
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

155 Corey Avenue
St. Pete Beach, FL 33706

 
Wednesday, October 27, 2021

2:00 PM

Call to Order 
Pledge of Allegiance 

Roll Call

REGULAR  MEETING

1. Changes to the Agenda - 
2. Audience Comments - Comments shall be limited to 3 minutes per 

person
3. Approval of Minutes 
 a. Minutes: 09/29/2021

4. Action Items 
 a. 2022 Board of Adjustment Meeting Dates

Review the 2022 meeting schedule with the Board of Adjustment.

 b. Variance - 460 59th Ave (Case No. 21071)
Request to construct a 15’x30’ residential addition that is proposed to encroach into the 
required 59th Avenue front setback area by 10 feet (20 feet required).

 c. Variance - 6850 Bay St (Case No. 21076)
Request to allow the installation of a 6.0 foot fence in the front yard setback area 
around the existing pool area of the property where maximum fence height allowed is 
4.0 feet.

 d. Variance - 1805 Pass-A-Grille Way (Case No. 21072)
Request to construct a residential dock that is proposed to be 30 feet in length (25 feet 
allowed) and to be located 9.58 feet from the left side riparian setback and 9.08 feet 
from the right-side riparian setback (12.5 feet required on each side). Staff 
recommends Partial Approval of this request to exceed the allowable length.

 e. Case Continued until 11/17/2021. Variance - 6800 Gulf Blvd (Case No. 21075).
Request to allow an abandoned nonconforming freestanding sign that is proposed to 
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remain in a manner that encroaches into the required front setback area by 3.21 feet.  

5. Adjournment - Next Meeting 11/17/2021 

APPEAL: In accordance with 286.0105, Florida Statute (Notices of meetings and hearings must advise 
that a record is required to appeal), if a person decides to appeal any decision made by this committee, 
board, agency, or commission with respect to any matter considered at this meeting or hearing, he or she 
will need a record of the proceedings, and that, for such purpose, he or she 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.

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA): In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act and Florida Statutes, if any person with a disability defined by the ADA needs special accommodation 
to participate in this proceeding, then not later than two business days prior to the proceeding, he or she 
should contact City Hall at (727) 367-2735.

The public is cordially invited to attend this meeting.
All agenda material is available for review at City Hall or www.stpetebeach.org.
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CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 
DRAFT BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING MINUTES  

September 29, 2021   2:00 P.M. 
 

PRESENT: Paul Skipper, Chair  
Sandie Lyman, Vice Chair 
Denise Chase 

 Jake Holehouse 
  
EXCUSED:  Michael Bomar 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Matthew McConnell, Assistant City Attorney 

Ginny Bodkin, Deputy City Clerk 
Wesley Wright, Planning Manager 
Lynn Rosetti Senior Planner 
Brandon Berry, Planner II 
Jordan Elmore, Zoning and Permit Tech 

 
Chair Skipper called the meeting to order at 2:00 PM and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
The Deputy City Clerk swore in all individuals who would be speaking on agenda items. 
  
1. Changes to the Agenda – Assistant City Attorney Matthew McConnell stated that item 4d., 
Case #21067, would be deferred to date certain October 27, 2021 for advertising purposes. 
 
Motion:  Member Chase moved, and Vice Chair Lyman seconded the deferral of Case  
#21067 to the October 27th, 2021 Board of Adjustment meeting; the motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
2. Audience Comments – There were no public comments. 
 
3. Approval of Minutes  - a. 8/25/2021 
 
Motion:  Vice Chair Lyman moved, and Member Holehouse seconded the approval of the 
minutes from the August 25, 2021 meeting; the motion carried unanimously. 
 
4. Action Items -  
 

a. Variance - 7017 Boca Ciega Dr (Case No. 21062) A Practical Difficulty 
Variance for an elevated generator to encroach into the required side setback (LDC 
Sec. 6.14). 
 

Planning and Zoning Tech Jordan Elmore reviewed a detailed presentation on the variance request. 
The presentation and Staff Summary of the case in the meeting packet have been made part of 
these minutes. Photographs and other exhibits were reviewed, as well as conditions of approval. 
Staff found the request reasonable and the recommendation was for approval. 
 
Generx Generator Contractor David Dumphy of 2311 Oxford Ct., Safety Harbor appeared for the 
Applicant and provided further details of the generator installation and answered Board questions, 
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Board of Adjustment Meeting 
September 29, 2021 

Page 2 of 4 
 

Frank McMillen, owner of 7013 Boca Ciega Dr., appeared to voice an objection to the location of 
the generator in proximity to his windows. Applicant Jack Rader was sworn in to add comment. 
Following discussion and review of photographs, Mr. Dunphy agreed to move the generator 
forward, under the fixed bathroom window, to accommodate the neighbor’s request.  
 
There being no further public comment, Board discussion followed. 
 
Motion:  Vice Chair Lyman moved, and Member Chase seconded the approval of the 
Variance for Case #21062 to allow for the encroachment of an elevated generator into the 
required side yard, to include the discussed relocation. The motion carried 4-0. 
 

b. Variance - 4365 Holland Dr (Case No. 21061) A Practical Difficulty Variance 
to increase the number of allowed residential storage buildings for a second shed 
of 48 SF to remain on the property (LDC Sec. 6.13(b)). 
 

Planner II Brandon Berry reviewed the request and a detailed presentation with photographs and 
exhibits; the presentation has become part of these minutes. He stated that no communications for 
or against the request have been received and that all meeting notice requirements were met. Staff 
found the request reasonable and the recommendation was for approval as submitted.  
 
Applicant Charles Hill, of 4365 Holland Drive, appeared to provide further details and answer any 
Board questions. There were no comments for or against the variance; the Chair closed public 
comment and opened Board discussion. 
 
Motion: Member Chase moved, and Member Holehouse seconded to approve Case No. 
21061 to allow for a second shed to be permitted on the property as submitted; the motion 
carried 4-0.         
 

c. Variance - 4110 Belle Vista Dr (Case No. 21064) A Practical Difficulty Variance to allow 
for the construction of a pool to encroach approximately 10 inches into the side setback 
where 7.8 feet is required and to allow for a walkway at the property line where 2 feet is 
required. (LDC Sec. 6.13(c)(1)c.1. & 6.13(c)(2)d.2.).  
 

Senior Planner Lynn Rosetti reviewed a detailed presentation of the variance request, with 
photographs and exhibits; the presentation has become part of these minutes. No communication 
was received for or against the request. 
 
Staff found the request reasonable and that it should have minimal if any impact on the surrounding 
neighborhood; they also found that the request meets the criteria laid out in the Land Development 
Code and recommended approval. 
 
The Applicant’s Agent, Amber Lissy 110 Island Way, Clearwater Beach, was sworn in, provided 
additional details of the request, and answered Board questions.  There was no comment for or 
against the request and the Chair opened Board discussion. 
 
Motion:  Vice Chair Lyman moved, and Member Holehouse seconded to approve Case No. 
21064 to allow for the requested variances for a 10-inch pool encroachment into the side yard 
and to allow for a walkway at the property line as presented; the motion carried 4-0.         
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d.  Variance - 173 Mar St (Case No. 21067) Request for an Unnecessary and Undue 
Hardship Variance to allow for a paver driveway to exceed 24' in width at the front 
property line, and for paver walkways to encroach closer than two feet to the side 
property line. (LDC Sec. 6.13(c)(2)d.&23.11(b)(2)). 

 
Per changes to the agenda, this item will be deferred to the October 27, 2021 meeting. 
 

e. Variance - 510 Boca Ciega Isle Dr (Case No. 21058) A Practical Difficulty Variance to 
permit the encroachment of 1) two two-story home additions and accessory facilities into 
the required 20’ front setback, 2) a pool bed deck cover into the required 15’ rear setback, 
and 3) a deck encroachment into the required 23’ side setback (LDC Sec. 9.7(a)(1), 
6.13(c)(3)a., & 6.13(c)(2)c.1.). 

 
Mr. Berry summarized the of the variance request, verified that that all meeting notice 
requirements had been met, and that no communications were received for or against the variance. 
He reviewed a complete presentation with details of the request, photographs and exhibits. The 
presentation and Staff Report from the meeting packet will become part of these minutes.    
 
Staff found the request to be reasonable. Staff recommendation was for approval with the 
conditions that the applicant submit a landscaping plan and that the engineering of the pool ensures 
that the seawall is protected prior to issuance of the pool permit. 
 
Mishou Sanchez 2504 Alvarez Road, Tampa, appeared on behalf of the Applicant to provide 
additional details and answer Board questions.  There was no communication received, or public 
comment for or against the variance, and the Chair opened Board discussion. 
 
Motion: Member Chase moved, and Member Holehouse seconded the approval of the 
Variance for Case #21058 to permit the encroachment of 1) two two-story home additions 
and accessory facilities into the required 20’ front setback, 2) a pool bed deck cover into the 
required 15’ rear setback, and 3) a deck encroachment into the required 23’ side setback, 
with the conditions recommended by Staff. The motion carried 4-0.  
 

f.   Variance - 7736 Blind Pass Rd (Case No. 21063) An Unnecessary and Undue Hardship 
to permit an abandoned freestanding monument sign to remain in the required front 
setback (LDC Sec. 26.35(a)). 

 
Planning Manager Wesley Wright indicated that all meeting notice requirements for the variance 
had been met.  He reviewed a detailed presentation of the request with exhibits and photographs; 
the presentation will become part of these minutes. Mr. Wright explained that the sign had been 
installed prior to current setback requirements. The request met all eight hardship variance criteria. 
Staff found the request to be reasonable; the recommendation was for approval of the variance 
with the four conditions as described in the Staff Report. The report has been made a part of these 
minutes. 
 
Applicant Rudy Consoni of 1105 81st St. South, St. Petersburg, was present to provide details and 
answer Board questions.  There was no public comment for or against the application and the Chair 
opened Board discussion. 
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Motion: Member Chase moved, and  Member Holehouse seconded the approval of the 
Variance for Case #21063 to allow for the nonconforming sign to remain with the conditions 
recommended by staff. The motion carried  4-0.  
 

g.  Variance - 5955 Gulf Winds Dr (Case No. 21065) Unnecessary and Undue 
Hardship Variance to allow for the existing abandoned nonconforming 
freestanding monument sign to remain on the property. The approximate 22-foot 
tall sign violates the maximum height (8 feet) and ten-foot setback standard (3.3-
feet) from the right-of-way (LDC Sec. 26.35(a)). 

 
Mr. Wright reviewed a summary and detailed presentation of this request. All noticing 
requirements for this variance request were met. The presentation has been made part of these 
minutes. 
 
Staff found the request to be reasonable; recommendation was for approval of the variance with 
three conditions, including removal of some asphalt and the addition of landscaping, as described 
in the Staff Report, which has been made a part of these minutes. 
 
Tenant/Lessee Charles Marco, of 1109 S. Pinellas Bayway, Tierre Verde, appeared to provide 
additional details. There was no public comment for or in opposition of the variance request, and 
the Chair opened Board discussion. 
 
Motion:  Member Chase moved, and  Member Holehouse seconded the approval of the 
Variance for Case #21065 to allow for the nonconforming sign to remain with the conditions 
recommended by staff. The motion carried 4-0 .  
 
5.         Discussion Items 
 

a. Sunshine Law and Public Records Training 
 
Assistant City Attorney Matthew McConnell reviewed a presentation on the Sunshine Law from 
the Special Council for Open Government as a refresher for the Board members. He commented 
that this information be reviewed annually. The presentation included the background and scope 
of the Sunshine Law, three basic requirements of all public meetings, and meeting conduct. He 
reviewed the Public Records Law, definitions, accepting requests, records retention and penalties. 
The presentation will become part of these minutes. He provided additional resources and 
encouraged members to reach out to the City Clerk or Attorney with any questions or concerns. 
 
A question and answer period followed. 
 
6.  Adjournment – Next Meeting 10/27/2021  
 
Motion:  Vice Chair Lyman moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded by Member 
Holehouse and the meeting was adjourned at 3:20 PM. 

 
 

These minutes will be considered for approval at the October 27, 2021 Board of Adjustment meeting. 
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Notice of Meetings  
Board of Adjustment 

2022 
 

The Board of Adjustment meets on the last Wednesday of the month in the 
Commission Chambers of City Hall, 155 Corey Avenue, St. Pete Beach, 
Florida. 
 
Meeting Date  Time  Agenda Packet Deadline 
 
January 26, 2022  2:00 pm January 14, 2022 
February 23, 2022  2:00 pm February 11, 2022 
March 30, 2022  2:00 pm March 18, 2022  
April 27, 2022  2:00 pm April 15, 2022 
May 25, 2022  2:00 pm May 13, 2022  
June 29, 2022  2:00 pm June 17, 2022 
July 27, 2022  2:00 pm July 15, 2022 
August 31, 2022  2:00 pm August 19, 2022   
September 28, 2022 2:00 pm September 16, 2022 
October 26, 2022   2:00 pm October 14, 2022 
November 30, 2022 2:00 pm November 18, 2022 
December 21, 2022* 2:00 pm December 9, 2022* 
 
Meeting to elect the Chair and Vice Chair will be on April 27, 2022. 
 
The Code of Ordinances pertaining to this board can be found at: 
https://www.municode.com/library/fl/st._pete_beach/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH22BO
COCO_ARTIIBOAD 
 
*Rescheduled due to holidays 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

Agenda Report

Issue Considered: Variance - 460 59th Ave (Case No. 21071)

Date: October 27, 2021

Prepared By: Brandon Berry, Planner II

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: Request to construct a 15’x30’ residential addition that 
is proposed to encroach into the required 59th Avenue 
front setback area by 10 feet (20 feet required).

Funding: N/A

Requested Motion: Staff recommends denial of Case No. 21071 as 
presented.

Attachments: 1. 21071 460 59th Ave Staff Report
2. 460 59th Ave Supplemental Documents
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021

PLANNING DIVISION
STAFF FINDINGS REPORT

TO THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 21071 – John M. Fisher for Tyler and Natali Roshau
MEETING DATE: October 27, 2021
PREPARED BY:  Brandon Berry, Planner II

REQUEST
A Practical Difficulty Variance to construct a 15’x30’ residential addition
that is proposed to encroach into the required 59th Avenue front setback 
area by 10 feet (LDC Sec. 8.7(a)(2)).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

460 59th Ave; BAHIA SHORES 2ND ADD LOT 38; Property ID #31-31-16-
02358-000-0380.

ACERAGE Approximately 0.15 acres (6,370 sq. ft.)

LAND USE RU-1 Residential District on the Zoning Map; RU Residential Urban on the 
Future Land Use Map

FLOOD ZONE Coastal A-10

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – 59th Ave/Single Family Residence
South - Water
East – Bikini Way/Single-family Residence
West – Single Family Residence

BACKGROUND 
The zoning lot contains a residence constructed in 1957 according to the Pinellas County Property 
Appraiser. 

ANALYSIS
The zoning lot has a front property line that is unusually wide compared to a typical property in the RU-1 
District, although the lot type is not uncommon among other properties that abut the cul-de-sacs of 59th 
Ave. The property’s zoning requires that all primary structure additions meet a 20-foot front setback 
from both the front property line, which abuts Bikini Way S for this property, and the secondary front 
property line, which abuts 59th Ave. The applicant states that the existing home has a 14.5 foot front 
setback at its closest point, and is requesting the subject two-story addition to be set back approximately 
10 feet.

The applicant supplied supplemental responses that state this space is to be used as a garage with 
storage space above. However, the floor plans appear to show a space of only eleven feet in depth 
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Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 21062
Page 2 of 7

Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021

where a vehicle could be parked, with the remaining depth of the addition buffered by a stairway up to 
the second floor of the proposed addition. 
 

Structure Required 
Setback

Proposed 
Setback

Percentage 
Encroachment

Secondary front 
yard

Two-story home 
addition

20’ 10’ 50%

Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances:  The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize practical difficulty variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) How substantial the variance is in relation to the requirement sought to be varied;
The applicant is requesting a variance of approximately 10 feet to the 20-foot required secondary 
front setback, representing a variance request of approximately 50% to the standard. They note 
in their application that the addition will be approximately 4.4 feet closer to the 59th Ave property 
line than the home sits currently.

b) Whether an adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood;
Aerial measurements of the subject property compared with other adjacent residences suggests 
that the home is already set closer to the front lot line than those properties immediate west of it, 
and this request will increase that encroachment by approximately four feet. Although the subject 
lot is unusual in size it does share similar dimensions and configuration with other lots along 59th 
Ave. It appears that this addition will provide a similar setback of the subject home with the home 
adjacent to it to the north, being an approximate 20 foot setback of the addition of the curb from 
its closest point, but that encroachment toward the front property line appears to be greater than 
any other home on a lot of similar configuration along 59th Ave. 

c) Whether the difficulty can be obviated by some method feasible for the applicant to 
pursue other than by a variance; and

The applicant states that they explored a recommendation to orient the addition to the front of the 
home, where it appears from plans that additional living space could be established without need 
for a variance. The applicant response indicates that the addition would not provide sufficient 
space for storage of the family’s three vehicles. However, looking at the floor plans for the addition, 
it appears that the vehicle storage space proposed with this 30’-deep addition is only 
approximately 11’-4” in depth adjacent to the garage door. It appears to Staff that an addition of 
similar depth could be accommodated at the front of the structure where a variance would not be 
necessary, or a lesser variance could be accommodated.

d) Whether, in view of the manner in which the difficulty arose, the interest of justice 
will be served by allowing the variance.

At approximately 3,000 SF in living area, and 3,200 SF in gross area, Staff finds the home is 
already toward the upper average size of homes on similarly-configured lots along 59th Ave. The 
addition will provide approximately 850 square feet of enclosed space between its two levels, 
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Variance Case No. 21062
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021

which Staff finds will not provide justice relative to other residences on similar lots in the vicinity 
nor justified in the extent of the encroachment proposed.

SUMMARY:

Staff finds that the addition, while only moderately expanding an existing nonconformity, would appear 
to cause the home to encroach substantially closer to the street than most other homes on similar lots 
along the block and would also create a larger development than present on most lots of similar sizes 
and configurations along 59th Ave. It also appears that an addition of the size proposed by the applicant 
for use of vehicle storage space could possibly be accommodated at the front of the site without the 
need for a variance. 

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends denial for the 15’x30’ residential addition that is proposed to encroach into the 
required 59th Avenue front setback area by 10 feet as presented. If the Board of Adjustment should 
approve the subject variance, Staff recommends the following conditions:

1) The property shall come into full compliance with the City’s impervious surface ratio and 
greenspace standards;

2) The addition shall be limited to one story in height, generally in line with the existing first-floor 
roofline of the home to which it is attached, and the floor plan at time of permitting shall indicate 
that the interior space adjacent to the garage door shall be sufficiently-sized to utilize this space 
as vehicle storage area.
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AERIAL MAP
 

Subject 
Property

Subject 
Property
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ZONING MAP

   

 

Subject 
Property
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SURVEY 
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SITE PLAN
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 Hi Brandon,  

 Please see my answers in bold letter to your questions regarding the variance request 
for the property located at 460 59the Ave. S. St. Pete Beach. 

1. What is/are the reason(s) for needing the home expansion? It appears the existing 
home is approximately 3000 square feet, and the addition would add another 
approximately 900 square feet. Other homes on similar lots in the area appear to be 
2000-3000 square feet in living space area. 

 The home expansion or addition is not for additional living space but for a much-
needed garage and storage space. The home was built in 1957 and currently there 
is no garage. The homeowner owns his own custom service garage where he 
fixes and even rebuilds vehicles. The homeowner bought this home in 2020 with 
the sole intention of adding a garage to his property for the love of his own family 
vehicles. The homeowner also owns his own personal selection of automotive 
tools that need to be properly stored in a garage. 
 
Currently, the property has no garage space. They currently have 3 vehicles with 
a growing family (Children under the age of 10) and would like to use the little 
driveway that they do have for family and friends to be able to park instead of 
parking on the busy cross street of 54th Ave and Bikini Way S. The garage 
addition would provide at least space for one vehicle including upstairs storage 
for tools, decorations, and even pool cleaning equipment that they just do not 
have. 
 
As you can see from the pictures below that there are many blind spots in front of 
the home where the cross section is located. The homeowners have a continuous 
concern that this eventually could lead to not only family members, friends and 
other residents who are walking or parking on the street to become seriously 
injured.  
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2. The addition slants from 10’-8” at the rear to 18’-8” at the front. The rear of the 
addition could be extended approximately 1.8’ closer to the side property line 
without violating zoning standards. If you were to ask for a lesser front setback 
request, such as making the addition 12’x30’, would that cause any issues relative 
to the intended floor plan for the addition? 

We considered an option like this roughly 7 months ago. The issue with this is 
that the vehicle or vehicles that the owner wants to place in the garage and not 
have block their entire front circle drive will not fit in a garage of this size, even if 
they parked the vehicles one in front of the other. The three (3) vehicles they own 
are each equivalent to the size of a large SUV. Therefore, this would not be 
suitable. I think the confusion is still that this addition is being looked at as 
“additional living space” when it is not. 

In addition to this, as you can see from the right-hand photo below, their 
backyard is a fairly small space especially when they add a grill, and additional 
seating around the pool. They are also trying to create a “backyard play area” for 
their children so that they are not playing in front of the house with the busy 
intersection.  
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3. It appears there is some space at the front of the lot on the eastern side where 
an addition could be made without encroaching into the setbacks, either to the 
same degree or at all. Would this cause a hardship if you were to construct the 
addition in this location? If so, why?  

I have drawn a yellow circle around the area in question. This is the only area 
where the family can park their third vehicle. Also, this space does not give 
enough area to add on a garage. (Again, I feel like this is where the confusion 
lies between just adding “living space” to building a specific addition for a 
garage and garage storage space. 

I went ahead and circled in purple where the driveway entrance would be 
used to access the addition of the garage. The family is trying to keep this 
area clear for garage use only. The area circled in green is the proposed 
space where the family is wanting to park their 3rd vehicle when family and 
friends are over so not to use any street parking of any kind. 

 

 

 

  

 

I hope this helps clarify and answer any questions on why we, on behave of our clients, 
are requesting the 4’4” (4 ft., 4 in.) variance to the property line on the front west side of 
the property.  

Please let us know if you need anything further. 

Sincerely, 

Marta Neumann/John Fisher 

G&M Remodeling and Restoration Services, LLC 
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Brandon Berry

From: Marta Neumann <martapalmgarden@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 5:50 PM
To: Brandon Berry
Cc: John Fisher
Subject: Re: Variance criteria for 460 59th Ave

CAUTION: This message has originated from Outside of the Organization. Do Not Click on links or open attachments unless you are 
expecting the correspondence from the sender and know the content is safe 

 
Thank you Brandon,  
 
Please note that the addition of the space, specifically the down stairs is to solely function as a garage to store a vehicle 
and a plethora of tools.  
 
As you can see from all the Ariel photos that I attached to the responses they have little to no room left on this property 
to shelter a vehicle. We have been working on these plans for roughly 12 plus months. The owners actually contacted us 
prior to them even moving into the home knowing that a garage was a necessity for this property.  
 
I am hoping that all who analyze the location of this property can appreciate why the homeowners feel uncomfortable 
with the safety of the residents and their family and friends who are walking around and parking vehicles on a street 
where their isn’t any available. Thus the garage allowing more space for those who are visiting to park in their driveway. 
 
 
Thank you so much for taking this information forward. We appreciate all that you have done. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marta Neumann 
 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Oct 13, 2021, at 3:04 PM, Brandon Berry <bberry@stpetebeach.org> wrote: 

  
Marta, 
 
I understand. It is more difficult to support an addition encroachment when the variance is for storage 
space than for a garage area, as the home is already at the upper average for interior square footage of 
homes on lots of this size/configuration in the area but does not possess a garage. I’ll send a copy of the 
staff report early next week so you can take a look and have a response prepared for the Board. 
  
Sincerely, 
Brandon 
  

From: Marta Neumann <martapalmgarden@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 2:09 PM 
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To: Brandon Berry <bberry@stpetebeach.org>; John Fisher <johnmanuelfisher@hotmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Variance criteria for 460 59th Ave 
  

CAUTION: This message has originated from Outside of the Organization. Do Not Click on links or open 
attachments unless you are expecting the correspondence from the sender and know the content is safe 

  
Sorry to bother again, I am sitting at Reagan International Airport in Washington D.C. waiting to catch 
my flight back to Tampa and I missed the part where you mentioned the specific depth of 11'4". The 
owner has actually decided to sell one of the larger vehicles and is going to be purchasing a small 
vintage vehicle that they will be storing in the garage that fits the 11'4" depth clearance.   
  
Thank you, 
  
Marta Neumann 
  
  
On Wed, Oct 13, 2021 at 1:38 PM Marta Neumann <martapalmgarden@gmail.com> wrote: 

  
Hi Brandon, 
  
This is Marta Neumann, I work with John and will be at the variance hearing on the 27th. I am sorry 
that I didn't make it more specific in regards to what the garage will be used for in our responses to you 
yesterday. The owner of the home just purchased a new Ford Bronco and wants to use the new garage 
space to park this particular vehicle. The rest of the space is being used for storage. Currently, they do 
not have a space to keep his private tools, pool cleaning supplies, lawn tools, pool toys, decorations 
etc. The rear space in the garage that is located on the drawing and the upstairs area will be storage for 
all of these items. The living space they currently have, even though the square footage of the home is 
little bit more than standard size for the area, is being used as storage space which is making their 
actual "living space" minimal for a growing family of four. 
  
I hope this is a little bit more clear. 
  
Please let me know if you have any other questions, I would be happy to explain. 
  
Thank you so much, 
  
Marta Neumann 
Executive Business Administrator 
G&M Remodeling and Restoration Services, LLC 
martapalmgarden@gmail.com 
(727) 244‐0228 
  
On Wed, Oct 13, 2021 at 12:56 PM Brandon Berry <bberry@stpetebeach.org> wrote: 

Thank you for the thorough responses John. 

  

I had not looked at the space as a garage because, unless I’m misreading the plans, it looks like the 
depth of the addition between where the overhead door is located and the wall adjacent the walk‐up 
is only about 11 feet in depth. I just don’t see how that could fit even a compact SUV.  

Page 34 of 91



3

  

<image001.jpg> 

  

I feel that, at least in the purview of staff review, a one‐story garage addition that has an open interior 
to park a vehicle might be a more reasonable request. You are of course welcome to move forward 
with the request as you have submitted it, but I just am not sure how we could review this as a garage 
rather than a living addition since it does not seem to be sized internally to fit a vehicle. 

  

Sincerely, 
Brandon 

  

From: John Fisher <johnmanuelfisher@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 9:54 AM 
To: Brandon Berry <bberry@stpetebeach.org> 
Cc: martapalmgarden@gmail.com 
Subject: FW: Variance criteria for 460 59th Ave 

  

CAUTION: This message has originated from Outside of the Organization. Do Not Click on links or open 
attachments unless you are expecting the correspondence from the sender and know the content is safe 

  

Good morning Brandon, 

  

See attachment for our responses. Please let us know if you have any questions. Bottom line, this 
addition is more for a garage and storage than anything else. The second level will also provide for 
storage which they currently don’t have much of. Please advise on any additional questions.  

  

Thank you and God Bless,  

  

G&M Remodeling and Restoration Services LLC 

General Contractor Licence # ‐ CGC1527373 

727‐902‐1239 ‐ Office 
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www.gm‐remodelingandrestoration.com 

Like us on Facebook @ GMRemodelingandRestoration 

  

From: Marta Neumann <martapalmgarden@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:44 PM 
To: John Fisher <johnmanuelfisher@hotmail.com>; Marta Neumann <martapalmgarden@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Variance criteria for 460 59th Ave 

  

John please see the "windows" document that I attached to this email. Once you open it up you will 
see that I wrote back directly to Brandon by copying and pasting his questions in "italics" and our 
response in bold font.  

  

I also added photos of the property and different angles of the home to help visually explain the 
reasons for the variance request of  the 4ft. 4inch (4',4") to the west side of the property. 

  

Let me know if you have any questions. 

  

Marta 

  

On Tue, Oct 12, 2021 at 12:17 PM John Fisher <johnmanuelfisher@hotmail.com> wrote: 

Let me know your input on these questions. Need to have answers by todays end. 

  

John 

  

Get Outlook for Android 

 

From: Brandon Berry <bberry@stpetebeach.org> 
Sent: Friday, October 8, 2021 9:45:01 AM 
To: John Fisher <johnmanuelfisher@hotmail.com> 
Subject: Variance criteria for 460 59th Ave  
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John, 

  

I’m starting on your variance staff report, and based on the responses provided am not sure that I 
will be able to support the request. Practical difficulty variances are a lower bar than hardship 
variances, but still demonstrate that some general justice be served in the variance issuance. Looking 
at other homes on lots of similar sizes and dimensions in the area, it appears the request will result in 
a larger living square footage than most, and would encroach closer to 59th Ave than most as well. 

  

If you can, I’d appreciate some additional information on the following: 

  

1. What is/are the reason(s) for needing the home expansion? It appears the existing home is 
approximately 3000 square feet, and the addition would add another approximately 900 
square feet. Other homes on similar lots in the area appear to be 2000‐3000 square feet in 
living space area. 

 The home expansion is actually for a much needed garage and storage space. The homeowner owns 
his own custom service garage where he fixes and even rebuilds vehicles. The homeowner bought this 
home in 2020 with the sole intention of adding a garage to his property for the love of his own family 
vehicles. Currently, the property has no garage space. They currently have 3 vehicles with a growing 
family (Children under the age of 10) and would like to use the little driveway that they do have for 
family and friends to be able to park instead of parking on the busy cross street of 54th Ave and Bikini 
Way S. The garage addition would provide at least space for one vehicle including upstairs storage for 
tools, decorations, and even pool cleaning equipment that they just do not have. 

  

As you can see from the pictures below that there are many blind spots in front of the home where 
the cross section is located. This can lead to not only family members, friends and other residents who 
are walking or parking on the street to become seriously injured. 

  

  

1. The addition slants from 10’‐8” at the rear to 18’‐8” at the front. The rear of the addition 
could be extended approximately 1.8’ closer to the side property line without violating 
zoning standards. If you were to ask for a lesser front setback request, such as making the 
addition 12’x30’, would that cause any issues relative to the intended floor plan for the 
addition? 

2. It appears there is some space at the front of the lot on the eastern side where an addition 
could be made without encroaching into the setbacks, either to the same degree or at all. 
Would this cause a hardship if you were to construct the addition in this location? If so, why? 
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The questions above would be a great assistance in completing your case. 

  

If you have any questions for me please let me know. 

  

Sincerely, 
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Brandon  Berry 

Planner II 

Community Development | City of St. Pete Beach 
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Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in 
response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by 
phone or in writing.  

  

St. Pete Beach Florida 33706 

bberry@stpetebeach.org 

(727) 363-9253 – Office 

(727) 363-9222 – Fax 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

Agenda Report

Issue Considered: Variance - 6850 Bay St (Case No. 21076)

Date: October 27, 2021

Prepared By: Jordan Elmore, Planner I

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: Request to allow the installation of a 6.0-foot fence in 
the front yard setback area around the existing pool 
area of the property where maximum fence height 
allowed is 4.0 feet.

Funding: N/A

Requested Motion: Motion to APPROVE Variance case #21076.

Attachments: 1. 21076 6850 Bay St Variance Staff Report
2. Breul - 6850 Bay St - Variance Application
3. Site Plan Notice 6850 Bay St
4. 6850 Bay St Fence_2
5. 6850 Bay St Fence_3
6. 6850 Bay St Fence_4
7. 6850 Bay St Fence_1
8. 21076 Variance Support Letter
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021 

 
PLANNING DIVISION 

STAFF FINDINGS REPORT 
TO THE 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

VARIANCE CASE NO. 21076 – Lynn and Christopher Breul, Owners 
MEETING DATE: October 27, 2021 
PREPARED BY:  Jordan Elmore, Planning and Zoning Tech 
 

REQUEST 
Practical Difficulty Variance. Request to allow the installation of a 6.0-foot 
fence in the front yard setback area around the existing pool area of the 
property where maximum fence height allowed is 4.0 feet. 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 

6850 Bay Street; Property ID # 36-31-15-90666-000-0370; THREE PALMS 
POINT UNIT 1, LOT 37 

ACERAGE Approximately 0.19 acres (8,400 sq. ft.) 

LAND USE RU-1, Residential District on the Zoning Map; RU Residential Urban on the 
Future Land Use Map 

FLOOD ZONE Zone AE 10 

SURROUNDING 
AREA 

North – Bay Street, Single-family Residence 
South - Single-family Residence 
East – Bay Street, Single-family Residence 
West – Multi-family Unit 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
The zoning lot contains a residence constructed in 1959 according to the Pinellas County Property 
Appraiser. This property is a corner lot which contains a front and secondary front yard. The applicant 
has a 6’ tall fence in place that encroaches into the required front yard that needs replacing. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
The applicant is proposing the replacement of their 6-foot-tall privacy fence and extending the eastern 
portion to the front property line. The existing fence which was installed prior to the applicants 
purchasing the home currently encroaches into the required 20-foot front yard by 15.5 feet at the 
northernmost corner and 6.3 feet at the southernmost corner.  
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Board of Adjustment 
Variance Case No. 21076 
Page 2 of 5 

 

Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021 
 

 Structure Required 
Setback 

Proposed 
Setback 

Percentage 
Encroachment 

Front Yard 6-foot PVC Fence 20 feet 0 feet 100% (20 feet) 
 
Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances:  The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize practical difficulty variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions:  

a) How substantial the variance is in relation to the requirement sought to be varied; 
 
The applicant is requesting the fence to encroach 0 feet from the front property line where 20 feet 
is required, resulting in a variance request of 100% to the standard. The existing fence encroaches 
15.5 feet (78%) at the northernmost corner and 6.3 feet (31.5%) at the southernmost corner 
requiring an additional encroachment of 4.5 feet and 13.7 feet respectively. 
 

b) Whether an adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood; 
 
Staff find there to be no adverse change produced in the character of the neighborhood as a result 
of this variance. Staff have determined that the fence would be setback approximately 18 feet 
from the inside curb edge. The proposed fence will be oriented toward the side yard of the property 
therefore not impacting the traffic visibility. The style and height of the proposed fence remain in 
character with other fences in the vicinity. 
 

c) Whether the difficulty can be obviated by some method feasible for the applicant to 
pursue other than by a variance; and 
 

Applicant could replace fence in its current location while still encroaching into the required 20-foot 
front yard. The fence cannot be moved back any further from the front property line to meet the 
required setback due to the existing pool and concrete patio.  

 
 

d) Whether, in view of the manner in which the difficulty arose, the interest of justice 
will be served by allowing the variance. 

 
Staff find the interest of justice will be served through issuance of a variance. The request would 
align with the character of the neighborhood while providing privacy to the property. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
Staff find the request to be reasonable. This property contains both a front and secondary front yard 
with a pool and paver deck situated in the front yard. Staff have determined the proposed fence to be 
setback approximately 18 feet from the inside curb edge therefore not impacting traffic visibility. The 
proposed fence height and style is typical of what is found in the vicinity and will provide the privacy 
and required child safety measures associated with a pool. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommend approval. 
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Board of Adjustment 
Variance Case No. 21076 
Page 3 of 5 

 

Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021 
 

AERIAL MAP 
 

  

Subject 
Property 
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Board of Adjustment 
Variance Case No. 21076 
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021 
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Board of Adjustment 
Variance Case No. 21076 
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021 
 

SURVEY 
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Brandon Berry

From: Wesley Wright
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 5:01 PM
To: Lynn Rosetti; Brandon Berry
Cc: Jordan Elmore
Subject: FW: Support for variance #21076- 6850 Bay St.

Please place in BOA packet 
 
Wesley Wright 
Planning Manager 
City Manager’s Office | City of St. Pete Beach 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: saintpetebeach@aol.com <saintpetebeach@aol.com>  
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 3:34 PM 
To: Wesley Wright <wwright@stpetebeach.org> 
Subject: Support for variance #21076‐ 6850 Bay St. 
 
CAUTION: This message has originated from Outside of the Organization. Do Not Click on links or open attachments 
unless you are expecting the correspondence from the sender and know the content is safe 
 
 
In my opinion, the variance to allow a 6 ft. fence should be approved.  The 6 ft. fence that has been in place for many 
years, has not been a problem.  A new replacement fence of the same height in the proposed location, would enhance 
the aesthetics of the property and provide privacy for the homeowners. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Donna Paleveda 
6701 Bay St. 

Page 55 of 91



BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

Agenda Report

Issue Considered: Variance - 1805 Pass-A-Grille Way (Case No. 21072). 
Revised 10/21/2021.

Date: October 27, 2021

Prepared By: Lynn Rosetti, Senior Planner

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: Request to construct a residential dock that is proposed 
to be 30 feet in length (25 feet allowed) and to be 
located 9.58 feet from the left side riparian setback and 
9.08 feet from the right-side riparian setback (12.5 feet 
required on each side).

Funding: Not Applicable

Requested Motion: Motion to DENY the variance as requested for a dock to 
exceed the allowable length and width as proposed. 

Attachments: 1. Staff Report 1805 Pass-a-Grille Way
2. 1805 PAG site plan
3. 21072 1805 PAG Way Application
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 27, 2021 

PLANNING DIVISION
STAFF FINDINGS REPORT

TO THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 21072– William W. Adams, Property Owner
MEETING DATE: October 27, 2021 
PREPARED BY:  Lynn Rosetti, AICP, CFM, Senior Planner

REQUEST

An Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance request to construct a 
residential dock that is proposed to be 30 feet in length (25 feet allowed) 
and to be located 9.58 feet from the left side riparian setback and 9.08 feet 
from the right-side riparian setback. (12.5 feet is required on each side).   
(LDC Sec. 6.23(d)(4)).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

1805 Pass-a-Grille Way, Property ID #18-32-16-68634-000-0011
Phillips Division Revised Map Unnumbered Tract E of Lot 21, Block G 
described Beginning 107.5 ft N of NE corner of 18th Avenue and 1805 Pass-
a-Grille Way St. Pete Beach, et al.

ACERAGE Approximately 0.130 acres (5,650 sq. ft.)

LAND USE RLM-2/PAG, Residential District / Pass-a-Grille Overlay on the Zoning Map; 
RU, Residential Low Medium on the Future Land Use Map.

FLOOD ZONE AE-Elevation 10

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North –  Single-family Residential
South – Single-family Residential 
East –  Little McPherson Bayou
West – Pass-a-Grille Way / Single-family Residential

BACKGROUND 

The applicant is seeking variances from the Land Development Regulations to allow for a dock that 
includes a boat lift and two jet ski lifts, that is proposed to exceed both the length and width allowed 
by Code. Specifically, LDC Section 6.23(d)(3) limits the dock length to one-half of the zoning lot width 
at the waterfront, In this case, that equates to a maximum dock length of 25 feet. In addition, LDC 
Section 6.23(d)(4) limits dock width by a requirement that the residential dock, davits, boatlifts, or tie 
poles shall be located with the center one-half of the width of the appurtenant upland property at the 
waterfront. This means that there is a required setback from each of the two extended property lines 
of 12.5 feet. These requirements may be varied administratively provided that a signed statement of 
“no objection” from the abutting property owners is provided with the permit application. In this case, 
neither abutting property owner signed a statement of “no objection” to this proposal. 
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Summary of applicant’s request: The subject zoning lot is 50.00 feet in width at the seawall, giving 
an allowable dock width of 25 feet at the seawall including the proposed boat lift and jet ski lifts (2). 
An existing 12-foot x 24-foot dock is currently located on the subject property which meets LDC 
requirements. The lot is symmetrically rectangular in shape. The applicant is seeking to demolish the 
existing dock structure entirely and build a new dock that exceeds both the length and width 
requirements of the LDC.  

ANALYSIS

The applicant is requesting to construct a dock in a manner that exceeds the allowable length and width 
of the LDC to allow a 30-foot x 12-foot dock structure with a boatlift on the left side and two jet ski lifts 
on the right side. Specific encroachments are shown in the tables below. 

Allowed Requested Variance 

Length 25.0 feet 30.0 feet 5.0 feet
(20 percent greater than 

length allowed)

Left Side 12.5 feet 9.58 feet from side 
riparian line

2.92 feet encroachment
(23% encroachment)

Right 
Side

12.5 feet 9.08 feet from side 
riparian line

3.42 feet encroachment
(27% encroachment)

Staff has reviewed this request and finds the following:

 The aerial photograph shows that the subject property rectangular-shaped. The attached 
boundary survey depicts the extended property lines and the shaded area inside the extended 
property lines shows where a dock structure is allowed by right. Anything outside the shaded 
area requires a variance – either by neighbors’ signature, or Board of Adjustment approval. 

 This issue is further addressed in the attached application for the Board’s review and in the 
following staff review of the variance request. 

Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances: The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize hardship variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) Special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure 
or building involved, and which are not applicable to other lands, structures or 
buildings in the same zoning district;
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Staff find that there appear to be no special conditions or circumstances which are peculiar to the 
land, structure, or building involved and which are generally not applicable to others in the same 
zoning district. Staff finds that the subject property is a single-family residential lot in the Pass-a-
Grille neighborhood. This rectangular shaped lot is 50 feet wide in both the front and the rear of 
the lot. A drawing is attached that depicts the extended property lines as well as the dock 
allowance envelope where a dock structure may be built without variance. An existing 12-foot-
wide by 24-foot-long dock exists which is compliant with the dock size and location requirements.  
The variance application states that the existing dock including the pilings will be removed and a 
new dock constructed. The application states that the special need relating to the dock length 
request is to be able to property moor a vessel. However, review by staff of aerial photographs 
and a site visit does not find any existing special conditions and circumstances property and 
related envelop in which to constrict a dock which are peculiar to the lands, structures, or buildings, 
and which are not applicable to other lands, structures, or buildings in the same zoning district. 
Also, the site visit by staff did not reveal any apparent issues relating to the depth of the water, 
sea grasses, irregularities relating to the size or shape of the dock envelop. 

Based on the application and staff review of the site, staff does not find justification for the 
requested variances to dock length and width. Staff find that the request for a length variance has 
not been substantiated by the application, nor is it apparent to staff through review of the request. 
Finally, staff find that a reduction in the width of the proposed dock to five feet would allow for a 
boat lift and jet ski lifts and would eliminate the proposed encroachments to length and width.   

b) The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant or a prior owner of the property;

Staff find that the specific conditions and circumstances are the result of the actions of the 
applicant wanting a longer and wider dock structure. There do not appear to be any environmental 
constraints such as sea grass beds or shoaling affecting this property. A longer dock is being 
requested to accommodate a lift that will support a particular sized boat according to the 
application, The side encroachments are being requested to allow for a boat lift on one side and 
two jet ski lifts on the other side. Review of the request by staff finds that there are no special 
circumstances or conditions relating to the request of these variances. A reduction in the width of 
the proposed dock could eliminate the side setback encroachments. Additionally, building a dock 
that is 25 feet in length appears to provide a reasonable area in which to moor a boat.   

c) Literal interpretation of the provisions of the Land Development Code deprives the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning district 
under the terms of the Land Development Code and results in unnecessary and 
undue hardship on the applicant;

Staff find that a literal interpretation of the provisions of Land Development Code does not deprive 
the applicant of rights common enjoyed by other properties in the same Zoning District. Every 
variance case is reviewed on a case-by-case basis. Although there are varying dock lengths and 
widths in the vicinity of the subject dock, every case must stand on its own merits. As staff has 
noted, staff find that the proposed dock structure with accessories could be reduced to minimize 
or even eliminate the requested variances.  
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d) The hardship has not been deliberately or knowingly created or suffered to establish 
a use or structure which is not otherwise consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
or the Land Development Code, nor will it permit an increase in development 
density;

Staff find that this hardship has likely not been deliberately or knowingly created by the applicant, 
because comments in the application suggest that the applicant wanted new dockage somewhat 
similar to nearby docks. Approval of this request would not permit an increase in development 
density. 

e) An applicant's desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum 
financial return from his property does not constitute hardship;

Staff does not find that a desire to achieve greater financial return forms the basis of the hardship 
for this request. The applicant wants to rebuild the dock in a manner that will support a 12-foot 
wide by 30-foot-long dock structure with a boat lift and two jet ski lifts. The applicant can still have 
a dock with these features that meet the requirements of the Land Development Code.     

f) Granting the variance application conveys the same treatment to the applicant as to 
the owner of other lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning district;

The Board must consider variances on a case-by-case basis. Even within the same zoning district, 
each variance request has a different set of circumstances and variables. Therefore, the granting 
of one variance does not confer such allowances on another property. In this case, the applicant 
is seeking to demolish and rebuild his dock in a manner that will support a boat lift on one side 
and two jet ski lifts on the other. However, the specific request would create a structure with 
accessories that exceeds both the length and width requirements. Staff find that a smaller dock 
could also accommodate a boat and jet ski lifts.

g) The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable 
use of the land, building, or structure; and

Staff find that the requested variance is not the minimum variance that makes possible the 
reasonable use of a proposed new dock structure that exceeds both the length and width 
requirements of the Land Development Code. Staff find that the subject dock could be modified 
in a manner that reduces the length and width to meet Code and still support a boat and jet ski 
lifts. 

h) The requested variance is in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code, is not injurious to the 
neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public safety and welfare, is 
compatible with the neighborhood, and will not substantially diminish or impair 
property values within the neighborhood.
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Staff finds that this request is not in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Comprehensive 
Plan and Land Development Regulations because the request is not the minimum variance 
necessary for reasonable use. Staff findings include the following:

 A finding that the variance request to dock length could be reduced in a manner that 
eliminates the requested variance. 

 A finding that the variance to the dock width can be reduced or even eliminated by 
narrowing the width of the dock. For example, a dock width of 5 feet would eliminate the 
need for a variance to width to accommodate the boat and jet ski lifts.       

Any variance granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order 
providing for such variance, unless a building permit for the construction authorized by such 
variance is obtained within such time and said building permit has not expired prior to the 
completion of construction in accordance therewith. 

SUMMARY:

Staff finds the request to not be the minimum request for reasonable use and such findings include: 

 A finding that although the variance request to length is not dissimilar to that of the abutting 
properties, a 25-foot dock structure can support a boat lift.  

 A finding that the variance to the dock width can be eliminated by narrowing the width of 
the dock walkout to 5 feet in width.       

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommend Denial of this request for a boat dock to exceed the allowable length and width as 
proposed.  
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ZONING MAP

Subject 
Property
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AERIAL MAP

Subject 
Property
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SURVEY
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DOCK ENVELOPE DETAILS – SITE PLAN
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

Agenda Report

Issue Considered: Case Continued until 11/17/2021. Variance - 6800 Gulf Blvd 
(Case No. 21075).

Date: October 27, 2021

Prepared By: Jordan Elmore, Planner I

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: The existing monument sign was permitted at a time 
when monument signs were not required to be set back 
from the property line.  In 2011 amendments were 
made to the Land Development Code that required a 
setback of ten feet from the front lot line.  In June of 
2021, various properties throughout the city were 
notified that signs that have been abandoned are 
required to be removed. The proposed sign will remain 
in its current location; however, it will be lowered to 8 
feet to comply with current height standards within the 
district. The applicant applied in September 2021 to 
allow for the abandoned nonconforming sign to remain 
at 6-feet 9.5 inches from the front property line and 
reduce the height from 14 feet to 8 feet.

Funding: N/A

Requested Motion: Motion to Case No. 21075 until November 17, 2021.

Attachments: 
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