AGENDA

Planning and Zoning Board
City of St. Augustine, Florida
Alcazar Room

cITY OF

stTAUGUSTINE. Tuesday, April 5, 2022 at 2:00 p.m.

EST. 1565

Reqular Agenda

1. Roll Call
2. General Public Comments for Items Not on the Agenda
3. Approval of Minutes

a. Special Meeting Minutes from January 27, 2022.
b. Regular Meeting Minutes from February 1, 2022.
c. Regular Meeting Minutes from March 1, 2022.

4. Variance

a. 2022-0013 Kim Hartwick — Applicant & Owner
228 Riberia Street
To approve an increase in lot coverage to allow for a residential
addition within the Open Land zoning district.

5. Use by Exception

a. 2022-0015 Michael Skjerning — Applicant & Owner
86 St. Francis Street, Apartment 4
To approve two (2) parking spaces in the City parking garage
for a short-term rental.

b. 2022-0016 Kevin Glover — Applicant
Kelsey Glover — Owner
76 Abbott Street
To approve two (2) parking spaces in the City parking garage
for a short-term rental.

c. 2022-0019 Rebecca Geiger — Applicant

c/o Bath Junkie
Len Weeks — Owner
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c/o Len Weeks Construction
58 Hypolita Street
To approve a use by exception for the sale of beer and wine.

d. 2022-0020 Jean — Pierre Klifa — Applicant
c/o Fashion and Passion, INC. d/b/a St. Augustine Vine
Room

Leonard R. Tucker Jr. — Owner

c/o St. George Street Properties, LLC

21 Spanish Street

To approve a use by exception for a cocktail lounge.

Conservation Overlay Zone Development

a. 2022-0005 Jessica Shafer — Applicant & Owner

Continued February 1, 2022 40 Hildreth Way
To approve a retaining wall/landscape feature adjacent to rip
rap within Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

b. 2022-0007 Jared Whetstone — Applicant & Owner

Continued from March 1, 2022 235 Coquina Avenue
To approve a new bulkhead in Conservation Overlay Zone
1.

c. 2022-0014 Nell Johnson — Applicant & Owner
0 McWilliams Street / PID 108920-0002
To approve the removal of a 24” dbh Red Cedar Tree in
Conservation Overlay Zone 3.

d. 2022-0017 Ryan Carter — Applicant
c/o Carter Environmental Services
Flagler College Inc. — Owner
1 Malaga Street
To approve of a pile-support dock and floating platform
including a gangway and floating kayak launch within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

e. 2022-0018 Ryan Carter — Applicant
c/o Carter Environmental Services
Robert Ziadie — Owner
150 Pelican Reef Drive
To approve of a modification of an existing single-slip dock
by adding a 450 square foot aluminum floating dock with a
gangway and additional decking for access.

Page 2 of 320



f. 2022-0021 Jeremy Marquis — Applicant
c/o Marquis Latimer + Halback, Inc.
Robert Finvard
c/o Windward Shipyard Land Holdings, LLC and Winward
Shipyard, LLC
117 Dockside Drive / PID 127910-0000, 128090-0010,
134230-0011, 134230-0030, 134390-0000, 134390-0010,
134340-0000, 134600-0000, 134230-0000, 134230-0020,
134410-0000, 134630-0000, 134650-0000, 134770-0000.
To approve tree mitigation on this approximately 38.63-acre
site by retaining and relocating forty-four (44) red cedar, oak
and palms trees and also planting fifty-six (56) new oak trees
within Conservation Overlay Zone 3.

7. Other Business

a. To set a date for a Special Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Board to discuss and
recommend an ordinance to establish regulations for mobile food vendors/food trucks
and associated code revisions.

b. To set a date for a Special Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Board to discuss and
recommend potential code amendments to establish an Affordable Housing/Workforce
Housing program for the City of St. Augustine.

8. Adjournment

Notices: In accordance with Florida Statute 286.0105: “If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the
Planning and Zoning Board with respect to any matter considered at this scheduled meeting or hearing, the person
will need a record of the proceedings, and for such purpose the person may need to ensure that a verbatim record of
the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.”

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing a special accommodation to participate in
this proceeding should contact the individual or agency sending notice not later than seven days prior to the proceeding
at the address given on the notice. Telephone: (904) 825-1007; 1-800-955-8771 (TDD) or 1-800-955-8770 (V), via
Florida Relay Service.

Please note that one or more members of the City Commission or its appointed boards or committees may attend this meeting and participate,
however they may not engage in a discussion or debate amongst themselves on any issue that will likely come before their respective elected or
appointed body.

The materials prepared and presented are part of the City’s ongoing Florida Public Records and Government in the Sunshine compliance and
are not intended to be relied upon or to reach investors or the trading markets.
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE

Planning and Zoning Board Special Meeting
January 27, 2022

The Planning and Zoning Board met in special session Tuesday, January 27, 2022, at
9:00 a.m. in the Alcazar Room at City Hall. The meeting was called to order by Grant
Misterly, Chairperson and the following were present:

1. Roll Call:
Jon DePreter
Sarah Ryan
Carl Blow
Charles Pappas
Christina Griggs

Absent:

City Staff:

Grant Misterly, Chairperson

Mike Davis, Vice- Chairperson

Amy Skinner, Director, Planning & Building

Isabelle Lopez, City Attorney

Reuben Franklin, Director, Public Works
Laura Morse, Recording Secretary
Elyse Wiemann, Recording Secretary

2. General Public hearings for ltems Not
on the Agenda

e B.J. Kalaidi

3. Discussion and Recommendation
Related to Mobility Planning in the City of

St. Augustine

Amy Skinner, Director, Planning and
Building, thanked everyone for their
participation, and introduced the topic.

Jonathan Paul, Nue Urban Concepts,
introduced the Mobility Plan as outlined in his
presentation. He reviewed the steps, focus,
projected growth of the County. He noted the
Mobility Plan consisted of four separate
plans. He noted the changes based on the
Board’s recommendations, which included
updates and clarifications for the City of St.
Augustine, additions and deletions required
to fully revise Chapter 21 of the Land
Development Code, the recommended

single mobility zone for the entire City, an
updated and streamlined mobility fee
schedule, clarification related to
administration and implementation of the fee,
and an appeals process. He reviewed the
assessment fees which included items such
as home size, vacation rentals, civic use,
recreation, retail (local, multiple, and
standalone). He noted the entire schedule
had been updated and there were around
twenty uses total.

Mr. Paul said this was comparable to what
St. Johns County had; however, the County
could assess for county wide travel whereas
the City could only assess for travel within
the City limits. He reviewed the comparison
of the City to the County with respect to
impact fees and trip generation and
cautioned the methodology was different
when comparing them. He pointed out most
of the County fees were higher than the City
fees.
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Mr. Misterly thanked Mr. Paul and City staff
and noted the presentation was tailored to
the previous discussions and questions.

Mr. Blow asked about food trucks being
absent from the fee schedule and felt there
should be an impact fee for food trucks since
it was unfair to the restaurants who were
compliant in all required aspects.

Ms. Lopez said they were preempted by
State Law and could not be charged an
impact fee until they pulled a building permit,
and it could only be generated at that time.
She noted that perhaps some food trucks
could require connection at some point.

Ms. Skinner said there was a definition of
food truck listed under quick service
restaurant drive through in the draft
ordinance, which would be discussed during
the next meeting.

Mr. Paul discussed special events and
suggested that perhaps they establish a
special use permit or special exception
process where they could establish a fee
since they did cause an impact.

Ms. Ryan asked for clarification about how
square footage was defined.

Mr. Paul said it was inhabitable conditioned
living space, which was consistent with
Florida Building Code. He said for
commercial, it was the areas of the business
that carried out the functions.

Ms. Ryan asked about overnight
accommodations for short-term rentals
(STR), and did this apply to the existing STR.

Mr. Paul said to the extent the City could and
it applied to the Statute, the fees were not
retroactive. He said they tried to set this up
for statute changes.

Ms. Lopez said this circled back to building
permits, and there were pre-statutory, pre-
existing regulations of some short-term
rentals and the City could enforce what was

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
January 27, 2022

not preempted; however, if a building permit
was not pulled, no fee could be applied.

Ms. Ryan asked about the private education.

Mr. Paul said universities and colleges were
considered office.

Mr. Misterly used Madeira and Antigua
where the neighborhoods were platted but
not developed. He said if a house were to be
built within the platted development would
they pay the mobility fee.

Mr. Paul said if they needed a building permit
they would because the fee was tied to the
building permit application and not the
development of the land.

Mr. DePreter thanked City staff for their
efforts. He agreed with the single fee, he was
glad for the streamlined fee schedule. He
asked about the inflation factor and noted
this was where preemption surfaced a lot.

Mr. Paul said St. Johns County had existing
fee and statutory provisions. He said they
proposed to include an inflation index factor.
He said the Department of Transportation
(DOT) provided an annual report and rates
were adjusted. He noted the inflation rate
and said the structure of the Ordinance was
on September 30, 2022, the City would
account for inflation and adjust accordingly
and in January 2023 the fee would increase.

Mr. DePreter discussed the City being built
out significantly and most likely it would apply
to the adapted use of building. He used the
example if a restaurant wanting to add
tables, would part of that be grandfathered
in?

Mr. Paul said the charge would be for the
increased difference. He said the inflation
rate would be the dollar amount. He said the
existing use was not the fee today and then
in the future a different rate, but they would
both track in tandem.
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Mr. Franklin said a building permit would
need to be issued, and theoretically they
could do changes without a fee.

Mr. Pappas looked at the unintentional
consequences. He wanted to promote the
workforce housing and he assumed the
calculations of the trip fees would be less
since they would essentially work in town. He
asked if there was a possibility to separate
retail from workforce housing.

Mr. Pappas asked about motor vehicles in
reference the combined fee for charging
stations and fueling stations, right now trip
charges were not an issue, but could be in
the future.

Mr. Pappas noted the food canteen trucks
should be looked at, and there may be a
creative way to figure out how to make these
restaurants

Ms. Lopez said it was in the ordinance;
however, it had to be tied to a building permit.

Mr. Blow said Mr. Pappas point was excellent
and used a County project where there was
a food truck depot. He said perhaps they
could look at RV parks fee per parking space
and thought it could treat this the same way.

Ms. Lopez asked Mr. Paul how from a
scientific math problem, would they assess a
mobility fee.

Mr. Paul said based on how many food
trucks could be accommodated, measure the
square footage of area, look at common
structural space, which would trigger a
building permit, and take the footprint of the
food truck and charge the restaurant rate to
each food truck accordingly. He said through
development review, it could limit the amount
of food trucks allowed to quantify it, and if
modifications were made to add another food
truck, the fee could be captured for the
increase.

Mr. Paul continued the recommendation for
the square footage rate was in strong
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correlation of the unit, number of vehicles
going to it, and overall trips. He said
workforce housing would be smaller homes
for affordability. He said this was the best
way to capture the workforce housing and
obtainable housing by calculating the square
footage instead of per dwelling. He said
many cities were changing their Land
Development Codes to accommodate
smaller housing.

Ms. Lopez said around three years prior the
statute had been changed to not charge for
affordable housing impact fees. She said
before that Local Governments would have
to pay on behalf of the affordable
development with no option to waive the fee;
however, the City Commission directed City
staff to look into this issue regarding the
workforce affordable housing regulations.
She said they could charge by square
footage but could have a separate policy for
affordable housing to assist with those fees.

Mr. Paul said that the City would create a
separate program as a part of the
affordability housing program, and it would
be per statue to be exempt from the fees.

Mr. Pappas liked the square foot and asked
about separating the fuel and charging
stations.

Mr. Paul said the ordinance was written for
commercial charging. He said there may be
some trip differential but as technology
improves it would be the super chargers, and
overall trying to predict what the future would
bring in the next few years.

Ms. Griggs said many of her questions were
answered. She said it was good to have a
local retail use as that would encourage more
local businesses. She asked in regard to
existing residential, if someone were to add
onto the home, the only time the fee would
be triggered would be if they were expanding
or adding an addition.

Mr. Paul provided example of what triggered
an impact, it could be challenged, and the
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City needed to decide if certain situations
would trigger an impact. He said if adding a
bedroom or another room that would impact
that, could cause a fee.

Mr. Misterly asked if the City was exempt
from this. He looked at exemptions from fee
and City was not listed, and it made sense
that the City be listed.

Mr. Paul said the State exempted
themselves, generally public facilities do not
pay the fee; however, some do. He said the
taxpayers paid for the services; government
use was ancillary.

Ms. Lopez said there was a definition for
institutional uses which stated: those public
or quasi-public uses that serve one or more
community’s social, educational, health,
cultural, and religious needs, and said that
could be where it could be inserted.

a. Discussion Related to the Draft
Ordinance and associated
documentation for the Mobility Plan and
Mobility Fee for Recommendation to the
City Commission

Mr. Paul noted much of this had been
covered. He reviewed the Ordinance
updates and highlighted what was changed
as follows:

e Purpose- Amend Concurrency added
and appeals process

e Whereas Clauses- “new development
activity”

e Intent and purpose- “new development
activity”

o Definitions-
schedule

e Technical Report Date- update with new
schedule, if concur

e Imposition- new development activity,
building permit application trigger,
payment, refund, and shell permits
Mobility Fee Schedule

e Mobility Fee Determination (moved from
schedule), mixed-use (fee per use),

updated mobility fee

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
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outdoor storage (useable area), additive
fee (building and high impact feature),
and City initiated

¢ Refunds- added section for prepayment
or shell permits

e Review and updates- January 1%
increase based on FDOT inflation

e Appeals process

e Penalty

Mr. Paul said the definitions in the ordinance
were reflected in the updated schedule. He
said if this were adopted, it would not be
effective until the 90-day implementation
period was completed.

Mr. Paul reviewed the Administrative
Procedures and noted there would always be
special issues that surfaced that had not
been addressed. He said the two thing that
should be asked were: 1) does it create an
impact, 2) does it require a building permit,
and if unsure about these things, best thing
to do was not assess a fee. He said the
burden of proof shifted from applicant to
government in 2009. He said some local
governments had elected to have one, but
others have not, and it was ultimately the
City’s decision.

Mr. Paul reviewed the next steps. He said
they could revise any other requested
changes, then it would be advertised, and
the City Commission would have the first
reading of the Ordinance. He stated the City
Commission could make amendments, then
a second reading with the Commissions
amendments and then adopted. He
guestioned when they wanted to start the 90-
day notice, and this needed to be discussed
legally. He said some have started it at first
reading others at date of adoption, but
Florida Statue was written when notice had
been provided, and legislation had not
clarified when that time was.
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b. Planning and Zoning Board discussion
and recommendation

Ms. Ryan asked him to run through the
example when projects phased out over five
to ten years, and then a light was needed,
what was the bigger picture.

Mr. Paul said for mobility it would be tied to
the building permit, if a development made
an improvement, the City could provide a
credit if the developer to build a sidewalk, or
light, for example. He said this would take
place between an agreement with the City
and the developer. He reviewed examples
of provisions that could be placed in the rules
that allowed for credits.

Ms. Lopez said the City had provisions like
those for PUDs.

Ms. Ryan asked about the accountability and
enforcement on a large project.

Ms. Lopez said ‘traffic access” was listed in
a PUD ordinance.

Ms. Skinner noted the site assessment, and
facilities assessment requirement which was
what would be used. In her opinion, a smart
developer would propose a mixed-use
project, she suggested an overall calculation
of the impact uses. She said they could
provide an overall impact analysis and a
breakdown of the types of uses as proposed
to get an idea of the types of improvements
they wanted as they set up the work. She
said once they adopted the ordinance, the
due diligence would be on the developer to
plan all the roads, etc. mobility would be
another component. She said they would
encourage the developer to look at the
overall picture no matter if it were a PUD or
not.

Ms. Ryan said with County pressure, what
was their responsibility with this.

Mr. Paul said it could be captured through
parking; however, it could not be captured
through the mobility fee. He said this was a
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big discussion in the legislature currently
regarding City versus County and in Florida
some required the City to collect the County
fee and give the fee to the County.

Ms. Ryan asked on page 25 under letter “K”
it stated, ‘the fee shall be based on the
underlying land use for the building”. She
said there were several categories in land
use, and would it be the least fee.

Mr. Paul said if land use were for office, you
would not pay a shell permit. He said a shell
building had multiple tenants which would be
under the multi-tenant category, and there
you could have a shell building that was
office or commercial.

Ms. Ryan asked who would be responsible
for the fee.

Mr. Paul stated it would be the owner of the
building unless disclosed at the time of lease
that it would be the tenant’s responsibility,
and if not, it would revert to the owner.

Mr. Misterly asked to add the definition of a
shell building. He noted they were changing
the level of service for sewer.

Ms. Skinner said this amended the Chapter
Twenty-One, which was the overall
Concurrency Ordinance, and she took
opportunity to change anything adopted in
the Comprehensive Plan and bring
everything up to date in the ordinance.

Mr. Misterly said as long as it was consistent.
Mr. DePreter wanted to clarify some of credit
used for onsite development that would be
establish through the process with City staff.

Mr. Paul said most local governments
considered onsite improvements to be a
requirement; however, there were some
instances where a developer could ‘up size’,
for example a utility or if a six foot sidewalk
was required and instead a twelve foot
sidewalk was built, some credit could be
established if it were in the mobility plan as
an improvement.
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Mr. DePreter said he was pleased with the
affordable housing component and the
language for incentives for affordable
housing fees being dismissed. He noted the
charging stations would take care of
themselves between the market and the
American consumer. He thanked Mr. Paul
for his work.

Mr. Pappas said the building department was
short staffed, and asked what staff was
needed.

Ms. Skinner said that needed to be sorted out
through staff and City Commission. She said
they were currently at a minimum and
technology was being upgraded, they
requested patience, and noted there would
be builder's access to the system in the
future. She said they do permit calculations
currently and this would just be another
calculation added onto the process. She was
unsure if additional staff would be needed.

Mr. Paul said statue allowed for the City to
levy a service charge or a fee for
applications, and if someone wanted to
request a credit, the City could add a two
percent administrative charge to off-set the
work by staff.

Ms. Griggs asked about the refunds and if
the monies were not spent within the seven
years what would happen.

Mr. Paul said he was unaware of any local
government not being able to use the monies
but typically refunds took place if the project
did not happen or they did not build what was
expected. He said that prevision was added
because it was legally required.

Mr. Blow asked for focus on Section 21-65,
he pointed out that his question had no
reflection on any staff or Commission, but he
said when the mobility fee determination was
looked at, the Mobility Fee Administrator had
a lot of power, and with a City of 14,000
people, this was a transparent government.
He said Mr. Paul did a fantastic job and was
an expert, but he wanted to see more
transparency in the process. He said if the
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fees were questioned, or someone wanted to
propose an in kind contribution, a negotiation
ensued, and a staff person would have ability
to determine or negotiate a deal that would
not be exposed to a public hearing. He
wanted to see a process so if there was a
dispute on the mobility fee amount, it should
go to a board, public hearing would take
place and would allow the process to be
more transparent.

Ms. Lopez asked if Section 21-78 would
address his concerns.

Mr. Blow felt the City had credibility with the
citizens; however, the process should be
looked at with more of a public hearing
process.

Ms. Lopez said the process would be as
proposed with the Mobility Fee Administrator
to do the initial fee assessment and asked if
the suggestion was instead of the Mobility
Fee Administrator decision being appealed
to the City Manager and then a public
hearing with the City Commission or should
an appeal be heard by the PZB and then the
City Commission to with a public hearing.

Mr. Blow asked for input from his fellow
Board members. He said part of it was the
dollar amount and if the applicant felt a fee
was excessive, the Mobility Manager had the
option to assess. The section where up to $1
million could be determined by staff and if
over that amount then it would be determined
by the Commission but thought $1 million
was a lot of money in St. Augustine. He said
he wanted transparency.

Mr. DePreter suggested it should go to the
City Manager, then Planning Board, then
City Commission for transparency purposes;
however, if it did not come before the
Planning Board, there was still an appeal
process.

Ms. Lopez noted the transparent part was
the ultimate hearing with the City
Commission.
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Mr. Blow said this went down to the dollar
amount. He said the only public hearing that
would take place was if there was a dispute
or over $1 million. He said this was about the
public’s perception.

Mr. Paul said in a day-to-day operation
decisions were made and this process
provided the Mobility Administrator flexibility.
He said if a credit were to be given it could
be reviewed by someone in order for it not to
be determined by one person. He said
thresholds were able to be established.

Ms. Lopez said if it was bundled in a statutory
agreement, it had to go to City Commission.
She asked how much of the process should
be administrative for the public and the
applicant and how much needed to be a
public hearing.

Mr. DePreter asked about how the appeal
process was prompted.

Ms. Lopez said a development agreement
would be public.

Mr. Blow said the dollar amount should be
reviewed.

Mr. Pappas asked how much of a burden
was it to be reviewed by the administrator
and then reviewed by the Board. He said it
seemed to be similar to demolitions as those
were heard and normally did not take an
extensive amount of time but if there were
guestions, those could be answered.

Mr. Misterly said the Mobilty Fee
Administration was for situations not clearly
identified. He agreed with Mr. Blow, that this
placed a lot of responsibility on one person
that was outside of public view, perhaps the
lower threshold could be lowered to $10-
$15,000 and have it come before the Board.

Mr. Paul said he most credit agreements
seen a threshold upwards to 250,000 or
500,000 but agreed that $1million was high.
He suggested if more than a 25% reduction
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it would go before the Board, and a provision
could be placed.

Ms. Lopez suggested this could be
discussed during the Development Review
Committee, as it was a public meeting, on
Fridays instead of the PZB.

Mr. Misterly said he did not feel there would
be many applications for the PZB to review.

Mr. Blow said when an applicant felt the fees
were not accurate, or a negotiation was to
take place, the process needed public
review. He said if someone did not object, the
Board would never see it, but would if a
situation occurred where it was questioned.

4. Public Comment and Discussion
Related to the Mobility Plan and potential
Mobility Fee in the City of St. Augustine

Public comment was opened:

Len Weeks stated he was concerned as a
developer and questioned how much money
the fees would generate and what would it be
used for. He expressed concern with
parking, and said the Ordinance dealt with
collecting the money, and there was not a
plan on how the monies would be used,
which should be developed before charging
the public. He questioned the difference in
local and free-standing retail.

Ms. Skinner said local retail was defined in
as not a chain and unable to have no more
than five locations.

Mr. Misterly stated if he had a meeting with
Mr. Franklin then he would be able to have
his questions answered.

Mr. Weeks said he knew the Board was
asking when to put the Ordinance in to affect.
He asked when the 90-day period began.

Ms. Skinner said the 90 days was from the
first reading of the ordinance for the public to
know. She said once the application was
submitted, a fee would be calculated, and the
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permit would not be issued until the fees
were paid.

B.J. Kalaidi said rarely did anyone showed
up at the Friday Development Reviews
unless they were the developers and their
attorneys. She said as residents, this should
be implemented as soon as possible, and the
90-day period should start after the first
reading. She said as a citizen, she knew
there was a parking issue and hopefully this
would improve the congestion downtown.
She was opposed to the $1 million and
thought that needed to be lowered.

Public comment was closed.

Mr. Misterly asked for guidance from City
staff, and said there were some topics
discussed; however, were unable to come up
with a resolution.

Ms. Skinner said there was a plan and a list
of projects which had been approved by
other transportation agencies in the region.
She said they would like a recommendation
to the City Commission in order to move
forward. She stated they understood the $1
million threshold was high.

Mr. Misterly asked the Board if they wanted
to see the Ordinance once more or could it
move to the City Commission if the following
were addressed:

e Addressing Flagler dormitories being
treated as commercial or residential

City Exemption

Treating Food trucks as RV location
Definition of shell building

Concern regarding the transparency of
the process

Mr. Blow suggested adding an amount but
since the Board wanted to move this forward
to the City Commission, the Board could
stipulate 15,000.

Mr. DePreter suggested a percentage, as he
felt that was more appropriate.
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Mr. Misterly said it could be passed on with
either a dollar amount or a percentage.

Ms. Skinner said 15,000 was a good
threshold and then a companion to add 25%.

Mr. Misterly said that did not need to be
answered other than it needed to be a public
review process. He said he thought the
public that express concerned needed to
have their questions answered.

Mr. Blow said Mr. Weeks made an excellent
point by asking what the fees would be
paying for and suggested providing an
attachment to show the list of projects.

Mr. Franklin said they planned to meet with
the business community to review.

Mr. Misterly asked when this would be
presented to the City Commission.

Ms. Skinner said they would review the
advertising requirements but planned to
submit it to the Commission for first reading
on February 14™.

MOTION

Mr. Misterly MOVED to move the
Ordinance to the City Commission for
review with the following updated in the
plan as it continued to move through the
process as follows: how to address any
college buildings such as dorms, Food
trucks to be treated like RV spots, was the
City exempt, adding a definition of a shell
building, increase the transparency of the
Mobility fee administrator such that a
percentage or a threshold of $15,000
would trigger an open review to the public
through a Board, answer questions from
the public , and linking the project list of
the mobility fee would fund to the
document. The MOTION was SECONDED
by Mr. DePreter.
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VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Misterly, DePreter, Ryan, Griggs,
Blow, Pappas

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. Adjournment

Having no further business, Mr. Misterly
adjourned the meeting at 11:18 A.M.!

Grant Misterly, Chairperson

! Transcribed by Elyse Wiemann |
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

The Planning and Zoning Board met in formal session Tuesday, February 1, 2022, at 2:00
p.m. in the Alcazar Room at City Hall. The meeting was called to order by Grant Misterly,

Chairperson and the following were present:

1. Roll Call:

Grant Misterly, Chairperson

Mike Davis, Vice- Chairperson

Jon DePreter

Sarah Ryan left at 6:25pm

Carl Blow
Charles Pappas
Christina Griggs

City Staff:

Amy Skinner, Director, Planning & Building Department

Jacob Fredriksson, Senior Planner, Planning and Building
Isabelle Lopez, City Attorney

Barry Fox, Short- Term Rental Manager

Elyse Wiemann, Recording Secretary

2. General Public Comments for Iltems Not
on the Agenda

e Ed Slavin
e James Whitehouse

Modifications to the Agenda

During public comment Mr. Whitehouse
informed the Board that item 6(b) was not
ready to present at the meeting and asked
for a continuance.

Mr. Misterly asked the Board if there were
any objections to moving Item 6(b) forward in
the agenda and hearing public comment.

Mr. Pappas suggested keeping general
public comment open to hear the public
feedback and then moving Blackbox forward
to the first item.

Ms. Lopez advised against that since Item
6(b) was a quasi-judicial hearing but
suggested, since Mr. Whitehouse was
present the Board could hear the public
comment within that hearing time.

Mr. Blows asked if someone from the public
spoke today about the item and not present
at next month’s meeting what would happen
to their testimony.

Ms. Lopez said their testimony would be on
the record, but the challenge would be some
of the facts could be different when it would
be heard.

Mr. Pappas suggested proceeding with the
agenda as presented.

Mr. Misterly felt the item was late on the
agenda and should be moved in order for the
public

Ms. Lopez advised reorganization of the
agenda in order to have public comment for
those who were present.

Mr. Misterly reiterate the applicant had
requested a continuance to the March 1,
2022 meeting. He said from reviewing the
packet the applicant had not updated their
information from the past meeting.
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MOTION

Mr. Blow MOVED to APPROVE the
modification to the agenda by moving
Item 6. (b) to be the first item to be heard.
The motion was SECONDED by Mr.
Pappas and the MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

3. Approval of Minutes — Reqular Meeting
January 4, 2022

MOTION

Ms. Ryan MOVED to APPROVE the
January 4, 2022 minutes as presented.
The motion was SECONDED by Mr. Davis
and the MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

4. Preliminary Plat Approval

4. (a) 2022-0001 Scott Borowski =
Applicant

c/o Clary Associates

Douglas G. Maier — Owner

c/o Ponce Associates LLC

4000 US Highway 1 N

To approve a preliminary subdivision plat
at 4000 US Highway 1 N, Maderia
subdivision, east of Pintoresco and
Pescado Drives and west of the Tolomato
River to create ninety-eight (98)
conforming lots and sixteen (16) tracts.

This is an existing Planned Unit
Development, Madeira, that includes up to
749 residential units. The proposed
subdivision plat is for the next phase of
single-family development lots.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of the applicable city
codes, and without the support of evidence
to the contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE the preliminary subdivision plat
(replat) at 4000 US Highway 1 N /PID
073430-0031, 073430-0032, 073430-0033 &
073430-0000.

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

Ms. Skinner stated she provided additional
items for the Board to review about the
preliminary plat. She stated the highlighted
area on the map labeled “under construction”
was the area under consideration. She said
there were twenty-one acers that were
approved as commercial but was vacant.
She said platting was a State function but
was in the Code for the PZB to review to
confirm lots were the minimum lot size, which
staff confirmed, and the plat was approved.
She said moving forward, it had to meet the
State requirements in order to file the plat.
She said once the City Commission
approved the plat then it could be recorded
according to State statues.

Ellen Avery-Smith, Dough Maier, Scott
Borowski reviewed the application.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.

123 certified notices were sent, 4 were
returned in favor, 13 returned opposed and
11 had comments.

Public hearing was opened.

Sophie Tredor said she had been informed
there would be a buffer or wall between her
property and theirs and wanted to know if
that was still the intent. She was concerned
about the removal of the trees. She said the
trees had affected her property leaving a
hole in her shed roof and was concerned if
they would maintain them.

Mr. Misterly said the plat they were reviewing
was surrounded by properties in Maderia. He
asked if she lived there.

Ms. Tredor said her property was right next
to the Maderia property on Ocean Boulevard
and her property and Maderia were
separated by a swale.

Ms. Skinner stated her property was on the
north side of Maderia and was outside the
City limits within St. Johns County, but not
near the plat area.
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Brenda Hine spoke in favor of the application
and was not opposed to the plat or growth
but was concerned with the effects on the
wildlife. She said she hoped the City was
inspecting what was taking place as there
had been many trees removed. She said the
concern regarding the bridge was it had low
lighting and she wanted to ensure people’s
properties were being considered and not
negatively impacted.

Jose Rivera spoke concerning the removal of
the trees and asked why the developer
removed more vegetation than expected. He
said there was one entrance into Maderia
and the construction traffic was causing
damage to the roads and suggested a
construction entrance.!

Paul Hamill stated he came across a wildlife
area along the intercoastal and the area
along the marsh that would be developed
and wanted to understand why. He said he
was concerned that about the area behind
the pond since there was a lot of wildlife and
trees and asked if there was a way to
conserve this location. 2

William McClure said he was concerned with
the water and the upland buffer and wanted
to know if as a resident, could he be notified
if there were any changes or should he be
more observant.

Mary Senese spoke in favor of the
application but was concerned with
protecting the wildlife, because the buffer the
developer was intending to put in was small
and felt the wildlife would not be able to
survive.®

Rachel Brumsey said she understood when
moving to the area there would be additional
construction; however, they were removing
more vegetation than expected. She stated
she was told there was supposed to be a
construction entrance but as of now there
was nhot and was concerned with the safety

! Attached to packet
2 Attached to packet

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

and congestion. She asked if the City had
considered adding a light at the entrance
with all the traffic.

Ed Slavin spoke in opposition of the
application and said developers had ruined
the town. He felt the original developer had
provided false and misleading statements to
St. Augustine City Commission and felt there
should be an investigation. He thought the
application should be postponed for the next
six months to have leverage over the
developer.

William Payne asked if there were any plans
to leave the oak trees in place.

BJ Kalaidi said even though the Board was
there to decide on the plat, it was obvious
that the trees and other questions from the
community needed to be answered. She felt
the lawyer and developer should have
answered these questions prior to the
meeting since it was not in the Boards
purview.

Steve Peterson stated his concern about the
proposed entrances into the subdivision
would displace oak trees and the wildlife. He
felt there should be a way to have an
agreement with the developers to protect the
marsh.

Claudia Connelly was concerned with the
wildlife and felt the area needed to be
protected and should stay natural.

Public hearing was closed.

Ms. Avery- Smith addressed the public
comment stating the comments heard were
unrelated to the area plat under Chapter 177
Florida Statues; however, the map had been
approved twenty years ago and showed
where the preserved wetland would be,
where the access points were located, how
the development would occur from the north
to the south, the pond areas, and the
commercial property locations  were

3 Attached to packet
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protected by the property owners
association. She said all these documents
were public record. She said the tree removal
was due to arsenic and other remediation of
contamination that was from the old golf
course; others were removed with
permission from St. Johns River Water
Management districts due to being a
nuisance; however, others were removed for
construction of homes and amenities. She
said with the removal of the tree’s, others
were planted on lots. She said a traffic signal
would be coming but would be done when
warranted by the Department  of
Transportation (DOT).

Mr. Misterly asked if this was the same plat
that had been in place the entire time without
changes.

Ms. Avery-Smith said it was part of the
Planned Unit Development (PUD) site plan
and was part of the zoning and matched the
PUD site plan.

Mr. Maier said it had not been decided if
single family or multi-family homes were to
be built in the location but had been
approved for multi-family homes. He said
they were unsure of what the market would
be in like in future and it was left open.

Mr. Misterly asked if after a decision had
been made, would they need to modify the
PUD to match.

Mr. Maier said modification of the PUD was
not needed for any future development as
they were under their cap with any future
development with 749 lots approved, and
they would be below that even if they did
multi-family.

Mr. Misterly asked if there was an approved
site plan to show what would be done in the
PUD.

Ms. Avery-Smith stated the PUD did not
require that, but she did not have the PUD
text in front of her and would have to confirm.

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

Mr. Misterly asked if they could provide more
information to the public on who to contact
regarding questions and concerns within the

property.

Mr. Maier advised all the information for the
property manager and  Community
Development District manager was located
on the website at maderiastaugustine.com.

Mr. Misterly stated tree removal was
normally decided by the PZB and questioned
how they were being removed without PZB
approval.

Ms. Skinner said there were some as part of
the PUD, other that had to be remediated
due to the arsenic which was permitted
through the Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) process.

Mr. Maier said the entire golf course and the
maintenance area was remediated but they
were required to mix the existing soil and cap
with two feet of clean material per the DEP.
He said most of that had been done except
the final institutional controls which were the
roadways, and concrete that provide
additional capping in those locations.

Mr. Misterly asked because of the DEP
permit was there a blanket permit for the
removal of the trees.

Ms. Skinner replied that was correct She said
they had approval to remediate and clean up
the site. She said there had been inquiries
about the upland buffers tree removal, the
building official and the construction
inspectors for the Public Works Department
have been to the site and the Public Works
inspector determined they were working
within their permit for utilities.

Ms. Avery-Smith explained they were
removing Chinese Tallow and Brazilian
Pepper trees approved by the Water
Management District. She said the upland
buffers were under the conservation
easement and could only be touched with
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permission from the Water Management
District.

The Board discussed:

o If there was a bulkhead or setback in the
Conservation Overlay Zone area would it
be heard by the Board

e Anything that deviated or was added to
the plan would return as an individual
application

¢ Robinson Creek would have a bulkhead
as seen in the engineer drawings and it
was approved by the City
There were 256 house permits to date

e Encouraged developer to have
neighborhood meeting to address the
concerns

e Developer had preserved 300 acers to
the east

o Was there a tree survey and were they
trying to preserve the trees

e PUD text allowed for deviation in order to
preserve trees

e Older map shown seemed to differ from
what had been shown today, but was an
internal concept map

e Previous elevation was at seven and
roads now were between nine to twelve

e Same number of lots and was consistent
with the PUD text

e Encouraged the developer to have a
construction entrance

e Piece of land in the northeast corner near
the airport would not be developed

o Bridge would be completely rebuilt, and
parcel would be preserved per the PUD

¢ Should have a buffer between lots 40 and
40b

o Buffer south of lot 149 was very thin but
was natural

e Final approval of plat came from City
Commission

e Buffer language in PUD needed to be
confirmed

e Environment was different from when
PUD was approved and timeframes for
developments should be added

4 Break from 4:02p.m.-4:13p.m.

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

o Different regulations applied when
conservation easement was added to the
property

¢ Remediation had been done overtime

e After phase one was completed transfer
to the City for the park would take place

e Builder's sales provided easement
information and it was on the website

MOTION

Mr. Blow MOVED to APPROVE the
Preliminary Subdivision Plat 2022-0001.
The motion was SECONDED by Mr.
DePreter.

Mr. Misterly asked Mr. Blow to add that the
buffers would be reviewed by the City before
passed on the City Commission.

Mr. Blow AMENDED the MOTION to
include the buffers would be reviewed
before passed on to the City Commission.
Mr. DePreter SECONDED the AMENDED
MOTION.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Blow, DePreter, Pappas, Griggs,
Ryan, Davis, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY*

5. Use by Exception

5. (a) 2022-0002 Garrett Tatoul — Applicant
Dawn Cardamone — Owner
33 Bernard Street

To approve two (2) parking spaces in the
City parking garage for a short-term
rental. To approve off-site parking within
the overall property as a permissible use
by exception.

Ms. Skinner reviewed the parking code for
Short-term rentals and said if parking could
not be provided on-site as required then the
applicant was able to provide parking within
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400-feet or an alternative could be the
parking garage or the neighborhood
residency permit parking program. She
stated she spoke to the Building Official and
Fire Marshal and rooms could be locked
when renting but had to meet the life safety
and building code requirements; however the
Board was unable to limit the amount of
rooms rented based on the parking. She
said staff encouraged applicants to find
alternative parking elsewhere instead of the
garage.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of Section 28-29, and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a use by exception for two (2)
short term rental offsite parking space in the
municipal parking garage for 33 Bernard
Street / PID 192590-0000.

Garrett Tatoul reviewed the application. He
stated he had looked for alternative parking
and was still trying to reach out to others.

Ex Parte Communication:
(None)

23 certified notices were sent, 0 were
returned in favor, O returned opposed and 0
had comments.

Public hearing was opened.

BJ Kalaidi thanked the staff for keeping the
public informed on how many spaces were in
used in the garage and said if this continued,
the tourist would not be able to park.

Melinda Rakoncy encouraged the Board to
try and find other ways to solve the parking
issues. She felt the garage would not be
utilized as Bernard Street was too far away.
She said guest should be notified of the
parking situation. She said the City parking
garage was not a good solution.

Public hearing was closed.

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

Mr. Misterly asked if the City was able to
have a short-term rental parking rate for the
garage.

Ms. Lopez replied the City was statutorily and
case law required to add fees for only
administrative cost because the City could
not profit off it or use as a punitive measure.

The Board discussed:

On-site parking was not available

House was from lot line to lot line

Thought house should not be an Airbnb

Applicant pursued other options for

parking

e Commercial Medium-Two (CM-2) zoning
was too intense for property

e Property was advertised with street
parking

¢ Advertising should be consistent with the
Code; however, unable to regulate
parking on public street

e Perhaps use neighbors’ home for parking
if allowed

e Deemed a commercial business and

parking elsewhere should be a

commercial lot not a neighbors’ home

Ms. Ryan asked if the short-term committee
was able to revise the rules as there seemed
to be more and more issues.

Ms. Lopez informed her that the committee
had disbanded after their report and would
have to be recreated by the City Commission
or they could direct staff to review other
issues. She said currently, the legislature
had a pending bill that eliminated the City
from requiring parking and the City
Commission was waiting for further
information.

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to APPROVE Use by
Exception 2022-0002 as the use by
exception meets the Code as written. The
motion was SECONDED by Mr. Blow.
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VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Blow, Pappas, Griggs,
Davis, Misterly

NAYES: Ryan

MOTION CARRIED 6/1

5.(b) 2022-0003 Garrett Tatoul — Applicant
Kelsey Glover — Owner
76 Abbott Street

To approve three (3) parking spaces in the
City parking garage for a short-term
rental.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of Section 28-29, and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a use by exception for three (3)
short term rental offsite parking space in the
municipal parking garage for 76 Abbott
Street / PID 195010-0000.

Garrett Tatoul reviewed the application. He
informed the Board that he contacted the
commercial lot nearest him for additional
parking and was unsuccessful.

Ex Parte Communication:
(None)

24 certified notices were sent, 0 were
returned in favor, 3 returned opposed and 1
had comments.

Public hearing was opened.

Melinda Rakoncy spoke in opposition to the
application and said the rental listing
provided false information about how many
bedrooms were available and parking when
advertised. She said people needed to know
before renting the property there was no
parking on-site and they would not be able to
use the street. °

Public hearing was closed.

5 Attached to packet
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Mr. Tatoul said he would speak with the
owner about updating the information on
parking in the advertisement if approved.

Ms. Lopez advised the Board that per Florida
Building Code, it was per bedroom and was
not related to an actual bed. She said per the
Building Code there had to be a secondary
emergency egress either thought a window
or door. She said the listings were monitored
by City Code Enforcement staff and the City
Fire Marshal carried out the inspections.

The Board discussed:

e Tried to obtain parking within 400-feet

¢ No residential parking program on the
street

e Could only have one rental per week
since zoned Residential Single Family-
Two (RS-2)

e Property had to register as vacation
rental

e Per applicant knowledge, property had
fire inspection

e Floor plan and site plans were required
for short-term rentals

e Unsure if Board should approve without
knowledge of how many bedrooms within
property

e Could add condition “pending results
from Fire Marshal” before approval on
two or three parking spaces

e Concerned with property advertisement

Mr. Tatoul stated the property was registered
as a vacation rental and was operational.

Mr. Davis asked if the Board was able to
require the applicants to provide the building
and fire inspection before presenting to the
Board.

Ms. Lopez replied there had been a bit of a
back log but did not see a reason why the
inspections could not be presented.
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Mr. Pappas stated he wanted more
documentation: short-term rental application,
floor plan, and the inspections.

Ms. Lopez said from a legal standpoint these
requirements could be added.

Barry Fox, Short-Term Rental Manager,
informed the Board that the property had
been denied for failure to have the
inspections completed. He said the
application had been submitted in May 2021
and in October 2021 the inspections were
still incomplete and was denied.

MOTION

Mr. Davis MOVED to DENY the Use by
Exception 2021-0003 because it has not
passed any of its inspections for fire
safety and did not know the number of
bedrooms that are in the building. The
motion was SECONDED by Pappas.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Davis, Pappas, Blow, Griggs,
Ryan, DePreter, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. (c) 2021-0172 Ellen Avery-Smith Esq. —
Applicant

Continued January 4, 2022

Windward Shipyard Land Holdings, LLC
and Windward Shipyard, LLC — Owner
(Portions of Diesel Road, Dockside Drive,
Shipyard Way and S. Ponce de Leon Blvd.
aka “the Shipyards”)

PID_127910-0000, 128090-0010, 134230-
0011, 134230-0030, 134390-0000, 134390-
0010, 134340-0000, 134600-0000, 134230-
0000, 134230-0020, 134410-0000, 134630-
0000, 134650-0000, 134760-0000, 134770-
0000

To approve off-site parking within the
overall property as a permissible use by
exception.

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of Sec. 28-371 and 28-
372, and without the support of evidence to
the contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a use by exception for off-site
parking at the St. Augustine Shipyards as per
the amended Development Agreement.

Ellen Avery Smith, Carl Masters, and Stefan
Johansson reviewed the application.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.

55 certified notices were sent, 0 were
returned in favor, 1 returned opposed and 1
had comments.

Public hearing was opened.

BJ Kalaidi said she knew the application
would be approved but hoped the applicant
would keep everyone inside the
development. She said in the City Mobility
Plan there would be a walkway from King
Street to State Road 312. She said this would
be an attraction and hoped the parking would
be contained.

Public hearing was closed.
The Board discussed:

e Restaurant would have access from
Shipyard Way, a paved road built by
applicant

e Restaurant received parking permit
independently from applicant association

e Development was based around building
a parking garage

e Financial burden to other commercial
business to use parking should be
addressed for future developments

¢ Map had been clearly updated to identify
parcels in development

e Property zoned Residential General
Office (RGO) and had a commercial
property owners association

e Restaurant had recorded access over the
road
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Mr. Blow asked if the amount of parking for
the restaurant met the City code.

Ms. Skinner said after further review, the
restaurant added additional seats and they
were short seventeen parking spaces. She
said originally they were approved for a
certain amount of parking spaces and
between November 2019 and May 2020 an
application was submitted requesting sixty-
eight additional seats which was approved
without reviewing the parking issues;
however, this took place when City Hall was
closed due to COVID. She said at that time
the entire property was owned by one owner
and she was unsure of private parking
conversations.

Discussion continued:

e Windward was willing to lease parking if
able to reach an agreement

e Questioned the parking count accuracy

e Development agreement for the
Windward properties required parking
and tracking tables for every use

e Could build vertically if more parking
were needed

e Property Owner Association document
required each user to provide code
compliant parking

e City Commission approved agreement
required a parking tally and how it was
allocated towards the uses for the City to
know the accurate count

e Restaurant was an existing non-
conforming situation

e Questioned how the City would keep
track of the leases within the parcel

e Everything inside the development would
meet code requirements

e If developer over builds parking or a
parking garage, leases should be
submitted in order to not double count

¢ Did not want to have parking garage to
mitigate other businesses parking issues

o \Would be a walkable community

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to APPROVE Use by
Exception 2021-0172 with the condition,
as agreed by applicant, that if any other
parking is leased out, that would be
include in the tally that the City has as it
meets our Code. The motion was
SECONDED by Mr. Misterly.

Mr. Blow wanted to confirm the applicant was
comfortable with the condition and was not
obligated to provide parking to anyone.

Mr. DePreter said that was why it was “if”
they do there would be a tally but were not
obligated.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Misterly, Pappas, Blow,
Griggs, Ryan, Davis

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6. Conservation Overlay Zone

Development

6. (a) 2022-0005 Jessica Shafer -
Applicant/Owner
40 Hildreth Way

To approve a retaining wall/landscape
feature adjacent to rip rap within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of section 11-29 and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the board can
APPROVE the construction of a new
landscape feature per the applicant within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1 at 40 Hildreth
Way / PID 151151-0010.

By approval of this application, the City does
not make representation, approval, or claim
to riparian rights to any party.

Jessica Shafer reviewed the application.
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The Board provided their ex parte
communication.
31 certified notices were sent, 2 were

returned in favor, 12 returned opposed and
12 had comments.

Public hearing was opened.

Clare Norris spoke in opposition to the
application and said the barrier wall was
existing and large. She said construction was
still taking place, and water was unable to be
disbursed.

Ted Mooney spoke in opposition to the
application and stated it was a marsh
bulkhead and did not want the bulkhead to
have any adverse to his property or his
neighbors. He said there was a continuous
wall on both the applicant’s property. The
applicant had one property listed for sale
which listed as a “marsh bulkhead” in place.
He asked what would be the hydrologically
effects of the bulkhead. He said another
concern would be when the neighboring
properties wanted to protect their homes by
building a bulkhead.

Patrick Cod spoke in opposition to the
application and said there had been many
trees removed from the property and then
construction of the wall started. He called the
City regarding a permit and the City sent an
inspector and he was told construction had
stopped but the applicants were to obtain a
permit. He said he felt the wall was not
decorative.

Madelyn Keeble spoke in opposition to the
application and she said if the wall was
approved she would want to replace her
fence with the same material; however, she
knew she would displace the water from her
yard onto her neighbors. She said if it was
allowed, everyone would want to have the
same type of wall and felt it would create a
hydrogeology issue.

Jayne Marchesan spoke in opposition to the
applicant and stated there was a lot of
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concern in the neighborhood with flooding.
She said she was not concerned with the wall
causing flooding on her property because
she felt the wall would not hinder water from
finding a way in and she approved of the walll
but stood with the community about the
flooding .

Mary Ann Rosenthal spoke in opposition to
the application said she had lived on the
street for around twenty years and had seen
the street change over time due to global
warming and bulkheads being added. She
was upset that the wall was not permitted
prior to being built and it was not decorative.
She felt flooding was an issue for the City
and encouraged the City to address the
bulkhead issues and asked the Board to
deny the application.

Robin Mooney spoke in opposition to the
application and said the property for sale by
the applicant advertised having a bulkhead
on the property. She said the neighborhood
was concerned with flooding and how it
would affect their property. She asked where
the other application for the second lot was
as that had a bulkhead. She was concerned
with neighbors wanting to add similar
bulkheads.

Tawny Kern spoke in opposition to the
application and said her concern was with
protecting the Conservation Overlay Zone
and said the flooding in the area was terrible.
She was concerned with the length of the
bulkhead on the two properties. She said she
was concern with the precedence this was
setting and the natural shoreline and
mangroves were a great protection.

Jim Springfield spoke in opposition to the
application and said there was the same type
of request a few weeks back on Seminole
Drive and it was denied. He said if this would
have been a normal application and not an
after-the-fact, he felt it would have been
denied. He encouraged the Board to deny
the application.

Public hearing was closed.

Page 22 of 320



The Board, Ms. Shafer, and Staff discussed:

¢ Wall was for landscaping purposes only
and not structural

o Wall material Tremron blocks backfilled
with coquina

¢ Riprap wall was there previously

¢ Wall did not prevent water from entering
property

e Wall was in the twenty-five-foot buffer

o Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) approved the riprap, but not the
wall

e Applicant requested meeting with DEP to
show no damage to neighboring
properties

e Les Thomas, Architect, did a site visit and
confirmed no footing, no mortar, water
was able to flow freely

e Applicant was unaware of the need for a
permit

e Met with DEP about the riprap not the
wall

e If not approved would become a code
enforcement issue by fees or a lein on
the property

e Should focus on the seventeen criteria in
City Code

¢ Unable to require State permitting before
coming before the Board per State
Statue

e consider Tremron blocks as a semi-
pervious material that needed
maintenance

e Unsure if the riprap had been approved
by the City in an after-the-fact application

¢ Wanted the history of the riprap and the
outcome
Understood concerns with the flooding

e In pursuit of Back Bay study but was
updating the Stormwater Master Plan

e City Commission directed staff to review
conservation zones and the impacts of
retaining walls/bulkheads versus natural
shoreline; City was actively working on
the issue

e Riprap was installed in 2016 and DEP
and Curtis Boles, Code Enforcement
Officer, both approved of it

11
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e Was told it would protect the wetlands
and her property

e Wall was similar to riprap and was
unaware of permit need

e Other applications with Tremron blocks
were considered to be retaining walls

Ms. Ryan asked what the threshold was in
Conservation Overlay Zone One.

Ms. Skinner stated any development along
the water to the most jurisdictional line was
supposed to be Conservation Overlay Zone
One, and how the riprap would change that
but she would review the code for a more
specific definition but this was also affecting
the wetlands and the adjacent waterbodies.

Discussion Continued:

e Seemed to be a massive bulkhead

e Wall was in front of the riprap and was
not encroaching

e Not enough evidence provided to
determine if it was a bulkhead

¢ Wall went around plant beds to hold in
mulch and dirt

e Coquina was added to the wetland side
of wall

e Lose coquinawas recommended by DEP
If wall was approved was back fill allowed

Ms. Skinner stated the Flood Plain Manger
and Building Official would need to review it
because you could not create a situation
where there was water trespass and if the
flood plain changed they would need a flood
plain permit from the City.

Discussed Continued:

e With hurricane Matthew flooding was up
to US1 but was less with Irma

e Wall height was three feet to the top

e Felt applicant created a berm and unsure
of the impacts on the neighbors

e Original purpose of the riprap was to
protect property and wetlands
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Ms. Shafer said she thought no permit was
needed for the riprap and that was why she
did not request a permit for the wall as it was
the same product.

Ms. Lopez said in Section 11-28 of the City
Code it stated the “Planning and Zoning
Board should review all applications for
development in Conservation Overlay Zone
One”, which was any development activity.
The Discussion Continued:

¢ Riprap and wall both should had been
reviewed by Board and permitted

e Unsure if they would have been
approved if reviewed by Board

e Water would impact neighbors if water
needed to flow out quickly

e Seemed to be a large construction
project rather than decorative

e Unsure if application met the criteria

e Requested a typographical survey
indicating how the water would flow

e Asked to provide a flood plain and
grading plan

e Should have penalties for after-the-fact
projects

e Applicant needed to prove case and how
it was beneficial

Mr. Misterly reviewed a list of what the Board
requested: history of riprap, specs on blocks
identifying their precocity, outcome from
DEP meeting on February 9th, survey on
water flow, and something signed and sealed
by an engineer to prove no impact on
neighbors, and should meet the 17 criteria
per Code.

Mr. Misterly said there were two options how
the Board could vote, or it could be
continued, and he recommended it be
continued perhaps two meetings out in order
to gather all information request by the
Board.

Ms. Shafer said she wanted to continue the
application.

& Ms. Ryan left before vote
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MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to CONTIUNE
Conservation Overlay Zone One 2022-
0005 with the criteria as follows:
specifications on the blocks, the
installation and saturation from behind
the wall, and outcome of meeting with
DEP, survey with the water flow, and
something signed and sealed by an
engineer with expertise in the area
addressing the seventeen criteria that
were in the Code.

Mr. Misterly said the Board used the
seventeen criteria to judge the application
and City staff could provide the seventeen
criteria if she did not have it. He said an
engineer would be able to review the entire
project and see how it all worked to tell how
it could or could not impact things.

Mr. Davis said the survey would look at the
adjacent properties to indicate how the water
was flowing.

Mr. Blow felt the riprap should be located on
the survey and how it was in relation to the
twenty-five-foot buffer and the jurisdictional
wetland line.

The motion was SECONDED by Mr. Davis.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Davis, Pappas, Blow,
Griggs, Misterly ©

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY’

7 Break from 6:52p.m.-7:03p.m.
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6. (b) 2021-0156 Blackbox Design -
Applicant

Continued January 4, 2022

Kevin Vandyke — Owner

0 Magnolia Avenue / PID 191930-0010
(4/54 MIRAMAR PT OF LOTS 1 & 15 &
RIPARIAN RIGHTS TO HOSPITAL CREEK
(EX R/W IN DB227/354) OR3832/574).
Approximately one (1) acre east of 39 May
Street_and south of May Street/Vilano
Causeway at the Hospital Creek Bridge.

To approve a new bulkhead and gangway
for a twelve (12) boat slip marina within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

Item heard before 4(a)

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of section 28-2 staff finds
that the board can DENY the construction of
a marina at 0 Magnolia Avenue / PID
191930-0010 due to the complete lack of
facilities and services for the refueling of
watercraft which is a requirement of a
marina.

James Whitehouse requested to have a
continuance to the March 1, 2022 PZB
meeting since they were unable to update
the information for the Board.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.
23 certified notices were sent, 1 were

returned in favor, 3 returned opposed and 2
had comments and additional emalil
attached.

Public hearing was opened.

BJ Kalaidi encouraged the public to come
back to the March 1, 2022 as it was very
important for them to be heard.

Christopher Park spoke in opposition to the
application and was disappointed that they
had not updated their information as the
public was under the impression, they would
be able to. He said the applicant

13
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misrepresented One Radio Road, as it was a
condominium with a private dock and not a
commercial marina. He thought what they
had presented did not qualify as a marina
and asked the Board to deny the application.

Sandy Lenney spoke in opposition to the
application and said there had been nothing
but noise and congestion over the past five
years, and this was not the right place for this
development. She said there was a variety of
reasons this should not be in this location.

Melinda Rakoncy spoke in opposition to the
application and said that at the previous
meeting  the applicant requested a
continuance and she felt they were being
disrespectful to the Board and the public by
waiting until today to ask for another
continuance. She said the property was
zoned for open land and this was not
allowed.

Ed Slavin spoke in opposition to the
application and thought the Board had many
reasons to deny. He said the applicant was
unprepared and it was disrespectful to the
Board. He felt if the project were approved it
would be a public nuisance and he felt St.
Augustine needed to be preserved and
protected.

Doug Morse spoke in opposition to the
application and said the application had
many concerned and the land was zoned
open land. He said the proposal had not
been updated and they needed to address
the community concerns and if not, it should
be denied.

Public hearing was closed.

Mr. Whitehouse said they were trying to
address the community concerns and they
were currently waiting on the revised plans,
which was the reason they were asking for a
continuance to the March meeting.
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The Board discussed:

e Questioned if the Board should continue
the item when City staff recommended
denial

e Should provide continuance to the
following meeting since applicant was
unable to present

e Public came to speak on application

e Applicant was not at the meeting

MOTION

Mr. Blow MOVED to CONTINUE to the
March 1,2022 PZB meeting. The motion
was SECONDED by Mr. DePreter.

Mr. Misterly advised Mr. Whitehouse the
application needed to be updated at the next
meeting because he felt the Board nor the
public would be willing to entertain it if it was
not.

VOTE ON MOTION:
AYES: Blow, DePreter,
Davis, Misterly

NAYES: Pappas
MOTION CARRIED 6/1

Griggs, Ryan,

7. Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map
Amendment, Rezoning and Variance

7. (a) 2022-0004 Billy Zeits — Applicant
c/o Flagler Multifamily LLC

Flagler Multifamily LLC — Owner

0 San Sebastian View PID 084560-0020 &
084560-0010

To approve a request to change the
Comprehensive Plan land use
designation on the property from
Residential Low Density Mixed Use (RLD-
MU) to Residential Medium Density (RMD)
and a compatible rezoning from
Residential Low-one (RL-1) to Residential
General-one (RG-1). This application
includes a variance request to allow
stacked parking spaces as required
parking spaces for the multifamily
development.

14
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Staff does not make recommendations
concerning amending the land use of
property. The Planning and Zoning Board
makes formal recommendations to the City
Commission regarding changing the land
use.

Staff does not make recommendations
concerning the rezoning of land. The
Planning and Zoning Board makes formal
recommendations to the City Commission
regarding the rezoning of land.

The Planning and Zoning Board should
make a motion regarding a recommendation
to designate the land use of the property at 0
San Sebastian View / PID 084660-0020 &
084560-0010. The applicant requests
Residential Medium Density.

The Planning and Zoning Board should
make a motion regarding a recommendation
to rezone the property at 0 San Sebastian
View / PID 084660-0020 & 084560-0010.
The applicant requests rezoning from
Residential low-one: RL-1 to Residential
general-one: RG-1 which is compatible with
Residential Medium Density.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of Section 28-29, and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a variance to allow for stacked
parking spaces to count towards the
minimum parking requirements for 0 San
Sebastian View / PID 084660-0020 &
084560-0010.

Billy Zeits and Fremont Latimer reviewed the
application.

Mr. DePreter asked how the density had
changed.

Mr. Zeits said the density approved was 336
units and they were changing the land zoning
of the developable footprint and everything
else would be the same. He said the new
density if approved would be 510 units. He
said in December there was discussion
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regarding a traffic signal and wanted to
provide an update. He said it was under
review and should be completed in
summer/fall and installed in 2023.

Ms. Skinner said the traffic study was
prompted by US 1 since it was a DOT road.

Mr. Latimer said they had building permits for
the first six units and the site permit as that
would not change regardless of the
configuration.

Mr. Misterly said any future building permits
would fall under the Mobility Ordinance and
would be paid upon pulling permits.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.
24 certified notices were sent, 0 were

returned in favor, 2 returned opposed and 2
had comments.

Public hearing was opened; however, there
was no response.

The Board discussed:

e Project was isolated

e Beyond the project did not see any
negative impact or harm

e Increasing the number of rental units
available

¢ No downside to the public or City
Growing rapidly with apartments in area

e Housing Prices would be between
$1,600- $2,200 and premium units
available

e Unsure of the density increase
Would provide more housing inventory

e Downside would be the increase in
population within the county

e Parking would be contained within the
development

e Site had not been changed or the impact
to the preservation zones

e Questioned the need and justification for
the change

15
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Mr. Latimer said the development footprint
was compact. He said the entire site was
sixty plus acers, but around twenty acers
were undeveloped due to conservation,
especially on the south side. He said there
was a third of the site that was untouched,
and the remediation of the soil on the east
side.

Mr. Pappas said his concern was the density
with the congestion, although they were not
changing the footprint. He asked the
reasoning behind changing the density.

Mr. Zeits said the firm started around four
years ago and they build single family homes
and apartments and tried to provide
obtainable housing. He said they were able
to review the need in the community and the
intent was to serve the community and more
density in this footprint with major
transportation corridors, managed by multi-
municipalities with a traffic signal coming
would be the best place to provide density in
Northeast Florida.

Mr. Blow asked if the impacted soil was
where the old maintenance yards were, and
the solution was some removal and then
capping the rest.

Mr. Zeits said the action plan allowed for
capping and the large berm was part of the
railroad, landscaping, and noise buffer, with
remediation as approved by DEP. He said if
capped with asphalt, building pad or two feet
of clean fill, the DEP would approve it and it
would need no further action.

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to RECOMMEND
APPROVAL to the City Commission,
Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Amendment 2022-004 for a request to
change the Comprehensive Plan use
designation of property from Residential
Low Density to Residential Medium
Density. The motion was SECONDED by
Mr. Davis.
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VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Davis, Pappas, Blow,
Griggs, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to RECOMMEND
APPROVAL for Rezoning on 2022-0004
from rezoning from Residential Low One
to Residential General One. The motion
was SECONDED by Mr. Davis.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Davis, Pappas, Blow,
Griggs, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to APPROVE the
Variance request to allow stacked parking
spaces as required parking spaces for the
multi-family development, conditioned on
the approval on both the future land use
map and the rezoning request to the City
Commission. The motion was
SECONDED by Mr. Davis.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Davis, Pappas, Blow,
Griggs, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

8. Other Business

8. (a) Planning and Zoning Board
discussion and recommendation
regarding an__ordinance to update
regulations related to home-based
businesses and associated code
revisions.

There was Board consensus to move
discussion to the next meeting.

16
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8. (b) Planning and Zoning Board
discussion and recommendation
regarding an ordinance to establish
regulations for mobile food vendors/food
trucks and associated code revisions.

Ms. Skinner said this was an ongoing project
and the revisions was due to statutory
changes. She said the Florida Legislator
changes prompted the City to react and they
had to be more specific about food trucks
and where they were allowed, and
additionally the City wanted to codify the
process in which a food truck was approved
within the City limits. She said there was a
process but not in the City code. She said
with the legislative updates, it provided the
City with an opportunity to update the City
Code.

Mr. Davis said it would be very helpful to the
Board since noone owned a food truck for the
public to provide as much information as
possible.

Public hearing was opened:

Dawn Watkins, founder of the St. Augustine
Food Truck Co-Op, said there were twenty-
two trucks in the Co-Op, and they had
monthly meetings to help the new and
existing Food Truck owners to understand
the rules and regulations. She thanked the
Board for allowing Food Trucks to be in the
City, and said they wanted to keep the
revenue within St. Johns County.

Mr. Misterly said there would likely be a draft
Ordinance and encouraged Ms. Watkins to
distribute it amongst the Co-Op members.

Ms. Watkins said they have not had a
moment to collect the comments from
everyone.

Ms. Lopez asked for comments be sent to
the Planning Staff before the next PZB
meeting on March 1, 2022.

Maria Maresca said there were around 35 to
40 food trucks within the City, and they
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appreciate everything the City did and felt it
was beneficial to have regulations and the
more refined the better.

Salvatore luliano had been Food Truck
owner for the past two years and thought it
needed to be under control.

Margaret Espinal said the Food Truck
industry had changed her life and felt that
there was enough for everyone and hoped it
would stay within the City.

Jason Watkins said they wanted to keep St.
Augustine a global destination for culinary
tourism and felt there were other food
business that were regulated but not
reflected in the regulations from the City. He
thanked the Board for listening and hoped for
a great relationship moving forward.

Ms. Lopez said the current draft was
available on the main website, but they had
planned on reviewing the Ordinance and
making some substantial updates.

BJ Kalaidi asked how the legislative changes
would make the City change what was being
done. She felt there had been some
problems and wanted the City to follow
through with the enforcement.

Public hearing was closed.

Mr. Blow asked the Co-Op to provide their
bylaws for staff and the Board as he felt they
would be beneficial. He voiced his concern
with maintain a level the playing field
between those who rented spaces for
restaurants and food truck operators.

Mr. Misterly said this would come before the
Board with an update and feedback from the
community.

Mr. Pappas asked several questions about
marinas and if the usage need to match the
upland zoning, or could they automatically
have one of the listed uses if it did not match
the zoning.

8 Transcribed by Elyse Wiemann

17

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
February 1, 2022

Ms. Skinner said if it were included in the
definition of marina then it would be allowed
as part of the marina; however, the question
would be if it was an accessory to the marina
or not. She noted the definition of marina
included various accessory uses.

Mr. Pappas asked with regard to marinas,
was there any type of proof to indicate an
auxiliary use.

Mr. Blow said in the definition, there were
factors that determined if it were a “real
marina” by having certain items, like, fueling
station, sanitary pump out system, or offer
repairs.

9. Adjournment

Having no further business, Mr. Misterly
adjourned the meeting at 8:07 P.M.8

Grant Misterly, Chairperson

Page 29 of 320



CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
March 1, 2022

The Planning and Zoning Board met in formal session Tuesday, March 1, 2022, at 2:00
p.m. in the Alcazar Room at City Hall. The meeting was called to order by Grant Misterly,

Chairperson and the following were present:

1. Roll Call:
Jon DePreter
Sarah Ryan
Carl Blow
Charles Pappas
Christina Griggs

Absent:

City Staff:

Grant Misterly, Chairperson

Mike Davis, Vice- Chairperson, excused

Amy Skinner, Director, Planning & Building Department

Jacob Fredriksson, Planner, Planning & Building Department
Isabelle Lopez, City Attorney
Elyse Wiemann, Recording Secretary

2. General Public hearings for Items Not
on the Agenda

Brent De Gennaro encouraged the Board to
visit the area, which now had a seven-foot
fence and armed guards. He said the
situation escalating and felt the Windward
was acting contrary to the interest of the
community.

Rob De Gennaro, owner of Otters on the
Water, said he had envisioned a beautiful
area on the water where people could come
and enjoy the board walk; however, the
security guard was not allowing people to
use the promenade. He expressed concern
with the situation.

Ms. Lopez stated this was not an item before
the PZB or an issue the PZB could act on as
they were in a private dispute.

Ms. Skinner said Code Enforcement was
working on other issues at the development.
She said if the fencing was related to
construction then a permit was not needed;

however, if it was a permeant fence a fencing
permit was needed.

Ms. Lopez said if there was a safety issue
then Law Enforcement should be contacted.

3. Approval of Minutes

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to APPROVED the
October 28, 2021, Special meeting
minutes as presented. The motion was
SECONDED by Mr. Blow and the MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Mr. Misterly asked if there were any
modifications to the agenda.

Ms. Skinner said there had been discussion
with the applicant from 235 Coquina, but they
were proceeding with the application.
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4. Variance

4. (a) 2022-0012 — Shipyards Multifamily,
LLC— Applicant & Owner

Portions of Parcels 134340-0000, 134390-
0010, 134390-0000 and 134230-0000 to
form _an approximately 3.98 acres site,
referred to as Block B, centrally located
between Arapaho Avenue and the San
Sebastian __River on the Windward
Shipyards Master Site Plan dated 09-24-
21.

To approve a variance to the minimum
parking stall size requirement from 9 feet
6 inches by 19 feet down to 9 feet by 18
feet.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of Section 28-29 and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a variance to reduce the required
parking stall size from 9'6" x 19' down to 9' x
18" at the Shipyards Multifamily, LLC
development.

Sean Siebert reviewed the application.
Ex Parte Communication:
(None)

7 certified notices were sent, O were returned
in favor, O returned opposed and 0 had
comments.

Public hearing was opened.

Brent De Gennaro inquired about the parking
garage and asked if it would be associated
with the residents only.

Public hearing was closed.

Mr. Siebert said the parking garage would be
private for residents and their guest as well
as staff. He said they were looking to gain
standard spaces and reduce the number of
compact spaces.

The Board discussed:

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
March 1,2022

e Understood the reason behind the
request but unable make it fit the
variance definition

e Should have more land to accommodate
the parking

e Variances were normally for existing
structures

e Concerned with smaller spaces as most
drove larger vehicles

¢ Felt this was setting a precedence for the
rest of the area

e Unsure if the parking spaces were an
appropriate size

Ms. Skinner said the next step would be to
review the parking code which would review
the parking size. She said the parking
requirements needed to be updated and now
there were a percentage of compact spaces
which were 8x18 and regular spaces were
9.5x19. She understood the applicant
wanted to shift the lines of the spaces to
reduce the number of compact spaces and
have slightly regular sized spaces.

Mr. Siebert stated in previous projects he had
worked on the standard spaces were 9x18.
He said he understood the concern about
delivering a proper sized space; however,
this was the industry parking standard. He
said this was not a public garage and these
sizes were industry standard for private
garages.

The discussion continued:

e Did not feel it was contrary to public
interest but was not a variance

¢ Felt this was not a hardship

¢ Not an existing situation and would cause
more parking issues

¢ Uncomfortable with having smaller sized
spaces

¢ Would meet the minimum parking spaces
to meet code but would have more
compact spaces

e Tried to increase the standard amount of
spaces instead of having more compact
spaces
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MOTION

Mr. Blow MOVED to DENY Variance 2022-
0012 because it does not meet the
requirements of the code. The motion
was SECONDED by Mr. Pappas.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Blow, Pappas, Griggs, Ryan,
DePreter, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. Use by Exception

5. (a) 2022-0008 — Val Kleyman— Applicant
Stella Yuniver— Owner
172 Cordova Street, Unit #9

To approve one (1) parking space in the
City parking garage for a short-term
rental.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
Based on a review of Section 28-29, and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a use by exception for one (1)
short term rental offsite parking space in the
municipal parking garage for 172 Cordova
Street Unit 9/ PID 199990-0109.

Val Kleyman reviewed the application.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.

38 certified notices were sent, 5 were
returned in favor, 0 returned opposed and 1
had comments.

Public hearing was opened.

Melinda Rakoncy said the residents at this
location had their own parking lot and asked
why they were unable to use their own
parking spaces or obtain a residential
parking pass as the program was available in
the area.

Public hearing was closed.

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
March 1,2022

Mr. Kleyman said he understood that it was
one parking space per bedroom and the
condo had two bedrooms, and the parking
spaces assigned only provided one space
per unit. He said he was unsure of the
parking on the street as that could not be a
permanet solution.

Mr. Pappas clarified with the applicant the
rules of the homeowner’s association.

There was Board consensus that they were
in support of the application and that the
applicant had sought other parking options.

MOTION

Ms. Ryan MOVED to APPROVE 2022-0008
at 172 Cordova Street, Unit 9 to approve a
use by exception for one short term rental
parking space off-site in the City garage.
The motion was SECONDED by Mr.
DePreter.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Ryan, DePreter, Pappas, Blow,
Griggs, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. (b) 2022-0009— Kimberly Nquyen-—
Applicant & Owner
172 Cordova Street, Unit # 8

To approve one (1) parking space in the
City parking garage for a short-term
rental.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of Section 28-29, and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a use by exception for one (1)
short term rental offsite parking space in the
municipal parking garage for 172 Cordova
Street Unit 8 / PID 199990-0099.

Kimberly Nguyen reviewed the application.

Ms. Skinner informed the Board the applicant
was not registered as short-term rental.
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Mr. Misterly said the Board in the past had
denied the use of residential parking pass for
short term rentals as they should be for those
living at the property and required short- term
rentals to obtain a parking garage pass.

Ms. Nguyen said she preferred to use the
parking garage and had not reached out to
other locations for parking. She said she
thought parking had to be secured before
applying for the short- term rental.

Mr. Misterly asked since the previous
applicant in the same building provided
evidence about not having the ability to find
other parking should this applicant need to
provide additional evidence or could the
Board use previous testimony.

Ms. Lopez said the evidence could be reused
but should be stated again to be part of this
hearing.

Mr. Misterly reiterated the previous
applicant’s evidence as it was the unit next to
the current applicant’s unit and there was no
parking nearby.

Ex Parte Communication:
(None)

38 certified notices were sent, 5 were
returned in favor, O returned opposed and 0
had comments.

Public hearing was opened.

Mattie Harms stated she was concerned with
how many spaces would be provided for
people who had short- term rentals. She said
if a short-term rental needed two spaces and
could not provide them the City was
encouraging short-term rentals by allowing
the use of the parking garage.

Public hearing was closed.
The Board discussed:
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¢ No issue with using the parking garage
but should give up the residential parking
pass

e Board preferred to reduce the number of
short-term rentals but was unable to and
met many roadblocks

e Trying to reduce the number of non-
conforming short- term rentals

e Tried to pursue other options for parking

e Unsure if the parking issues could stop
short term rentals but perhaps the
intensity of the use

e Major issue was the number of people in
the home

e Applicant closed on the property last
week thought it would be best for the
applicant to file for the short-term rental
before coming before the Board

e Applicant had an on-street pass allowing
for three spaces in total

Ms. Lopez clarified the applicant had to abide
by the decision of the Board. She said using
the residential parking pass would be in
violation of the Code as it had not been
approved by the Board.

Ms. Skinner added a Use by Exception
application was only for the applicant and
conditions could be stipulated.

Discussion continued:

e Felt there was no code enforcement for
short-term rental parking

¢ Was in support but should surrender the
residential parking pass

e Condominium was grandfathered in for
its existing parking situation

e Could add a stipulation to turn in the
residential parking pass within a certain
amount of days after approved for a
short-term rental

e Was in agreeance to surrender the pass
and would be happier with garage
parking
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MOTION

Ms. Ryan MOVED to APPROVE 2022-0009
at 172 Cordova Street Unit 8 to approve a
use by exception for one short-term
rental parking space off-site in the City
parking garage with the condition that the
applicant surrender the street parking
upon approval of the short-term rental
within five days. The motion was
SECONDED by Mr. Pappas.

Mr. Pappas said he was not in favor of
accepting previous testimony from other
applications as it appeared the Board was
testifying.

Mr. Blow agreed as the previous applicant
had submitted information about contacting
five different people for parking and the
record should reflect these units were next
door to each other.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Ryan, Pappas, Blow, Griggs,
DePreter, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6. Conservation Zone Development

6. (a) 2021-0156 — Blackbox Design—
Applicant

Kevin Vandyke— Owner

Continued January 4, 2022

Continued February 1,2022

0 Magnolia Avenue / PID 191930-0010
(4/54 MIRAMAR PT OF LOTS 1 & 15 &
RIPARIAN RIGHTS TO HOSPITAL CREEK
(EX R/W IN DB227/354) OR3832/574).
Approximately one (1) acre east of 39 May
Street _and south of May Street/Vilano
Causeway at the Hospital Creek Bridge.

To approve a new bulkhead and gangway
for a twelve (12) boat slip marina within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of section 28-2 staff finds
that the board can DENY the construction of
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a marina at 0 Magnolia Avenue / PID
191930-0010 due to the complete lack of
facilities and services for the refueling of
watercraft which is a requirement of a
marina.

James Whitehouse reviewed the application.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.

6 emails were received in opposition to the
application.

Public hearing was opened.

Christina Parrish-Stone spoke in opposition
to the application and felt the proposed
buildings would be unacceptable in open
land zoning. She provided the accessory use
definition from the City Code and pointed out
a twelve-slip marina in this area would not be
financially profitable. She said the buildings
were the primary use of the property.

Paul Leonard spoke in opposition to the
application and asked the Board to deny the
proposal. He felt the application was a hotel
first and a marina second based on the
projected revenue from the hotel would be
substantially more than the marina. He said
this area was shallow and around twelve to
eighteen inches during low tide and it did not
seem variable. He said the mangroves trees
around the site needed to be saved.

Mr. Misterly asked if the deepest part of
Hospital Creek was the center or was the
channel closer to one bank or the other.

Mr. Leonard replied center was the deepest
part of the creek; however, the concern was
further south at low tide where the boats
entered would become almost impassable.

Mattie Harms spoke in opposition to the
application and said it was evident that this
was for a boatel and this was a prime
residential area.
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Loretta Lombard spoke in opposition to the
application and said the definition of a marina
had not been met and this was not a marina.
She said the proposed dock would be on dry
land and would cause the removal of a tree
in the water. She said unless there was
dredging larger boats would not be able to
enter the area. She said the drawings were
not clear on sizing of the dock.!

Melinda Rakoncy spoke in opposition to the
application and said many of the requests by
the Board had made had not been fulfilled by
the applicant. She said motels were not
allowed in open land zoning, the dock was an
accessory to the motel, and the application
was not a PUD. She asked the Board to deny
the application as it had not been changed.?

Doug Morse spoke in opposition to the
application and said the road had been
changed from East San Carlos Avenue to
May Street, and the change would be
reflected in A1A traffic patterns. He felt the
wetlands and wildlife should be protected.
He said the revised parking plans were
inadequate and he strongly opposed the
project and asked the Board to deny.

Public hearing was closed.

Mr. Whitehouse address the comments from
the public and reiterated the definition for
open land zoning. He asked staff if they
reviewed the new submitted site plans and if
they met the requirements of the Code. He
asked if the Conservation Zone
Development recommendations from the
prior submitted plans was still applicable and
if not, what was the new recommendation.

Mr. Fredriksson replied the issue was with
the level of details provided about the fueling
and the first page of the staff report indicated
no new information had been provided by
February 22, 2022, and staff went off the
previous site plan.

! Photo attached to packet

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
March 1,2022

Mr. Whitehouse said the new information
provided the lengths and dimension which
met the requirements. He said the reason for
the application was due to the Conservation
Zones One, Two and Three. He said any
decision should be done based on facts and
not emotion.

The Board, Staff, and Mr. Whitehouse
discussed:

e Threshold for accessory use not met

e Principle use of property was the
buildings

¢ Motel component did not meet code

Mr. DePreter asked if the motel was
supposed to be considered for the
application.

Ms. Skinner replied the motel was an
accessory use for the marina.

Mr. Whitehouse said the purpose of the
application was the marina and not the motel
units as those were outside the 100-foot
Conservation Zone development area. He
said they were on the site plan but had
nothing to do with the application presented.

Mr. DePreter asked if the application were
approved did that include the ten units.

Ms. Lopez asked if she was correct that the
argument presented to the Board was the
marina definition included the motel as an
accessory use.

Mr. Whitehouse stated he reviewed the
definition in the code and what was
presented for consideration today was
anything in Conservation Overlay Zone One,
Two and Three and staff indicated there was
nothing wrong in those locations. He said
anything beyond the 100-foot conservation
zone line would have to meet code.

Mr. Lopez informed the Board it was the
responsibility of the applicant to meet the

2 Photo attached to packet
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burden of proof. She said the definition of a
marina included the accessory use and she
was unsure how the application was trying to
separate the accessory use shown on the
documents from the marina.

Mr. Whitehouse said in this case, they were
asking for the uses allowed in Conservation
Zone One and Two as the accessory use
could change and would have to be
approved later or it could be a use that was
allowed and not need approval.

Ms. Skinner said that was accurate and in
this case it was Open Land Zoning and the
ask was for permission to build a marina
within the Conservation Zone development
and the impacts in the environmentally
sensitive areas and a motel could be an
accessory use. She said if this came back for
approval on the motels those would not be
allowed in Open Land Zoning.

Mr. Whitehouse stated staff was able to
approve anything above the 100-foot land
line.

Ms. Skinner replied if the use were allowed
in the zoning district then it could be
approved by staff.

Mr. Whitehouse pointed out he could remove
the motels on the site plan and the
application could be reviewed for the
Conservation Zones.

Discussion Continued:

e As submitted, felt application did not met
the initial threshold based on the code

e Units on property did not seem like an
ancillary use

e Questioned if amended proposal was
submitted before the deadline

¢ New material was not in the delivered
packet for the Board

e Intent of the marina was unclear
Marina detail regarding fuel tank was not
presented

% Photo attached to packet
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e Unsure how development of the
bungalows was an accessory use
monetarily

e Only provided one of the three uses listed
in the definition for a marina, should
provide more than one

¢ Was stretching the definition by adding a
motel into the Open Land Zoning

e Concerned with the traffic and noise
addition to the area

e Low bridge would be hazardous to
boating

e No documentation demonstrating the
relationship to the surrounding docks

Mr. Misterly pointed out the document
demonstrating the relationship to
surrounding docks was had been requested
by the Board previously and the new
submitted information had left out the
information which was in relation to number
two of the criteria that marinas were judged
upon.

Board Discussion continued:

e Struggled with the words ‘clearly
subordinate’ with having the same
number of boat slips as motel spaces

e Hard to separate the two as one could
not be there without the other

e Easement from Department  of
Transportation (DOT) had not been
explained over the bridge

e Application had improved and improved
the entry access point

e For commercial buildings Open Land
Zoning was allowed twenty-percent lot
coverage

¢ Concerned with the depths of the water
in Hospital Creek

Mr. Blow provided an aerial photo to staff to
be used as a demonstrative device to have
various questions answered by the
applicant.® He said he emailed it to staff for
a reference.
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Ms. Skinner advised the photo was received
by staff and copies were made for the Board.

Mr. Blow asked Mr. Whitehouse if the photo
could be used.

Ms. Lopez requested the record to show Mr.
Whitehouse had agreed to the demonstrative
device.

Mr. Whitehouse agreed and stated he may
have comments regarding the photo.

Discussion continued:

e Not enough water to accommodate the
marina depicted

e Should have a hydrographical survey
done

e Concerned with the downstream viability
of the channel

e Would there be parking for the public
kayak area within the 100-feet

¢ Intent was to allow public to continue
using kayak launch; no parking provided

e Concerned about the public park but it
was not in the 100- feet

e Might need to have a submerged land
lease

e Should not approve a marina if would be
a negative impact on the public

e Should have more information on the
viability of a marina in the area

Mr. Whitehouse understood that information
was normally provided but this location was
not near other docks. He said if necessary,
they would obtain a submerged land lease.
He said as far as the accessory uses,
anything over 100-feet was not in the
purview but he wanted to be transparent. He
said accessory was subjective analysis.

Discussion continued:

e Board clearly stated the needed
documentation; however, not provided

e Not compatible with the surrounding area
and docks

Planning and Zoning Board Regular Meeting
March 1,2022

In favor of a denial due to the lack of

information

e Appreciated the efforts and had been
scaled back from prior meetings

e Concerned about boat trailer parking at
the location

e Motels did not appear to be an accessory

use; wanted to have motel and boatel

defined

Mr. Misterly said the major reasons for not
being able to support the application were
based on the following:

e Criteria two: sights relationship to
adjacent properties, bodies of water, and
surrounding conservation zones

¢ Information had been requested but was
not enough adequate information was
provided

e No bathymetric survey provided of the
creek to show the use of the creek or
channel

e Unsure if the deepest part of the creek
was the channel

¢ Information requested about the DOT
drainage pipe that was through property

e Criteria number three: projects impact on
natural and proposed drainage patterns

e Questioned ownership of the
bottomlands

e Staff also recommended denial due to
lack of detalil

Mr. Misterly asked Ms. Lopez due to the lack
of information requested could that be
grounds for a denial.

Ms. Lopez advised the Board the basis of the
denial had to be based on the evidence and
testimony presented and needed to focus on
the seventeen criteria in the code.

MOTION

Mr. Misterly = MOVED to DENY
Conservation Overlay Zone One
development 2021-0156 on the basis that
there was not sufficient evidence for the
Boards review related to criteria number
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two: sites relationship to adjacent
properties, bodies of water and
surrounding conservation zones, and
criteria. number three: natural and
proposed drainage patterns. The motion
was SECONDED by Mr. DePreter.

Mr. Blow clarified this was private property
and although it was open land zoning, the
property would be developed. He said
everyone should keep in mind private
property rights were important and this was
owned by a citizen.

Mr. Misterly added his vote to deny did not
mean nothing should be developed in the
location; however, felt this application did not
meet the criteria for a marina.

Mr. Pappas said criteria ten: effect of boat
wake and boat traffic on manatees,
vegetation, shellfish and wildlife, as well as
shoreline erosion should be added as he felt
there was not enough information.

Mr. Misterly AMENDED the MOTION to
include criteria ten: effect of boat wake
and boat traffic on manatees, vegetation,
shellfish and wildlife, as well as shoreline
erosion. The AMENDED MOTION was
SECONDED Mr. DePreter.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Misterly, DePreter, Pappas, Blow,
Griggs, Ryan

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY*

6. (b) 2022-0006 — Ryan Carter— Applicant
Patricia & Roland Anderson— Owner
4 Lighthouse Avenue

Ms. Griggs recused herself from the
application. ®

To approve an amended dock application
that expired in April 2021 within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

4 Break from 4:25p.m.-4:40p.m.
5 Recusal form attached to original minutes
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Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of section 11-29 and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE the amended dock application
that expired in April of 2021 within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1 at 4
Lighthouse Avenue/ PID 157080-0040.

By approval of this application, the City does
not make representation, approval, or claim
to riparian rights to any party.

Ryan Carter reviewed the application.

Mr. Misterly asked if the new dock was closer
to the riparian line as it was twelve feet off
the center platform but was now fourteen
feet.

Mr. Carter replied that was accurate. He said
the Little’s owned an interestingly shaped
property and their riparian footprint was
based off of the Ratkovic footprint which went
to court. He said any work done in the area
was based on the judge approved survey to
layout the lines.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.

11 certified notices were sent, 2 were
returned in favor, 0 returned opposed and 2
had comments.

Public hearing was opened; however, there
was no response.

The Board discussed:

¢ No issue with the application as adjacent
properties had docks with a lot of
frontage and not close to the channel

¢ Dock position, orientation, and alignment
was based on depth

e Questioned life size as it should not be
over thirty-two feet, but new lift was forty-
two feet
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o Platform lift provided room to walk
around or chairs as a safety measure

Mr. Misterly stated in the criteria it stated no
more than 12,000lbs and was questioned
what that referred to.

Mr. Blow understood that to be the capacity
of the lift. He said the manufacturer rated
them for a maximum weight for the lift.

Mr. Carter confirmed there were many within
the City. He said the code was from 1999 and
a thirty-two-foot center console was an
average size today as boats have increased
in size just like today vehicles.

Discussion continued:

e Would comply with the 12,000lbs
constraints and low-profile boat lift

e Perhaps review the City code to
accommodate the newer sizes

e Code was updated and low-profile boat
lifts were to protect the scenic vista

e Concerned with the size of boats since
the code was written

e Cornered about building directly to the
riparian line, perhaps move back a foot

e Additional square footage would not be
an issue

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to APPROVE the
Conservation Overlay = Zone  One
development 2022-0006 as it meets the
applicable seventeen criteria of a dock.
The motion was SECONDED by Ms. Ryan.

Mr. Blow asked if Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) required
four feet of water under a boat slip.

Mr. Carter replied that four feet was the
maximum.

Mr. Misterly added the application included
aerials of other docks and this was not out of
character with others nearby.
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VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Ryan, Pappas, Blow,
Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6. (c) 2022-0007 — Jared Whetstone —
Applicant & Owner
235 Coquina Avenue

To approve a new bulkhead in
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of section 11-29 and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE the construction of a new
bulkhead within Conservation Overlay Zone
1 at 235 Coquina Avenue / PID 223540-
0070.

By approval of this application, the City does
not make representation, approval, or claim
to riparian rights to any party.

Mr. Fredriksson informed the Board staff
received an email from an authorized agent
on the application who asked for a
continuance. He called and spoke Jared
Whetstone, owner who was unaware of the
situation who said he would let the staff know
how to proceed; however, he had no heard
back by the time the meeting started.

Ms. Lopez advised the Board the application
could be continued, denied or approved
since the application had been noticed.

Mr. Blow stated the applicant had their FDEP
permit and it had been reviewed by the Army
Corp of Engineers. He said he felt the Board
should continue the application.

Mr. Misterly agreed and said the application
should be continued in order to not set a
precedence.
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MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to CONTINUE the
Conservation  Overlay Zone  One
development 2022-0007 to the April 5,
2022 meeting. The motion was
SECONDED by Mr. Blow.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Blow, Pappas, Griggs,
Ryan, Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6.(d) 2022-0010— Alan Stevenson-—

Applicant

c/o STA Beach Investments LLC
STA Beach Investments LLC— Owner
34 N. St. Augustine Boulevard

Ms. Ryan recused herself from the
application. ©
To approve an existing bulkhead

modification by adding a 24” cap within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of section 11-29 and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE the bulkhead modification within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1 at 34 N St.
Augustine Boulevard/ PID 213510-0000.

By approval of this application, the City does
not make representation, approval, or claim
to riparian rights to any party.

Abby Burgos, P&G Construction reviewed
the application.

The Board provided their ex parte
communication.
11 certified notices were sent, 0 were

returned in favor, O returned opposed and 0
had comments.

6 Recusal form attached to original minutes
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Public hearing was opened; however, there
was no response.

The Board discussed:

e Questioned with the proposed drainage
patterns, would there be increased
amount of fill added to the site

e Lot elevation would be address with the
new construction on the home

e Would be raised to the approved lot
elevation

e Residential Single-Family-One zoning
setbacks felt the lot lines were too close

Ms. Skinner said depending if the lot was
conforming or non-conforming, the side
setback could be smaller if it were a non-
conforming lot. She advised the application
had been reviewed for variances by the
Board. She said the plan met what had been
approved by the Board and this request was
to increase the height of the seawall.

Discussion continued:

e Property would have sidewalls to match
the elevation of the new bulkhead for
minimum impact

e Existing bulkhead
drainage

¢ Prior to building permit, City would review
drainage design and verify it was not
affecting the neighbor’s properties

e Suggested the use of epoxy rebar like the
Department of Transportation (DOT) as
oxidation could affect the concrete

e Extending the height of the bulkhead in
Davis Shores would have a positive
impact on the public

e In favor of application as the square
footage of the land would remain the
same

e Encouraged applicant to have an
engineer review as they were increasing
the load on the existing bulkhead

e More comfortable approving knowing
there was a statue in place

had adequate
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e No trees would be removed for this
portion of the project
Felt it met the criteria

o Adjacent properties had bulkhead, but
would be higher than those

MOTION
Mr. Pappas MOVED to APPROVE
Conservation Overlay Zone One

development 2022-0010. The motion was
SECONDED by Mr.Blow.

Mr. Blow stated the bulkheads were from
1920-1925 and encouraged the applicant to
have the bulkhead examined before building
on it.

Ms. Burgos informed the Board the bulkhead
had been assessed.

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: Pappas, Blow, Griggs DePreter,
Misterly

NAYES: NONE

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

6. (e) 2022-0011 — Ryan Carter— Applicant
Patricia Dobosz— Owner
105 Marine Street

Ms. Griggs recused herself on the

application.”

To approve of a proposed dock addition
to an existing dock over rip rap within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1.

Mr. Fredriksson read the staff report and said
based on a review of section 11-29 and
without the support of evidence to the
contrary, staff finds that the Board can
APPROVE a proposed dock addition to an
existing dock over rip rap within
Conservation Overlay Zone 1 at 105 Marine
Street / PID 200920-0000.

By approval of this application, the City does
not make representation, approval, or claim
to riparian rights to any party.

" Recusal form attached to original minutes
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Ryan Cater reviewed the application.
Ex Parte Communication:
(None)

8 certified notices were sent, 1 was returned
in favor, O returned opposed and 1 had
comments.

Public hearing was opened; however, there
was no response.

Board Discussion:

e Thought application met the criteria and
would not negatively impact the
jurisdictional wetlands

e In favor as the bulk of it was over the
riprap

e Back of the property was a waterfront
parking lot

e Concerned with the lighting on the dock

e Lighting would be shielded and
directional and low lit around the outside
for safety

e Felt there was a dock already that
provided access to the water and the
views

e Thought application did not met criteria
nine or sixteen as both related to shellfish

¢ Proposed deck would be six feet above
the mean high-water line

e Would not encroach a lot over the oyster
beds

e Felt it would not affect the wildlife in the
area

e Unsure if it was the ideal location for the
dock, but was in support

e Suggested it could follow the shoreline to
be more aesthetically pleasing for others
with a view

e Riprap armored property for many years

e Suggested to modify the design and be
closer to the land

e Tried to minimize the impact but was a
tight area
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MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to APPROVE the
Conservation  Overlay Zone  One
development 2022-0011 as it meets the
seventeen criteria for approval. The
motion was SECONDED by Mr. Blow.

Mr. Misterly stated he would not be in support
of the application as he thought it did not
meet the following criteria:

e Seven: Impact of development on
vegetative and animal communities

¢ Nine: Effect of shade on vegetation and
shellfish

e Sixteen: Impact of development on
shellfish and on commercial and sport
fish and waterfowl

VOTE ON MOTION:

AYES: DePreter, Blow, Ryan
NAYES: Pappas, Misterly
MOTION CARRIED 3/2

7. Other Business

a. Planning and Zoning Board discussion
and __recommendation _regarding _an
ordinance to update requlations related
to home-based businesses and
associated code revisions.

Ms. Skinner reviewed the item and provided
a brief overview on the topic.

Mr. DePreter asked if home-based
businesses could not be regulated more than
a residential use.

Ms. Skinner replied that was correct. She
said legislature stated they were unable to
require any parking that would exceed any
residential parking requirement, they could
have employees, and this would bring the
City in line with the Florida State Legislation.

Public Comment was open; however, there
was no response.
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The Board discussed:

¢ Not exactly clear who lobbied for it but
there was nothing that could be done

e Understood the need

e Parking related to the business had to
comply with similar businesses

¢ Noise ordinance would be in effect

e Struggled with home-based business
being able to have two employees
whereas before it was limited to the
person who lived in the home

e Activities of the home-based business
would be secondary to the properties
uses or residential dwelling

e Felt there was no way to enforce the
ordinance

e Could affect the neighborhood and
property value

¢ Signage had to have permits and could
regulate commercial signs  within
residential areas

¢ Would be required to have a business tax
receipt

MOTION

Mr. DePreter MOVED to RECOMMEND
APPROVEAL of discussion and
recommendation regarding the ordinance
related to home-based businesses and
associated code revisions to the City
Commission. The MOTION was
SECONDED by Mr. Misterly and the
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Mr. Misterly informed the audience the Food
Truck Ordinance was not before the Board,;
however, they were welcome to speak
regarding the topic.

Public Comment was open.

Dawn Watkins, founder of the St. Augustine
Food Co-Op, said it was worth remembering
many people had to work within the home.
She said on February 20, 2022, she sent an
email outlining the concerns and notes
related to the food truck regulations. She
said there were many things they dealt with
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daily that was not in the legislation and would
be willing to help if there were questions
related to food trucks.

Ms. Skinner updated the Board and said the
City Commission had adopted the Mobility
Ordinance and it would be in effect as of May
17, 2022, after the 90-day waiting period,
which had taken precedence. She said Ms.
Lopez had sent over revisions of the Food
Truck Ordinance; however, she had not had
a chance to review them.

Ms. Lopez said the City Commission thanked
the Board for their diligence with the Mobility
Ordinance.

Mr. Blow asked about the amount of money
that would trigger a hearing and asked if it
was modified.

Ms. Skinner replied staff took the Board’s
recommendation of $15,000 and the others
and incorporated them into the ordinance
presented to the City Commission. She said
it was under $15,000 it was reviewed by the
City Manager and anything over $15,000
went before the City Commission.

William Venanzio was in support of the St.
Augustine Food Truck Co-Op and felt it had
the best intent for the community. He
thanked the Board for their efforts in trying to
help the food truck industry. He said the
current guidelines were hard to comply with
as not all food trucks were the same. He said
this was a fast-moving industry and bookings
happened quickly and to apply for a permit to
the extent the City wanted was hard.

Ms. Ryan asked Mr. Venanzio to provide
examples that prohibited him from operating
within the City.

Mr. Venanzio said his food truck was ten foot
by eight foot and his current sink system was
twenty inches long by thirty-five inches wide.
He said when the plan was submitted to the
Department of Business and Professional
Regulation (DBPR) it was approved and
passed. He said if the DBPR allowed him to
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operate why was it that he was unable to
operate within the City. He said it was difficult
to submit a site plan for each location he was
invited to.

Jason Watkins said they had a Co-Op
meeting that discussed the application and
said most of the items in the application were
the same as the DBPR and they had been
approved by them. He said site plans were
difficult to provide site plans because it was
hard to predetermine where they would be
able to fit. He said most food was handheld,
and seating was not available.

Ms. Lopez advised any comments could be
sent directly to them through the email chain
she had started. She asked Ms. Watkins to
resend the email she sent on February 20™
that way Richard Thibault, City Assistant
Attorney and Ms. Skinner could review it.

Mr. Blow said he did not want to limit people
who owned food trucks from making a living
but thought everyone should be on the same
playing field and should meet the
regulations. He mentioned restaurants had
issues with grease traps just like food trucks
and wanted to set realistic expectations.

Ms. Watkins said food trucks were
independent; however, she had a grease
trap disposal and it was a bit different than
restaurants. She invited the Board to visit a
food truck in order to have a full
understanding of the processes.

Public Comment was closed.
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8. Adjournment

Having no further business, Mr. Misterly
adjourned the meeting at 6:10 P.M.8

Grant Misterly, Chairperson

8 Transcribed by Elyse Wiemann |

15

Page 44 of 320



CITY OF 8T, AUGUSTINE
STAFF REPORT & RECOMMENDATION

TO: Planning and Zoning Board

DATE: April 5, 2022

RE: VARIANCE 2022-0013

AGENDA ITEM 4(a)

APPLICANT & OWNER Kim Hartwick

LOCATION 228 Riberia Street / PID 213280-0000

REQUEST To increase the lot coverage limit to allow for a

residential addition within the Open Land zoning
district from 10% to 17%.

LAND USE Open Land

ZONING Open Land: OL

APPLICABLE CODES/ORDINANCES

Variance means a relaxation of the terms of this chapter where such variance will not be
contrary to the public interest and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property and not the
result of the actions of the applicant, a literal enforcement of this chapter would result in
unnecessary and undue hardship on the land. As used in this chapter, a variance is authorized
only for height, arca and size of structure or sides of yards and open spaces. Establishment or
expansion of uses otherwise prohibited shall not be allowed by variance, nor shall a variance be
granted because of the presence of nonconformities in the zoning district or uses in an adjoining
zoning district. A modification to lot requirements so as to increase the permitted density of
multifamily dwellings shall not be considered a variance and is specifically prohibited.

Sec. 28-29.  Zoning exceptions, variances and appeals.
{b) Variances:

(1) Requirements for grant of variance. The board may grant a variance only under
circumstances where practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship is so substantial,
serious and compelling that relaxation of the general restrictions should be granted;
provided, however, that no variance may be granted for maximum lot coverage
requirements within any historic preservation districts 1, 2 and 3, except variances may
be obtained for school, church and governmental agency uses. No variance shall be
granted unless the applicant shall show and the board shall find that:

1
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a. The particular property, because of size, shape, topography or other physical
conditions, suffers singular disadvantage through the operation of this section,
which disadvantage does not apply to other properties in the vicinity; and

b. Because of this disadvantage, the owner is unable to make reasonable use of the
affected property; and

c. This disadvantage does not exist because of conditions created by the owner or
applicant; and

d. Grant of the variance will not be contrary to the public interest; will not adversely

affect other property in the vicinity; and will be in harmony with the spirit, intent
and purpose of this section.

In passing upon a request for variance, the board shall not consider prospective
financial loss or gain to the owner or applicant, nor shall the board by variance
permit to be established or carried on in any use district an activity, business or
operation which is not otherwise allowed in such district by a specific provision
of this chapter.

(2) Written application. All applications for variance from this chapter shall be in writing and
in such form as may be determined by the board.

(3) Public hearing. Unless a longer time shall be agreed upon by the applicant and the board
in the particular case, a public hearing shall be held by the board to consider an
application for a zoning variance within not more than thirty (30) days from the date of
filing of the complete application. Notice of such public hearing shall be made as
provided in section 28-59(a) and (b), and any party shall be heard in person or by agent
or attorney. '

(4) Violations of variances. The violation of the terms of a variance, including any conditions
and safeguards which may be made a part thereof, shall be deemed a violation of this
chapter and punishable as provided in this chapter.

Sec, 28-2. — Definitions

Lot coverage means that portion of the lot, excluding open water bodies determined using the
mean high water line, that is covered by buildings and structures, measured from the face of
the vertical wall of the building or structure, not including roof overhang, but including
awnings, carports, or other unenclosed structures.

Sec. 28-246. - Open lands district: OL.

Intent. This district is intended to apply to areas which are sparsely developed and
including uses as normally found in environmentally sensitive areas away from urban activity. It
is intended that substantial residential, commercial or industrial development shall not be
permitted in the OL district; but lands in such district may be rezoned to the proper district to
accommodate such uses when conditions warrant rezoning.

2
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(1) Permitted uses and structures:

Marinas, bait and tackle shops.

Intermediate care facilities.

Outdoor market.

Commercial recreational facilities.

Game preserves, wildlife management areas, fish hatcheries and refuges, watershed,

water reservoirs and wells.

f. Churches, monasteries, convents, temporary revival establishments, cemeteries,

columbariums, crematories, mausoleums and memorial structures and monuments.

g. Schools, colleges and universities with conventional academic curriculums.

h. Housing for the elderly.
Single-family dwellings on individual lots provided that no subdivision plat shall be
recorded for such use in this district.
Home office, private.
Day nurseries and kindergartens (see section 28-347(2)).
Governmental uses.

. Professional and business offices.
Museums.
The sale of wine, vinous spirits or vinous liquors for religious or sacramental
purposes; however, the sale of said wine, vinous spirits or vinous liquors shall be in
compliance with F.S. § 564.03 and any rules or regulations of the Division of
Alcoholic Beverages and Tobacco of the State of Florida Department of Business
Regulation or its successor.

o po e

-
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(2) Permitted accessory uses and structures. See section 28-348.

(3) Permitted uses by exception:
a. See section 28-347.
b. Radio or television broadcasting office, studio, transmitter, antenna and line-of-sight
relay device.
Racetrack for vehicles or animals.
Animal hospital, veterinary clinic, animal boarding place, fur farm, dog kennel,
provided no structure for the housing of animals shall be located within two hundred
(200) feet of any residence.
Caretaker residence.
Commercial hunting or fishing camp.
Mobile home on individual lots provided that no subdivision plat shall be recorded
for such use in this district.
Restaurant and refreshment stand (but not drive-in).
Public Airport, if not GU zoning.
Not-for-profit clubs.
Travel trailer park.
Sale of antiques, gift, souvenir and craft shops.

e o
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(4) Minimum lot requirements:
a. Single-family dwelling or mobile home on individual lot:
1. Minimum lot width, one hundred (100) feet.

3
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2. Minimum lot area, one-half acre.
b. Other permitted or permissible uses or structures. None.

(5) Maximum lot coverage by all buildings:
a, Single-family dwelling and mobile homes on individual lot and accessory
building thereto, ten (10) percent.
b. Other permitted or permissible uses and accessory buildings thereto, twenty (20)
percent.

(6) Minimum yard requirements. All uses and structures:
a. Front, fifteen (15) feet.
b. Side, twenty (20) feet.
c. Rear, twenty (20) feet.

(7) Maximum height of structures. Thirty-five (35) feet.

STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

The applicant is requesting a variance to the maximum lot coverage in Open Land zoning for
single-family residential uses to increase from 10% to 17%.

No variance shall be granted unless the applicant shall show and the board shall find that:

a. The particular property, because of size, shape, topography or other physical conditions,
suffers singular disadvantage through the operation of this section, which disadvantage
does not apply to other properties in the vicinity;

Aerial photographs show a possibility of there being less buildable area on this property
compared to other single-family residences in the immediate vicinity.

b. Because of this disadvantage, the owner is unable to make reasonable use of the affected
property;

The applicant wishes fo add a first floor bedroom and full bath which exceeds the lot
coverage limit of 10% and would account for a total of 17% of the lot under roof.

c. This disadvantage does not exist because of conditions created by the owner or applicant;

This lot was created before the current owner purchased it and the zoning, not intended
for single-family housing, has also been in place since 19735,

d. Grant of the variance will not be contrary to the public interest; will not adversely affect
other property in the vicinity; and will be in harmony with the spirit, intent and purpose
of this section.

4
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Granting a variance would not adversely affect neighboring properties in due to the
nature of the request and the overall minimal change to the site. The spirit, intent, and
purpose of the request for a variance to lot coverage for a single-family home of 17%,
which is limited to around 30% in other residential districts, is nof violated,

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on a review of Section 28-29 and without the support of evidence to the contrary, staff
finds that the Board can APPROVE a variance to the lot coverage limit at 228 Riberia Street
from 10% to 17% to allow for an addition to a single-family residence.

s

Jacob Fredriksson
Senior Planner
Planning and Building Department

5
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CITY OF ST AUGUSTINE }0 2b@M L
APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD

Application Fee:_ ¥ 35 Q__(plus advertising costs) ~ Project Number;_9.022~O |3

Receipt Number:_3%\YYq 3 Meeting Date:_£10¢ -\ T, 2022

Advertising Costs: $

Paid On: Receipt Number:

1. NAME OF APPLICANT_K 93] #UJG'LUI (/(/ Contact Number40('/ 66 7~ lCJ O

Business (if applicable):

Address: 2 fir(,a,LQ zip 320X
E-Mail Address: < /1Y), h&f)‘ AM Cﬁ' C M@‘m
2. NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER“? jlidivs ontact Number:
Business (if applicable):
Address: City: - Zip:
E-Mail Address:

3. LEGAL DESCRIP PTION OF PROJECT PROPERTY:
arsh Fot~ p W enq Block:
S"'bd“"s“)"--ma.@mjﬂﬂ' Parcel Number: — I%-QX 0-9000

4. PROJECT STREET ADDRESS: 2 3 IQ{ b.ﬁ}u? 1.8
5. SPECIFIC PROPOSED USE: ﬂi 24 ng/i‘bb(ﬁ/( 7// AR

6. ACTION REQUESTED:
0 Conservation Zone Development O Appeal of Staff Determination

O Exception O Land Use Plan Amendment
Variance O Rezoning
O Other:
7. zliscmp"non OF ACTION REQUESTED: \JA V;an ()L ‘h) LNCCeasSe MU hom ¢
rtonint 4o ddd dn A q([fmf’ bed (00N ein ba AAXDONN
:‘I_-LhL.fQOLSB alloulanes Arom ()L 1090 10 KRS ) oF 30%0
,me(gmj:lf\mge !quvfr]ﬁwt ad T ol e

a totol Seuare Joo Fage wilbe 17%

JUSTIFICATION FOR ACTION REQU STEDa
thxbumé ogNn E&H ARl Qgﬁgg 1090 [tot»m_aua{,

m\tj[()‘l— LD Q0 JYS 3O H/)P gl /’U’IL

STk 5 A (L.COC N (NG
Wﬁluh'()‘i‘hﬂ\ [0 A yfun aAge dlpen -9 OJP

@

04/18/2019
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9. IF APPLYING FOR A VARIAN. <, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWIN. ND EXPLAIN THE
SITUATION FULLY ALONG WITH PROVIDING DOCUMENTATION:
(a) Does the property because of size, shape, topography or other physical conditions, suffer singular

b / 12 & ) . .5' "’;' oK
(b) Can you establish that this djsadvantage causes the owner to be ynable to make reasonable use of
ﬂieaﬁz(zedfpro&jny % égég & zzugz 524@@(1 hat- /'S Ut Sele XS

(c) CaﬂI you establish that this disadvantage does not exist because of conditions created by the owner or
applicant:

(d) Can you establish that granting of the variance will not be contrary to the public interest; will not
adversely affect other rroperty in the vicipity; gnd, wil be n harrnon wrth the spln[;, intent and purpose

IthlsS on:_, (Fy Y » l L7 A2 (2 . /}(\25](0
Wi, (Enofan 2\je<pes P /,w lo,L AZ
nu;.mmm.mmm ) 2 A

10. PREVIOUS APPPLICATIONS:

Has Any application been submitted to the Planning & Zoning Board conceming any part of the subject
rty within the past year?
b ¢

es [ No If yes, please give date and final dlsposmon below.

Consevatton ol gy Doy ggfggmm éﬁtﬂﬂ@ﬂ:gg on 4=71-2(
(ode I 20y 0] 1 {

11. AGREEMENT:

In filing this application, | understand that it becomes a part of Public Record of the City of St. Augustine
and hereby certify that all information contained herein is accurate to the best of my knowledge.

Application must be signed by both applicant and property owner if different. Letter of authorization must
be submitted in absence of the property owner's signature or where an authorized agent signs in lieu of
either property owner or applicant.

Florida Statute 286.0105 states that a person appealing any decision by this board at any meeting
regarding this application may need a verbatim record of the proceedings which includes testimony and
evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.

IMPORTANT NOTICE: When the hearing date has been set and a legal notice has been published or posted,
the applicant must be prepared to present the request at the scheduled hearing date. If the applicant requests
a continuance, the decision to grant or deny the request for continuance will be decided by a vote of the
Board at the scheduled hearing date. The applicant, or a duly authorized representative with authority to bind,
should be present at the scheduled hearing date to answer questions from the board regarding the
application. If the board votes to deny the request for a continuance, the hearing on the application will go
forward, whether or not the applicant is present, and could result in a denial of the application if the Board
finds that the appllcation and supporting documents submitted prior to the meeting do not meet the criteria
of the Code.

%MW Feb. |5, 2022

Signaturé of/Applicant 'Date
WMW Felp |15 2022
Signature bf Property Owner  //  ~ " Date
04/18/2019
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICANT WAIVER

The applicant acknowled
equests for additiong in
Chapter 166.033, Florida

ges and agrees to waive the limitation of three

formation by the City of St. Augustine, pursuant to
Statutes.

The applicant acknowledges and agrees that the City offers weekly Friday Review
d(?Ve! Opment review meetings, as well as, department specific applicant meetings
with its reviewing staff at any point in the application process to attempt to resolve

outstanding issues. The applicant is responsible for scheduling any requested
meetings with City staff directly.

The applicant acknowledges and agrees that if after three unresolved submittals
the applicant elects to proceed with final approval or denial proceedings, the
applicant must request so in writing to the City.

Vi Mli 741} tunck

o

Print name of ap;(' nt

Virdoerdy Han e

Signature of appficant

Ty 18, 20>

Date

10/31/17
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Y Resolution 2021-38 a5 follows:

Description of Work
::::n!ng: >mall scale Fee Amount
Landr:;:: :l:lar e $300.00 + ads & notices
== i Use Pl:: :mendment: small scale $1,000.00 + ads & m_Jtices
Paiind T rnelnd ment: large scale 2:(:106000 0; ads:j & &notri.es
€velopment ,400.00 + ads & notices
$400.00 or $35.00/acre, whichever is greater, $1,400

@Narimce\ aX+qds & notices
Zoning Exception $350.00 ads & notices
W 155256700 + ads & notices

- Y Zone Deve =
Significant Tree Removal or ~eiopment F185.00 + ads & Aot ices

Appeal of Tree Removal Permit Denial B e
App?al of Staff Determination $200.00 + ads & notices
Appll_caftion to Amend Zoning Code $600-00 + ads & notices
Subdivision Plat Review $275:00 + ads, notices & additional associated costs

o 4

N_ote. The cc_nst of newspaper advertisement and all notices to surrounding property owners will be assessed by the city,
paid by the city and reimbursed by the applicant. All advertising costs must be paid prior to issuance of a development
permit.

The applicant shall reimburse the City the mailing cost for all notices and for any subsequent hearings requiring re-notice
as a result of the applicant postponing or re-scheduling of any hearing.”

If a Credit Card Authorization Form is used for the payment of fees, the City will maintain the form and automatically
charge additional advertising and noticing fees, once determined, to the credit-card account submitted.

By signing below, | acknowledge responsibility for both the initial application fee and any
subsequent costs associated with legal advertising and/or noticing and understand that permits
associated with my application may not be issued until such fees are paid.

| authorize the Planning and Building Department to maintain my payment information until a
final cost for advertising and/or noticing is determined and charged. If a payment method other-
than Credit Card Authorization Form is used, | understand that | will be sent an invoice for the
costs of advertising/noticing which must be paid prior to the issuance of any development
permit related to my application. | am aware that | can request a copy of these fees and my

receipt from Building Department Staff. |
Project Address: 99\8 E{W gﬁ—% d/(/(g’uéﬂé{(/}w Rﬁ 20X (71.
Lt A

-
-
~

Applicant’s Signaturge

Applicant’s Name:

Owner’s Name: Owner’s Signature: A
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PROPERTY APPRAISER St. Johns County, FL

Apply for Exemptions
Sales Questionnaire Form

If you are a new owner of this property, please click here to submit a Sales Questionnaire

L J

2021 TRIM Notice

Summary

Clicking Image Opens Cyclomedia Viewer In a New Tab

Parcel ID 2132800000
LocationAddress 228 RIBERIAST
SAINT AUGUSTINE 32084-0000

Neighborhood Marsh Lots West of Riberia & Marsh Front Replat (625)

Tax Description® MARSH LOTS W OF RIBERIA ST (1) LOT 6 & MARSH LAND LYING W TO ST SEBASTIAN RIVER OR3832/504
“The Description above is not to be used on legal documents.

Property Use Code  Single Family (0100)

Subdivision Marsh Lots West of Riberia
Sec/Twp/Rng 19-7-30
District City of St Augustine (District 452)
Millage Rate 19.3368
Acreage 4550
Homestead Y

Owner Information

Owner Name Hartwick Kimberly J 100%
Mailing Address 228 RIBERIAST

SAINT AUGUSTINE, FL 32084-0000
Exemption Information
Exemption Type Status Amount
Homestead $50,000

https:/fapublic.schneiderc orp.com/Application.aspx?Appl!D=...elD=4&PagelD=9059&Q=1615119337&KeyValue=2132800000

2[15/22, 11:04 AM
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Valuation Information

Building Value

Extra Features Value

Total Land Value

Agricultural (Assessed) Value
Agricultural (Market) Value

Just (Market) Value

Total Deferred
Assessed Value

Total Exemptions

Taxable Value

Historical Assessment Information

Year

2021
2020
2019
2018
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010

Building Information

Building

Year Built

Actual Area
Conditioned Area
Use

Style

Class

Exterior Wall

Description
BASE AREA

1

2015

2638

1876

Single Family Residence
01

N

Concrete Siding

FINISHED OPEN PORCH

https://gpublic.schneidercorp.com/Application.aspx?ApplD=...elD=4&PagelD=9059&Q=1615119337&KeyValue=2132800000

2022
$282,627
$3,480
$315,730
$0

%0
$601,837
$282,355
$319,482
$50,000
$269.482

Values listed are from our working tax roll and are subject to change.

Just (Market) Value

Roof Cover

$574,358
$418,171
$402,121
$404,033
$355,965
$331,940
$135,730
$83530
$83,530
$31,780
$34,368
$39,542

Composite Shingle

Roof Structure  Gable Hip
Interior Flooring Carpet, Ceramic Tile

Interior Wall Drywall
Heating Type Air Duct
Air Conditioning Central
Bedrooms 3
Baths 25
Square Footage
841
108

2/15/22, 11:04 AM
Page 2 of 2
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FINISHED GARAGE

FINISHED DECK
Total SqFt

|
P
I
\
f
\
|

Extra Feature Information

Code Description
Brick Pavers (0-500)

Pergola

Land Information
Use Description

Single Family
Marshes & Tidal Lands

Sale Information

Recording
Date

1/3/2014

User Privacy Policy,
GDPR Privacy Naotice

Last Data Upload: 2/15/2022 12.02.42 AM

FINISHED OPEN PORCH
FINISHED UPPER STORY

Sketch Information

Sale Date
1/2/2014
8/31/2000
6/20/2000
6/1/1991
6/1/1991

Status

Total Land Units

292

1080

Unit Type
EF

Sale Price
$115,000.00
$42,500.00
$35,000.00
$0.00
$0.00

hitps:/fgpublic.schneidercorp.com/Application.aspx?AppID=...elD=4&PagelD=9059&Q=1615119337&KeyValue=2132800000

Land Value
$315,000
$730

€ Schrsider

2[1522, 11:04 AM
PPerge 66 of 320
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TO THE SAN EAST BANK
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE
STAFF REPORT & RECOMMENDATION

TO: Planning and Zoning Board

DATE: April 5,2022

RE: USE BY EXCEPTION 2022-0015

AGENDA ITEM 5(a)

APPLICANT & OWNER Michael Skjerning

LOCATION 86 St. Francis Street Apartment 4 /PID 207800-0000

REQUEST To approve a use by exception for two (2) short-term
rental parking space off-site in the City parking
garage.

LAND USE Residential Low Density

ZONING Residential single-family-two: RS-2

APPLICABLE CODES/ORDINANCES

Exception means a use that would not be appropriate generally or without restriction throughout
the zoning district but which, if controlled as to number, area, location or relation to the
neighborhood would promote the public health, safety, welfare, morals, order, comfort,
convenience, appearance, prosperity or general welfare. Such uses may be permitted in such
zoning district as exceptions, if specific provision for such exception is made in the district
regulations of this chapter.

Sec. 28-29.  Zoning exceptions, variances and appeals.

(a) Zoning exceptions:
(1) In general. In the granting of zoning exceptions, the planning and zoning board may
provide such conditions and safeguards as may be appropriate of this chapter (see section 28-
2, Exception).

(2) Written applications. All applications for an exception under this chapter shall be in writing
in such form as may be prescribed by the board.

(3) Public hearing. Unless a longer time shall be agreed upon by the applicant and the board
in the particular case, a public hearing shall be held by the board to consider any application
for a zoning exception within not more than thirty (30) days from the date of filing of the
completed application. Notice of public hearing shall be made as provided in section 28-59(a)
and (b), and any party shall be heard in person or by agent or attorney.

1
86 St. Francis Street / PID 207800-0000
Staff Report and Recomimendation
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE
STAFF REPORT & RECOMMENDATION

(4) Violations of exceptions. The violation of the terms of an exception, including any
conditions and safeguards which may be made a part thereof, shall be deemed a violation of
this chapter and punishable as provided in this chapter.

Sec. 28-151 Parking [for short term rentals)

(1) Each vacation rental, except as provided in subparagraph (iii) below, will provide at
least one (1) stabilized parking space per bedroom offered for rent.

(i) Stabilized parking for vacation rentals may not consist of unimproved dirt, sand, or
grass._For the purposes of this Division, stabilized parking shall be defined as a space
that is covered and graded by semi-permeable or impervious materials such as asphalt,
concrete, pavers, gravel, or a similar material.

(iif)  Vacation rentals in all zoning districts that otherwise have on-site parking requirements
will provide stabilized parking on the site of their rental property. If on-site parking is

not feasible, the owner may make an application to the Planning and Zoning Board for
a use by exception for offsite parking. The application to the Planning and Zoning

Board for a use by exception for offsite parking may include in the alternative, parking
permits to the municipal parking garage, or, if on-street parking permits for vacation
rentals are provided pursuant to City regulations, residential street parking permits.
Issuance of the necessary permits will meet the required parking for the vacation
rentals.

STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

The approval of short-term rental registrations is contingent upon being able to provide parking at
arate of one stabilized parking space per bedroom offered for rent. The annual registration renewal
will require the applicant to provide proof of current parking on-site or the approval of off-site
parking by exception, or maintenance of valid parking passes to the city parking garage. If the
applicant fails to renew parking permits, or off-site parking leases, they will be out of compliance
with City Code requirements for short term rentals, and subject to code enforcement action.

* There are a total of two (2) bedrooms at 86 St. I'rancis Street Apartment 4. The property
has a condominium which was built in 1935.

* 2 parking spaces are required for a short-term rental with 2 bedrooms being offered for
rent.

+ There are no additional parking spaces on the property, leaving them two parking spaces
short of the requirement.

2
86 St. Francis Street / PID 207800-0000
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE
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Parking Requirements Summary

1) Use by exception for off-site parking (within 400 feet per Sec. 28-371).

a. This property is located in a residentially zoned area of the city with no additional
commercial parking facilities being able to supply parking spaces. This is
confirmed by efforts made by the applicant to find commercial parking alternatives
within 400 feet.

2) Parking permits to the municipal parking garage.

a. The applicant is requesting two (2) parking spaces within the municipal parking
garage.

3) On-street parking permits within established Residential Permit Program Areas.

a. There is no established residential parking permit program on St. Francis Street
Jor the use of short-term rentals.

Information Only: As of the date of this report, the Planning & Zoning Board has approved 27
offsite parking spaces within the municipal parking garage and approval of this application would
result in a total of 28.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on areview of Section 28-29, and without the support of evidence to the contrary, staff finds
that the Board can APPROVE a use by exception for two (2) short term rental offsite parking
spaces in the municipal parking garage for 86 St. Francis Street Apartment 4 / PID 207800-0000.

et

Jacob Fredriksson
Senior Planner
Planning and Building Department

3
86 St. Francis Street / PID 207800-0000
Staff Report and Recommendation
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CITY OF ST AUGUSTINE
APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD

)
Application Fee: 25 0 (plus advertising costs)  Project Number: %Rl" 00\3

Receipt Number: _&8&35_‘] 7]

Meeting Date: prO(:\ 5;, 202

Advertising Costs: $ Paid On: Receipt Number:

. NAME OF APPLICANT:Michael Skjerning Contact Number: {864)752-8950
Business (if applicable).
Address: 165 Cordova Street Apt C City:St Augustine  giate. FL Zip: 32084
E-Mail Address: Michaelskjerning@gmait.com

. NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER: Michael Skjerning Contact Number: (864)752-8950
Business (if applicable};
Address: 165 Cordova Street Apt C city:St Augustine  giate; FL Zip: 32084

E-Mail Address: Michaelskjerning@gmail.com

. LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PROPERTY:

Lot: E35FT OF LOT 128 ALL LOT 13 & 14 Biock: | OR4128/253

Subdivision; Dumas Tract Parcel Number: 2078000000

. PROJECT STREET ADDRESS: 86 St Francis St apartment 4

. SPECIFIC PROPOSED USE:

. ACTION REQUESTED:
[0 Conservation Zone Development O Appeal of Staff Determination
Exception [] Land Use Plan Amendment
O Variance 1 Rezoning

[ Other: /52-8950

. DESCRIPTION OF ACTION REQUESTED:

To approve two {2) parking space in the city parking garage for a short-term rentai with two bedrooms.

. JUSTIFICATION FOR ACTION REQUESTED:

The City of St Augustine reguures shori-term vacatlon rentals to Qrowde one (1) parking

parkina snots Ootions listed mthe citv's Sec. 28-151- parking have been investigated _
(please see attachment) but no viable options other than the city's parking garage

have been identified. We are therefore asking for "use by exception" for two parking
sbots in the citv garage.

04/18/2019
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9.

10.

11.

IF APPLYING FOR A VARIANCE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING AND EXPLAIN THE

SITUATION FULLY ALONG WITH PROVIDING DOCUMENTATION:

(a) Does the property because of size, shape, topography or other physical conditions, suffer singular
disadvantage, which disadvantage does not apply to other properties in the vicinity:

(b) Can you establish that this disadvantage causes the owner to be unable to make reasonable use of
the affected property:

(c) Can you establish that this disadvantage does not exist because of conditions created by the owner or
applicant:

(d) Can you establish that granting of the variance will not be contrary to the public interest; will not
adversely affect other property in the vicinity; and will be in harmony with the spirit, intent and purpose
of this Section:

PREVIOUS APPPLICATIONS:

Has any application been submitted to the Planning & Zoning Board concerning any part of the subject
property within the past year?

[ Yes & No I[f yes, please give date and final disposition below.

AGREEMENT:
In filing this application, | understand that it becomes a part of Public Record of the City of St. Augustine
and hereby certify that all information contained herein is accurate to the best of my knowledge.

Application must be signed by both applicant and property owner if different. Letter of authorization must
be submitted in absence of the property owner’s signature or where an authorized agent signs in lieu of
either property owner or applicant.

Florida Statute 286.0105 states that a person appealing any decision by this board at any meeting
regarding this application may need a verbatim record of the proceedings which includes testimony and
evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.

IMPORTANT NOTICE: When the hearing date has been set and a legal notice has been published or posted,
the applicant must be prepared to present the request at the scheduled hearing date. If the applicant requests
a continuance, the decision to grant or deny the request for continuance will be decided by a vote of the
Board at the scheduled hearing date. The applicant, or a duly authorized representative with authority to bind,
should be present at the scheduled hearing date to answer questions from the board regarding the
application. If the board votes to deny the request for a continuance, the hearing on the application will go
forward, whether or not the applicant is present, and could result in a denial of the application if the Board
finds that the application and supporting documents submitted prior to the meeting do not meet the criteria
of the Code.

v
o 2-24~ 2527
Signature of Applicant Date
by 22y 2627
Signature of Property Owner Date
(
04/18/2019
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICANT WAIVER

The applicant acknowledges and agrees to waive the limitation of three
requests for additional information by the City of St. Augustine, pursuant to
Chapter 166.033, Florida Statutes.

The applicant acknowledges and agrees that the City offers weekly Friday Review
development review meetings, as well as, department specific applicant meetings
with its reviewing staff at any point in the application process to attempt to resolve
outstanding issues. The applicant is responsible for scheduling any requested
meetings with City staff directly.

The applicant acknowledges and agrees that if after three unresolved submittals
the applicant elects to proceed with final approval or denial proceedings, the
applicant must request so in writing to the City.

Michael Skjerning

Print name of applicant

Signatufe 6f applicant

Date

10/31/17
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PZB APPLICATION FEE SCHEDULE

Planning and Zoning Board fees are set by Resolution 2021-38 as follows:

Description of Work Fee Amount

Rezoning: small scale $300.00 + ads & notices

Rezoning: large scale $1,000.00 + ads & notices

Land Use Plan Amendment: small scale $400.00 + ads & notices

Land Use Plan Amendment: large scale $1,400.00 + ads & notices

Planned Unit Development $400.00 or $35.00/acre, whichever is greater, $1,400
max + ads & notices

Zoning Variance $350.00 + ads & notices

Zoning Exception $250.00 + ads & notices

Conservation Overlay Zone Development $165.00 + ads & notices

Significant Tree Removal or $165.00 + ads & notices

Appeal of Tree Removal Permit Denial

Appeal of Staff Determination $200.00 + ads & notices

Application to Amend Zoning Code $600.00 + ads & notices

Subdivision Plat Review $275.00 + ads, notices & additional associated costs

“Note: The cost of newspaper advertisement and all notices to surrounding property owners will be assessed by the city,
paid by the city and reimbursed by the applicant. All advertising costs must be paid prior to issuance of a development
permit.

The applicant shall reimburse the City the mailing cost for all notices and for any subsequent hearings requiring re-notice
as a result of the applicant postponing or re-scheduling of any hearing.”

If a Credit Card Authorization Form is used for the payment of fees, the City will maintain the form and automatically
charge additional advertising and noticing fees, once determined, to the credit-card account submitted.

By signing below, | acknowledge responsibility for both the initial application fee and any
subsequent costs associated with legal advertising and/or noticing and understand that permits
associated with my application may not be issued until such fees are paid.

| authorize the Planning and Building Department to maintain my payment information until a
final cost for advertising and/or noticing is determined and charged. If a payment method other-
than Credit Card Authorization Form is used, | understand that | will be sent an invoice for the
costs of advertising/noticing which must be paid prior to the issuance of any development
permit related to my application. | am aware that | can request a copy of these fees and my
receipt from Building Department Staff.

86 St Francis St Apt 4

Project Address: _
Michael Skjerning | / ,/’/ )
Applicant’s Name: Applicant’s Signature: /
Michael Skjerning ( _—
Owner’s Name: Owner’s Signature: / -
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3/4/22, 2:02 PM gPublic.net - St. Johns County, FL - RPeport: 2078000000

St. Johns County, FL

Apply for Exemptions

[ Apply for Exernptions ]

Sales Questionnaire Form
If you are a new owner of this property, please click here to submit a Sales Questionnaire

[ Sales Questionnaire ]

2021 TRIM Notice
[ 2021 TRIM Notice (PDF) ]

Summary

Clicking Image Opens Cyclomedia Viewer In a New Tab

Parcel ID 2078000000

Location Address 86 ST FRANCISST
SAINT AUGUSTINE 32084-0000

Neighborhood Dumas Tract with part City St Aug (622)

Tax Description* DUMASTRCITY E35FT OF LOT 12 & ALLLOT 13 & 14 BLK | OR4128/253
*The Description above Is not to be used on legal documents.

Property Use Code  Multi-Family (Less than 10 Units) (0800)

Subdivision Dumas Tract
Sec/Twp/Rng 19-7-30
District City of St Augustine (District 452)
Millage Rate 19.3368
Acreage 0.210
Homestead N
Owner Information

Owner Name Skjerning Michael.Kirsten L 100%

Skjerning Kirsten L 100%
Mailing Address 165 CORDOVAST APTC
SAINT AUGUSTINE, FL 32084-5013

https://gpublic.schneidercorp.com/Application.aspx?ApplD=960&LayerlD=21179&PageTypelD=4&PagelD=9059&Q=2040006492&KeyValue=Rage67 ofi820



3/4/22, 2:02 PM gPublic.net - St. Johns County, FL - Report: 2078000000

20785 untmc —

Valuation Information

2022
Building Value $442,599
Extra Features Value $42,031
Total Land Value $230,132
Agricultural (Assessed) Value $0
Agricultural (Market) Value 30
Just (Market) Value $714,762
Total Deferred $40,574
Assessed Value $674,188
Total Exemptions $0
Taxable Value $674,188

Values listed are from our working tax roll and are subject to change.
Historical Assessment Information
Building Extra Feature Total Land Ag (Market) Ag (Assessed) Just (Market) Assessed Exempt Taxable

Year Value Value Value Value Value Value Value Value Value
2021 $381,823 $41,663 $141,232 $0 $0 $564,718 $564,178 $540 $564,178
2020 $327,904 $43,753 $141,232 $0 50 $512,889 $512,889 30 $512,889
2019 $323,110 $42,964 $141,232 $0 $0 $507,306 $507,306 30 $507,306
2018 $320,447 $44,923 $130,368 $0 $0 $495,738 $495,738 $0 $495,738
2017  $324,238 $44,866 $117,331 $0 $0 $486,435 $486,435 $0 $486,435
2016 $327,231 $1,468 $101,850 $0 $0 $430,549 $430,549 $0 $430,549
2015 $280,299 $0 $77,115 $0 $0 $357,414 $325,677 $31,737 $325,677
2014 $234,378 $0 $61,692 $0 $0 $296,070 $296,070 $0 $296,070
2013 $163,486 $0 $47,811 $0 $0 $211,297 $211,297 $0 $211,297
2012 $163,486 $0 $41,642 $0 $0 $205,128 $205,128 $0 $205,128
2011 $169,597 $0 $46,269 $0 $0 $215866 $215,866 $0 $215,866
2010 $175,709 $0 $51,410 %0 $0 $227,119 $227,119 $0 $227,119

Building Information

Building 1 Roof Cover Composite Shingle
Year Built 1935 Roof Structure Gable Hip
Actual Area 4773 Interior Flooring  Carpet, Ceramic Tile
Conditioned Area 4440 Interior Wall Drywall
Use Multi-Family less than 10 units Heating Type Air Duct
Style 01 Air Conditioning  Central
Class N Bedrooms 10
Exterior Wall Concrete Siding Baths 4
Description Square Footage
FINISHED UPPER STORY 2280
BASE AREA 2160
FINISHED OPEN PORCH 84
FINISHED OPEN PORCH 36
FINISHED OPEN PORCH 125
FINISHED OPEN PORCH 24

https://gpublic.schneidercorp.com/Application.aspx?ApplD=960&LayerlD=21179&Page TypelD=4&PagelD=90598Q=2040006492&KeyValue=Rege068 02820



3/4/22, 2:02 PM qPublic.net - St. Johns County, FL - Report: 2078000000

OUTSIDE STAIRS 64
Total SqFt 4773
Sketch Information
Room T Type

L)
o

Extra Feature Information

Code Description Status Value
" Concrete Paving 1085

Pool (Concrete) 25799
Kool Deck 10929
Pergola 4218

Land Information
Use Description Front Depth Total Land Units Unit Type Land Value
Multi-Family (Less than 10 Units) 56 111 56 EF $176,540
Multi-Family (Less than 10 Units) 17 111 17 EF $53,592

Sale Information

Recording Instrument

Date Sale Date Sale Price Type Book Page Qualification Vacant/Improved Grantor Grantee

12/23/2015 12/16/2015 $570,000.00 WARRANTY 4128 253 Q | BIG JOE REALTY LLC SKJERNING
DEED MICHAEL,KIRSTEN L

2/20/2013  2/15/2013 $100.00 QUITCLAIM 3688 1813 u | MORUCCI MICHAEL BIG JOE REALTY LLC
DEED

2/20/2013  2/15/2013 $200,000.00 WARRANTY 3488 1811 U I PARSONS DALE H & PARSONS MORUCCI MICHAEL
DEED BRANDON

https://qpublic.schneidercorp.com/Application.aspx?ApplD=960&LayerID=21179&PageTypelD=4&PagelD=9059&Q=2040006492&KeyValue-Rage®9 ofB20



3/4/22, 2:02 PM qPublic.net - St. Johns County, FL - Peport: 2078000000

Recording Instrument
Date Sale Date Sale Price Type Book Page Qualification Vacant/Improved Grantor
10/24/2011 10/20/2011 $0.00 LISPENDENS 3486 407 u I TD BANK NAVS:
6/28/2006  $375,000.00 WARRANTY 2734 1305 Q | JANUSZEWSKI DEREK
DEED JTABITHAL
10/31/2001 $150000.00 WARRANTY 1674 321 Q | GROMLICH LAWRENCE &
DEED KAREN
2/24/1999  $8500000 WARRANTY 1389 195 V] | GRAUBARD ROBERT &
DEED STACKLUM
MARGARET,DIRECTORS
9/29/1995  $33,000.00 WARRANTY 1133 881 u I T AHELMS HOLDING
DEED COMPANY INC
4/5/1993 $100.00 QUITCLAIM 987 591 u I HELMS THOMAS A
DEED
11/6/1992  $10,100.00 WARRANTY 981 136 u ] BARNETT BANK OF THEST
DEED JOHNS
9/29/1992 $1,00000 CERTIFICATE 959 313 u | BRANDHOFF THOMAS
OFTITLE ASUSAN J
4/1/1985 $33,000.00 673 1042 Q |
1/1/1983  $24,400.00 570 801 Q |

No data available for the following modules: Exemption Information.

irate infoermation possible. No warranties,

Last Data Upload: 3/4/2022, 12:29:49 AM

https://gpublic.schneidercorp.com/Application.aspx?ApplD=960&Layer|D=21179&PageTypelD=4&PagelD=9059&Q=2040006492&KeyValue=Rageo70 o1320

Grantee

PARSONS DALEH &
PARSONS BRANDON

PARSONS DALEH &
BRANDON PARSONS
(JTRS)
JANUSZEWSKI DEREK J
&TABITHAL

GROMLICH LAWRENCE
& KAREN

HISTORIC BAYFRONT
REALTY

TAHELMS HOLDING
COMPANY INC

HELMS THOMAS A

BARNETT BANK OF THE
ST JOHNS

BRANDHOFF THOMAS
ASUSAN J

Developed by

‘ Schneider

GEOSPATIAL



5T. IOHNS COUNTY

rroperty appraisik  St. Johns County, FL

Eddie Creamer

Overview
£
Al Legend
= z [7] Parcels
-_1.?;93900000
S S
2076000000
ParcellD 2078000000 Physical 86 STFRANCISST Building $442599 Last2Sales
Property 0800 - Multi-Family (Less Address SAINT AUGUSTINE Value Date Price Reason Qual
Class than 10 Units) Mailing SKJERNING Extra Feature $42,031 12/16/2015 $570000 01 Q
Taxing City of St Augustine Address MICHAEL,KIRSTEN L Value 2/15/2013 $200000 38 U
District 165 CORDOVASTAPTC TotalLand $230,132
Acres 021 SAINT AUGUSTINE FL Value
32084-5013 JustValue  $714,762
Total $40,574
Deferred
Assessed $674,188
Value
Total N/A
Exemptions
Taxable $674,188
Value

The St Johns County Property Appraiser's Office makes every effort to produce the most accurate information possible.

No warranties, expressed or implied, are provided for the data herein, its use or interpretation.

Date created: 3/4/2022
Last Data Uploaded: 3/4/2022 12:29:49 AM

Developed b\“’ Schneider

GEOSPATIAL
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Summary
Use by Exception. Approval of 2 parking spaces in the city parking garage

* We would like to register a 2 bedroom apartment on 86 St. Francis street for
Short-term rental, of course following the guidelines from the City of St. Augustine.

* There is no on-site parking available since these are used by other apartments in
the building.

* With guidance from COSA staff, Tracey Mullins and Venice Jones, we believe the
correct approach is this one. First ask PZB for support in solving the parking
requirements and afterwards then register the rental. On that note said apartment
is ready for Fire safety inspection and registration at any time.

* The following pages illustrate our thoughts on the 4 available alternatives to the
city parking garage; following Sec 28-151.-Parking. In our evaluation none of them
are viable options and consequently we are asking PZB for approval of two (2)
parking spots in the city garage.
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Referencing: Sec. 28-151.-Parking
Option 1: “Parking on site with stabilized surface”. Finding: Not an identified option

The property has 5 parking spots
but they are utilized by Apt 1,2&3.

Consequently and referencing
option 1 there is no available
parking on-site for apartment 4

207840 0000
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Referencing: Sec. 28-151.-Parking
Option 2 & 3: “Off-site use by exception within 400 of property and off-site use by
exception beyond 400 feet with a variance to distance”. Finding: Not available.

As shown on print using the St Johns county website there is no commercial parking available within 400 feet of
the property. Nearest commercial parking options The Preserve” and “The Dog Rose” but both of those are fully
tilized by the business itself.

aoianceso e Ciesee _Distange to “Dog Rose Brwery”._
Y Length: 5206 [feet v |

0 | acres ot

7272 |feet  v|

0 |acres v |

Clear
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Referencing: Sec. 28-151.-Parking

Option 5: “Off-site use by exception with use of
residential parking pass program”. Finding: It
does not appear that a residential parking pass

programs can be established on St. Francis Street
~*. Francis does in our view not meet the 60/50/25 criteria
for Residential parking restrictions.

On any given day there is no significant amount of non-
residential parking. Over the last 5 years more that 50% of
the street falls into one of the following categories:
Dilapidated, vacant, under construction long-term, owner

is elderly with no car, or on site parkmg is utlllzed by owner.

"\ :
R\ 2073200000
" 1} 4"‘
L ,

Residential Parking Permit

The controlled parking in residential areas policy (PDE) is intended to alleviate chronic levels of commuter vehicle aiing along
streets with adjacent residential properties and is a reasonable exercise of the city's police power to prohibit the stejing.
standing or parking of a vehicle in the controlled parking residential areas without the appropriate permit. Downloadtihe
residential parking permit application (POF).

Permits & Applications

In order to establish Controlled Parking Residential Area restrictions in your neighborhoed, a residential block musthane parking
overspill from out-of-area vehicles on an ongoing basis at least four days per week and nine months per year, with ¥ following
criteria being met:

+ 25% or mare of those vehicles are not registered in the name of a person residing in the area
« 50% of on-street parking is utilized
» Petition with al least 80% of hauseholds on each block

This is known as the 80/50/25 rule. To demonstrate this condition on the street, you will need to file a signed/compléted
residential parking petition (PDF).

As a resident in a Controlled Parking Residential Area, once the area is established, you can then apply for a residental parking
pemil (PDF). To better understand the ordinance and the policy as set forth, view / download the residential permit patking palicy
(EDF) and also view / download the residential permit parking ordinance (PDE).

Construction
since 2017
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CITY OF §T. AUGUSTINE
STAFF REPORT & RECOMMENDATION

TO: Planning and Zoning Board

DATE: April 5, 2022

RE: USE BY EXCEPTION 2022-0016

AGENDA ITEM 5(b)

APPLICANT Kevin Gloer

OWNER Kelsey Glover

LOCATION 76 Abbott Street / P1ID 195010-0000

REQUEST To approve a use by exception for two (2) short-term
rental parking spaces off-site in the City parking
garage.

LAND USE Residential Low Density

ZONING Residential single-family-two: RS-2

APPLICABLE CODES/ORDINANCES

Exception means a use that would not be appropriate generally or without restriction throughout
the zoning district but which, if controlled as to number, area, location or relation to the
neighborhood would promote the public health, safety, welfare, morals, order, comfort,
convenience, appearance, prosperity or general welfare. Such uses may be permitted in such
zoning district as exceptions, if specific provision for such exception is made in the district
regulations of this chapter.

Sec. 28-29.  Zoning exceptions, variances and appeals.

(a) Zoning exceptions:
- (1) In general. In the granting of zoning exceptions, the planning and zoning board may
provide such conditions and safeguards as may be appropriate of this chapter (see section 28-
2, Exception).

(2) Written applications. All applications for an exception under this chapter shall be in writing
in such form as may be prescribed by the board.

(3) Public hearing. Unless a longer time shall be agreed upon by the applicant and the board
in the particular case, a public hearing shall be held by the board to consider any application
for a zoning exception within not more than thirty (30) days from the date of filing of the

1
76 Abbott Street / PID 1950410-0000
Staff Report and Recommendation
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CITY OF ST, AUGUSTINE
STAFF REPORT & RECOMMENDATION

completed application. Notice of public hearing shall be made as provided in section 28-59(a)
and (b), and any party shall be heard in person or by agent or attorney.

(4) Violations of exceptions. The violation of the terms of an exception, including any
conditions and safeguards which may be made a part thereof, shall be deemed a violation of
this chapter and punishable as provided in this chapter.

Sec. 28-151 Parking [for short term rentals)

(i) Each vacation rental, except as provided in subparagraph (iii) below, will provide at
least one (1) stabilized parking space per bedroom offered for rent.

(ii) Stabilized parking for vacation rentals may not consist of unimproved dirt, sand, or
grass._For the purposes of this Division, stabilized parking shall be defined as a space
that is covered and graded by semi-permeable or impervious materials such as asphalt,
concrete. pavers, gravel, or a similar material.

(i) ~ Vacation rentals in all zoning districts that otherwise have on-site parking requirements
will provide stabilized parking on the site of their rental property. If on-site parking is
not feasible, the owner may make an application to the Planning and Zoning Board for
a use by exception for offsite parking. The application to the Planning and Zoning
Board for a use by exception for offsite parking may include in the alternative, parking
permits to the municipal parking garage, or, if on-street parking permits for vacation
rentals are provided pursuant to City regulations, residential street parking permits.
Issuance of the necessary permits will meet the required parking for the vacation
rentals.

STAFF SUMMARY AND ANAL YSIS

The approval of short-term rental registrations is contingent upon being able to provide
parking at a rate of one stabilized parking space per bedroom. The annual registration renewal
will require the applicant provide proof of current parking on-site of the approval of off-site
parking by exception, or maintenance of valid parking passes to the city parking garage. If the
applicant fails to renew parking permits, or off-site parking leases, they will be out of compliance
with City Code requirements for short term rentals, and subject to code enforcement action.

* There are a total of two (2) bedrooms at 76 Abbott Street. The property is a single-family
home which was built in 1890.

» 2 parking spaces are required for a short-term rental with 2 bedrooms being offered for
rent.

» There are no parking spaces available to the owner on the property, leaving them two
parking spaces short of the requirement.

This application was previously reviewed by the PZB, however due to a lack of clarity regarding
the use of the loft as a “bedroom” for the short-term rental the PZB denied the application. The
PZB also recognized that the application could be reheard pending this clarification. The applicant
has confirmed that the loft is not designated as a short-term rental “bedroom”.

2

76 Abbott Street / PID 195010-0000
Staff Report and Recommendation

Page 78 of 320



CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE
STAFF REPORT & RECOMMENDATION

Parking Requirements Summary

1) Use by exception for off-site parking (within 400 feet per Sec. 28-371).

a. This property is located in a residentially zoned area of the city with no additional
commercial parking facilities being able to supply parking spaces. This is
confirmed by efforts made by the applicant to find commercial parking alternatives
within 400 feet.

2) Parking permits to the municipal parking garage.

a. The applicant is requesting two (2) parking spaces within the municipal parking
garage.

3) On-street parking permits within established Residential Permit Program Areas.

a. There is no established residential parking permit program on Abbott Street for the
use <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>