
 

 
CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

A G E N D A *AMENDED 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 19, 2019 - 1:00 PM 

ALCAZAR ROOM 

 

1.  Roll Call  
 

2.  General Public Comments for Items not on the Agenda  
 

3.  Approval of Minutes  
 

4.  Modification and approval of Agenda  
 

5.  Recommended Expedited Hearing Items* 
 

  
a) 2019-0123  St. Johns Law Group – Applicant 

Columbia Restaurant of St. Augustine, Inc. – Owner 

      98 St. George Street 

      To build an addition to the main building for a walk-in cooler. 
        

 

6.  Continued Items from the previous HARB meetings  
 

  

a) Certificate of 

Appropriateness 

2019-0087 

John and Karin White – Applicant and Owner 

      253 Charlotte Street 

      To replace all of the existing windows with vinyl windows. 
        

 

  
b) Certificate of Demolition 

2019-0109 

K. Kemper Meiring – Applicant 

Kenneth and Patricia Meiring – Owner 

      103 South Street 

      

To demolish a building constructed ca. 1910 that is recorded in the 

Florida Master Site File and is a contributing building to the 

Lincolnville National Register Historic District.  (COD 2018-0005 is 

expired) 
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7.  Certificate of Appropriateness  
 

  
a) 2019-0127 Robert Crabtree – Applicant 

56 St. George, LLC – Owner 

      56 St. George Street 

      To approve installation of lattice on flat roof.   
        

 

8.  Certificate of Demolition and Partial Demolition  
 

  
a) 2019-0121        Devon Drozd – Applicant 

Devon Drozd Design LLC – Owner 

      119 Palmer Street 

      
To demolish a building constructed in 1961 that is not recorded in 

the Florida Master Site File and is not located in a district.   
        

 

  
b) 2019-0124  Cassidie Corwin and Scott Clarkson – Applicant  

Cassidie Corwin  – Owner 

      44 Ewing Street 

      
To demolish a building constructed c 1930 that is recorded in the 

Florida Master Site File and is not located in a district.   
        

 

9.  Incomplete Items (At the time of application the package was not substantially complete)  
 

  

a) Preliminary Design Approval 

for the Design Standards for 

Entry Corridors 

2019-0122 

Dixon Design Studio LLC– Applicant  

Desai Somabhai – Owner 

      88 San Marco Avenue 

      
To build a new parking structure on the northwest corner of the 

property that is one story and stucco-finished with metal roof. 
        

 

10.  Planning and Building Staff Approved Permit Report  
 

11.  Other Business  
 

  a) Discussion regarding HARB authority over University of Florida Historic St. Augustine properties 
      

 

12.  Adjournment  
 

Notices:  In accordance with Florida Statute 286.0105: “If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the Historic Architectural Review 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 or 

1-800-955-8771 (TDD). 
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE 
  

Historic Architectural Review Board Regular Meeting 
November 21, 2019 

 
The Historic Architectural Review Board met in formal session at 1:00 P.M., Thursday, 
November 21, 2019, 2019, in the Alcazar Room at City Hall, St. Augustine, Florida. 
Catherine Duncan, Chairperson, called the regular meeting to order, and the following 
were present: 
 
1. ROLL CALL:  Catherine Duncan, Chairperson 

Barbara Wingo, Vice-Chairperson 
   Jon Benoit 
   Paul Weaver, III 
   Gaere MacDonald 

    
City Staff:   Jenny Wolfe, Historic Preservation Officer 
    Julie Courtney, Historic Preservation Planner 
    Xavier Pellicer, Mobility Coordinator 
    Isabelle Lopez, City Attorney  
    Candice Seymour, Recording Secretary 
 

2. Special Presentation 
 
2. (a) Introduction of the consulting team 
for “Resilient Heritage in the Nation’s 
Oldest City” grant to include discussion 
and public comment 
 
Ms. Wolfe introduced the subject. 
 
Dr. Angela Schedel introduced the project 
team and presented the project schedule as 
well as the scope of work.1  
 
Lisa Craig gave a presentation regarding 
community surveys and public workshops 
held related to community values in historic 
areas as well as ways to incentivize 
mitigation strategies, and recovery 
strategies. 
 
Dr. Schedel presented sea level rise data to 
further illustrate the importance of the 
project.   
 
Public comment was opened, and the Board 
heard from the following member: 
 

• Commissioner Nancy Sikes-Kline  
 

1 Presentations attached to original minutes 

Public comment was closed.  
 
The Board discussed the following regarding 
the project: 
 

• Urgency of the project as yearly 
storm threats worsen 

• Construction strategies to mitigate 
flooding 

• Concern for the raising of structures 
and the effects on historic 
streetscapes and historic structures 
that cannot be raised 

• Ability for the Board to provide 
comment on the project in the future 

• The need to explore how the study 
and recommended regulations that 
stem from the study, would affect 
existing design guidelines 

• Including institutionally owned 
buildings in the process 

• Possibility of utilizing plant material 
and landscaping for flood mitigation, 
particularly plants that were salt-
water tolerant. 
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• Importance of educating the public 
regarding flood mitigation strategies 
and associated costs 

• The need to provide incentives for 
property owners to utilize flood 
mitigation techniques 

• Recommendation to illustrate the 
flood insurance rates at different 
building elevations 

• Finding ways to utilize the manpower 
left without work after a storm to aid 
in recovery such as a certification 
program 

 
Public comment was re-opened, and the 
Board heard from the following: 
 

• Paul Thompson 
 
The Board continued discussion: 
 

• Mangroves for shoreline protection 
• Providing the public standard wall 

details for flood mitigation 
• The human element to historic 

preservation and flood mitigation 
• Interests in computerized modeling 

as part of the project 
 
3.  General Public Comments for Items 
not on the Agenda 
 
(None) 
 
4.  Approval of Minutes 
 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Benoit MOVED to APPROVE the 
October 17, 2019 minutes as presented. 
Motion SECONDED by Ms. Wingo and 
APPROVED BY UNANIMOUS VOICE 
VOTE. 
 
5.  Modification and approval of Agenda 
 
Ms. Duncan announced that item 8(c) had 
requested a continuance.  
 
MOTION 

 
Mr. Weaver MOVED to CONTINUE 
application 2019-0109 to the December 
19, 2019 meeting. The motion was 
SECONDED by Mr. MacDonald. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Weaver, MacDonald, Benoit,  

 Wingo, Duncan  
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Ms. Wolfe recommended that item 10(b) be 
heard prior to item 9(a) since they were 
closely related.   
 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Benoit MOVED to APPROVE the 
modifications to the Agenda. Motion 
SECONDED by Mr. MacDonald and 
APPROVED BY UNIMOUS VOICE VOTE. 
 
Ms. Wolfe introduced new Historic 
Preservation Planner Julie Courtney.  
 
6.  Public Comments related to Expedited 
Hearing items: 
 
(None) 
 
6. (a) Certificate of Appropriateness 2019-
0104 – Paul J. Thompson – Applicant and 
Owner  
168 Avenida Menendez 
 
To construct a 5’ masonry and stucco 
property wall with wood gate and relocate 
existing fencing to the second-floor 
balcony. 
 
Ms. Courtney read the staff report and said 
based on a review of the AGHP and without 
the support of evidence to the contrary, staff 
finds that the Board can APPROVE a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
construction of masonry and stucco property 
wall with wood gate and relocation of existing 
fencing to the second floor balcony at 168 
Avenida Menendez because it meets the 
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applicable Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation 2, 3, and 9.   
 
Paul Thompson waived his right to a 
presentation.   
 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Weaver MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0104, 168 Avenida 
Menendez as recommended by staff. The 
motion was SECONDED by Ms. Wingo. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Weaver, Wingo, MacDonald,  

Benoit, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
6. (b) Certificate of Appropriateness 2019-
0107 – John Valdes and Associates, Inc. 
– Applicant 
Gary and Laura Shivers – Owner  
101 Marine Street 
 
To alter a portion of the rear, northeast 
corner of the building’s first floor to 
include windows, doors, roofing and 
siding to accommodate interior 
renovations. 
 
Ms. Courtney read the staff report and said 
based on a review of the AGHP and without 
the support of evidence to the contrary, staff 
finds that the Board can APPROVE a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
alteration of a portion of the rear northeast 
corner of the building’s first floor to include 
windows, doors, roofing, and siding to 
accommodate interior renovations at 101 
Marine Street because it meets the 
applicable Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for rehabilitation 2, 3, 6, and 9 
 
Steve Porter waived his right to a 
presentation. 
 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
 

 
 
 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Benoit MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0107 because the 
modifications as proposed do not seem 
to effect the architectural integrity of the 
building and are in keeping with the 
existing style of the building. The motion 
was SECONDED by Mr. MacDonald. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Benoit, MacDonald, Weaver,  

Wingo, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
6. (c) Certificate of Appropriateness 2019-
0110 – Environmental Land Managers, 
LLC – Applicant 
CHW LLC et al and 1 King Street LLC – 
Owner  
1 King Street (a.k.a. 8 Marine Street) 
 
To replace existing concrete and coquina 
concrete walkways and non-paved areas 
with clay brick pavers in the front and rear 
building patio areas. 
 
Ms. Courtney read the staff report and said 
based on a review of the AGHP and without 
the support of evidence to the contrary, staff 
finds that the Board can APPROVE a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
replacement of existing concrete and 
coquina concrete walkways and non-paved 
areas with clay brick pavers in the front and 
rear building patio areas at 1 King Street, 
a.k.a. 8 Marine Street because it meets 
applicable Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation 2, 8, and 9.   
 
Tipton Gray waived his presentation.   
 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
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MOTION 
 
Mr. Weaver MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0110, 1 King Street, 
a.k.a. 8 Marine Street, based in the staff 
report. The motion was SECONDED by 
Mr. MacDonald. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Weaver, MacDonald, Benoit,  

Wingo, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
7. Continued Items from Previous 
Meetings 
 
7. (a) Certificate of Appropriateness 2019-
0087 – John and Karin White – Applicant 
and Owner  
253 Charlotte Street 
 
To replace all of the existing windows 
with vinyl windows. 
 
Ms. Wolfe read the staff report and said 
based on a review of the AGHP and without 
evidence to the contrary, staff finds that the 
Board can CONTINUE a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for 253 Charlotte Street to 
give the applicant time to consider a more 
compatible alternative.   
 
John and Karin White reviewed the 
application with additional information for an 
aluminum-clad window as well as cost 
comparisons for windows of varying 
material-types.2 
 
The Board discussed: 
 

• The provided quotes for wood-
windows, and the possibility of 
factory-painted wood windows as a 
viable option over aluminum-clad 

 
2 Attached to original minutes 

• Compatible alternative materials 
based upon the Secretary of Interior 
Guidelines versus window treatment 
requirements in Historic Preservation 
Districts which required like materials 

• Option for the Board to deny the 
application and have the applicant 
appeal the decision to the City 
Commission 

 
Ms. Wolfe reviewed the several options for 
the application as discussed by the Board. 
She noted the possible resubmittal of the 
application as a partial demolition of 
architectural features which would allow the 
applicant to make a case for economic 
hardship.  
 
The Board continued discussion regarding 
the following: 
 

• Applicant’s lack of proof that the 
wood windows would be more 
burdensome to maintain over time 

• Utilizing aluminum clad material on 
windows that could not be seen from 
the street, which had been done on 
previous applications for second-
story windows outside of street-view 

• Possibility of changing historic district 
regulations to allow reconstructions 
to be considered as contributing 
structures, which may help provide 
financial relief for property owners 

• Most new construction in the historic 
districts utilized wood windows 

 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
 
Public hearing was opened. 
 
Charles Pappis said there should be further 
information regarding the provided window 
quotes and maintenance, and more proof 
provided for an economic hardship 
argument. He felt that further proof of street 
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sightlines should be provided if the applicant 
wanted to utilize aluminum clad material on 
windows that could not be seen from the 
street.  
Public hearing was closed. 
 
There was discussion regarding the 
applicant’s options moving forward and the 
Whites voiced a preference to continue the 
application to further explore replacement 
options.  
 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Weaver MOVED to CONTINUE 
application 2019-0087, 253 Charlotte 
Street to the December 19, 2019 meeting. 
The motion was SECONDED by Mr. 
Benoit. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Weaver, Benoit, MacDonald,  

Wingo, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
8. Certificate of Demolition 
 
8. (a) 2019-0106 – Robin Bunnell – 
Applicant and Owner  
107 Zoratoa Avenue 
 
To demolish a building constructed in 
1952 that is recorded in the Florida Master 
Site File and not located in a district. 
(Hurricane Damage). 
 
Ms. Courtney read the staff report and said 
based on a review of the AGHP and without 
the support of evidence to the contrary, staff 
finds that the Board can APPROVE a 
Certificate of Demolition for 107 Zoratoa 
Avenue because it is not a local landmark or 
otherwise designated as a historic building. 
 
Rob Bunnell reviewed the application. 
 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
 

17 certified notices were sent, 6 were 
returned in favor, and 1 had comments. 
Public hearing was opened; however, there 
was no response.  
 
The Board discussed: 
 

• No conditions were requested by 
staff because the building was non-
descript; however, the Board could 
add conditions if they deemed it 
necessary 

• Though the house was on two lots, 
the applicant intended to only build 
one house 

 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Weaver MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0106, 107 Zoratoa 
Avenue with no conditions. The motion 
was SECONDED by Mr. Benoit. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Weaver, Benoit, MacDonald,  

Wingo, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Ms. Wolfe advised the applicant regarding 
the Cedar trees on the property which may 
require review by the Planning and Zoning 
Board for removal. 
 
8. (b) 2019-0108 – St. Johns Housing 
Partnership, Inc. – Applicant and Owner  
111 Masters Drive 
 
To demolish a building constructed in 
1948 that is not recorded in the Florida 
Master Site File and not located in a 
district. 
 
Ms. Courtney read the staff report and said 
based on a review of the AGHP and without 
the support of evidence to the contrary, staff 
finds that the Board can APPROVE a 
Certificate of Demolition 111 Masters Drive 
because it is not a local landmark or 
otherwise designated as a historic building.  
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Bill Lazar reviewed the application.  
 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
 
8 certified notices were sent, 1 was returned 
in favor, and 1 had comments. 
 
Public hearing was opened; however, there 
was no response.  
 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Benoit MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0108 for the demolition 
of the existing residence at 111 Masters 
Drive having found that it is not a local 
landmark or otherwise designated as a 
historic building. The motion was 
SECONDED by Ms. Wingo. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Benoit, Wingo, MacDonald,  

Weaver, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
8. (c) 2019-0109 – K. Kemper Meiring – 
Applicant 
Kenneth and Patricia Meiring – Owner  
103 South Street 
 
To demolish a building constructed ca. 
1910 that is recorded in the Florida Master 
Site File and is a contributing building to 
the Lincolnville National Register Historic 
District. (COD 2018-0005 is expired). 
 
The applicant requested a continuance prior 
to the hearing. See modifications to the 
agenda for motion to continue. 
 
9. Incomplete Items 
 
9. (a) Certificate of Appropriateness 2019-
0111 – Cronk Duch Architecture – 
Applicant 
12 Avenida Menendez, LLC – Owner  

 
3 Form attached to original minutes 

12 Avenida Menendez 
 
To demolish rear portions of the building 
and property features, construct an 
attached one story loggia and rear one 
story buildings, construct an attached 
one story building to the south with roof 
patio area, add an upper patio to the 
existing building, and to alter or construct 
other associated features within the 
existing building and site area (Building 
elevations were not provided at the 
application deadline and may have been 
submitted at a later time). 
 
Mr. Weaver recused himself as a consultant 
for the applicant on the project.3  
 
Ms. Wolfe read the staff report and said 
based on a review of the AGHP and without 
the support of evidence to the contrary, staff 
finds that the Board can CONTINUE a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
demolition of rear portion of the building, new 
construction, and other alterations at 12 
Avenida Menendez.  
 
Joseph Cronk reviewed the application. 
 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
 
Public hearing was opened; however, there 
was no response. 
 
The Board discussed: 
 

• Lot coverage which was at 69.5% 
according to the applicant 

• New construction would have needed 
to be in the colonial style; however, 
the existing building was 
Mediterranean Revival style 

• Concern that the proposed addition 
did not emphasize a specific style 

• Stucco loggia did not seem to be 
appropriate in style 
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• Large scale of the project 
• Possible effect of the project to the 

view-scape 
• Adding additional landscaping or 

planters 
• Recommendation from staff to recess 

building to allow addition of plant 
materials 

 
John Arbizanni added that Police Chief Barry 
Fox had recommended the louvers in the 
open-air dining area to prevent trespassers.  
 

• Recommendation to soften the 
pavilion and corner building in some 
way, possibly with plant materials 

• Outdoor seating area helped to 
screen the proposed attached 
secondary structure 

• Proposed addition clearly read as 
an attached secondary structure 

• Possibility of a glass rail rather than 
the simple aluminum on the tops of 
the buildings with Board preference 
for the aluminum rail 

• Opportunity for the applicant to 
utilize architectural features that 
were generally not allowed for new 
construction in the Historic District 
because of the style of the existing 
structure 

 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Benoit MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0111 with the primary 
finding that because the building is a post 
1821 building, that it is appropriate to 
construct additions that were not 
necessarily colonial or British colonial 
and therefore the applicant can add and 
modify the building, tying motifs to the 
original architecture which they have 
done within the application as long as 
they have met the zoning requirements 
and continue to work with the archeology 
department on any changes or 
improvements to the site and that the 
design team work with staff to include 
additional green-scaping to soften the 

northwest corner. The motion was 
SECONDED by Mr. MacDonald. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Benoit, MacDonald, Wingo,  

Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
10. City Projects: Certificate of 
Appropriateness 
 
10. (a) Certificate of Appropriateness 
2019-0103 – City of St. Augustine Public 
Works – Applicant 
City of St. Augustine – Owner  
Avenida Menendez and Marine Street 
intersection 
 
To construct pedestrian improvements 
across Avenida Menendez and Marine 
Street from Artillery Lane to the City 
Marina to include a crosswalk, signage, 
ADA ramp, and curbed islands. 
 
Ms. Wolfe read the staff report and said staff 
does not make recommendations for City 
Projects.  
 
Xavier Peillicer, Mobility Coordinator, 
reviewed the application.  
 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
 
Public hearing was opened; however, there 
was no response.  
 
The Board discussed: 
 

• Project’s primary purpose was safety 
• Possibilty of replacing simple DOT 

pipe railing with one that matches 
historic district railing 

• Flashing beacon signs were the 
latest iteration of DOT signage for 
crosswalks  
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• Possibility of adding low-cut 
landscaping in the concrete island 
area 

• Board preference to keep DOT railing 
• Preference of brick paving for the 

crosswalk rather than paint striping 
 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Benoit MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0103 for proposed 
paving improvements along Avenida 
Menendez and Marine Street finding that 
the improvements will help pedestrian 
mobility without detracting from the City 
streetscape with the condition that the 
City employ the standard brick 
installation at the crosswalks and explore 
a way to soften the concrete islands with 
plant materials. The motion was 
SECONDED by Mr. MacDonald. 
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Benoit, MacDonald, Weaver,  

Wingo, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
10. (b) Certificate of Appropriateness 
2019-0112 – City of St. Augustine Public 
Works – Applicant 
City of St. Augustine – Owner  
Cuna Street section between Charlotte 
Street and Avenida Menendez 
 
Heard prior to item 9(a). 
 
To construct roadway improvements to 
match previously approved Downtown 
Improvement District design standards 
including coquina concrete and clay 
paving materials, light poles, string 
lights, street furniture, and removable 
fences and bollards. 
 
Ms. Wolfe read the staff report and said staff 
does not make recommendations for City 
projects.   
 

 
4 Attached to original minutes 

Jeremy Marquis and Elijah George reviewed 
the application with a presentation.4 
 
Ex Parte Communication: 
 
(None) 
 
Public hearing was opened. 
 
Charles Pappis spoke in favor of the project 
citing positive impacts to the entrance of 
Cuna and Charlotte Streets. He 
recommended continuing use of the 
compactor trash cans for the project.   
 
Public hearing was closed. 
 
The Board discussed: 
 

• Transitioning an area to more 
pedestrian-friendly access was a 
positive move 

• Concern for the festoon lighting 
which may not be appropriate along 
the street 

• Archeological resources and utilities 
under the area which the applicant 
and City were monitoring 

• Street would be open to vehicular 
traffic 2:00am to 10:00am with use of 
retractable bollards 

• Bollards could come in a dark finish 
that would help them blend with the 
area 

• Curbing would be flat and there may 
be safety concerns; however, safety 
data did not reflect any increase in 
incidences due to flat curbing 

• Importance of the view-scape from 
Charlotte Street which the project 
would improve, with the possible 
exception of the festoon lights 

• Recommendation for more green- 
scaping to soften the area 

• Possibility of testing the festoon lights 
to see if they would be compatible 
since they were for ambiance 
purposes rather than general lighting 
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• Trash receptacle options 
• Metal fencing design was appropriate 

 
MOTION 
 
Mr. Benoit MOVED to APPROVE 
application 2019-0112 finding that the 
paving plan is compatible with the 
Historic Streetscape design with the 
modifications that the applicant remove 
the festoon lighting from the design and 
return with a separate application for that 
element, that the applicant continue to 
work with the City Archeologist, and that 
the applicant get the dark finish for the 
bollards. The motion was SECONDED by 
Mr. Weaver. 
 
There was a brief discussion regarding the 
separate application for lighting.  
  
VOTE ON MOTION: 
AYES: Benoit, Weaver, MacDonald,  

Wingo, Duncan 
NAYES: NONE 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
11. Planning and Building Staff Approved 
Permit Report 
 
(No presentation. Provided for informational 
purposes.) 
 
12. Other Business 
 
12. (a) Review schedule for 2020 
proposed HARB meetings 
 
Ms. Duncan asked that the Board review the 
schedule and there was Board Consensus to 
keep the schedule as proposed. 
 
Ms. Wolfe announced the Florida Trust and 
National Alliance for Preservation 
Commissions conferences for 2020.    
 
 
11. Adjournment  
 

 
5 Transcribed by Candice Seymour 

There being no further business, the meeting 
was adjourned at 4:31 P.M.5 
 
 
 
 
________________________________ 
Catherine Duncan, Chairperson 
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Application F2019-0123    Address:  98 St. George Street 

Applicant:  St. Johns Law Group 

Property Owner:  Columbia Restaurant of St. Augustine, Inc. 

Project description: To build an addition to the main building for a walk-in cooler. 
 

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
Prepared for December 19, 2019 Meeting 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Architectural Style: 
First Spanish Period 
(interpretation) 

Florida Master Site File: 
N/A  

National Register: 
St. Augustine Town 
Plan NR District 

Construction date:   
1983  

Archaeology Zone:1A 
Zoning District: 
PUD 

Parcel number:   1975000000   

Agenda Item:   5(a) Previous Action(s):  N/A  

• The proposed addition requires a PUD amendment, which was recommended for approval by the 
Planning & Zoning Board (PZB) on 12.3.2019. 

• The proposed addition of a cooler does not significantly impact the overall building as it will: 
o be located on a secondary elevation and not visible from the front façade or primary 

streetscape,  
o face the parking lot to the north and located in what is now a currently fenced off area 

screened by trees,  
o align with an existing row of coolers along the north elevation with the north wall of the 

proposed addition and its roof height.  
• The proposed changes are compatible and proposed materials are appropriate to the building. 
• The project is within archeological zone 1A.  Any ground disturbing activities needs to be 

coordinated with the City Archaeologist. 
 
 

 

Based on a review of the AGHP and without the support of evidence to the contrary, staff finds that the 
board can APPROVE a CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS to build an addition to the main building 
for a walk-in cooler at 98 St. George Street because it meets the applicable Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation 2, 8, and 9.   
 
 
Julie Courtney   
Julie Courtney, Historic Preservation Planner 
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SUMMARY SCOPE OF WORK: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

1. To build an addition to the north side of the building facing a parking lot for a walk-in cooler in an 
area currently enclosed by a fence and screened by tall landscaping.  The submitted plan and 
elevation drawings indicate that the proposed new addition will have a footprint of 312 square feet, 
will be 14’ high, will have a flat roof like the adjoining coolers, and will be finished in a smooth stucco 
finish to match the existing wall of the north elevation that it will align with.   

2. To add a new light fixture on the new addition to match the two existing light fixtures along the north 
elevation. 
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CITY CODES/DESIGN GUIDELINES:   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ARCHITECTURAL GUIDELINES FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Additions 
Do... 
• Keep new additions to historic buildings and adjacent new construction to a minimum. 
• Construct the new addition so that there is the least possible loss of historic materials and so that character-defining 

features are not obscured, damaged or destroyed. 
• Locate an attached exterior addition at the rear or on an inconspicuous side of an historic building, and limit its size and 

scale in relationship to the historic building. 
 

Don’t...   
• Attach a new addition so that the character-defining features of the historic building are obscured, damaged or destroyed. 
• Design a new addition so that its size and scale are out of proportion to the historic building, thus diminishing its historic 

character. 
• Imitate a historic style or period of architecture in new additions, especially those used for contemporary uses. 
• Design and construct new additions that result in the diminution or loss of the historic character of the building including its 

design, materials, workmanship, location or setting. 
• Use the same wall plane, roof line, cornice height, materials, siding lap or window type to make the new addition appear to 

be part of the historic building. 
Pre-1821 
Additions to pre-1821 buildings must reproduce all elements of the St. Augustine Style. 
 
Post-1821 
Additions to post-1821 buildings should reference design motifs from the historic building. 
 

Electrical and Mechanical Equipment  
Do... 
• Install a completely new mechanical system if required for the new use so that it causes the least alteration possible to the 

building’s floor plan and exterior elevations, and the least damage to historic building materials. 
Don’t... 
Install a new mechanical system so that character-defining structural or interior features are radically changed, damaged or 
destroyed. 
Pre-1821 
Electrical and mechanical equipment should be placed in an inconspicuous location behind buildings or where it is screened by 
walls, fences, gates or lattice.  This equipment should not be visible from the street and should not be located on street facades, 
adjacent to galleries or loggias, or within patios.  This equipment may be located on the roof if it is completely screened by a 
parapet wall or lattice.  Meters and connection boxes located on a street facade must be placed in a wall niche with an opaque 
wood door or cover.  Pipes and wiring mounted on the exterior of the building should be painted to match the color of the building.   

 
Post-1821 
Electrical and mechanical equipment should be covered or screened to be as inconspicuous as possible, and may only be installed 
when it does not damage or conceal important architectural features, is not visible from the street and is not located on significant 
facades.  This equipment is not appropriate on visible roof locations. 
 
 
 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 2, 8, and 9 apply.   
2. Retention of Distinguishing Architectural Character 
8. Protection and Preservation of Significant Archaeological Resources 
9. Compatible Contemporary Design for New Alterations and Additions 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Staff photographs  
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
98 St. George Street

Front Façade (East) / Northeast Elevations:  looking southwest
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
98 St. George Street

Project Area on North Elevation:  looking southeast
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
98 St. George Street

North Elevation:  looking southeast
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
98 St. George Street

West Elevation:  looking southeast
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Application: 2019-0087  Address: 253 Charlotte Street 

 

Applicant/Owner:  John and Karin White 
 

Project description: To replace all windows with vinyl windows.  *Revised:  
Replace first floor wood windows with wood simulated divided lite windows, 
second floor windows replaced with aluminum clad wood windows, simulated 
divided lite. 
 

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
Prepared for December 19, 2019 Meeting 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: 
• The building currently has wood, double-hung sash windows, and the applicant has revised the original plan to include using 

wood windows on the street elevation and use aluminum clad windows on the second floor and ancillary elevations. 

• The building is an interpretation of a Second Spanish Period building and fits in the streetscape with the St. Augustine Historic 
Society’s Spanish Colonial buildings on the street going south with the primary elevation being most visible.   

• It is not considered historic as it was built after the major era of the reconstruction movement in St. Augustine.  When built, 
the code would have mandated the Colonial style of architecture (1984 AGHP citation provided in the following pages). 

• The applicant has provided photographic evidence of window deterioration warranting window repair which may need to 
include the framing, trim and shutters.   

• At the initial application, the applicant provided a cover letter from Home Rite Windows and Doors stating the windows needed 
to be replaced, that the framing and trim needed to be modified, and that the type of building construction employed on the 
building does not allow proper installation and sealing required for aluminum/wood clad or a true wood window replacement 
so that is why they were recommending the vinyl window. 

• The applicant has since provided estimates from Lowe’s and Jeld-Wen for both wood and clad replacement windows ranging 
in cost from just over $20,000 to the estimate of the currently proposed windows at almost $13,000.  The applicant has 
provided testimony that the maintenance of wood windows is an economic burden, definition follows. 

• A previous project on Marine Street was a 1963 re-construction by the St. Augustine Historical Society with much higher 
visibility of windows on the 3 facades which offers the HARB an opportunity to distinguish these 2 applications. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on a review of the AGHP and without evidence to the contrary, staff finds that the board can APPROVE 
a Certificate of Appropriateness for 253 Charlotte Street with the following conditions: 

1. The HARB makes these findings: a) the windows need to be repaired/replaced, b) the 6 aluminum 
clad wood windows are an appropriate replacement window because the building is not a historic 
reconstruction, c) the placement of these limited number of windows are in locations not 
visible/highly visible/accessible from the public right-of-way, d) the 2 wood windows are an 
appropriate replacement window for the street-level façade. In doing so, the HARB can conclude 
that the replacement windows support SOIS #2, 3, and 6. 

2. The applicant will provide a measured and scaled detail window section showing the current and 
proposed window sill, lintel, framing dimensions, profiles, and materials along with shutter details (if 
shutters are to be replaced).  This will include finish paint and hardware that is consistent with the 
Spanish Colonial style represented in the AGHP.  This may require a draftsperson, architect, or 
contractor and may require additional approval by HARB if it is inconsistent with the design 
guidelines. 

 
  

___________________________________ 
Jenny Wolfe, Historic Preservation Officer  

Architectural Style: Spanish Colonial Florida Master Site File: N/A 

National Register: 

Noncontributing, St. Augustine 
Townplan National Register 
District Construction date: 1986 per SJCPA 

Archaeology Zone: IB Zoning District: HP 1 

Parcel number: 198730 0081   

Agenda Item:   6(a) Previous Action(s): N/A 
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS: 
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SUMMARY SCOPE OF WORK: 
Revised 

• Replace 4 wood windows on front/street façade: first floor windows will be Jeld-Wen wood 
windows, simulated divided lite; second floor will be Jeld-Wen bronze aluminum clad wood 
windows 

• Replace 2 wood windows on south façade:  same aluminum clad wood windows 

• North elevation: no work, a gable/attic window is screened with shutters 

• Replace 2 wood windows on east/rear elevation: both the first and second floor window to be 
replaced with same aluminum clad wood window 

• Interior/courtyard windows on north elevation: no work.  Smaller windows in these locations under 
the balcony roof will not be replaced. 
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CITY CODES/DESIGN GUIDELINES: 
ARCHITECTURAL GUIDELINES FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
British Period (1764-1783)  
Window openings are reduced in size and proportion due to glazing. Single panes of glass are no larger than eight inches by ten 
inches. The most common width to height ratio for windows is 1/2.0, with a range of 1/1.7 to 1/2.5. Windows are double hung 
sash and may be twelve-over-twelve, nine-over-nine, nine-over-six or six-over-six. A typical arrangement is nine-over-six on the 
ground floor with six-over-six on the upper floor.  
 
Second Spanish Period (1784-1821)  
Window openings are reduced in size and proportion due to glazing. Single panes of glass are no larger than eight inches by ten 
inches. The most common width to height ratio for windows is 1/2.0, with a range of 1/1.7 to 1/2.5. Windows are double hung 
sash and may be twelve-over-twelve, nine-over-nine, nine-over-six or six-over-six. A typical arrangement is nine-over-six on the 
ground floor with six-over-six on upper floors. Exterior shutters are common. Rejas are not used.  
 

Windows and Window Treatments 

Do...  

• Retain and repair window openings, frames, sash, glass, lintels, sills, pediments, architraves, hardware, shutters and 
balconies where they contribute to the architectural and historic character of the building.  

• Conduct an in-depth survey of the conditions of existing windows, shutters and balconies early in rehabilitation 
planning so that repair and upgrading methods and possible replacement options can be fully explored.  

• Protect and maintain the wood and architectural metal which comprise the windows (including frame, sash, muntins 
and surrounds), shutters and balconies through appropriate surface treatments such as cleaning, rust removal, limited 
paint removal and re-application of protective coating systems.  

• Repair windows, shutters and balconies by patching, splicing, consolidating or otherwise reinforcing. Such repair may 
include replacement in kind of those parts that are either excessively deteriorated or are missing when there are 
surviving prototypes.  

• Replace missing or irreparable windows on significant elevations with new windows that match the original in material, 
size, general muntin and mullion proportion and configuration, and reflective qualities of the glass.  

• Design and install new windows, shutters and balconies when the historic windows, shutters and balconies are 
completely missing. The replacement may be an accurate restoration using historical, pictorial and physical 
documentation; or may be a new design that is compatible with the window openings and the historic character of the 
building.  

 
Don’t...  

• Replace window features on significant facades with historically and architecturally incompatible materials such as 
anodized aluminum, mirrored or tinted glass.  

• Remove window features that can be repaired where such features contribute to the historic and architectural 
character of the building.  

• Change the size or arrangement of window panes, muntins and rails where they contribute to the architectural and 
historic character of the building.  

• Replace windows that contribute to the character of a building with those that are incompatible in size, configuration 
and reflective qualities or which alter the setback relationship between window and wall.   

 
Pre-1821  
Windows on British Period and Second Spanish Period buildings may be nine-over-nine, nine-over-six or six-over-six wood 
double hung sash. A common arrangement is nine-over-six on the ground floor and six-over-six on upper floors. Window and 
pane proportions must follow the historic models. Rejas are not appropriate. 
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Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 2, 3, and 6 apply. 
The building is not historic, therefore these are applicable when considering the impact of the alterations in the context of 
preservation of the historic district as in City Code Section 28-181 and Sec. 28-183 below. 
2. The historic character of the property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration of 
features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. [Retention of Distinguishing Architectural Character]  
 
3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that create false sense of historical 
development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 
[Recognition of Historic Period]  
 
6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of the deterioration requires 
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture and other visual qualities and, 
where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial 
evidence. [Repair or Replacement of Deteriorated or Missing Architectural Features Based on Historic Evidence]  
  
CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE CODE OF ORDINANCES 
Sec. 28-2 Definitions 
Undue economic hardship means an onerous and excessive financial burden that would be placed upon a property owner by the 
denial of a certificate of demolition or a similar burden which would be placed on a property owner by conditions which the 
Commission seeks to place on the granting of a certificate. 
 
Sec. 28-181. - Purpose. 
The historical heritage of the city is one of its most valued and important assets. It is therefore the purpose of the historic district 
regulations: 
 
(1)To safeguard the heritage of the city by preserving the district(s) which reflect noteworthy elements of the cultural, educational, 
social, economic, political and/or architectural history.(2)To educate the citizen to realize, understand, and appreciate the city's 
rich heritage.(3)To stimulate a greater awareness and sense of pride in the founding of the city and the contributions it has made 
to the state and nation.(4)To develop an atmosphere and feeling of old, historic St. Augustine by encouraging the preservation and 
restoration of historic structures within the districts.(5)To improve the environmental quality and overall livability of the historic 
section of St. Augustine.(6)To stabilize and improve property values in the district and to allow uses that encourage the restoration 
and conservation of historic sites and structures.(7)To promote the use and preservation of the district for the education, welfare 
and pleasure of residents of St. Augustine and St. Johns County, and of the state and nation as well.(8)That these aforementioned 
goals and objectives of the historic district be achieved and implemented through the establishment of and enforcement of the 
general district guidelines and specific district regulations. 
 
Sec. 28-183. - Historic preservation district: HP-1. 
Intent. This district is intended to provide primarily residential uses that will encourage the preservation and restoration of historic 
structures in the district. 
 
Sec. 28-89. - Criteria for certificate of appropriateness or demolition review. 
The criteria for certificate of appropriateness review shall be as follows: 
 
(1)In reviewing an application for a certificate of appropriateness, the board and/or building official and/or planning director shall 
consider the design and appearance of the structure, including the interior visible from the outside, front, sides, rear and roof; 
materials, textures and colors; plat plan or site layout, including features such as walls, walks, terraces, plantings, accessory 
structures, signs, lights, awnings, canopies, and other appurtenances. The decision to issue or not to issue the certificate shall be 
based on the conformance of the proposed work to the Architectural Guidelines for Historical Preservation of the City of St. 
Augustine as from time to time promulgated by the historic architectural review board or the city commission and approved by 
ordinance of the city commission, hereinafter referred to as 'AGHP,' and Albert Manucy's Houses of St. Augustine - 1565-1821.  
 
For information purposes relative to new construction when the structure was built: 
AGHP (1984): 
Reproductions and reconstructions in the St. Augustine Style, with all the permutations of development from 1565-1821 are the 
only forms of new construction permitted in the Historic Preservation District 1, 2, 3. 
All new structures, regardless of use, shall conform to design characteristics as described in The Houses of St. Augustine, by 
Albert Manucy, or as may be verified by existing or documented 1820 or earlier St. Augustine structures by an accredited 
authority such as the HABS. 
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Presented at HARB Meeting 
November 19, 2019 
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Application F2019-0109      Address:  103 South Street 

Applicant Name:  Kenneth K. Meiring 

Property Owner:  Kenneth P. Meiring & Patricia M. Meiring 

Project description:  To demolish a building constructed ca. 1910 that is recorded in the 

Florida Master Site File and is a contributing building to the Lincolnville National Register 

Historic District.  (COD 2018-0005 is expired) *AMENDED TO PARTIAL DEMOLITION. 

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
Prepared for December 21, 2019 Meeting 

 

 

 

 

In sert picture 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architectural Style: Frame Vernacular Florida Master Site File:  SJ2219  

National Register:   Contributing to 
Lincolnville National Register Historic 
District Construction date: 1904-1910 

Archaeology Zone:  IIIA Zoning District: RS2 

Parcel number: 2120400000   

Agenda Item: 6(b)  Previous Action(s):  COD 2018-0005 

Based on the previous Certificate of Demolition issued in 2018, lack of new evidence, and review of the 
AGHP without the support of evidence to the contrary, staff finds that the board can Approve a Certificate 
of Demolition for 103 South Street for the partial demolition of the building including the front porch, 
gambrel roof, and small rear projections. 
 
___________________________________ 
Jenny Wolfe, Historic Preservation Officer 

 

The Certificate of Demolition was approved April 19, 2018 under COD 2018-0005.  The COD expired on 
April 18, 2019 so the applicant must reapply to HARB.  According to the recent email conversation, the 
applicant has amended the application to a partial demolition to include the concrete front porch, rear 
additions, and gambrel roof. 

• This is a contributing structure in the Lincolnville National Register Historic District and is recorded 
in the Florida Master Site File.  The building is located in the Buena Esperanza subdivision. 

• The 1 story Frame Vernacular residential building has a metal gambrel roof that is a unique feature 
not seen in many structures in St. Augustine.  The applicant indicates an architectural investigation 
performed by Anthony Harwell found that the building originally had a hip roof. The front façade of 
the front porch has been enclosed with stucco which clearly is not original and a portion of the wrap-
around porch has been absorbed into the building.   

• A condition assessment was provided by the applicant with COD 2018-0005, and the building was 
deemed substantially damaged by the city’s building official. 

• City Directories did not identify any known historic connections. 

• The building has already been recorded with measured drawings and photographs as a result of 
the approved 2018 COD. 

• The proposed partial demolition is a step to the building’s rehabilitation although because of the 
condition reported there will be significant removal of original building material. The applicant 
indicates the original form will be reconstructed and the building will be relocated on the lot. 

• The project is within archeological zone IIIA. All site work should be coordinated with the city 
archeologist, who suggests that the site should monitored during the demolition or that there be 
minimal ground disturbance (ex. Not excavating the subsurface foundations). 
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APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS, ELIGIBILITY FOR DEMOLITION REVIEW, 

CONDITIONS FOR DEMOLITION APPROVAL: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Eligibility for Demolition Review (Section 28-87(3), CoSA Code of Ordinances) 
The Historic Architectural Review Board (HARB) is responsible for the review of all applications for demolition permits for 
structures that are fifty (50) years of age or older, listed on the Florida Master Site File, or designated as an historical 
landmark (as defined by Sec. 28-87.10) 

 
National Register Status (Section 28-89, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

A property currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places individually or as a contributing structure in an historic 
district is afforded additional scrutiny in the demolition review process by: 1) requiring submittal of a condition assessment 
report performed by a qualified professional; 2) requiring the applicant to prove “undue economic hardship” to justify 
demolition; and 3) allowing HARB the option to deny the demolition request if an undue economic hardship is not proven 
and removal of the building or structure will be detrimental to the historic and architectural character of the city.   

 
Local Landmark Designation (Section 28-87(3) & (10), CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

HARB is assigned the authority of reviewing all applications for demolition permits for primary structures… for potential 
designation as an historical landmark. Local “historical landmarks” are defined as a building, object, site or structure of the 
highest historical, architectural, cultural or archaeological importance and whose demolition, removal, relocation, or 
alteration would constitute an irreplaceable loss to the character and quality of the city.   

 
Conditions for Demolition Approval (Section 28-89(2)d, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

HARB has the discretion in its review of an application for Certificate of Demolition to require, as conditions for approval, 
one or more of the following:   

• Design of Replacement Building - As a condition of issuing a certificate of demolition, the board may require the 
replacement design be approved by the board and that no permit be issued for the demolition of said structure until 
drawings sufficient for a building permit and all necessary requirements for the construction of a new building have been 
submitted for the new construction. 

• Architectural Salvage - As a condition of issuing a certificate of demolition, the board may require, at the applicant’s 
expense, salvage and preservation of significant building materials, architectural details and ornaments, fixtures, and 
the like for reuse in restoration of other historic properties. 

• Archival Documentation - The board may also require at the applicant’s expense the recording of the structure for archival 
purposes prior to demolition.  The recording may include, but shall not be limited to, photographs and measured 
drawings. 

 
The structure was built in 1910 according to the SJC Property Appraiser and the Master Site File. The building is recorded on the 
FMSF, and it is a contributing structure in the Lincolnville Historic District 
 
Application requirements were satisfactorily met.   
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DEMOLITION REVIEW CRIERIA (AGHP): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Whether or not the structure is within or is immediately facing a locally designated historic preservation zoning 
district.  Not Applicable 
 
2. The contribution of the structure to the mass and scale of the streetscape. The building contributes to the streetscape 
which includes buildings of similar mass and scale.  
 
3. The impact of the loss of the structure on the streetscape. The applicant revised demolition plans and is now 
presenting a partial demolition which will maintain the main block of the house, reconstruct the hip roof reported by his consulting 
architect, and remove the rear projections which are not a significant impact to the streetscape.  If this partial demolition is 
successful in the rehabilitation of the building the streetscape will not only be improved but it will be partially restored. 
 
4. Whether or not the structure will be replaced and the impact of a replacement structure, or lack thereof, on the 
streetscape. N/A see previous.  
 
5. The historical or cultural merit of the structure. The building is listed on the Florida Master Site File and is a contributing 
building in the Lincolnville Historic District. It also appears on both the 1910 and the edited 1930 Sanborn Maps and in the City 
Directories beginning in 1914/1915. Residence include Robert Houston (1914/1915 City Directory), Major Smith (1920/1921 City 
Directory), Henry Jones (1927, 1930, 1940, 1949, 1951, 1960, and 1970 City Directories), Henry Jones Jr. (1979/1980 City 
Directory), Sandra Huff (1984/1985 and 1986 City Directories), Mceclom Jenkin (1995 and 1996 City Directories), Robin Holden 
(1996 City Directory), and Sheann Williamson (1995 City Directory). The home was listed as vacant or not verified or was not listed 
at all in the 1987, 1990, 1992, 1993, 1998, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2004, and 2006 City Directories. 
 
6. The impact of the loss of the structure on the historical or cultural integrity of the city, district and neighborhood. 
The building is a contributing building in the Lincolnville Historic District and demolishing the building can negatively impact the 
district as it will reduce the overall amount of contributing buildings in the area.  The proposed partial demolition will restore the 
front porch and original roof pattern, and the rear projections will be sacrificed to deterioration and the relocation of the main 
building on the lot away from the west property line. 
 
7. Whether or not the structure is representative of a style or type of architecture or a method of construction. The 
building is an example of frame vernacular home, which is not uncommon within the city. The structure is unique in that it has one 
of only a handful of gambrel roofs in the city and the applicant indicated his architect reported that the gambrel roof is covering the 
original hip roof. 
  
8. Whether or not the structure is one of the last surviving examples of its style or type of architecture or a method of 
construction.  N/A see above. 
 
9. Whether or not the structure is of such design, craftsmanship or materials that it either could not be reproduced, or 
could be reproduced only with great difficulty or expense. The condition of the structure, and the possibility of 
rehabilitating or relocating the structure.  There is not a high degree of craftsmanship that would make reproduction of the 
building difficult and the applicant has indicated the partial demolition will be part of a larger rehabilitation effort. 
 
10. The justification for the proposed demolition. The building condition assessment was provided with the 2018 COD 
application and the applicant indicates the building needs to be relocated on the lot away from the property line. 
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UNREASONABLE OR UNDUE ECONOMIC HARDSHIP: 

Defined as an onerous and excessive financial burden that would be placed upon a property owner 

by the denial of a certificate of demolition or a similar burden which would be placed on a property 

owner by conditions which the Commission seeks to place on the granting of a certificate.  (Section 

28-2 CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

Is applicant entitled to a Certificate of Demolition independent of any hardship?   Yes   No 

Did applicant submit evidence of undue economic hardship?    Yes      No 

  
In any instance where an undue economic hardship, as defined in this chapter, is claimed by a property owner, the property owner 
may submit to the board any or all of the following information before the board makes a decision on the application for certificate 
of demolition:  (Section 28-89(3) b, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 
 
(Materials submitted by applicant noted with a checked box) 
 
 1. An estimate of the cost of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal;  
 2. The estimated market value of the property in its current condition; after completion of the proposed construction, 

alteration, demolition, or removal; and, in the case of a proposed demolition, after renovation of the existing property for 
continued use;  

 3. In the case of a proposed demolition, an estimate from an architect, developer, licensed contractor, real estate 
consultant, appraiser, or other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the economic feasibility of 
rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property;  

 4. The annual gross income from the property for the previous two (2) years; itemized operating and maintenance expenses 
for the previous two (2) years; and depreciation deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during 
the same period;  

 5. The remaining balance on any mortgage or other financing secured by the property and annual debt service, if any, for 
the previous two (2) years;  

 6. All appraisals obtained within the previous two (2) years by the owner or applicant in connection with the purchase, 
financing, or ownership of the property;  

 7. Any listing of the property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the previous two (2) years;  
 8. The assessed value of the property according to the two (2) most recent assessments;  
 9. The real estate taxes for the previous two (2) years;  
 10. The form of ownership or operation of the property, whether an individual, sole proprietorship, for profit or not-for-profit 

corporation, limited partnership, joint venture, or other;  

 
Any other information considered necessary by the board to a determination as to whether the property does yield or may yield 
a reasonable return to the property owner. The board may require that the property owner furnish such additional information 
as the board believes is relevant to the board's determination of any alleged undue economic hardship. No decision of the board 
shall result in undue economic hardship for the property owner. In any case where undue economic hardship is claimed, the 
board shall make two (2) specific findings. First, the board shall determine if the owner would be entitled to a certificate of 
demolition without consideration of undue economic hardship. Second, the board shall determine whether the owner 
demonstrated an undue economic hardship. 
 
Additional information requested by HARB as per above: 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 

 

1. Staff Photographs 

2. Sanborn Map 

3. City Directory Research 
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North/main elevation showing enclosed porch

STAFF PHOTOS:  103 SOUTH STREET

1
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East elevation

2
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South/rear elevation Southeast corner

3
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Interior parlor room Interior room
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Interior

Interior towards bathroom
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Interior
Interior with brick chimney, likely original 

exterior wall

6
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Enclosed front porch

8
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Application F2019-0127    Address:  56 St. George Street 

Applicant: Robert Crabtree  

Property Owner:  56 St. George, LLC  

Project description: To approve installation of lattice on flat roof.   

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
Prepared for December 19, 2019 Meeting 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Architectural Style: 
St. Augustine Colonial 
Revival 

Florida Master Site File: 
SJ1893  

National Register: 

Contributing:  
St. Augustine Town 
Plan NR District 

Construction date:   
c 1930     

Archaeology Zone: 1A Zoning District:  HP-3  

Parcel number:   1974500000   

Agenda Item:   7(b) 
Previous Action(s):  COA2018-0078, 
COA2015-0060 

• Screening is recommended to help visually shield mechanical equipment; however, this lattice 
screening in size and layout has been used in balcony rails, foundation screening and trellis 
features.  The building code requires railing around the rooftop equipment. 

• While the screening is not visible from the St. George streetscape along the front façade, it is 
clearly visible from Cuna Street to the south and the Cuna Street courtyard area to the south and 
west of the building. 

• During a previous HARB review of Certificate of Appropriateness 2018-0078 for this building, the 
applicant mentioned screening would be placed around the mechanical equipment being moved to 
the roof, but no details were provided. 

• The Architectural Guidelines for Historic Preservation (AGHP) does not clearly define the design 
and area of appropriate roof screening.  The AGHP states that equipment can be on the roof only 
when it is fully screened with lattice or a parapet wall; however, in modern practice this has not 
been achieved and this example may not be the size of screening the AGHP intended. 
 

Based on a review of the AGHP and without the support of evidence to the contrary, staff finds that the 
board can consider the following interpretations of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation for the installation of the lattice on a flat roof at 56 St. George Street: 

1. That the lattice is compatible in size, scale, and material and meets Standards #9 and 10 because 
it is distinguishable as non-historic and removable without impacts to the structure.  

2. That the lattice is not  compatible and does not meet Standard #3 because it is not typically used 
on a roof-top location on buildings of this character and the applicant should consider the 
alternative of a recessed parapet in a material that may be the same or compatible alternative.  

3. That the lattice is not compatible in size, scale, and/or material to achieve Standard #9 and a 
simpler and/or smaller railing system may be more appropriate.  Although some mechanical 
equipment may be more visible, a conjectural design may be avoided and/or the size may be closer 
to what the AGHP intended. 

 
 
Julie Courtney   
Julie Courtney, Historic Preservation Planner 
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SUMMARY SCOPE OF WORK: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Vertical lattice screening with wood posts was installed on the west end of structure along parts of 
the south elevation and the extent of the west elevation around the hood system, air conditioning 
units and remote refrigeration units.  The lattice is pressure treated wood, with 90-degree squares 
built to a 42” height and extends 26’10” across the rear (west end) of structure and 16’-4” along the 
roofline of the south elevation.   
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CITY CODES/DESIGN GUIDELINES: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ARCHITECTURAL GUIDELINES FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 

Electrical and Mechanical Equipment  
Modern electrical and mechanical equipment can be intrusive on both the site and the neighborhood.  Electrical and mechanical 
equipment includes: air conditioning compressors; electric meters, panels and risers; light fixtures; vents and stacks; pumps and 
filters; and similar electrical and mechanical devices.   
 
Do... 
• Install a completely new mechanical system if required for the new use so that it causes the least alteration possible to the 

building’s floor plan and exterior elevations, and the least damage to historic building materials. 
• Install air conditioning units, if required by the new use, in such a manner that the historic materials and features are not 

damaged or obscured. 
Don’t... 
• Install a new mechanical system so that character-defining structural or interior features are radically changed, damaged or 

destroyed. 
 
Pre-1821 
Electrical and mechanical equipment should be placed in an inconspicuous location behind buildings or where it is screened by 
walls, fences, gates or lattice.  This equipment should not be visible from the street and should not be located on street facades, 
adjacent to galleries or loggias, or within patios.  This equipment may be located on the roof if it is completely screened by a 
parapet wall or lattice.  Meters and connection boxes located on a street facade must be placed in a wall niche with an opaque 
wood door or cover.  Pipes and wiring mounted on the exterior of the building should be painted to match the color of the building.   
 
Vents should be as unobtrusive as possible.  Whenever possible, vents should be located on the side of the building opposite the 
street.  Vents and flashing should be painted to match the color of the building or the roof.  Vents should not interrupt roof lines or 
project into the silhouette of the building. 
 
Post-1821 
Electrical and mechanical equipment should be covered or screened to be as inconspicuous as possible, and may only be installed 
when it does not damage or conceal important architectural features, is not visible from the street and is not located on significant 
facades.  This equipment is not appropriate on visible roof locations. 
 
Vents should be as unobtrusive as possible.  Vents should not be visible in the silhouette of the building and should be made 
unobtrusive by shape, color and location. 
 
 
 
 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 3, 9, and 10 apply.   
3. Recognition of Historic Period 
9. Compatible Contemporary Design for New Alterations and Additions 
10.  Reversibility of New Alterations and Additions 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Staff photographs 
2. Florida Master Site File 
3. Email dated 12.9.2019 from Building Official, Richard Schauland, Jr. regarding code for roof railing 
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
56 St. George Street

Front Façade / East Elevation and Southeast elevations South Elevation:  looking northwest
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
56 St. George Street

Rear / West and South Elevations:  looking northeast
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Application F2019-0121    Address:  119 Palmer Street 

Applicant:  Devon Drozd  

Property Owner: Devon Drozd Design LLC – Owner 

Project description:  To demolish a building constructed in 1961 that is not 
recorded in the Florida Master Site File and is not located in a district.  

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
Prepared for December 19, 2019 Meeting 
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119 Palmer Street 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Architectural Style: Minimal Traditional Florida Master Site File: N/A 

National Register: N/A Construction date:  1961 

Archaeology Zone:  N/A   Zoning District:  RS-2 

Parcel number:  1094700000   

Agenda Item:  8(a)  Previous Action(s):  N/A  

Based on a review of the AGHP and without the support of evidence to the contrary, staff finds that the 
board can APPROVE a Certificate of Demolition at 119 Palmer Street because it is not a local 
landmark or otherwise designated as a historic building. 
 
 
Julie Courtney   
Julie Courtney, Historic Preservation Planner 
 
 

• This is a 1-story residential wood frame building with L-plan, and side gabled roof located in the 
Ravenswood subdivision of West Augustine. It is not in a Historic Preservation Zoning or National 
Register of Historic Places district and is not recorded in the Florida Master Site File.   

• A Polk City Directory search did not reveal any long-term residents or occupants/owners of 
historical note.  

• The building has had a fire. 
• The applicant did not provide a proposed replacement or replacement designs, which is not 

required. 
• No design requirements are in place for this area; however, the applicant is encouraged not to 

replicate historic styles and to use inspiration of the immediate context area to design a compatible 
building with respect to height, mass, scale, rhythms, materials, site plans, etc. 
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SUMMARY SCOPE OF WORK: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Full demolition of residential building. 
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APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS, ELIGIBILITY FOR DEMOLITION REVIEW, CONDITIONS FOR 
DEMOLITION APPROVAL: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Eligibility for Demolition Review (Section 28-87(3), CoSA Code of Ordinances) 
The Historic Architectural Review Board (HARB) is responsible for the review of all applications for demolition permits for 
structures that are fifty (50) years of age or older, listed on the Florida Master Site File, or designated as an historical 
landmark (as defined by Sec. 28-87.10) 

 
National Register Status (Section 28-89, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

A property currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places individually or as a contributing structure in an historic 
district is afforded additional scrutiny in the demolition review process by: 1) requiring submittal of a condition assessment 
report performed by a qualified professional; 2) requiring the applicant to prove “undue economic hardship” to justify 
demolition; and 3) allowing HARB the option to deny the demolition request if an undue economic hardship is not proven 
and removal of the building or structure will be detrimental to the historic and architectural character of the city.   

 
Local Landmark Designation (Section 28-87(3) & (10), CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

HARB is assigned the authority of reviewing all applications for demolition permits for primary structures… for potential 
designation as an historical landmark. Local “historical landmarks” are defined as a building, object, site or structure of the 
highest historical, architectural, cultural or archaeological importance and whose demolition, removal, relocation, or 
alteration would constitute an irreplaceable loss to the character and quality of the city.   

 
Conditions for Demolition Approval (Section 28-89(2)d, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

HARB has the discretion in its review of an application for Certificate of Demolition to require, as conditions for approval, 
one or more of the following:   
• Design of Replacement Building - As a condition of issuing a certificate of demolition, the board may require the 

replacement design be approved by the board and that no permit be issued for the demolition of said structure until 
drawings sufficient for a building permit and all necessary requirements for the construction of a new building have been 
submitted for the new construction. 

• Architectural Salvage - As a condition of issuing a certificate of demolition, the board may require, at the applicant’s 
expense, salvage and preservation of significant building materials, architectural details and ornaments, fixtures, and 
the like for reuse in restoration of other historic properties. 

• Archival Documentation - The board may also require at the applicant’s expense the recording of the structure for archival 
purposes prior to demolition.  The recording may include, but shall not be limited to, photographs and measured 
drawings. 

 
The building is not recorded in the Florida Master Site File and is not listed in a Historic Preservation Zoning District or on the 
National Register of Historic Places.  It is more than 50 years old. 
 
The requirements have been sufficiently met. 
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DEMOLITION REVIEW CRIERIA (AGHP):   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Whether or not the structure is within or is immediately facing a locally designated historic preservation zoning 
district. N/A 
 
2. The contribution of the structure to the mass and scale of the streetscape. The building has a similar mass and scale 
to the surrounding buildings and fits in with the streetscape, although it is not a significant impact to the streetscape. 
 
3. The impact of the loss of the structure on the streetscape. Not a significant building typology, so will not have a 
significant individual impact.  
 
4. Whether or not the structure will be replaced and the impact of a replacement structure, or lack thereof, on the 
streetscape. No plans were submitted for a replacement structure, so impact can not be determined.  Design review is not 
required.  Vacant lots in neighborhoods with regular development pattern are not desirable. 
 
5. The historical or cultural merit of the structure. No evidence was discovered that the building is the work of a master or 
that the residence has historical significance.  A Polk City Directory search did not reveal any long-term residents or 
occupants/owners of historical note.  
 
6. The impact of the loss of the structure on the historical or cultural integrity of the city, district and neighborhood.  
The building is not designated as historic. 
 
7. Whether or not the structure is representative of a style or type of architecture or a method of construction. The 
building is an example of a Minimal Traditional style wood-frame home with evidence of existing wood drop siding that has been 
covered with vinyl siding. It is not unusual or particularly unique. 
  
8. Whether or not the structure is one of the last surviving examples of its style or type of architecture or a method of 
construction. This style of residential design is found throughout St. Augustine and scattered throughout the city as in-fill 
development occurred during this time period. 
 
9. Whether or not the structure is of such design, craftsmanship or materials that it either could not be reproduced, 
or could be reproduced only with great difficulty or expense. The condition of the structure, and the possibility of 
rehabilitating or relocating the structure. The building does not have a unique style or characteristics that would be difficult to 
reproduce. The building has had a fire. 
 
10. The justification for the proposed demolition. There is evidence that the building has had a fire.  The applicant did not 
provide details of why they want to demolish the building and not rehab. 
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UNREASONABLE OR UNDUE ECONOMIC HARDSHIP: 
Defined as an onerous and excessive financial burden that would be placed upon a property owner by the 
denial of a certificate of demolition or a similar burden which would be placed on a property owner by 
conditions which the Commission seeks to place on the granting of a certificate.  (Section 28-2 CoSA Code 
of Ordinances) 
Is applicant entitled to a Certificate of Demolition independent of any hardship?   Yes  No 
Did applicant submit evidence of undue economic hardship?    Yes      No 
  
In any instance where an undue economic hardship, as defined in this chapter, is claimed by a property owner, the property owner 
may submit to the board any or all of the following information before the board makes a decision on the application for certificate 
of demolition:  (Section 28-89(3) b, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 
 
(Materials submitted by applicant noted with a checked box) 
 
 1. An estimate of the cost of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal;  
 2. The estimated market value of the property in its current condition; after completion of the proposed construction, 

alteration, demolition, or removal; and, in the case of a proposed demolition, after renovation of the existing property for 
continued use;  

 3. In the case of a proposed demolition, an estimate from an architect, developer, licensed contractor, real estate 
consultant, appraiser, or other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the economic feasibility of 
rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property;  

 4. The annual gross income from the property for the previous two (2) years; itemized operating and maintenance expenses 
for the previous two (2) years; and depreciation deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during 
the same period;  

 5. The remaining balance on any mortgage or other financing secured by the property and annual debt service, if any, for 
the previous two (2) years;  

 6. All appraisals obtained within the previous two (2) years by the owner or applicant in connection with the purchase, 
financing, or ownership of the property;  

 7. Any listing of the property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the previous two (2) years;  
 8. The assessed value of the property according to the two (2) most recent assessments;  
 9. The real estate taxes for the previous two (2) years;  
 10. The form of ownership or operation of the property, whether an individual, sole proprietorship, for profit or not-for-profit 

corporation, limited partnership, joint venture, or other;  
 
Any other information considered necessary by the board to a determination as to whether the property does yield or may yield 
a reasonable return to the property owner. The board may require that the property owner furnish such additional information 
as the board believes is relevant to the board's determination of any alleged undue economic hardship. No decision of the board 
shall result in undue economic hardship for the property owner. In any case where undue economic hardship is claimed, the 
board shall make two (2) specific findings. First, the board shall determine if the owner would be entitled to a certificate of 
demolition without consideration of undue economic hardship. Second, the board shall determine whether the owner 
demonstrated an undue economic hardship. 
 
Additional information requested by HARB as per above: 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Staff photographs  
2. Polk City Directory Research  
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Front Façade / West Elevation:  looking east

STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
119 Palmer Street

Northwest Elevations:  looking south / southeast
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
119 Palmer Street

Northwest, North, and Remains of East Elevations:  looking southeast / south
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
119 Palmer Street

InteriorSouthwest Elevations:  looking northeast
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
119 Palmer Street Palmer Street 

Context Area

Looking west / across Palmer Street from the property Looking north of the property 

Looking south 
of the property 
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119 Palmer Street (1961) 
SAHS POLK CITY DIRECTORY RESEARCH 

 
DATE(S) NAME SYMBOLS PROFESSION 
1964 Vacant   
1965 Randy Braddock  driver,  

Green Top Cab 
1966 Thomas C Martin 

wife Shirley 
 painter & bodyman, 

Banta Bros. 
1968 vacant   
1969 Charles R Anderson 

wife Jackie 
 Installer SBT&T 

1970 Charles R Anderson 
wife Jackie 

 cable repairer 

1971 Charles R Anderson 
wife Jackie 

 cable repairer 

1974 Kay Dampier  none listed / blank 
1975 Kay Dampier  none listed / blank 
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Application F2019-0124    Address:  44 Ewing Street 

Applicant:  Cassidie Corwin and Scott Clarkson 

Property Owner: Cassidie Corwin  

Project description: To demolish a building constructed c 1930 that is recorded 
in the Florida Master Site File and is not located in a district.   

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
Prepared for December 19, 2019 Meeting 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Architectural Style: Frame Vernacular Florida Master Site File: SJ0812 

National Register: N/A Construction date:  c 1930 

Archaeology Zone:   N/A Zoning District:   RG-1 

Parcel number:  1043900000   

Agenda Item:  8(b)  Previous Action(s):   N/A  

Based on a review of the AGHP and without the support of evidence to the contrary, staff finds that the 
board can APPROVE a Certificate of Demolition at 44 Ewing Street because it is not a local landmark 
or otherwise designated as a historic building. 
 
Julie Courtney   
Julie Courtney, Historic Preservation Planner 

• This is a 1-story wood frame residential building with L-plan, currently a front-gabled roof and an 
enclosed front porch with hip roof located in the Greeno Tract neighborhood of West Augustine. It 
is not in a Historic Preservation Zoning or National Register of Historic Places district but is 
recorded in the Florida Master Site File.   

• The 1930 St. Augustine Sanborn map is the first to show the house at 44 Ewing Street. 1927 was 
the first year that 44 Ewing Street was listed in the Polk City Directories.  

• A Polk City Directory search revealed the house had a long-term occupant from 1927-1968, a 
woman named Anna Pringle, who was later listed starting in 1951 as Mrs. Anna W. Williams or 
Mrs. Anna P. Williams.  Starting in 1940, she was listed as the owner of 44 Ewing Street.   

• The building’s integrity has been altered with the hip roof converted to a gable, the original wood 
drop siding obscured with multiple siding materials, and replacement aluminum windows. 

• The applicant submitted a forty-five page Inspection Report for 44 Ewing Street by Eagle Eye 
Home Inspections, which was not included in the HARB packet due to its size, but is available to 
review upon request. 

• Because of the age of the structure, staff requested interior photographs to determine if there were 
any salvageable historic building materials or architectural details.  No interior photographs or site 
inspections were received.   

• The applicant did not provide a proposed replacement or replacement designs, which is not 
required. 

• No design requirements are in place for this area; however, the applicant is encouraged not to 
replicate historic styles and to use inspiration of the immediate context area to design a compatible 
building with respect to height, mass, scale, rhythms, materials, site plans, etc. 

• Any redevelopment plans need to take into consideration the Tree and Landscape Ordinance and 
may require additional zoning review. 
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SUMMARY SCOPE OF WORK: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Full demolition of residential building. 
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APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS, ELIGIBILITY FOR DEMOLITION REVIEW, CONDITIONS FOR 
DEMOLITION APPROVAL: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Eligibility for Demolition Review (Section 28-87(3), CoSA Code of Ordinances) 
The Historic Architectural Review Board (HARB) is responsible for the review of all applications for demolition permits for 
structures that are fifty (50) years of age or older, listed on the Florida Master Site File, or designated as an historical 
landmark (as defined by Sec. 28-87.10) 

 
National Register Status (Section 28-89, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

A property currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places individually or as a contributing structure in an historic 
district is afforded additional scrutiny in the demolition review process by: 1) requiring submittal of a condition assessment 
report performed by a qualified professional; 2) requiring the applicant to prove “undue economic hardship” to justify 
demolition; and 3) allowing HARB the option to deny the demolition request if an undue economic hardship is not proven 
and removal of the building or structure will be detrimental to the historic and architectural character of the city.   

 
Local Landmark Designation (Section 28-87(3) & (10), CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

HARB is assigned the authority of reviewing all applications for demolition permits for primary structures… for potential 
designation as an historical landmark. Local “historical landmarks” are defined as a building, object, site or structure of the 
highest historical, architectural, cultural or archaeological importance and whose demolition, removal, relocation, or 
alteration would constitute an irreplaceable loss to the character and quality of the city.   

 
Conditions for Demolition Approval (Section 28-89(2)d, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 

HARB has the discretion in its review of an application for Certificate of Demolition to require, as conditions for approval, 
one or more of the following:   
• Design of Replacement Building - As a condition of issuing a certificate of demolition, the board may require the 

replacement design be approved by the board and that no permit be issued for the demolition of said structure until 
drawings sufficient for a building permit and all necessary requirements for the construction of a new building have been 
submitted for the new construction. 

• Architectural Salvage - As a condition of issuing a certificate of demolition, the board may require, at the applicant’s 
expense, salvage and preservation of significant building materials, architectural details and ornaments, fixtures, and 
the like for reuse in restoration of other historic properties. 

• Archival Documentation - The board may also require at the applicant’s expense the recording of the structure for archival 
purposes prior to demolition.  The recording may include, but shall not be limited to, photographs and measured 
drawings. 

 
The building is recorded in the Florida Master Site File and is not listed in a Historic Preservation Zoning District or on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  It is more than 50 years old. 
 
Staff requested interior photographs to determine if there were any salvageable historic building materials or architectural details.  
No interior photographs or site inspections were received.   
 
The requirements have been sufficiently met.  
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DEMOLITION REVIEW CRIERIA (AGHP):   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Whether or not the structure is within or is immediately facing a locally designated historic preservation zoning 
district. N/A 
 
2. The contribution of the structure to the mass and scale of the streetscape. The building has a similar mass and scale 
to the surrounding buildings and fits in with the streetscape.  The building is at a dead-end of the street and the surrounding 
context has open lots with the San Sebastian River further east. 
 
3. The impact of the loss of the structure on the streetscape. Not a significant building typology, so will not have a 
significant individual impact to the streetscape. 
 
4. Whether or not the structure will be replaced and the impact of a replacement structure, or lack thereof, on the 
streetscape. No plans were submitted for a replacement structure, so impact can not be determined.  Design review is not 
required.  Vacant lots in neighborhoods with regular development pattern are not desirable. 
 
5. The historical or cultural merit of the structure. The building is listed in the Florida Master Site File.  No evidence was 
discovered that the building is the work of a master or that the residence has historical significance.  A Polk City Directory search 
revealed the house had a long-term occupant from 1927-1968, a woman named Anna Pringle, who was later listed starting in 1951 
as Mrs. Anna W. Williams or Mrs. Anna P. Williams.  Starting in 1940, she was listed as the owner of 44 Ewing Street 
 
6. The impact of the loss of the structure on the historical or cultural integrity of the city, district and neighborhood.  
The building is not designated as historic. 
 
7. Whether or not the structure is representative of a style or type of architecture or a method of construction. The 
building is an example of a Vernacular wood-frame home that has had its integrity altered with the hip roof replaced by a gable, 
different wood siding materials obscure the wood drop siding that is visible on parts of the front façade, and replacement 
aluminum windows. The building is not unusual or particularly unique. 
  
8. Whether or not the structure is one of the last surviving examples of its style or type of architecture or a method of 
construction. This style of residential design is found throughout St. Augustine and scattered throughout the city as in-fill 
development occurred during this time period. 
 
9. Whether or not the structure is of such design, craftsmanship or materials that it either could not be reproduced, 
or could be reproduced only with great difficulty or expense. The condition of the structure, and the possibility of 
rehabilitating or relocating the structure. The building does not have a unique style or characteristics that would be difficult to 
reproduce. A home inspection report was submitted and indicated there were maintenance issues. 
 
10. The justification for the proposed demolition.  No justification was given. 
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UNREASONABLE OR UNDUE ECONOMIC HARDSHIP: 
Defined as an onerous and excessive financial burden that would be placed upon a property owner by the 
denial of a certificate of demolition or a similar burden which would be placed on a property owner by 
conditions which the Commission seeks to place on the granting of a certificate.  (Section 28-2 CoSA Code 
of Ordinances) 
Is applicant entitled to a Certificate of Demolition independent of any hardship?   Yes  No 
Did applicant submit evidence of undue economic hardship?    Yes      No 
  
In any instance where an undue economic hardship, as defined in this chapter, is claimed by a property owner, the property owner 
may submit to the board any or all of the following information before the board makes a decision on the application for certificate 
of demolition:  (Section 28-89(3) b, CoSA Code of Ordinances) 
 
(Materials submitted by applicant noted with a checked box) 
 
 1. An estimate of the cost of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal;  
 2. The estimated market value of the property in its current condition; after completion of the proposed construction, 

alteration, demolition, or removal; and, in the case of a proposed demolition, after renovation of the existing property for 
continued use;  

 3. In the case of a proposed demolition, an estimate from an architect, developer, licensed contractor, real estate 
consultant, appraiser, or other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the economic feasibility of 
rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property;  

 4. The annual gross income from the property for the previous two (2) years; itemized operating and maintenance expenses 
for the previous two (2) years; and depreciation deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during 
the same period;  

 5. The remaining balance on any mortgage or other financing secured by the property and annual debt service, if any, for 
the previous two (2) years;  

 6. All appraisals obtained within the previous two (2) years by the owner or applicant in connection with the purchase, 
financing, or ownership of the property;  

 7. Any listing of the property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the previous two (2) years;  
 8. The assessed value of the property according to the two (2) most recent assessments;  
 9. The real estate taxes for the previous two (2) years;  
 10. The form of ownership or operation of the property, whether an individual, sole proprietorship, for profit or not-for-profit 

corporation, limited partnership, joint venture, or other;  
 
Any other information considered necessary by the board to a determination as to whether the property does yield or may yield 
a reasonable return to the property owner. The board may require that the property owner furnish such additional information 
as the board believes is relevant to the board's determination of any alleged undue economic hardship. No decision of the board 
shall result in undue economic hardship for the property owner. In any case where undue economic hardship is claimed, the 
board shall make two (2) specific findings. First, the board shall determine if the owner would be entitled to a certificate of 
demolition without consideration of undue economic hardship. Second, the board shall determine whether the owner 
demonstrated an undue economic hardship. 
 
Additional information requested by HARB as per above: 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Staff photographs  
2. Florida Master Site File 
3. Sanborn Maps 
4. Polk City Directory Research  
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
44 Ewing Street

Front Façade / 
South Elevation:  

looking north

Southwest Elevations:  
looking northeast

Southeast Elevations:  
looking northwest 

and north

Page 260 of 321



STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS 
44 Ewing Street: Context Area

Looking west of the property Across Ewing Street, looking south

Looking northeast 
of the property 
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44 Ewing Street (c 1930) 
SAHS POLK CITY DIRECTORY RESEARCH 

 
DATE(S) NAME SYMBOLS PROFESSION 
1927  Anna Pringle (c) laundress 
1930 Anna Pringle (c) maid 
1934 Anna Pringle (c) cook 
1935 Anna Pringle (c) cook 
 Wright Woods (c) laborer 
1937 Anna Pringle (c) laundress 
 Benj. Pringle (c) laborer 
 Elma Pringle (c) cook 
1940 Anna Pringle (c)   O maid 
1945 Anna Pringle (c)   O maid 
1949 Anna Pringle (c)   O  
1951 Mrs Anna W Williams (c)   O  
1955 Mrs Anna P Williams (c)   O widow John 
1959 Mrs Anna P Williams        O widow John P 
1965 Mrs Anna P Williams        O widow Mitchell L 
1968 Mrs Anna P Williams 

(Annie P Williams 
under listing by name) 

 widow Mitchell L 

1969 Mrs Lela Crooms  maid 
 Mary Crooms  maid 
1972 Mrs Lela Crooms  maid 
 Mary Crooms  maid 
1973 Mrs Lela Crooms  maid 
 Mary Crooms  maid 
    

 
*Starting in the 1974 Polk City Directory on, 44 Ewing Street is not listed 
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Application F2019-0122  Address:  88 San Marco Avenue  

Desai Somabhai – Owner   Dixon Design Studio LLC– Applicant 

 

Project description:  To build a new parking structure on the northwest corner of 

the property that is one story and stucco-finished with metal roof. 

 

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
Prepared for December 19, 2019 Meeting 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

  

Architectural Style: N/A new construction Florida Master Site File: N/A 

National Register: 
Property located in 
North City NRHD Construction date: N/A 

Archaeology Zone: N/A Zoning District: CL-2 

Parcel number: 19213 0000 Typology: 
Commercial 
South? 

Agenda Item:   9(a) Previous Action(s): N/A 

The applicant is presenting a Preliminary Design review for the San Marco Avenue Design Standards which 
requires the CRC/HARB review of applications for parking structures.  (The 2018 San Marco Design 
Standards for Entry Corridors are being applied to this property, which were not in place when a similarly 
designed garage was constructed across the street by the same owner.) 

• When submitted, there were no scaled elevation drawings to indicate measurable building and 
setback dimensions and a landscape plan so the application was deemed incomplete.   

• The typology could be Commercial South or Residential South based on the existing buildings within 
the context area, however the Residential typology is recommended. 

• A residential setback would require minimum of 5’ street side-yard setback and in all cases a 15’ 
setback from adjacent single family zoning is required – the adjacent property is a single family 
residence but it has a CL-2 zoning designation (residential uses are allowed in CL-2). 

• Since the property has multiple frontages the DSEC indicates the minimum frontage requirement will 
be applied to San Marco and based on the current development the staff interpretation is that there 
is no building frontage requirement on Hope Street. 

• Landscaping is required on all street frontages and no landscaping is shown for the portion of the 
site being developed.  A landscape buffer is also required when the rear yard setback is adjacent to 
a residential site (note the word zoning district is not used). 

• There are not examples of “commercial” garages except for auto repair garages and based on the 
context a traditional residential/vernacular type of garage is recommended. 

Based on a review of the San Marco Avenue Design Standards for Entry Corridors and without the support 
of evidence to the contrary the CRC/HARB may CONTINUE the application because the submittal 
requirements were not met.  Additionally, staff recommends that the applicant considers site and design 
alterations to clearly demonstrate that the project meets the purpose and intent of the standards which may 
include adhering to the residential setback and landscape buffer, modifying the architectural materials 
and/or form to meet a vernacular type of style, and adding a knee-wall along portions of the Hope Street 
frontage.  If modifications to the design are requested, they need to be included in the application package 
detailed by the applicant because they may also require CRC/HARB approval. 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Jenny Wolfe, MS Architectural Studies 
Historic Preservation Officer 
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SUMMARY SCOPE OF WORK: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Construct a one-story garage finished with stucco and a red metal gable roof on the northwest 
corner of the parcel  

• (No dimensions or material specifications were provided) 
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CITY CODES/DESIGN GUIDELINES: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE CODE OF ORDINANCES 
Sec. 28-353. - Design standards for entry corridors. 
The Design Standards for Entry Corridors, as originally prepared by Herbert-Halback, Inc., dated January 24, 2000, 
and subsequently amended by resolution from time to time ("DSEC standards"), are hereby adopted and incorporated 
herein by reference. All new construction and site development within the entry corridors, excluding work within right-
of-way, shall conform to these standards unless a variance is granted pursuant to the criteria enumerated in the DSEC 
standards. Any change in the use of a parcel of property shall require that the site, excluding buildings and facilities, 
be developed to conform to these standards, unless technically infeasible. Each element or space of a building or 
facility that is altered shall comply with these standards, unless technically infeasible. When an alteration to a building 
or facility that incorporates exterior renovation constitutes fifty (50) percent or more of the assessed value of the building 
or facility, the entire building or facility shall be made to conform to these standards. 
 

San Marco Avenue Design Standards for Entry Corridors 
Section 1. Purpose and Intent 
The purpose of the standards contained in this document is to: 

a. Promote the unique characteristics of the San Marco Avenue overlay area that distinguish it from 
“Anywhere, USA”; 
b. To facilitate the development of vacant land and the reimagination and repurposing of underutilized 
properties in this area into a high‐quality, multi‐modal mixed‐use environment; 
c. To provide standards and criteria by which proposed development in the area will be reviewed. 

 
4.3. Corridor Review Committee 
4.3.1. Activities Requiring Review. 

d. New construction that includes parking structures 
(note:  under a previous appeal, the City Commission interpreted parking structures to be more than just 
parking garages) 

4.3.2. Review Criteria. 
The CRC shall use the following criteria (in addition to the standards contained herein) when reviewing an application: 

a. The proposed project meets the intent of the San Marco Avenue Design Standards as defined in 
Section 1; 
b. Approval of the proposal will not set an unintended precedent; (note that no review decision 
creates assumption of precedent) 
c. Approval of the request will not be detrimental to the physical characteristics of the neighboring 
sites or the overlay district as a whole, with respect to the physical characteristics prescribed within 
the authority of this document. 

 
Section 6. Site and Building Design  
The rhythm and pattern of buildings, combined with their relationship to the street expressed through setbacks and 
architecture, define the character of the public space. The location of a building on a site is critical to creating a vital 
and coherent public realm that is both welcoming and functional and shall be determined by selecting one of the 
development typologies described in the previous section and meeting the following site and building design standards.   
 
6.1. Building Placement  
The setback standards prescribed in this section are intended to create a pedestrian‐friendly public realm with buildings 

located close to the street (at varying degrees). The public realm typically includes all the elements within the right‐of‐
way (sidewalks, travel lanes, on‐street parking, landscape strips), but it also includes activities that occur within the 
front yard setbacks, which in a commercial area are considered to be the transition area between the public and the 
private spaces and needs to be inviting for the commercial corridor to be successful. That transitional zone in the public 
realm may also include expanded sidewalks, outdoor cafés, bicycle parking, art/sculptures, and outdoor retail spaces, 
among others. To encourage the creation of a successful public realm, the following building placement standards 
shall be met. 
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h. New developments or additions abutting or from a single‐family residential zoning district shall 
provide a fifteen (15) foot setback along the portion of the site abutting or from the single family zoned 
property. Porches, however, can encroach upon this setback up to eight (8) feet. Landscaped buffers shall 
be provided as required in Section 7 of this document. 

 
l.  Existing buildings on a site subject to redevelopment will not be required to meet the setback 
standards listed above. However, if technically feasible and not detrimental to the architecture of the existing 
building, any additions to the building shall serve to bring the building closer into compliance 

 
6.3. Building Height 

b.There shall be a minimum height of fifteen (15) feet for the Commercial Typology buildings. This  
height will allow the provision of adequate size windows, awnings or canopies, signage and a decorative par
-apet to hide roof‐top mechanical equipment.  
e.  Commercial Type buildings shall have an interior first floor vertical clearance of at least twelve  
  (12) feet to allow adequate exterior street level scale and adequate room for overhead retail  
  utilities in ground floor spaces. 

6.4.1. Architecture 
a. Residential Typology:  

1. New buildings using the Residential Typology should utilize the Frame (Florida) Vernacular architectural 
style (see Appendix B).  
2. All structures on a site shall be of the same architectural character (Florida vernacular architecture found 
throughout St. Augustine).  
3. Architectural details and materials shall remain consistent on all elevations but may be  
simplified on the interior side and rear facades. 

b. Commercial Typology:  
Buildings using the Commercial Typology shall adopt the Traditional Commercial architectural style,  
described in Appendix B, if located south of Picolata Road. 

3. Architectural treatments on the façade, such as parapets, cornices or expression lines, shall be continued 
around the sides of the building. 

c. Existing Buildings/Renovations and Additions 
Existing buildings that are being renovated or expanded shall meet the following standards: 

2. Additions shall be designed so that there is the least possible loss or obstruction of character‐ 
defining features. The dominant features and facades of the existing building shall continue to be the 
prominent visual feature of the streetscape such that the new addition will not block or dwarf the existing 
building. 
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6.4.3. Building Materials  
  Allowable exterior finishes shall be selected based on the architectural style (see Appendix B).  Exposed pre‐
engineered metal buildings, metal siding that is found on pre‐engineered metal buildings, plastic panels, and other 
veneers are not allowed, unless a Modification of Standard is approved by the CRC. Unpainted wood siding is not 
allowed; however, natural siding (cedar, cypress, ipe, and natural hardwoods) may be left unpainted.   
 
6.4.8. Parking Structure Design   
a. Stand‐alone parking garages, which are allowed in the CL‐2 zoning district, shall require approval by the CRC.  
b. Parking structures accessory to a principal use are required to be placed behind a liner building that houses active 
uses (e.g. commercial, office, residential). The liner building, which may be attached or detached from the parking 
structure, may be one story but shall extend for a minimum of seventy‐five (75) percent of the length of the parking  
structure, and shall have a minimum depth of thirty (30) feet. 
c. Any portion of the parking structure that is not concealed behind a building shall be screened to conceal all internal 
elements such as plumbing pipes, fans, ducts and lighting. Ramping should be internalized wherever possible. 
Exposed spandrels shall be prohibited.  
d. The portion of the parking garage not concealed behind the liner building shall provide a landscaping strip along the 
façade. The landscaping strip shall have a minimum depth of 5 feet.  
e. The exterior facades of the parking garage shall be designed to achieve architectural unity with the principal 
structure.  
f. Parking structures shall meet setback, height, façade articulation, fenestration and glazing standards contained in 
this section.   
g. Ventilation openings shall resemble typical fenestration found within a particular area. 
 
Section 7. Landscaping and Screening   
7.1. Landscaping Typologies 
The landscape character of San Marco Avenue is largely dependent on the built typology of the structure  
(converted residential and traditional commercial).  
This section contains the detailed landscaping standards for properties along San Marco Avenue. The quality, 
installation, mitigation, and maintenance requirements of the City Code shall apply (see Section 25‐53 of the Code). 
7.3. Landscape Requirements: Commercial Typology:  7.3.1. Introduction  
The commercial typologies are characterized by limited landscape in the front.  Landscape is often in raised planters 
and narrow strips when provided.  
7.3.3. Side Yard Landscape: Landscape Bufferyard Classification 
b.When side yard setback is adjacent to a residential site:   

Side yard shall have bufferyard classification ‘E’ according to City code. 
When side yard setback is adjacent to a roadway: the side yard shall have bufferyard classification ‘F’ according to  
City code      
7.4. Rear Landscape and Alleyway Bufferyard:  7.4.1. Landscape Bufferyard Classification  
a. Rear yard shall have bufferyard classification ‘E’ according to City code for both traditional commercial and converted 
residential typologies. 

i. When the rear yard setback is adjacent to a residential site: in addition to the 15 foot setback required in 
Section 6 and the landscaping required in Section 7, a 6‐foot minimum (8‐foot maximum) finished masonry 
wall (stucco, decorative segmental wall, brick) shall be constructed within the rear buffer yard of the site. The 
adjacent residential property owner(s) may request directly from the applicant a wooden fence or landscape‐
only buffer and such agreement shall be filed with the building permit application with a notarized letter(s).   
ii. If the site use changes, the adjacent residents shall be contacted by the property owner to inquire if a wall 
is desired by the residents (if a wall was not already constructed).   
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 

 

1. Staff photographs  
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STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS:  88 SAN MARCO AVENUE
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CITY OF ST AUGUSTINE 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Historic Architectural Review Board 

 

Date:  December 19, 2019 

 

Re:    Planning and Building Permits - Historic Preservation Districts and Entry Corridors 

 

 During the month of November 2019, the Planning and Building Department 

issued the following permits for projects meeting pre-approved guidelines and/or HARB 

approved plans.  

 

SIGN PERMITS 

 

48 San Marco Avenue (Two new signs for “Art & Soul” Art Gallery) 

67 San Marco Avenue (Signs for “Bodies Human Exhibit, window and free standing 

added to Subway sign) 

12 Cathedral Place ( new sign for “Delish Kebabs” bracket sign 5 sq ft.) 

950 Anastasia Avenue (signs for “Locals Only” Artisan’s market, one wall 64 sq. ft. and 

temporary banner) 

20 Hypolita Street (Sign for “20 Hypolita Luxury Vacation Rental” hanging bracket 6 sq. 

ft.) 

137 King Street (hanging bracket sign for “Art Box” art gallery 4’ x 4’) 

 

REPAIR, MAINTENANE AND NEW CONSTRUCTION 

28 Cordova Street (replace 4 windows size for size 

101 Marine Street (interior framing) 



31 St Francis Street (shutters with Under the Sea #693 

311 Anastasia Boulevard (Convert retail store into bar) 

Aviles Street Arch (remove & replace deteriorated wood – add new wood & Epoxy, 

sand & finish with wood stain) 

52 St. George Street (replace rotted lap cedar siding & paint to match existing color, 

replace side entry gate, replace back gate to match existing and paint to match) 

409 Anastasia Boulevard (remove wood shake siding on 2nd floor to evaluate) 

1 Anderson Circle (interior demo) 

34 Aviles Street (install sole path communicator on existing fire alarm system) 

164 Avenida Menendez (misc. rewiring of house) 

101 San Marco Avenue (move existing aluminum fence onto property line) 

54 Cuna Street (new fire suppression system) 

119 St. George Street (new fire suppression system) 

75 King Street (replace chiller on first floor) 

119 St. George Street (New hood system) 

161 Marine Street (add 3 fire sprinkler heads in hallway) 

54 Cuna Street (new 4’ exhaust hood & fan for fryers) 

140 San Marco Avenue (install 120 gall LP gas tanks above ground & run gas line to 

kitchen) 

9 Aviles Street (new commercial structure) 

27 San Marco Avenue (replace existing shingle roof with a corrugated metal roof to 

match existing lower roof repairs to siding & doors) 

5 St. George Street (re-roof flat FL 2533.1 R21 

HARB APPROVED DEMOLITION 

18 St. George Street (demolish structure approved by HARB) 

 

_______________________________ 

Jenny Wolfe Historic Preservation Officer 
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