THE UPSIDE of FLORIDA

PLANNING SERVICES

Planning Board

CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY PLANNING BOARD
The regular meeting of the City Planning Board will be held on Tuesday, February 12, 2019 at 2:00 P.M.
in the Mason Conference Room, Mezzanine Level, City Hall, 222 West Main Street.

I

AGENDA
•
•

Swearing in of New Member {Laurie Murphy)

Quorum/Call to Order

•

Approval of Meeting Minutes from January 8, 2019.

•

New Business:
1. Consider Rezoning for 3100 Navy Boulevard from C-1, C-2 to C-3.
2. Amendment to LDC Section 12-12-5 Building Permits - Historic Building Demolition
Review

•

Open Forum

•

Adjournment

Your presence will be greatly appreciated. At your earliest convenience, please advise Planning staff if
you can attend this meeting.
Sincerely,

Brandi C. Deese
Assistant Planning Services Administrator
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THE UPSIDE of FLORIDA

PLANNING SERVICES

MINUTES OF THE PLANNING BOARD
January 8, 2019
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Chairman Paul Ritz, Nathan Monk, Danny Grundhoefer, Kurt Larson, Ryan Wiggins,
Nina Campbell

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None

STAFF PRESENT:

Brandi Deese, Assistant Planning Services Administrator, Leslie Statler, Planner,
Mayor Robinson, Laurie Byrne, Constituent Services, Ross Pristera, Advisor

OTHERS PRESENT:

Bill Weeks, Teresa Hill, Bennett Shuman, Nannette Chandler, David Peaden, Greg
Dziadon, Kacee Bidnick, Steven Sebold, Chris Palmer, Marcie Whitaker, Fred
Gunther, Tim Evans, Drew Buchanan, Councilwoman Ann Hill

AGENDA:
•
Quorum/Call to Order
• Approval of Meeting Minutes from November 13, 2018.
•
New Business:
1. Consider Zoning & FLUM Amendment for Airport Annexation Parcels

•
•
•

Discussion Item: Amendment to land Development Code for Historic Preservation Commission
Open Forum
Adjournment

Call to Order I Quorum Present
Chairman Ritz called the meeting to order at 2:02 pm with a quorum present.
Approval of Meeting Minutes
Ms. Wiggins made a motion to approve the November 13, 2018 minutes, seconded by Mr. Larson, and it
carried unanimously.
New Business

Consider Zoning & FLUM Amendment for Airport Annexation Parcels
Mr. Dan Flynn, Pensacola International Airport Director, is requesting to rezone the City-owned properties
included within the recent City of Pensacola annexation approved through Ordinance 25-18 to ARZ, Airport
Restricted Zoning District. This request also requires a Future Land Use Map (FLUM) Amendment to A,
Airport. The zoning district and FLUM designation were previously under the jurisdiction of Escambia
County. Since the properties now lie within the jurisdictional boundary of the City of Pensacola, the
applicable zoning district and FLUM designation need to be established .
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Mr. Grundhoefer asked why this was pertinent, and Chairman Ritz explained it was because the property
was in Escambia County prior to annexation and needed to be changed in jurisdictional coverage . Ms.
Deese confirmed the property was city-owned and annexed in December 2018 .
Mr. Larson made a motion to approve, seconded by Ms. Wiggins. Chairman Ritz asked for audience
speakers, and there we re none. The motion then carried unanimously.
Discussion Item: Amendment to Land Development Code for Historic Preservation Commission
Chairman Ritz stated he appreciated all the public dialogue regarding this item. It seemed the 50-year time
limit was the point of concern and was an awkward time limit. He expressed his concern over the
suburban ranch house with attached garages being considered historic in just a few years. Ms. Wiggins had
researched this item and had spoken with the head of the Certified Local Government with the State to get
more background . Her biggest concern was with property rights, and she advised the 50-year timeframe
was with the Department of State and was not historically significant; our ordinance automatically
considered the 50-year measure as historic, and she did not feel that was the intent of the Department of
State . She referred to the last meeting when Mr. Weeks brought up Florida Statute 70 addressing property
rights. She had asked the City Attorney through the staff to weigh in regarding this ordinance. A
determination to see if this was a conflict was not available at this time . She further stated that being on
the National Registry was an honorary title and did not prevent demolition. In order to be certified, the
staff has to attend workshops and conferences, and money would have to be allocated for staff and these
functions. Also, there would be competition between 75 cities for any grant money. She felt if the City
could govern demolition within the structure they currently have, there was no reason to form another
board .
Mr. Monk agreed that the work on the 2016 ordinance was very exhaustive and specifically targeted
demolition . It had been workshopped with tremendous citizen involvement and was a very good
beginning. He felt it was not the government's responsibility to oversee morals and ethics. If the Board
was to start over with another ordinance, it would be another nine months, with more demolitions
occurring in the meantime . He agreed property rights were very important, but the history of Pensacola
was owned by every resident. He emphasized more and more of what makes us Pensacola was
disappearing. Other cities had found ways to balance property rights and manage demolition; this was also
covered in the ordinance of 2016 and was closer to where the citizens wanted us to be .
Mayor Robinson thanked the Board for their service and stated he grew up in the Pensacola Heights and
Co rdova Park neighborhoods which were not considered historic. He was concerned about where we draw
the timeline to consider what is defined as historic. He was reminded there were some Frank Lloyd Wright
houses from the 1960s that would be architecturally worth saving, but there were some ranch homes that
could be replaced without making Pensacola a worse place .
Chairman Ritz explained with having this item as a discussion, no action was anticipated at this time, and
there had been enough input to keep the discussion open longer to answer any remaining questions. He
referenced Councilwoman Cannada -Wynn's letter regarding historic homes versus property rights and
used his own home of 100 years+ as an example - having nothing historically relevant to it but certainly at
the 50-year mark. Mr. Monk was comfortable without the 50-year mark but was concerned with the
shotgun type homes disappearing and wanted more discussion. Ms. Wiggins stated we need to be careful
in defining "old" as "historic" and not devalue the true historic assets in the city. Saving something just to
save it would lead to dilapidation due to the costs to maintain as well as gentrification because
homeowners can't afford to live in their homes. Chairman Ritz pointed out if your renovation cost exceeds
50 percent of the building cost, you must bring it up to Code. Mr. Grundhoefer stated the guidelines set up
two years ago specifically addressed the types of structures considered historic or significant. He asked if
the Board should take Councilwoman Cannada -Wynn's suggestion and establish a historic preservation
commission which could vet this document the Board was putting together.

City of Pensacola
Planning Board
Minutes for January 8, 2019
Page 3

He still felt it was a good document since it did not restrict or deny but simply delayed demolition in order
to vet another opportunity to save the structure .
Mr. Monk felt the Board could take on the responsibility for review and fit it into the agenda rather than
establishing another commission. Ms. Wiggins added there was only one benefit to being certified which
was the ability to apply for grant money and obtain training, but it was very political and would not pay for
the board itself or the accommodating staff. Mr. Monk stated he would not be offended if the City
reinvested in those types of hardships. Ms. Wiggins suggested there might be private investors who were
passionate about historic rehabilitation and might be willing to invest.
Bill Weeks referred to Section 5 of the Historic Preservation Commission document regarding knowledge of
and a demonstrated interest in historic, architectural and aesthetic development. He was concerned with
ending up with airstream trailers and a coffeehouse made out of shipping containers which were all
approved by the ARB. He also pointed out Section 6 (d) stating he could opt out in writing, but the
commission and Council could place him in a historic site or area and violate his property rights. He
suggested the Board had the perfect opportunity two years ago when UWF offered to perform a study of
Pensacola to determine the historic areas. He advised this needed to be defined and let the experts decide
what is historic and what is not - not taking a shotgun approach to the entire city to determine what is
historic and what is not.
Mr. Gunther advised he had purchased and renovated a number of older houses, and his biggest concern
was the age determination and thought it was over-reaching in determining the color and landscaping
which might deter investment within the city.
Mr. Pristera stated he liked the work they performed two years ago but did not like the current document.
However, there were some misconceptions he wanted to clarify. He explained the National Park Service
set a standard, with 50 years being the starting point, to look at a property to determine if it is historic- it
was just a starting point. After that, they have established criteria for evaluation, and you must meet one
or more categories either associated with events, significant people, architectural significance or
archaeological significance . Once you have met one, the next would be integrity and how the property has
changed over the years and did it retain its significance. There would still need to be additional research to
make the historical determination. This was what the National Parks and National Registry followed. He
pointed out most 50-year old structures would not quality as historical.
Mr. Pristera performed a district survey in Defuniak Springs of over 300 properties following the National
Park Service standards. On the Florida Master Site File, it asked if the structure was National Register
eligible and/or National District Register eligible. Concerning ranch houses, some places not significant on
their own could potentially be significant as a district. He pointed out the City could file for Survey and
Planning Grants and either hire a consultant or have someone in-house to do survey work and define
which areas of the city needed some attention and what potentially was historic. The neighborhood could
then give their input if they wanted an ordinance to protect their resources which is the only way it works
-a buy-in from the community. He considered Section F with powers and duties and did not know who on
the Commission would be performing all the homework, but felt something needed to address demolition
and offer an evaluation on a property with an opportunity to possibly move the structure, however, he was
not in favor of another board. Mr. Grundhoefer asked if a demolition pe rmit was applied for a 50-year old
house, could it be forwarded to Mr. Pristera for a determination, and Mr. Pristera advised he could assist,
with simple ones taking possibly 30 minutes and older ones a little longer. But if it was determined
historic, he also did not want to see it rot. He was also concerned with what would replace it.
Chris Palmer, the incoming President of the Northwest Florida Chapter of NAIOP, their commercial real
estate trade association, stated from their prospective they were concerned about this document and
were not opposed to changing demolition ideas or things which preserve character, but this document was
something they were keeping their eye on because they thought it might be problematic.
Nanette Chandler, a realtor, stated she had done historic renovations.
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She explained some clients will specifically say they do not want to be in a historic district because they
cannot adhere to the parameters for construction renovation or they are not interested in doing so . If
there was a buy-in from specific districts stating this was a new historic district and those people who live
there would agree to it, whenever they sell their home, the next person could adhere to those
requirements. You would not be forcing a property owner to do anything differently and infringing on their
property rights. The document needed to be specific with the requirements for each district and very
straight forward. She pointed out gentrification was also a real concern. She stated her home was
relocated and completely renovated, however, there was no way her neighbor could accomplish this on a
fixed income.
Chairman Ritz offered the document in this agenda item was inadequate for Pensacola's needs and not
wanted by anyone . This document was best served by being taken away from the Board's plate. Mr. Monk
then recommended that the 2016 ordinance be on next month's agenda for discussion and vote.
Chairman Ritz agreed since citizens had gotten more involved, and the Board needed to address the
historic fabric of Pensacola in a way that was fair and equitable to the citizens as a whole as well as
individual property owners. He did not believe there was a need for another board; this board could do
that evaluation, and if it got too cumbersome, it could be addressed at that time . Going forward, the
Board should revert to discussing the previous 2016 ordinance and restart that process.
Ms. Wiggins addressed the current document referring to l(g) "The city council desires for the city to
become a Certified Local Government." She wanted clarification on what the Board was being asked to do.
Mr. Grundhoefer stated the document was an example, and the Board was to decide to use it or not use it.
Chairman Ritz stated it was a discussion point, and the Board could recommend anything. Mr.
Grundhoefer explained Councilwoman Cannada-Wynn was asking the Board to evaluate if we should
develop the preservation board or the Planning Board, ARB or city staff could take care of these structures.
Mr. Monk pointed out that Council had asked this of the Board two years ago and then punted . Ms.
Campbell advised she was comfortable with the 2016 ordinance and comfortable in making a
recommendation to Council to revisit that 2016 ordinance . Ms. Deese stated the Board had recommended
a workshop and because of the light agenda, staff scheduled the document as a discussion item, and this
was something which needed to be discussed at a regularly scheduled meeting as an agenda item. A
formal recommendation or vote should not be held today. She explained staff has already received an
application for the February 12th meeting, and this could be added as an agenda item for that meeting.
Mr. Monk made a motion to bring back the 2016 ordinance at next month's meeting for further
discussion and potential vote, seconded by Ms. Campbell. Ms. Wiggins was worried there would not be

time for public input and requested possibly two months. Chairman Ritz explained the Board could make
recommendations at the February meeting to include future workshops. Mr. Monk stated the ordinance
was workshopped substantially, and the Board would simply be passing this as a recommendation to
Council; it would then have the previous workshop materials, review and discussion in February, and then
proceed to Council to pass or fail. Ms. Deese explained the ordinance would go through at least two
Council meetings, and Ms. Wiggins was comfortable with that timeframe .
Mr. Shuman informed the Board he was not familiar with the document, and Ms. Deese advised it was part
of the agenda packet and offered to furnish him with a copy. The motion then carried unanimously.
Mr. Grundhoefer suggested since the ordinance was only six pages, the Board should recommend a
process, and if the Planning Board would take this on instead of developing a Preservation Commission,
that recommendation should be made since Councilwoman Cannada-Wynn asked for that consideration.
Chairman Ritz advised this Board's official term ends July 2019, and whoever sits on that Board would reap
the benefits of the decision coming from the Board in either making or not making more work for them.
Open Forum- None.
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Adjournment- With no further business, Chairman Ritz adjourned the meeting at 3:04 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,

Brandi C. Deese
Secretary to the Board

THE UPSIDE of FLORIDA

PT.ANNTNG SERVICES

MEMORANDUM

TO:
sistant Planning Services Administrator

FROM:
DATE:

January 28, 2019

SUBJ ECT:

Request for Zoning Map Amendment - 3100 Navy Boulevard

Mr. George Biggs on behalf of Centennial Imports, LLC is requesting to rezone the property located at
3100 Navy Boulevard from Commercial (C-1 and C-2) to Commercial (C-3). The current future land use
category of Commercial would accommodate this rezoning and so this request does include a change to
the future land use designation . The property is currently occupied by Centennial Imports, LLC, used car
dealership. The applicant indicates the reason for this request is to make the zoning consistent.
This request has been routed through the various City departments and utility providers and those
comments are attached for your review.
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Brandi Deese
Derrik Owens
Friday, January 18,2019 4:10PM
Brandi Deese
RE: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning

From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

PW&F has no objection to the subject request.
Thanks
From: Brandi Deese

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 4:08 PM
To: Annie Bloxson <ABioxson@cityofpensacola.com>; Bill Kimball <bkimball@cityofpensacola.com>; Brad Hinote
<bradhinote@cityofpensacola.com>; Brian Cooper <bcooper@cityofpensacola.com>; Chris Mauldin
<CMauldin@cityofpensacola.com>; Dennis Fleming <DFieming@cityofpensacola.com>; Derrik Owens
<DOwens@cityofpensacola.com>; Jonathan Bilby <JBilby@cityofpensacola.com>; Kellie L.- Gulf Power Simmons
(Kellie.Simmons@nexteraenergy.com) <Kellie.Simmons@nexteraenergy.com>; KENNINGTON, STEPHEN
<sk1674@att.com>; Miriam Woods <MWoods@cityofpensacola.com>; Paul A Kelly( GIS)
<PAKelly@cityofpensacola.com>; Robbie Weekley <rweekley@cityofpensacola.com>; Ryan J. Novota
<RNovota@cityofpensacola.com>; Sherry Morris <SMorris@cityofpensacola.com>
Cc: Leslie Statler <LStatler@cityofpensacola.com>; Amy Hargett <ahargett@cityofpensacola.com>; Karen Lefebvre
<KLefebvre@cityofpensacola.com>
Subject: FW: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning

Good Afternoon!
Just a quick reminder that your comments are required by January 25th. Hope you have a wonderful long weekend!

Bv~

C.

D~ AIC:f

'PIU~VJVJiVJC)

Services VivisioVJ
Gity of 'PeVJSU\COIUl
2..2..2.. W. W\U~iVJ Street (S;tV1 floor)
'PeVJSU\CoiU~, f L 3 2.. ?14
Of-Ace: B?0.43?.1 (pC17

www .Ci-htofl?eVISt1CDit1.CDWII13gtrlt~ VI VIi wo- Services
From: Brandi Deese

Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 2:44 PM
Subject: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning
Happy Friday AfternoonPlease review and comment on the attached rezoning for 3100 Navy Boulevard- Centennial Imports. The property
owner is seeking to make his zoning consistent among the various parcels and has requested the C-1 and C-2 parcels be
rezoned to C-3. The land use of a car lot remains the same and there are no plans at this time for that use to
change. Please submit all comments/concerns by Friday, January 25th in order for the applicant to move forward to
Planning Board in February. Thanks so much and have a wonderful weekend!

1

Brandi Deese
Andre Calaminus <andre.calaminus@ecua.fl.gov>
Monday, January 14,2019 2:13PM
Brandi Deese
RE: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hi Brandi,
ECUA has no comment or objection to the rezoning of those 3 parcels.
Thanks,
Andre Calami nus I Right of Way Agent I Emerald Coast Utilities Authority I
P.O. Box 17089 I Pensacola, FL 32522-7089 I Web: www.ecua.fl.gov I
Phone: (850) 969-5822 I Fax: (850) 969-6511 I
From: Brandi Deese [mailto:bdeese@cityofpensacola.com]
Sent: Friday, January 11,2019 2:44PM
To: Andre Calaminus <andre.calaminus@ecua.fl.gov>; Annie Bloxson <ABioxson@cityofpensacola.com>; Bill Kimball
<bkimball@cityofpensacola.com>; Brad Hinote <bradhinote@cityofpensacola.com>; Brian Cooper
<bcooper@cityofpensacola.com>; Chris Mauldin <CMauldin@cityofpensacola.com>; Dennis Fleming
<DFieming@cityofpensacola.com>; Derrik Owens <DOwens@cityofpensacola.com>; Diane Moore
<DMoore@cityofpensacola.com>; Jonathan Bilby <JBilby@cityofpensacola.com>; Karl Fenner (I<F5345@att.com)
<KF5345@att.com>; KENNINGTON, STEPHEN <sk1674@att.com>; Miriam Woods <MWoods@cityofpensacola.com>;
Paul A Kelly( GIS) <PAI<elly@cityofpensacola.com>; Robbie Weekley <rweel<ley@cityofpensacola.com>; Ryan J. Novota
<RNovota@cityofpensacola.com>; Sherry Morris <SMorris@cityofpensacola.com>; Simmons, J<ellie L.
<KLGRESSE@SOUTHERNCO.COM>
Cc: Leslie Statler <LStatler@cityofpensacola.com>; Amy Hargett <ahargett@cityofpensacola.com>; Karen Lefebvre
<KLefebvre@cityofpensacola.com>
Subject: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning
Happy Friday AfternoonPlease review and comment on the attached rezoning for 3100 Navy Boulevard- Centennial Imports. The property
owner is seeking to make his zoning consistent among the various parcels and has requested the C-1 and C-2 parcels be
rezoned to C-3. The land use of a car lot remains the same and there are no plans at this time for that use to
change. Please submit all comments/concerns by Friday, January 25th in order for the applicant to move forward to
Planning Board in February. Thanks so much and have a wonderful weekend!

Br~

G. DUM/, AICP

'PIVIVJVJiVJCj Services PivisioVJ
tity of 'PeVJSVICOIVI
222 W. W\V~iVJ Street (Sth floor)
'PeVJSVICOIVI, fL 3 2014

O-ffice: SS0.43S.1 (pC47
WWW.C\-hjofp~VJSVIColvt.CoWl/13g/'plvtVJVIiVJ0-5~rYiC~S

Florida has a very broad public records law. Under Florida law, both the content of emails and email addresses
are public records. If you do not want the content of your email or your email address released in response to a
1

Brandi Deese
Annie Bloxson
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 7:33AM
Brandi Deese
RE: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning

From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Good Morning,
I have no issues at this time.

~rUe

ffifO/XMA'\,

Fire Marshal
Pensacola Fire Department
0: 850-436-5200
ABioxson@citvofpensacola.com

From: Brandi Deese <bdeese@cityofpensacola.com>

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 4:08 PM
To: Annie Bloxson <ABioxson@cityofpensacola.com>; Bill Kimball <bkimball@cityofpensacola.com>; Brad Hinote
<bradhinote@cityofpensacola.com>; Brian Cooper <bcooper@cityofpensacola.com>; Chris Mauldin
<CMauldin@cityofpensacola.com>; Dennis Fleming <DFieming@cityofpensacola.com>; Derrik Owens
<DOwens@cityofpensacola.com>; Jonathan Bilby <JBilby@cityofpensacola.com>; Kellie L.- Gulf Power Simmons
(Kellie.Simmons@nexteraenergy.com) <Kellie.Simmons@nexteraenergy.com>; KENNINGTON, STEPHEN
<sk1674@att.com>; Miriam Woods <MWoods@cityofpensacola.com>; Paul A Kelly(GIS)
<PAKelly@cityofpensacola.com>; Robbie Weekley <rweekley@cityofpensacola.com>; Ryan J. Novota
<RNovota@cityofpensacola.com>; Sherry Morris <SMorris@cityofpensacola.com>
Cc: Leslie Statler <LStatler@cityofpensacola.com>; Amy Hargett <ahargett@cityofpensacola.com>; Karen Lefebvre
<KLefebvre@cityofpensacola.com>
Subject: FW: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning

Good Afternoon!
Just a quick reminder that your comments are required by January 25th. Hope you have a wonderful long weekend!

Bv-~

G.

D~ AIC:f

TIUJVJVJiVJ0 Services VivisioVJ
CH\-j of TeVJsUJcoiUJ
2.22. w. VV\UJiVJ Street (S-r11 floor)
'PeVJSUJCoiUJ, fL 32.S14
Off1ce: SS0.43S.10U!?
www.ci-Nofpe\llsMolt~.coVYI/13g/-p!t:~\11\lliw~-Services

1

Brandi Deese
Diane Moore
Monday, January 14, 2019 12:06 PM
Brandi Deese
RE: Please Review & Comment - 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

We have no comments concerning the rezoning.
Thanks,
Diane

Diane Moore 1 Gas Distribution Engineer
Pensacola Energy I 1625 Atwood Drive, Pensacola, Fl 32514
Desk: 850-474-5319 I Cell: 850-324-8004 I Fax: 850-474-5331
Email: dmoore@cityofpensacola.com
***Please consider the environment before printing this email.

For Non-Emergency Citizen Requests, Dial 311 or visit Pensacola311.com
Notice: Florida has a very broad public records law. As a result, any written communication created or received by City

of Pensacola officials and employees will be made available to the public and media, upon request, unless otherwise
exempt. Under Florida law, email addresses are public records. If you do not want your email address released in
response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this office. Instead, contact our office by phone or in
writing.
From: Brandi Deese
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 2:44 PM
To: Andre Calaminus; Annie Bloxson; Bill Kimball; Brad Hinote; Brian Cooper; Chris Mauldin; Dennis Fleming; Derrik
Owens; Diane Moore; Jonathan Bilby; Karl Fenner (KF5345@att.com); KENNINGTON, STEPHEN; Miriam Woods; Paul A
Kelly(GIS); Robbie Weekley; Ryan J. Novota; Sherry Morris; Simmons, Kellie L.
Cc: Leslie Statler; Amy Hargett; Karen Lefebvre
Subject: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning
Happy Friday Afternoon Please review and comment on the attached rezoning for 3100 Navy Boulevard- Centennial Imports. The property
owner is seeking to make his zoning consistent among the various parcels and has requested the C-1 and C-2 parcels be
rezoned to C-3. The land use of a car lot remains the same and there are no plans at this time for that use to
change. Please submit all comments/concerns by Friday, January 25th in order for the applicant to move forward to
Planning Board in February. Thanks so much and have a wonderful weekend!

Bv~

C.

D~ AIC.:r

1'L:IlvWliVl0 Services VivisioVJ

CHy of T'eVJSVICoiVI
222 W. W\Vl.IVJ Street (?tV1 floor)
1

Brandi Deese
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

SAUERS, BRAD < bs5403@att.com >
Monday, January 14, 2019 9:27AM
Brandi Deese
FW: Please Review & Comment - 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning
Rezoning Application, 3100 Navy Boulevard, Centenniallmports.pdf; Survey for 3100
Navy Boulevard Rezoning.pdf

AT&T has no objection.
Brad Sauers
Manager- OSP Ping and Eng
Technology Operations
AT&T
605 W Garden St, Pensacola, FL 32502
o 850.436.1495 I bs5403@att.com

MOBILIZING YOUR WORLD
From: FENNER, I<ARL L
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 4:23 PM
To: SAUERS, BRAD <bs5403@att.com>
Subject: FW: Please Review & Comment- 3100 Navy Boulevard Rezoning

Brad,
See below and attached.
Karl Fenner
Area Manager- OSP Ping and Eng
Technology Operations
AT&T
605 W Garden St, Pensacola, FL 32502
o 850.436.1485 I kf5345@att.~om

MOBILIZING YOUR WORLD
From: Brandi Deese <bdeese@cityofpensacola.com>

Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 2:44 PM
To: Andre Calaminus <andre.calaminus@ecua.fl.gov>; Annie Bloxson <ABioxson@cityofpensacola.com>; Billl<imball
<bkimball@cityofpensacola.com>; Brad Hinote <bradhinote@cityofpensacola.com>; Brian Cooper
<bcooper@cityofpensacola.com>; Chris Mauldin <CMauldin@cityofpensacola.com>; Dennis Fleming
<DFieming@cityofpensacola.com>; Derrik Owens <DOwens@cityofpensacola.com>; Diane Moore
<DMoore@cityofpensacola.com>; Jonathan Bilby <JBilby@cityofpensacola.com>; FENNER, I<ARL L <kf5345@att.com>;
KENNINGTON, STEPHEN <sk1674@att.com>; Miriam Woods <MWoods@cityofpensacola.com>; Paul A l<elly(GIS)
<PAI<elly@cityofpensacola.com>; Robbie Weekley <rweekley@cityofpensacola.com>; Ryan J. Novota
<RNovota@cityofpensacola.com>; Sherry Morris <SMorris@cityofpens£cola.com>; Simmons, l<ellie L.
<I<LGRESSE@SOUTHERNCO.COM>
1

THE UPSIDE of FLORIDA

PLANNING SERVICES

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

January 28, 2019

SUBJECT:

Amendment to LDC Section 12-12-5 Building Permits- Historic Building Demolition
Review

On October 11, 2018, City Council referred to this Board for review and recommendation an Amendment
to the Land Development Code to include the addition of a Historic Preservation Commission. The City
Council memorandum enclosed within this agenda item explains the reason for this proposal is to protect
the historic nature and character of the City, specifically those areas outside of the special review districts.
Planning Board discussed this agenda item during their November 13,2018 meeting as well as the January

8, 2019 meeting. This Board directed staff to bring back a previous agenda item that was recommendation
to City Council on November 8, 2016 that addresses this concern from a different angle. The attached
proposed ordinance from 2016 amends Land Development Code Section 12-12-5 Building Permits and
sets out a process for review of demolition requests for histo'ric buildings citywide. This would provide
standards to be met before demolition permits are issued instead of the creation of a Historic Preservation
Commission.

EVERYTHING THAT' S GREAT ABOUT FLORIDA IS BETTER IN PEN SACO LA .
222 West Main Street Pensacola, FL 32502 I T: 850.435.1670 I F: 850 .595.1143lwww.cityofpensacola.com

City of Pensacola – Historic Building Demolition Review
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12-12-5 - Building permits.
Sec. 12-12-5. - Building permits.
This section is established to provide for building permits for review of compliance with the provisions
of this land development code. A "building permit" means any building or construction permit required by
Chapter 14-1.
(A) Application. Any owner, authorized agent, or contractor who desires to construct, enlarge, alter,
repair, move, demolish, or change the occupancy of a building or structure, or to erect, install,
enlarge, alter, repair, remove, convert or replace any electrical, gas, mechanical or plumbing
system, the installation of which is regulated by the Standard Building Code, or to cause any such
work to be done, shall first make application to the building official and obtain the required permit
for the work. All applications for building permit shall be accompanied by the following information
and materials:
(a) Two (2) complete sets of building construction plans shall be required. In addition, a plot plan
drawn to scale depicting the following information shall be required for residential and
commercial building permits:
1.

Lot dimensions, boundary lines, area of the lot, and its legal description.

2.

The locations and dimensions of buildings, structures or additions, including all
overhangs, eaves and porches.

3.

The yard requirements indicating distance from all property lines to the proposed
buildings, structures or additions in feet.

4.

The existing and proposed uses of each building, structure or addition.

5.

Access and parking layout, including driveway location. Where applicable, required
loading and unloading spaces should be indicated.

6.

Elevations showing architectural features of each side of the existing and proposed
construction.

7.

Where application is made to build upon a lot nonconforming in size or dimensions (lot
of record), the application shall be accompanied by a recorded deed giving description
of the property as of July 23, 1965.

8.

For all plans except single-family or duplex dwellings a landscape plan is required
pursuant to section 12-6-4.

(b) Proof of sewer tap from Escambia County Utilities Authority.
(c) Completed current Florida Model Energy Efficiency Code Building Construction.
One (1) copy of the plans shall be returned to the applicant by the building official after he has
marked such copy either as approved or disapproved and attested same by his signature on such
copy. The original, similarly marked, shall be retained by the building official.
(B) Issuance of building permits. No application for a building permit shall be approved by the building
official for any building, structure, or addition on any lot in violation of this chapter or not in
compliance with any provisions of this chapter, unless authorized under subsection 12-12-2(A)(2),
Variances.
(C) Construction and occupancy to be as provided in applications. Building permits issued on the
basis of plans and applications approved by the building official authorize only the occupancy,
arrangement, and construction set forth in such approval plans and applications, and no other
occupancy, arrangement, or construction. Occupancy, arrangement, or construction in variance
with that authorized shall be deemed a violation of this chapter, unless such change is reviewed
and approved by the building official.
(D) Expiration of building permits. Every permit issued shall become invalid unless the work
authorized by such permit is commenced within six (6) months after its issuance, or if the work
authorized by such permit is suspended or abandoned for a period of six (6) months after the time
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the work is commenced; provided that, for cause, one or more extensions of time, for periods not
exceeding ninety (90) days each, may be allowed, and such extensions shall be in writing by the
building official.
(E) Demolition Review.
This section shall be known and cited as the City of Pensacola’s Historic Building Demolition Review
Ordinance. The purpose of this section is to establish a predictable process for reviewing requests
to demolish certain buildings in order to establish an appropriate waiting period during which the City
and the Applicant can propose and consider alternatives to the demolition of a building of historical,
architectural, cultural or urban design value to the City.
(1) Definitions.
For the purposes of this section only, the following words and phrases, whether or not capitalized,
shall have the following meanings:
Applicant means the person or persons filing an application for review under this Section.
Application means a Demolition Permit application for review under this Section, filed with the City’s
Inspection Services Division.
Application filing date means the date on which the application was filed with the City’s Inspection
Services Division.
Planning Board means the City’s Planning Board as advisors to the City Council.
Day means any day, including Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays.
Demolition means any act of pulling down, destroying, razing, or removing a building or significant
portion of a building, or the commencement of such work with the intent to complete the same.
Demolition includes the act of either demolishing or removing:
(1) 25% or more of the roof area, measured in plan view, or;
(2) 25% or more of the exterior walls of the building measured around the building,
or;
(3) Any exterior wall facing a public street.
Demolition permit means a permit issued by the Inspection Services Division authorizing the
demolition of a building pursuant to an application.
Historic property means an individual building, structure, site, object or work of art including the
adjacent area necessary for the proper appreciation thereof listed in the "National Register of
Historic Places".
Neighborhoods means all the areas of the City.
Significant building means a building with respect to which the Planning Board has made a
determination, that further examination, including the public hearing required by this Section, is
warranted to determine whether a delay in demolition should be required.
(2) Buildings Subject to Review.
The following buildings are subject to review by the Planning Board for the purpose of determining
whether such buildings are significant:
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Any building located in the Neighborhoods of the city of Pensacola if:
(b) Such building, or the portion thereof to which the application relates, was built prior to 1940,
or
(c) Such building is listed on the City of Pensacola’s “Local Registry of Historic or
Significant Buildings”, or
(d) Such building or the portion thereof to which is determined to be a significant building
pursuant to subsection (4) 3, herein.
(3) Enforcement.
1. Issuance of Demolition Permit. The requirements set forth in this Section are in addition to,
and not in lieu of, the requirements of any other codes, ordinances, statutes, or regulations
applicable to the demolition of buildings. The Building Official shall not issue any demolition
permit relating to a building that is subject to review, unless:
(a) The Building Official deems that demolition is necessary.
(b) The Building Official: (i) has received a notice issued by the Planning Board, that the
building is not subject to review under this section, or is not a significant building, or (ii) has
not received such notice within the time period set forth in Section (5).A; or
(c) The Building Official: (i) has received a notice issued by the Planning Board that no
demolition delay is required; or (ii) has not received such notice within the time period set
forth in Section (5).A; or
(d) The Building Official has received a notice issued by the Planning Board that there is no
feasible alternative to demolition; or
(e) The demolition delay period set forth in Section (5).A has expired.
2.

Required Demolition or Repair.
(a) Demolition. Nothing in this section shall restrict the authority of the Building Official to
order the building owner, or the City, to demolish a building at any time if the Building
Official determines that the condition of a building or part thereof presents an imminent and
substantial danger to the public health or safety.
(b) Repair. Nothing in this section shall restrict the Building Official to require the Applicant to
take reasonable action to prevent the need for required demolition of a significant building,
which may include securing the building and making it safe so that it does not present an
imminent and substantial danger to the public.

3.

Issuance of Building, Use, or Occupancy Permit. If the Planning Board has determined that
a building is significant, per Section (2), the Building Official shall not issue any building permit
for the erection of a new building on the site of such significant building before issuing a
demolition permit for such significant building in compliance with this section.

(4) Procedure.
1. Application. An application for review under this section shall be made in the manner provided
below. If the Applicant is not the owner of record of the building, the owner or owners of record
shall co-sign the application.
a. Time for Filing Application. The Applicant (or building owner) is encouraged to apply for
review under this section as early as possible, so that any necessary review, and any delay
period required by this Section, may be completed prior to, or during, any other review to
which the building or its site may be subject.

Page 3

City of Pensacola – Historic Building Demolition Review

2.

“DRAFT”

b.

Application for Early Review. At any time prior to filing an application for a demolition
permit, the Applicant may apply for review under this Section by submitting a request in
writing to the Planning Board.

c.

Informational evidence: The Applicant must submit for review sufficient information to
enable the Planning Board to make their determination, including a site plan showing the
footprint, photos of the subject building and surrounding properties.

Determination: Applicability of Review and Significance of Building. After its receipt of an
application from the Building Official, the Planning Board shall determine: (1) whether the
building is subject to review under this Section, and (2) whether the building is a significant
building. The Planning Board may seek the assistance of City staff or the University of West
Florida’s Historic Trust.
The Planning Board shall issue a notice of its determination within forty-five (45) days of the
Board’s initial meeting unless a longer or shorter period is specified. If the Planning Board
determines that the building is significant, such notice shall:
a. indicate that the Planning Board will hold a public hearing within the time period required by
this Section; and
b. invite the Applicant to submit any information that the Applicant believes will assist the
Planning Board in: (i) determining whether the building is subject to demolition delay
according to the criteria set forth herein, and (ii) evaluating alternatives to demolition.

3.

Criteria for Determining Significance. The Planning Board shall determine that the building to
which the application relates is a significant building if:
a. The building is historically or architecturally significant in terms of its period, style, method
of building construction or use of indigenous materials; or
b. The building is a significant reminder of the cultural, or architectural history of the city, state
or nation; or
c. The building is associated with a significant local, state or national event; or
d. The building is associated with one or more significant historic persons or events, or with
the broad architectural, cultural, political, economic, or social history of the city, state or
nation; or
e. The building is a representative example of its period, style, or method of construction; or
f.
The building is identified with a person who significantly contributed to the development of
the city, state or nation; or
g. The building is identified as the work of a master builder, designer or architect whose
individual work has influenced the development of the city, state or nation; or
h. The building value is recognized for the quality of its architecture, and it retains sufficient
elements showing its architectural significance; or
i.
The building character is in a geographically definable area possessing a significant
concentration or continuity of buildings united in past events or aesthetically by plan or
physical development; or
j.
The building character is in an established and geographically definable neighborhood
united in culture, architectural style or physical plan and development.

4.

Planning Board Hearing to Determine Whether Significant Building is Subject to
Demolition Delay.
a. Hearing Requirement; Time for Issuance of Determination. If the Planning Board
has determined that a building is significant, the Planning Board shall hold a public hearing
to determine whether the building is subject to the demolition delay required herein. At
such hearing, the Planning Board also may consider alternatives to demolition. The
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Planning Board shall issue its determination pursuant to such hearing within forty-five days
(45) of the Public Hearing unless a shorter or longer period is specified.
b.

Criteria for Requiring Demolition Delay. The Planning Board shall make its
determination concerning the requirement of demolition delay according to the criteria set
forth herein. The Applicant is encouraged to present any information the Applicant believes
will assist the Planning Board in making its determination.

c.

Early Determination of No Feasible Alternative. At the hearing, the Applicant may
present any information the Applicant believes will assist the Planning Board in evaluating
alternatives to demolition. If, at such hearing, the Planning Board finds that demolition
delay is required, and also finds that the information presented at such hearing is sufficient
for the Board to issue a determination that there is no feasible alternative to demolition, the
Board shall issue such determination within the time period set forth in this subsection for
the issuance of the Planning Board's hearing determination.

d.

Hearing Notice and Procedure. Except where otherwise specified in this Section, the
conduct of any public hearing held, including public notices, hearing procedures, votes,
records, and the like, shall be governed by the rules and procedures established by the
Planning Board through its duly adopted regulations and by-laws.

e.

Notice of Determination. Any determination issued shall specify the reasons for such
determination. Such determination shall state whether or not demolition delay is required. If
such demolition delay is required, and the Planning Board has not determined that there is
no feasible alternative to demolition, such determination shall specify the date on which
such delay period will expire.

5.

Criteria for Determination that Building is Subject to Demolition Delay. To determine that a
significant building is subject to the demolition delay, the Planning board must find that, in the
public interest, it is preferable that the building be preserved or rehabilitated rather than
demolished. In making such finding, the Planning Board shall consider the criteria for
determining significance.

6.

Demolition Delay.
a. Delay Period. If the Planning Board has issued a determination, that a significant building
is subject to demolition delay, the Building Official shall not issue a demolition permit until
one hundred and twenty (120) days have elapsed following the close of the public hearing.
Upon expiration of the delay period, the Planning Board shall issue a notice in writing
stating that such delay period has expired, and the date of such expiration, unless the
Planning Board has issued a determination that there is no feasible alternative to
demolition.
A demolition delay decision by the Planning Board is not transferrable to a new owner of
the property. If the property is sold during the demo delay period, then the demo delay will
restart at the date of closing. Once a demo delay has expired, but before a demolition
permit is issued by the Building Official, and the property is sold to a new owner, the
demolition delay application process begins again.
b.

Invitation to Consider Alternatives. If the Planning Board has determined that a
significant building is subject to demolition delay, and has not determined, at the hearing
that there is no feasible alternative to demolition, the Planning Board shall invite the
Applicant (or the owner of record, if different from the Applicant) to participate in an
investigation of alternatives to demolition. The Planning Board also may invite the
participation, on an advisory basis, of City Staff, as well as any individual or representative
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of any group whose participation the Applicant (or owner) requests, to assist in considering
alternatives.
7.

Evaluation of Alternatives to Demolition. In evaluating alternatives to demolition per this
Section, the Planning Board may consider such possibilities as: the incorporation of the building
into the future development of the site; the adaptive re-use of the building; the use of financial or
tax incentives for the rehabilitation of the building; the removal of the building to another site;
and, with the owner's consent, the search for a new owner willing to purchase the building and
preserve, restore, or rehabilitate it.
In evaluating alternatives to demolition, the Planning Board shall consider, and shall invite the
Applicant to present, the following information:
(a) The cost of stabilizing, repairing, rehabilitating, or re-using the building;
(b) A schematic, conceptual design drawing;
(c) Any conditions the Applicant proposes to accept for the redevelopment of the site that
would mitigate the loss of the building; and
(d) The availability of other sites for the Applicant's intended purpose or use.

8.

Determination of No Feasible Alternative. If, based on its evaluation of alternatives to
demolition, the Planning Board is satisfied that there is no feasible alternative to demolition, the
Planning Board may issue a determination prior to the expiration of the delay period, authorizing
the building official to issue a demolition permit,

9.

Notice. Any determination or notice issued by the Planning Board or its staff shall be
transmitted in writing to the Applicant, with copies to the building official and, where applicable,
to any individual or group that the Planning Board has invited to participate in an exploration of
alternatives to demolition.
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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING BOARD
November 8, 2016
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Paul Ritz-Chairman, Nina Campbell, Danny Grundhoefer, Kyle Owens,
Kurt Larson, Nathan Monk

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None

STAFF PRESENT:

Brandi Deese, Leslie Statler

OTHERS PRESENT:

Councilman Brian Spencer, Ross Pristera, Elizabeth Benchley

•
•
•
•
•
•

AGENDA:
Quorum/Call to Order
Approval of Meeting Minutes from October 11, 2016 and October 25, 2016 Workshop
LDC Amendment - Section 12-2-22 {Governmental Center District)
Review of Historic Structures Prior to Issuance of Demolition Permit
Open Forum
Adjournment

Call to Order I Quorum Present
Chairman Ritz called the meeting to order at 2:07 pm with a quorum present. He gave instructions to the
audience on the rules and procedures of the Board .
Approval of Meeting Minutes
Mr. Larson made a motion to approve the October 11, 2016 minutes and the October 25, 2016 workshop
minutes . Mr. Monk seconded the motion, and it carried unanimously.
LDC Amendment- Section 12-2-22 {Governmental Center District)
During the October 13, 2016 City Council meeting, City Council approved a motion to refer to this Board for
consideration a Land Development Code Amendment for Section 12-2-22 Governmental Center District.
The Governmental Center District was created on February 22, 1979 upon the passage of Ordinance No.
04-79 by City Council and pursuant to Chapter 2001-328 Florida Law. It was created as a special district
intended to provide for the redevelopment of a centralized area for government-related land use and to
encourage a coordinated architectural character within the district. The district functions as an overlay
district, which requires the approval of the Architectural Review Board for any exterior modifications. The
Governmental Center complex has been constructed as planned and the Governmental Center Authority
has been abolished by the State Legislature. This renders the Governmental Center District obsolete as its
purpose of redeveloping a centralized area for government-related land use has been fulfilled.
Chairman Ritz stated the Governmental Center District seemed obsolete since several buildings have been
built out which was the primary purpose for creating this district and the revitalization of these blocks. He
felt it had served its purpose, and it was time to move to something else.

EVERYTHING THAT'S GREAT ABOUT FLOR IDA IS BETTER IN PENSACOLA .
222 West Main Street Pensacola, FL 32502 I T: 850.435.1670 I F: 850 .595 . 1143lwww.cityofpensacola.com

City of Pensacola
Planning Board
Minutes for Novembe r 8, 2016
Page 2

Ms. Campbell asked in removing the district, it would also remove it from the Architectural Review Board
(ARB) approval, and it was determined that it would. She was concerned that any development in this area
would be unsupervised . Mr. Monk stressed the ARB had done a tremendous job in areas of oversight and
was concerned with removing this district from ARB review . Chairman Ritz pointed out this district was for
government-related land use. Ms. Deese stated staff had copies of the proposed Maritime Redevelopment
District which was considered previously and outlined a timeline of the earlier process. She indicated this
district could be considered a form of protection if the Board felt it was warranted . She explained this
document expanded the Governmental Center District, however, ECUA (a property owner) opposed, and
the proposal did not pass the second reading.
Mr. Pristera with the UWF Historic Trust supported some level of review in this area which is one block
from Palafox in the Historic Business District. He offered this is where development will go since it has
vacant land. He stated there would be a better product in the end with some type of review, control and
public input. The close proximity to downtown and other historic resources makes this district a very
important part of the fabric of the city. He explained each district had rules relating to character; since this
area has a lot of land, it could be made up of newer buildings, and the rules could be written to give more
open language. He suggested redrawing the lines and reworking the name of the district.
Ms. Campbell questioned the proposed Maritime Redevelopment District, and Ms. Deese stated it was
intended to absorb the Governmental Center District. Mr. Pristera pointed out in the original Code
language, it was mentioned to encourage and coordinate architectural character within the district, and
some thought should be put into that.
Mr. Spencer explained that this topic was discussed at length in the Council meeting. He shared that he
was very vocally opposed to extinguishing the Governmental Center District since it immediately provided
for a wild -west culture for development and redevelopment with plenty of opportunity for infill . His
concern was the loss of architectural review for this district; he suggested the review role of the ARB be
preserved at this point as Phase I and Phase II. He was concerned if they tie it into its entirety into the
boundaries proposed by the Maritime Redevelopment District, there might be galvanized opposition. He
suggested they hold the fort and discuss expanding the role of the ARB and/or Planning Board. He also
stated it might be an opportunity to correct some of the carve-outs on Baylen Street and consider
redevelopment with streetscape changes for Spring Street. Mr. Spencer was disappointed when the
Maritime proposal was defeated. The Council was provided with evidence of Form Base Code,
requirements for fenestration, and examples of other cities which adapted the guidelines within the
Maritime District. He pointed out the ECUA property value would be increased in creating a context of
predictability for developing quality projects.
Ms. Benchley with UWF addressed the area before the establishment of the Governmental Center District.
She pointed out it was colonial with a creek that ran through the ECUA property which was the lowest
point of the area (Washer Woman Creek) . This creek marked the western edge of the town, with the
eastern boundary marked by Ninth Avenue. She preferred some type of review district continued on the
west side, since archaeology plans are to mark the boundaries of the town. She pointed out it would not
make sense to build on wetlands included in this district. Some of the historical buildings were moved to
Historical Pensacola Village, but there was archaeology everywhere . She felt continuing the review district
was essential for the health of downtown Pensacola, for honoring history, and for wise planning.
Ms. Campbell addressed Mr. Spencer concerning the Maritime Redevelopment District proposal in 2013 .
She asked if he had any changes and would he sponsor this to the Council again . He indicated he had not
reviewed it again, but he was confident that he would sponsor it with some minor changes. With the ECUA
property in private ownership, he would want to sit with the owners to understand their stance and
educate them as well .
Mr. Grundhoefer asked if it would be difficult to re-establish the Governmental Center District with the
Council. Mr. Spencer stated if the Planning Board advocated the preservation of this district under
whatever name, they would have majority support. Mr. Grundhoefer was in favor of the Maritime
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Redevelopment District encompassing the Governmental Center District but feared the possible backlash.
Mr. Spencer explained the Council was expecting a prompt response they could take action on, and he had
no problem reacquainting them with how it was at one point going to be absorbed by a larger district. He
would also tell them they could anticipate Mr. Spencer coming forward with sponsorship to expand the
review district. He suggested it would be better to securely position this district and within two to three
months revisit the subject. He explained that some of the property owners did not understand what the
proposal meant; it would not mean they would have to demolish their metal buildings but they were
stopping the expansion of them.
Mr. Monk asked if the Board needed to take action at this point. Mr. Spencer stated his immediate
concern was that the Governmental Center District was in purgatory and how would a development be
handled at this time. Ms. Deese stated until this district was referred to the Council for a final vote, the
applications would still proceed through the ARB . She agreed there could be some significant development
within the district in the near future.
Chairman Ritz suggested the Governmental Center District by itself was obsolete, and it currently provides
some protections, but some of the developments established were not characteristic of Pensacola . Mr.
Larson did not want to remove protections until something else was in place . He stated the Board could
say they wanted the Maritime Redevelopment District to be approved; if it was approved, the Board would
then sunset the Governmental Center District. Mr. Spencer stated the Maritime Redevelopment District
provided the Board an opportunity to optimize the moment with more definitive meaningful language,
while holding on to the boundaries. He explained that establishing legal boundaries to describe districts
was not that simple. He proposed augmenting the current district with the language of the Maritime
overlay district as an ideal first step. Ms. Deese advised Council could not take action until the proposal
was referred back from Planning Board. Mr. Spencer stated if the Planning Board voted to supplant the
current Governmental Center District language regarding review guidelines with the language of the
Maritime overlay district, they would be sending a message to Council that the Board wanted that district
because of the still remaining, unfulfilled development, new development or redevelopment opportunities,
and to be in the ARB oversight, helping the ARB to have a more precise framework in which to review and
regulate .
Mr. Monk was comfortable moving forward to supplant the language of the Maritime overlay district in
order to have a well -defined district. Chairman Ritz suggested the current Board may not be fully aware of
the contents in the Maritime proposal. The previous board with citizen involvement created the proposal
three years previous. Mr. Spencer stated the Maritime proposal was three years in the making, and it was
form-based code elements dealing with fenestration, human scale, and massing which could be tempered.
Mr. Larson made a motion to send the recommendation to the City Council for the establishment of the
Maritime Redevelopment District to supplant the Governmental Center District including all area within
the Governmental Center District. Ms. Deese clarified that the Maritime Redevelopment District proposed
to encompass areas further west all the way to A Street and wanted the Board's desire. Mr. Spencer
explained phase I would be to supplant the Governmental Center District maintaining the same
boundaries, and phase II would require better notification and education . Ms. Deese suggested the Board
table and get the steps in order for next month. After further discussion, Mr. Larson made a motion to
supplant the current Governmental Center District with the Maritime Redevelopment District as
presented in the document of August 28, 2013, including all area within the Government Center District,
and the Board re-approach this item next month looking at the expansion of that district to the western
boundary of A Street. Mr. Spencer pointed out the Board might want to give more than one month . Ms.
Deese stated the Board might want to see phase I through to City Council first. Mr. Larson amended his
motion tore-approach after 60 days. It was seconded by Mr. Monk, and it carried unanimously.
Review of Historic Structures Prior to Issuance of Demolition Permit
Ms. Deese provided the Board with Mr. Grundhoefer's draft ordinance along with his email explaining his
comments. Mr. Larson appreciated the efforts in compiling the draft ordinance. Mr. Grundhoefer advised
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the draft was pulled primarily from Boston's ordinance which identified a demolition review but did not
consider requirements of a preservation board or a historic district, but did address neighborhoods outside
of overlay districts. Chairman Ritz then asked for input from the audience.
Ms. Benchley with UWF stated she liked the draft, pointing out it was more focused on the problem at
hand.
Mr. Pristera also liked the draft being very thorough and in a form easy to understand.
Mr. Grundhoefer pointed out (3)(b) Local Registry of Historic or Significant Buildings which currently is not
established but could possibly be developed through the UWF group as a list to be checked by Building
Inspections. Mr. Pristera stated that could be possible long term and also to partner with the City for a
grant application for survey work. He stated they could possibly come up with a list of important buildings
outside the Historic District.
Mr. Larson addressed 3. Issuance of Building, Use, or Occupancy Permit - two (2) years after the date of
the Planning Board's determination and may impose a fine of up to $500 for such unauthorized demolition.
He did not think the amount was enough to deter and suggested a 5 to 10 percent penalty. Mr.
Grundhoefer explained the language was there to deter and not to discourage . Mr. Monk also agreed the
fine should be increased. Chairman Ritz advised that in two years, the market could change dramatically,
and the fine amount was not as significant as the two years. Mr. Monk preferred the percentage of value
of something to deter a demolition. Chairman Ritz explained that fines and numbers of years might affect
homeowners who are not aware of the rules and laws of the city and would not have the resources to pay.
Ms. Campbell stated the value of the fine and who established the value could become a source of
litigation, but thought $500 was too low but it might get the attention of some people.
Mr. Spencer thanked the Board and Mr. Grundhoefer for taking on the task. He felt there could be some
people who would be the least affected by the $500 fee and thought it should be more injurious. He did
not know how to place a value on some of these sites and buildings as they relate to legacy and the stories
they bring to a neighborhood . Ms. Benchley offered it could be $500 for each year of the building age; Mr.
Spencer suggested it be not less than $5,000. He continued by stating the FDEP has a fine assignment
capability language which goes to the demolition contractor, those who knowingly remove lead paint,
asbestos, etc., without doing proper notification; demolition contractors also need accountability. Mr.
Grundhoefer pointed out it should be the property owner's responsibility. Mr. Spencer stressed
demolitions do occur without permits. Mr. Larson stated he was comfortable leaving it at $500 and letting
City Council address the amount; Mr. Spencer explained that the Council relies on the Planning Board for
guidance in these areas. Mr. Monk offered up to $10,000 since he works in the non-profit sector and
knows how hard it is to get people of affluence to write checks, and this would be a reasonable number
which would make someone nervous before demolishing a building. The Board was agreeable to the
change as long as the language specified "up to." Chairman Ritz explained this Board would be the
arbitrator of the fines on a case by case basis.
Mr. Spencer asked how the Board would count on another outside agency's role. Mr. Grundhoefer pointed
out in 2. Staff Determination, the Planning Board may seek the assistance of the UWF Historic Trust. Mr.
Spencer asked about the Board' s sense of the 50-year benchmark, and they were comfortable with that
measurement. Mr. Monk advised during Ms. Benchley's presentation at the last Board meeting concerning
the national measurement, there was a caveat of 50 years or something else which could activate the
process. Mr. Grundhoefer stated in 3. Criteria for Significance, it points out the determination of
significance as historically or architecturally significant or associated with a cultural or national event, etc.
Mr. Spencer was concerned about 3. (e) The building is one of a few remaining examples of its period,
style or method of construction. For instance, if there were eight buildings on a street of remaining
examples and a city block has 12 lots, and the building is one of eight, the argument might be it is not one
of the few remaining, but it is a well -grounded sample of the craftsman style on a block in East Hill; with
others available, someone could think this one building could be demolished . He offered language that
"the building is a representative example of its period, style or method of construction." He wanted to
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make sure the Board had built a formidable defense to address future development. He was comfortable
with 6. Demolition Delay as long as there was no suspend time. Mr. Grundhoefer stated after the Board
determines it is a significant building, there should be a period of time for the Board to explore and help
people with alternatives . Chairman Ritz indicated 120 days would be adequate to accomplish the
evaluation . Mr. Spencer thought he could defend 120 days as not an unreasonable amount of time, and it
shows expediency on the part of City staff and the Board .
At this point, Chairman Ritz asked the Board to return to a page by page evaluation. Section {1) Statement
of Purpose, and {2) Definitions were acceptable by the Board. Regarding Section {3) Buildings Subject to
Review, Chairman Ritz stated the 50-year marker established the review and followed the national
standard and the Board agreed. Section {4) Enforcement was agreeable with the Board with the $10,000
fine.
With Section {5) Procedure 2. Staff Determination 30 days after the application filing date, Mr. Larson
asked if it could be changed to 45 days to allow an additional Board meeting to address the issue. Ms.
Deese indicated regardless if the number of days was changed, she advised that it would be helpful to read
like the current Code language for Planning Board to provide flexibility in the event a quorum could not be
obtained. She advised applications are due 21 days in advance . Mr. Larson had no problem with 30 days
once the Board heard the issue. Mr. Grundhoefer stated many of the cities reviewed had a preservationist
on staff or someone who could make the determination in three to five days to determine if it would go to
the Planning Board or if it is determined to be a significant building. Chairman Ritz addressed the Board
not having a quorum to address the issue. Ms. Deese advised the timeclock did not begin until the Board
meets, so they would have the ability to table it as long as the meeting is within 30 days; 45 days would
give the Board more flexibility knowing it could be tabled at least for one meeting depending on a quorum.
She pointed out that when this authority is given to a board, it is placed on a formal agenda with notice
and posting and the timeframe must be increased. Ms. Campbell asked if the ordinance addressed add ons; Ms. Deese stated add on-s are not a part of the draft language and should not be due to the
notification requirement. She suggested the Board might adopt the language 45 days of the date of
reference unless a longer period is specified which would address the quorum situation; the Board
agreed to this language. Ms. Benchley agreed 45 days would allow for outside review for building
significance. Ms. Deese verified the language to read: The Planning Board shall issue a notice of its
determination within forty-five {45) days of the Public Hearing unless a longer or shorter period is
specified . The Board agreed with the language.
Section {5)4.a. stated the Planning Board shall issue its determination pursuant to such hearing within
thirty {30 days after the application filing date. Ms. Deese stated this language would be changed as well.
Under c. Early Determination, Ms. Deese stated she would fill in the blanks with the applicable
subsections.
Item S.a. Hardship the Board agreed on the language in this section.
Item 6.a. Demolition Delay language was also approved.
Item 7. Evaluation of Alternatives to Demolition- (b) Any definite plans for the reuse of the property if
the proposed demolition is carried out. Mr. Larson stated the Board had talked about putting in a time
period of completion, baring delays. He was concerned about the land remaining vacant. Chairman Ritz
stated the Board could not make the developers begin, but if they did, other codes require that they finish .
Mr. Larson appreciated the draft document, and Mr. Monk pointed out with the many opinions expressed,
the document did come together very well. Mr. Spencer added by the Board accepting the responsibility,
it had depoliticized it. Mr. Grundhoefer addressed G.b. Invitation to Consider Alternatives which included
the City Council and to gather all resources with possible tax incentives. Mr. Spencer stated this
information should be delivered through staff. Ms. Deese's recommendation was to mirror the language
in other sections of the Code which states the Board may call upon any branch of the City government at
any time for information and advice which in the opinion of the Board will ensure efficiency of its work,
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instead of singling out specific groups. Chairman Ritz agreed that this language would not limit the Board
to City Council. Mr. Larson suggested removing "members of the City Council" and the Board agreed.
Mr. Spencer mentioned the Sunday House presentation to the ARB and stated those who are involved with
any form of development, redevelopment or design were aware that site plan did not address Northwest
Florida Stormwater Management requirements. It showed a level of densification which was not feasible .
On 7. (b) Any definite plans for the re-use of the property if the proposed demolition is carried out. How
would the Board consider the alternatives? Sometimes a historic site could be under contract with earnest
deposit money refundable, and they could be painting a positive picture with tax impact, etc., but they
have not vetted what can actually be done. He asked how could the Board place into this alternative a
requirement that they have something to present to the Board? Ms. Deese questioned the legality of the
Board enforcing this element. Mr. Spencer offered at least some document from licensed engineers
certifying the site proposed alternative was practical. Ms. Deese explained the Governmental Center
District does not have a requirement to submit the redevelopment plan along with demolition requests,
however the John Sunday applicant offered a very preliminary plan. The applicant was advised that ARB
would want to see what they were putting in place of the house and the applicant was also advised that
the redevelopment plan presented did not meet regulations of the Land Development Code.
Chairman Ritz offered in 7.(b) any definite plans by a licensed engineer could go down that path,
describing what the licensed professional drawing needs to indicate. He pointed out 6. Demolition Delay
a. A demolition delay decision by the Planning Board is not transferrable to a new owner of the property.
If the property is sold during the demo delay period, then the demo delay will restart at the date of
closing. Once a demo delay has expired, but before a demolition permit is issued by the Department of
Inspections Services, and the property is sold to a new owner, the demolition delay application process
begins again.
Mr. Grundhoefer suggested adding that plans are to include engineered site plans meeting all the City
requirements.
Ms. Deese advised that if the Board approved the demolition, the demolition permit is valid for 60 days.
She also indicated it is not legally feasible for the City to force a private property owner to develop within
the specific time frame. Chairman Ritz suggested language saying you cannot be issued a demolition permit
until a new construction permit is issued, but it still would not be necessary to build at that time.
Mr. Pristera suggested if you require a set of 100 percent completed construction drawings ready for
permitting, it would be a huge investment and might solve the issue. He asked if the demolition permit
could be contingent on getting to the permitting phase. Chairman Ritz stated this would place it on
Building Inspections to not issue the demolition permit until such time as they have a construction site
permit. Mr. Spencer pointed out the fifth generation 89 year-old who needs to sell. The burden would
then be on the buyer. He appreciated placing more validity to the applicant's enticement to receive a
demolition permit in exchange for what they will put into place- certifiable documents. Selling this home
would fund some end of life care, and the buyer might pass on the house because of these stipulations. He
asked if the hardship clause was enough . Mr. Monk understood the concern and felt having the hardship
clause in the document would allow the Board to consider the situation . He also thought there should be
some type of wing within the City of Pensacola to preserve a historic building. Mr. Spencer suggested the
fines could go into the program to fund the preservation.
Ms. Benchley explained it was difficult for the Historic Trust to acquire buildings, with no funds or space to
place them. She stated a developer had indicated parcels with old buildings are cheaper to acquire than
vacant lots, and the demolition cost is minimal. The Board then discussed having a minimal demolition
fine. Ms. Deese stated the draft read impose a fine up to $10,000 as determined by the Building Official;
the Board decided to change this to read as determined by the Planning Board.
Regarding 7.(b), it was determined the developer should be required to have site plans which meet the
state and city requirements, there is some sense they would follow through with the plans.
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Ms. Campbell made a motion to submit the proposed draft with changes to Council immediately, and
Mr. Larson seconded. Mr. Grundhoefer wanted to draft a form to be used by Building Inspections which
would take some of the concerns into consideration, and regulations would be noted in the beginning. Ms.
Deese explained this draft would go to Legal for review and then proceed to Council. Mr. Spencer advised
they were still within the 180-day window for the moratorium. The Council Executive had recommended
this draft take an intermediate step to Legal to verify if the levying of fines can be imposed by the
Planning Board, and if there is any dollar limit if the fine exceeds the value of the property. Mr. Kraher
suggested completion of Legal's review by December 1, and with no major changes, be placed on the
Council Agenda in December.
Mr. Spencer expressed his gratitude to Mr. Grundhoefer. He felt the action by the Board would let the
public know how much they value North American historic cities.
With no further discussion, the motion carried unanimously.
Open Forum- None.
Adjournment- With no further business, Chairman Ritz adjourned the meeting at 4:36 pm.

Respectfully Submitted,

Brandi C. Deese
City Planner
Secretary to the Board

