/9/2017

Phase 3 of New Renovation Project

w )

HomaWra::

998 YERS DO

Port Cochere Covered Walkway — Guest House With Front Porch — Rear Electrical Room - Pavers

Before & After
Comparisons




10/9/2017

Before

Vinyl & Concrete Siding Covering New Color Scheme With Added Craftsman Style Features
Original Wood Siding On Main House Including Columns & Decorative Braces
Neighboring Home In Poor Condition With 80% Water Expanded Greenspace & Universal Design Features That
Intrusion, Termite Damage, Galvanized Pluming and Old Cloth- Improve Accessibility to Entire Complex

Wrapped Wiring

Neighboring Property With 3 Aluminum Sheds Connected
With Additional Fenced Storage Area & Aluminum Roofing

Utility Room On Main House, Screen Porch, Garage With

Main House Also Had 2 Aluminum Sheds, Screen Porch &
Carport With Continuous Aluminum Roofing

Neighbors Property Extended From Neighbor’s Fence to the
West to Within 12” Of The Main House To the East & It Was
In Very Poor Condition

Neighbor’s Driveway Access From Alley Was
Unsurfaced & Mainly Dirt

Back Storage & Guest House Ground Level Raised Up Several
Inches To Make All Buildings Handicap Accessible

Alley Driveway Access Designed For Access From Alley To
Avoid Several Barriers That Abut Opposite Side of Alley

Craftsman Style Accents Also Added To New Structures
Including Braces & Lighting




10/9/2017

Property &
Neighborhood
Site Plans

Variance Request
Property Site Plan

* Proposed Front Driveway Extension
* Identified Barriers Near Alley

Entrance From Rear of Property




10/9/2017

Variance Request
Neighborhood Site Plan

600 Addresses on 32 & 31st s

Avenues North With Front
Driveways

Proposed Driveway at 612
32" Avenue North

ADA Approved &
Elder-Friendly
Featuresql?

10



10/9/2017

Handicap Accessible Features — Guest House

Multiple 4-Outlet Plugs for
Devices & Medical Equipment

ey
Wide Doors &
Hardwood Floors For
Wheelchair Access
i
i Rkl 3
_# £ \\
Outlets Raised & 3
Switches/HVAC
Controls Lowered
For Easier

Wheelchair Access

Re-Mountable Wall ADA Height

Approved Toilet

With Easy Clean
Surface

Wheelchair Height

i""..t - .
Roll-In Shower
With Infinity
Drain In Back &

Adjustable Spray

Sink That Can Be
Lowered To

ADA Approved
Bathroom Floor Tile
With Contrasting
Borders For Visual
Cues & Barrier-Free
Door Thresholds

ADA Approved
Door Handles

=2

Driveway Raised To Provide Barrier-Free Handicapped
Access To Both Front Porch Entry & Side Door Entry

Rear Counter Is 3” Lower With
4-Outlet Plugs Near Counter
Front, Microwave Underneath
& An Even Lower Pull Out
Work Surface For Ease of
Access From A Wheelchair

T

Handicap Accessible Features — Guest House

Both Entries Have Flat
No-Threshold Surface Wide
Enough for Wheelchairs

Main Counter Top Has Rounded
Corners & Faucet Is Touch
Controlled for Easy Access

Baseboards Under Counters
Raised To Accommodate
Wheelchair Feet & Lighted For
Visual Cues at Night

11



8/15/2017

Similar Design In Same N_ighbgrood

b

3 Blocks Away — 770 34t Street North 2-Car Garage Behind Main House
Located On A Very Large Lot

Front & Circular Driveway
Port Cochere Roof Connecting Guest House







FCOA Innovations Summit 2017
Community: Fostering Connections & Aligning Resources

© g [RECEVER

I 0CT ]
Innovations Schedule / . 7 2017
Baranoff Room - \%wsw

8:00 AM Breakfast & Networking

9:00 AM Welcome
Susan Ponder-Stansel, FCOA President

9:10 AM  Creating Livable Communities
Introduction - Jeff Johnson, State Director, AARP Florida
Keynote — Jean Accius, PhD, Vice President, Long-Term Services & Supports and
Livable Communities Group, AARP Public Policy Institute

10:15 AM  Break

10:30 AM  Panel - Florida Communities Leading the Way
Jeff Johnson, AARP Florida, Moderator
Al DiNicola, Senior Vice President of Sales & Marketing, Kitson & Partners
Whit Blanton, Executive Director, Forward Pinellas
Rebecca C. Morgan, Co-Director, Center for Excellence in Elder Law, Stetson
University
Mark Zdrojewski, Vice President of Operations, Strobel Design Build

12:00 PM  Lunch in Four Springs Ballroom
Champion Everyone's Right to Be Happy and Healthy
Susan Ponder-Stansel, Moderator
Ibro Cavcic, Store Manager, Walgreens

1:15PM Dementia Care and Cure Initiative/ Dementia-Friendly Communities
Steve Bahmer, President/CEOQ, LeadingAge Florida, Moderator
Richard Prudom, Deputy Secretary, Florida Department of Elder Affairs

1:45 PM Break

2:00 PM  Translating Ideas & Knowledge into Action
Susan Ponder-Stansel, Moderator
Jeff Johnson, AARP Florida
Tony Carvajal, Executive Director, Florida Chamber Foundation
Andy Corty, Publisher, Florida Trend

3:00 PM  FCOA Response and Adjourn
Susan Ponder-Stansel, President, Florida Council on Aging

1



FCOA Innovations Summit 2017
Community: Fostering Connections & Aligning Resources

Speaker Information

Jean Accius, PhD

Dr. Jean Accius is a nationally recognized expert on aging policy, livable communities and long-
term services and supports (LTSS). He currently serves as the Vice President of the Long-Term
Services & Supports and Livable Communities Group within the AARP Public Policy Institute. In
this role, he provides strategic direction, thought leadership and technical expertise in leading a
team at the forefront of developing innovative policy solutions for livable communities as well as
the effective delivery and financing of LTSS. Dr. Accius brings a wealth of experience to his
current work, having served in positions across the private, public and nonprofit sectors to
advance the issues and interests of older adults. At the state level, Dr. Accius served as a Senior
Program lead within the Florida Department of Elder Affairs for the Ambassadors for Aging
program. Under his leadership, he developed innovative tools that raised awareness and sparked
discussions regarding the social, economic and political contributions of older Floridians to
address the state’s fiscal and social challenges. At the federal level, he worked as a Senior Policy
Advisor within the Disabled and Elderly Health Programs Group at the Centers for Medicare &
Medicaid Services (Department of Health & Human Services). In that role, h<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>