
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

155 Corey Avenue
St. Pete Beach, FL 33706

 
Wednesday, December 15, 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:  17 November 2021

4. Action Items 
 a. Variance - 1207 Gulf Way (Case No. 21086) Withdrawn by Applicant.

This Case was continued from 17 November 2021.  Request to construct a swimming 
pool and spa (13’x25’) and related pool deck that are proposed to encroach into the 
required Gulf Way 20 foot setback area by 12 feet (LDC Sec. 6.13(c)(2)(3).

 b. Variance - 1805 Pass-A-Grille Way (Case No. 21072)
This Case was continued from 17 November 2021.  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). 

 c. Variance - 242 71st Ave (Case No. 21089)
Request to install a 6 foot tall fence on the east side of the property, along Bay Street, 
where 4 feet is allowed.

 d. Variance - 2191 E Vina Del Mar Blvd (Case No. 21088)
Request to construct a residential boatlift to the left of the dock head that is proposed to 
be 84 feet from the seawall (49 feet allowed).  The existing dock is to be rebuilt in the 
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previously permitted footprint.
 e. Variance - 3400 Gulf Blvd (Case No. 21073)

Request by The Don CeSar Hotel to construction a one-story ballroom addition (90 feet 
x 108 feet approx.) on the north side of the hotel. The addition (10,395 SF) will be 
elevated above ground-floor parking and is proposed 0 feet from the right-of-way of El 
Centro St. (25 feet required).  Additionally, an egress stair tower is proposed 8.5 feet 
from the western rear property line adjacent to the dunes (20 feet required).  The 
addition will comply with the northern side setback (48.7 feet required) and the rear 20 
foot setback (LDC Sec. 14.7(b)(2) and (4)).

5. Adjournment - Next Meeting 26 January 2022 

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  

November 17, 2021   2:00 P.M. 
 

PRESENT: Sandie Lyman, Vice Chair 
Michael Bomar 
Denise Chase 

 Jake Holehouse 
  
EXCUSED:  Paul Skipper, Chair  
 
STAFF PRESENT: Matthew McConnell, Assistant City Attorney 

Ginny Keeter-Bodkin, Deputy City Clerk 
Lynn Rosetti Senior Planner 
Jordan Elmore, Zoning and Permit Tech 

 
Vice Chair Lyman called the meeting to order at 2:00 PM and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
The City Clerk swore in all individuals who would be speaking on agenda items. 
  

1. Changes to the Agenda – Senior Planner Rosetti stated that Item 4c. Case No. 21071 
- 460 59th Ave. and Item 4f. Case 21086 - 1207 Gulf Way, would be continued.  

 
Motion: Member Holehouse moved and Vice Chair Lyman seconded to continue Item 4c., 
Case 21071, to a future date and Item 4f., Case 21086, to the December 15, 2021 meeting. 
The motion carried unanimously. 
 
2. Audience Comments – There were none. 
 
3. Approval of Minutes - a. 10/27/2021 
 
Motion: Member Holehouse moved, and Member Chase seconded the approval of the 
minutes from the October 27, 2021 meeting; the motion carried unanimously. 
 
4. Action Items -  
 

a. Variance - 6800 Gulf Blvd (Case No. 21075) Request to allow a freestanding 
sign that is proposed to remain in a manner that encroaches into the required front 
setback area by approximately 7 feet. 

 
Planning and Zoning Tech Jordan Elmore reviewed a thorough presentation of the variance request 
including exhibits, conditions of approval and staff findings. The presentation will become part of 
these minutes. Staff recommendation was for approval. One call and one letter of objection were 
received. 
 
Arthur Carson Munsey appeared for the Applicant and answered Board questions. Neighboring 
business owner Margaret Peters appeared in opposition to the variance and indicated that she had 
also sent an email. The Chair closed public comment and opened Board discussion. 

 
Motion: Member Chase moved, and Member Bomar seconded the approval of the variance 
for Case 21075 to allow for the freestanding sign to encroach 7 feet into the required 10-foot 
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Board of Adjustment Meeting 
November 17, 2021 

Page 2 of 3 
 

setback and lower the height to 8 feet to conform with the height standards. The motion 
carried 4-0. 
 

b.  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)). 
 

Mr. Elmore reviewed a thorough presentation of the variance request including exhibits, conditions 
of approval and staff findings. The presentation will become part of these minutes. One letter in 
favor and one against were received. Staff recommendation was for approval subject to the 
removal of any pavers that encroach onto the abutting properties, and that the Applicant should 
secure a right-of-way permit and related driveway agreement from the City, along with a building 
permit from the City for the remaining paver work. 
 
Applicant Candace Adams Hooker appeared to provide additional information to the Board. She 
indicated that there should have been two letters in favor from the neighbors on the west side of 
the property. There were no comments in favor of or against the variance request. Public comment 
was closed and Board discussion opened.  
 
Motion:  Member Bomar moved, and  Member Chase seconded the approval of both 
Variances for Case #21067 with the conditions outlined by Staff; the motion carried 4-0.         
 

c.  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). 

 
This case was continued. 
 

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). 

 
Senior Planner Lynn Rosetti indicated this was continued from last month. She reviewed a 
thorough presentation of the variance request including exhibits, conditions of approval and staff 
findings. The presentation will become part of these minutes. A letter of objection was received 
from the neighbor to the south. Staff recommendation was for Denial of this request for a boat 
dock to exceed the allowable length and width as proposed.   
 
Applicant William Adams appeared with Mark Speeler, the owner of Heritage Docks to provide 
further information to the Board and expanded on the need for the request. The Board asked 
questions. Following Board discussion on dock length and setbacks, Assistant City Attorney 
McConnell explained that there are two variances; the Board has the option to approve, deny or 
continue either or both.  
 
Victor Tonas, 1807 Pass-a-Grille Way, and neighbor to the north, appeared in opposition to the 
variances. He indicated that he sent a letter to recant the ‘no objection’ form he had signed. Mark  
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Colburn, 1803 Pass-a-Grille Way appeared in opposition to the length variance. Finding no further 
comment, the Chair closed public comment and opened Board discussion. At the Board’s request, 
Mr. Speeler answered additional questions, and their deliberation continued.  
 
Motion: Member Holehouse  moved, and Member Bomar seconded the continuance of  Case 
#21072 to the December 15, 2021 meeting. The motion carried 3-1; Member Chase voted no.       
 

e.    Variance - 3200 E Maritana Dr (Case No. 21025) Request to construct a 597 square foot 
dock that will extend 59 feet from the seawall (48-foot maximum) and be located 
approximately zero feet from the S De Bazan Ave street end riparian line (24 feet is 
required). 

 
Ms. Rosetti reviewed a thorough presentation of the variance request including exhibits, conditions 
of approval and staff findings. The presentation will become part of these minutes. Staff 
recommendation was for approval of the variances for a dock of 59 feet in length from the seawall 
and the dock to encroach to the S DeBazan Ave. extended riparian line as proposed, with the 
condition that the 35-foot long walkout proposed for the dock be limited to four feet in width, and 
the 20-foot long head and four-foot long lower landing be limited to ten feet in width. 
 
Bryan Burge of  Edge Marine Construction, 4790 95th St N, St. Pete, appeared to provide 
additional details to the Board and answer questions. Applicant Mark Dawson also appeared and 
expanded on the need.  There were no comments in favor. Kelly Essary, 3198 E. Maritana Dr. 
appeared in opposition to the request and distributed documents and photos regarding ownership 
of the dock and asked for further review of the title on the property and parcel-splitting.  Mr. 
McConnell stated that ownership is a prerequisite for Variance applications; his legal opinion was 
to continue the case if there were any questions of law. Mr. Dawson stated that this matter was 
before the City Commission in February and he provided a survey and title insurance to prove 
ownership. Public comment was closed, and the Vice Chair opened Board discussion. The Board 
members asked questions of the Assistant City Attorney. 
 
Motion:  Member Bomar moved, and Member Holehouse seconded approval of the variance 
as requested to length and setback from the S. DeBazan Ave extended riparian line with 
conditions limiting the proposed walkout to four feet in width, and the dock head and lower 
landing limited to ten feet in width Case #21025. The motion carried 3-1 with Vice Chair 
Lyman voting no.  
 

f.   Variance - 1207 Gulf Way (Case No. 21086) A Practical Difficulty Variance to construct 
a swimming pool and spa (13’x25’) and related pool deck that are proposed to encroach 
into the required Gulf Way 20-foot setback area by 12 feet (LDC Sec. 6.13(c)(2)(3). 

 
This case was continued to the December 15, 2021 meeting.  
 
5.        Adjournment – Next Meeting 12/15/2021  
 
Motion: Member Holehouse moved, and the meeting was adjourned at 3:40 PM. 

 
These minutes will be considered for approval at the December 15, 2021 Board of Adjustment meeting. 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

Agenda Report

Issue Considered: Variance - 1207 Gulf Way (Case No. 21086) Withdrawn by 
Applicant.

Date: December 15, 2021

Prepared By: Lynn Rosetti, Senior Planner

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: A Practical Difficulty Variance to construct a swimming 
pool and spa (13’x25’) and related pool deck that are 
proposed to encroach into the required Gulf Way 20 
foot setback area by 12 feet (LDC Sec. 6.13(c)(2)(3).

Funding: N/A

Requested Motion: Applicant has withdrawn.

Attachments: 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

Agenda Report

Issue Considered: Variance - 1805 Pass-A-Grille Way (Case No. 21072)

Date: December 15, 2021

Prepared By: Lynn Rosetti, Senior Planner

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: This Case was continued from 17 November 2021. 
 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 find the request to not be the minimum request 
for reasonable use and such findings include:

  A finding that although the variance request to 
the 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.       

Funding: N/A

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

Attachments: 1. 21072 1805 Pass-A-Grille Way Staff Report
2. 21072 1805 PAG Way Application
3. 1805 PAG site plan
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – November 17, 2021 

PLANNING DIVISION
STAFF FINDINGS REPORT

TO THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 21072– William W. Adams, Property Owner
MEETING DATE: November 17, 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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Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 21072
Page 2 of 9

Board of Adjustment Hearing – November 17, 2021

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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Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 21072
Page 3 of 9

Board of Adjustment Hearing – November 17, 2021

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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Variance Case No. 21072
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – November 17, 2021

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.

Page 11 of 102



Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 21072
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – November 17, 2021

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: Variance - 242 71st Ave (Case No. 21089)

Date: December 15, 2021

Prepared By: Jordan Elmore, Planner I

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: Request to install a 6 foot tall fence on the east side of 
the property, along Bay Street, where 4 feet is allowed.

Funding: N/A

Requested Motion: Motion to APPROVE Case # 21089 to allow for the 
construction of a 6 foot tall fence where 4 feet is 
allowed.

Attachments: 1. 21089 242 71st St Variance Staff Report
2. 21089 - 242 71st Ave Application
3. 21089 - 242 71st Ave Site Plan
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – December 15, 2021

PLANNING DIVISION
STAFF FINDINGS REPORT

TO THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 21089 – Keith and Daina Gaputis, Owners/Applicant
MEETING DATE: December 15, 2021
PREPARED BY:  Jordan Elmore, Planner I

REQUEST
Practical Difficulty Variance. Request to install a 6-foot-tall fence on the east 
side of the property, along Bay Street, where 4 feet is allowed (LDC Sec. 
6.15).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

242 71st Ave; Property ID # 36-31-15-05112-001-0010; BAYSIDE 2nd ADD 
TO ST PETE BEACH BLK A ; LOT 1

ACERAGE Approximately 0.28 acres (12,316 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 11

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – Single-family Residence
South - Boca Ciega Bay
East – Single-family Residence
West – Single-family Residence

BACKGROUND 

The zoning lot contains a residence constructed in 2000 according to the Pinellas County Property 
Appraiser. This property is a corner lot which contains a front and secondary front yard. The applicant 
has an existing 4’ tall fence in the secondary front yard located on the Northeast side of the property.

ANALYSIS

The applicant is proposing the replacement of the existing 4-foot-tall fence in the secondary front yard 
with a 6-foot-tall fence to increase their privacy. This zoning district allows for a fence not to exceed 4 
feet in height in any front or secondary front yard and not to exceed 8 feet in height elsewhere. The 
existing fence complies with Land Development Code Sec. 6.15 however, the proposed fence will result 
in a 50% encroachment (2 feet) in height within the required secondary front yard. 
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Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 21089
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – December 15, 2021

 
Structure Allowed

Height
Proposed 

Height
Percentage 

Increase
Front Yard 6-foot PVC Fence 4 feet 6 feet 50% (2 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 a six-foot fence to encroach into the secondary front property line 
where a four-foot fence is allowed, resulting in a variance request of 50% to the standard. The 
existing fence meets the height and yard requirements for the zoning district.

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 20 feet 
from the inside curb edge. The proposed fence will be oriented toward the Southeast portion 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 states that landscaping could provide additional privacy on the property, however the 
location of two large canopy trees along the property line would make it difficult due to significant 
roots and lack of adequate sun. 

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 situated in the rear yard. Staff have determined the proposed fence to be setback 
approximately 20 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:
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Staff recommend approval.
AERIAL MAP
 

Subject 
Property
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

Agenda Report

Issue Considered: Variance - 2191 E Vina Del Mar Blvd (Case No. 21088)

Date: December 15, 2021

Prepared By: Lynn Rosetti, Senior Planner

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: Request to construct a residential boatlift to the left of 
the dock head that is proposed to be 84 feet from the 
seawall (49 feet allowed).  The existing dock is to be 
rebuilt in the previously permitted footprint.

Funding: N/A

Requested Motion: Motion to APPROVE Variance Case 21088 to allow the 
residential boatlift to the left of the dock head that is 
proposed to be 84 feet from the seawall.

Attachments: 1. 21088 2191 Vina Del Mar Boulevard Staff Report
2. 21088 - Application 2191 E Vina Del Mar Blvd
3. 21088 - Dock Design
4. 21088 - Survey 2191 E Vina Del Mar

Page 42 of 102



Board of Adjustment Hearing – December 15, 2021 

PLANNING DIVISION
STAFF FINDINGS REPORT

TO THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 21088 – Peter Eagleson Jr., Property Owner; Bryan Burge and
     Tyson Rawson, Applicant/Agent
MEETING DATE: December 15, 2021 
PREPARED BY:  Lynn Rosetti, AICP, CFM, Senior Planner

REQUEST
An Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance request to construct a 
residential boatlift to the left of the dock head that is proposed to be 84 feet 
from the seawall (49 feet allowed). The existing dock is to be rebuilt in the 
previously permitted footprint. (LDC Sec. 6.23(d)(3)).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

2191 E. Vina del Mar, Property ID #18-32-16-94140-002-0270
Vina Del Mar Section 1, Block 2, Lot 27

ACERAGE Approximately 0.273 acres (11,880 sq. ft.)

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

FLOOD ZONE AE-Elevation 10

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – Single-family Residential / E. Vina del Mar
South – Single-family Residential / Pass-A-Grille Channel
East – Single-family Residential / Pass-a-Grille Channel
West – Single-family Residential / E. Vina del Mar

BACKGROUND 

The applicant plans to wreck and rebuild a previously approved dock in the same footprint as 
originally approved and constructed. The original dock had a designated wet slip to the left of the 
approved dock. The applicant is seeking a variance from the Land Development Regulations to allow 
for a boatlift to be installed in place of the wet slip on the left side of the dock head. Although the 
proposed boatlift exceeds the allowed dock length, it will be attached to the previously approved dock 
head which will be reconstructed. According to LDC Section 6.23(d)(3) the dock length is limited to 
one-half of the zoning lot width at the waterfront, In this case, that equates to a maximum dock length 
of 45 feet. As noted in this staff report, the property owner wants to add a boat lift on the left side of 
the dock in the previously approved wet slip area. The boat lift is proposed to be a maximum distance 
of 84 feet from the seawall. The existing dock will be reconstructed as formerly approved at 86.5 feet 
As such, the proposed boatlift’s location will be 2.5 feet less than the dock structure to be 
reconstructed. These requirements may be varied administratively provided that a signed statement 
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of “no objection” from the abutting property owners is provided with the permit application. In this 
case, the abutting property owner on the left side signed a statement of “no objection” to this proposal. 
The abutting property owner to the right did not sign a statement of “no objection.” 

ANALYSIS

The applicant is requesting to add a boatlift in a manner that exceeds the allowable length of Section 
6.23 (3)(d) od the LDC within the space already permitted for wet slip. The specific encroachments are 
shown in the table below. 

Allowed Requested Variance 

Length 49.0 feet 84.0 feet 35.0 feet
(71.4) percent greater than 

the length allowed)

Staff has reviewed this request and finds the following:

 Review of the aerial photograph reveals that most of the neighboring docks along E. Vina del 
Mar are similar in style and length. Furthermore, there also appears to be some shoaling and 
seagrass bed areas in the vicinity of the subject property. The situation does not appear to be 
unique to the subject property. 

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;

Staff finds that there appear to be special conditions or circumstances (shoaling and the presence 
of seagrass beds) that common to most of the waterfront properties located along E. Vina del Mar. 
Review of aerial photographs reveals that the shoaling and sea grass beds are the likely reasons 
most if not all the existing docks along this portion of E. Vina del Mar extend farther out into 
Pass-a-Grille Channel than allowed by Code. 
 
As such, based on the application and staff review of the site, there appears to be justification for 
the requested variance to dock length. 

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

Staff finds that the specific conditions and circumstances exist (shoaling and seagrass beds) and 
explain why the applicant as well as most others along E. Vina del Mar have been allowed to 

Page 44 of 102



Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 21088
Page 3 of 9

Board of Adjustment Hearing – December 15, 2021

construct their docks in a manner that would enable them to reach deeper water free from 
seagrass beds for their boats.

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 finds that a literal interpretation of the provisions of Land Development Code would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same area along E. Vina del 
Mar. Every variance case is reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and it appears that most if not all 
of the docks along E. Vina del Mar would have required a variance to their length. A reduced 
length would likely affect the existing protected seagrass bed. In addition, while each case must 
stand on its own merits, it appears that there are common existing conditions (shoaling and 
seagrass beds) that affect most if not all properties along E. Vina del Mar. Staff notes that the 
dock head to be reconstructed and the proposed boat lift are located just beyond the limits of the 
existing seagrasses (see aerial). 

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 finds that this hardship has not been deliberately or knowingly created by the applicant in 
that most if not all properties along E. Vina del Mar have the same issue: shoaling and seagrass 
beds. Furthermore, the Comprehensive Plan supports environmental protection measures. 
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 is rebuilding his dock in the same location as what was originally 
approved. He is also seeking to add a boat lift in the area that was originally approved for a wet 
slip. The addition of a boat lift is not dissimilar that of other dock structures within the E. Vina del 
Mar area.     

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 wreaking and rebuilding his dock which exceeds the allowable dock length. The applicant is 
asking to add a boat lift where the previously approved wet slip was located. Most other docks 
along E. Vina del Mar appear to be of a similar length and many also appear to have boat lifts at 
or near the dock head to avoid impacting the seagrass beds and be located beyond any shoaling. 
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g) The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable 
use of the land, building, or structure; and

Staff finds that the requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the 
reasonable use of the proposed boat lift due to the length this and other neighboring docks need 
to utilize to avoid shoaling and seagrasses. Staff finds hat the subject lift is located at the end of 
the dock so as to avoid impacting the existing seagrasses.  

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.

Staff finds that this request is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code because the request is the minimum variance 
necessary for reasonable use due to existing shoaling and seagrass beds. In addition, similar 
issues affect most properties along E, Vina del Mar and that the docks associated with these 
properties are also located beyond the shoaling and seagrass beds. Staff further finds that any 
reduction in length of the proposed boat lift would likely adversely impact the seagrass bed. 

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 be the minimum request for reasonable use and such findings include: 

 A finding that the request is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Land 
Development Regulations because the request is the minimum variance necessary for 
reasonable use due to shoaling and seagrass issues. 

 A finding that similar issues affect most properties along E. Vina del Mar. This has resulted 
in their related docks to exceed the length allowed by Code.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends Approval of this request for a boat lift to exceed the allowable length as proposed. 
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Aerial Close-Up
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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: Variance - 3400 Gulf Blvd (Case No. 21073)

Date: December 15, 2021

Prepared By: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Through: Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

Summary of Issue: Request by The Don CeSar Hotel to construction a one-story 
ballroom addition (90 feet x 108 feet approx.) on the north side 
of the hotel. The addition (10,395 SF) will be elevated above 
ground-floor parking and is proposed 0 feet from the right-of-
way of El Centro St. (25 feet required).  Additionally, an egress 
stair tower is proposed 8.5 feet from the western rear property 
line adjacent to the dunes (20 feet required).  The addition will 
comply with the northern side setback (48.7 feet required) and 
the rear 20 foot setback (LDC Sec. 14.7(b)(2) and (4)). 

Funding: N/A

Requested Motion: Motion to APPROVE Case # 21073 to allow for the 
construction of a one-story ballroom addition to encroach to 
zero feet from El Centro Street and to allow an egress stair 
tower to be 8.5 feet from the western rear property line, with 
the conditions that have been stated.

Attachments: 1. 3400 Gulf Blvd Staff Report Case No. 21073
2. Application TDC Ballroom
3. Don CeSar BOA Submittal (Narrative Only) 11.16
4. TDC North Lot_Description of Changes_20211116
5. TDC Ballroom_TRC-BOA drawings_20211116 (1)
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VARIANCE CASE NO. 21073 – Katie Cole for HHR St. Pete Beach LLC
MEETING DATE: December 15, 2021
PREPARED BY:  Wesley Wright, Planning Manager

REQUEST

Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variances to construct a one-story 
ballroom addition (90 feet x 108 feet approx.) on the north side of the hotel. 
The addition (10,395 SF) will be elevated above ground-floor parking and 
is proposed 0 feet from the right-of-way of El Centro St. (25 feet required). 
Additionally, an egress stair tower is proposed 8.5 feet from the western 
rear property line adjacent to the dunes (20 feet required). The addition will 
comply with the northern side setback (48.7 feet required) and the rear 20 
foot setback (LDC Sec. 14.7(b)(2) and (4)).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 3400 Gulf Blvd; DON CE-SAR PLACE HOTEL REP LOT 1 and LOT 2

ACERAGE Two Lots.  7.95 ac, of which 6.31 ac is landward of the CCCL.

LAND USE RFM Resort Facilities Medium on the Zoning Map and Future Land Use Map.

FLOOD ZONE Coastal A-10 (Proposed Location) / VE-11 (Site)

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – El Centro Street & Single-family Residences
South – Hotel Place / Suntan Art Center
East – Gulf Blvd / Don CeSar parking lot / Don CeSar Place
West – Beach / Gulf of Mexico

BACKGROUND 
The Don CeSar was originally constructed by Thomas Rowe and opened to the public in 1928. It is 
the only structure in St. Pete Beach that is individually listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places, but does not have local historic designation and is therefore not required to undergo local 
historic preservation review prior to variance hearings for structural alterations or additions.

The applicant applied in September 2021 to add a one-story conference space, which will be elevated 
over ground-level parking, to the northern side of the property in an area currently used for a chiller, 
storage, and other hotel support facilities. This north side of the property is bisected by the public 
right-of-way for El Centro Street (20 feet) and two street easements (46 feet and 50 feet wide).  The 
El Centro Street is one-way southbound right-of-way through the property to Gulf Blvd and the 
Pinellas Bayway.  A 25-foot secondary front setback exists on both sides of El Centro Street.

The Don CeSar formerly received a variance in February 2005 (DRB Case No. 20050006) in part to 
increase the impervious surface ratio of the site to 0.90. The subject variance request will preserve 
the impervious surface ratio of the site at approximately 0.87.  No variance ISR is required.

PLANNING DIVISION
STAFF REPORT TO THE

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
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The Don CeSar property is zoned RFM – Resort Facilities Medium, and is one of the few large hotel 
projects remaining in the City which is not zoned within the Community Redevelopment District 
overlay.

ANALYSIS
The northerner portion of the site was largely not part of the site when The Don CeSar was originally 
constructed. The land area proposed for the addition was created in majority part from the vacation of 
Hotel Place North (35th St) in 1972, a street-end which formerly ran west to east along the northern side 
of The Don CeSar’s property, along with the acquisition and replat of three lots on the Don Ce-Sar 
Place subdivision in 1998. A former plat showing these conditions is included as a supplement to this 
report. A street easement was granted by the then-owners of The Don CeSar to the City of St. Pete 
Beach upon the vacation of Hotel Place North (Pinellas County Public Records O.R. 3748, PG 117) in 
1972, providing a perpetual easement to the City to allow for access to Gulf Blvd from El Centro St 
through the northern end of the property. Furthermore, unlike the original Don CeSar lot which is shown 
on its survey as owning land to the Mean High Water Line (MHWL), the newly-acquired portions are 
bounded by Recreation/Open Space-zoned land owned by the Don CeSar Property Owners 
Corporation to the rear.

The conditions detailed above create a situation in which large portions of the northern end of the site 
are unbuildable due to the building setback requirements for the district. A sketch showing these 
conditions are included as an attachment to this report.

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) 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;

Regarding the request for a variance to the secondary front setback along El Centro Street, the 
city right-of-way effectively bisects a portion of the property at the northern end is a unique 
condition which is not generally applicable to other lands in the same zoning district and creates 
an irregular situation to which Staff finds typical application of the setback regulations should not 
directly apply. The placement of the addition at its proposed location should not negatively impact 
the use of the street easements or El Centro Street for its purpose of providing access to Gulf 
Blvd and the Bayway for residents of the neighborhood. The proximity of the building to the street 
will comply with the 10x10 foot visibility standard for traffic exiting the ground-floor parking area.

Staff finds the request for the rear setback variance to be a result of a peculiar situation relative 
to other properties in the RFM District as well. As a later addendum to the property, the portion of 
the property on which the stair tower is proposed does not extend to the MHWL and therefore is 
located much closer to the rear property line than the existing hotel building.  The hotel extends 
approximately 38 feet closer to the MHWL than the subject stair tower is proposed. The land which 
abuts the property to the rear is known to be part of “Block N”, which is owned by the Don CeSar 
Property Owners Corporation per the Pinellas County Property Appraiser. According to the 1925 plat 
of the neighborhood, construction of structures on Block N is prohibited.

With respect to the north side setback, the proposed addition will comply with the 48.7 feet 
requirement.
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b) The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant or a prior owner of the property;

The situation is not the result of actions of the applicant or prior owner of the property. Staff finds 
that the secondary front setback requirements were defined differently, at the time of the northern 
lot was acquired. Staff also finds that the rear setback is inconsistent across the site do to the 
irregularity of lot, which is not a result of the applicant.

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 finds that the secondary front and rear setback constraints do deprive the applicant of some 
buildable rights and that said constraints are peculiar to the subject lot compared with other similar 
properties within the same zoning district and zoned for similar development potential.  

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 does not find that the request will increase development density or establish a use or 
structure otherwise inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan or Land Development Code. 
Conference space is named in the Land Development Code as a common amenity of temporary 
lodging facilities. The proposal will not increase density to the site as no additional lodging units 
are being created. Regarding intensity, the RFM District permits up to 20 percent of the entire 
gross floor area of a lodging facility to be comprised of specified amenity space before being 
considered a mixed-use, which subjects the use to stricter FAR standards. The applicant has 
demonstrated that the addition, combined with the existing guest amenity areas in the hotel, will 
not exceed this 20 percent gross floor area.

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

The applicant states that the proposed addition will increase the long-term preservation of the 
historically significant property.

Staff find that The Don CeSar is unique in that it was built decades before even the earliest large 
lodging properties elsewhere on the City’s beaches, and may as a result face viability constraints 
not experienced by other properties that were built with more modern interior configurations. The 
height of the proposed addition (30 feet from BFE) is 60% of the maximum height (50 feet) for a 
structure on the subject property, and will retain essential site space for facilities such as parking 
and amenities such as new landscaping buffers. While Staff recognizes that the conference center 
may result in greater economic return to the owner, Staff does not find that the proposal maximizes 
financial return at the expense of an abutting property owner or the City generally, nor does the 
desire for greater financial return form the sole basis for the hardship.
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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;

Staff finds that there is no equivalent use or land within the RFM District to which the Don CeSar 
can be compared, either in total site area, lot width, or other standards which have a direct impact 
on this request. However, in comparing the structure with similar permitted developments in the 
Boutique Hotel-Condo (BHC) and Large Resort (LR) Districts which are limited to the same height 
(50 feet) as the subject property, Staff finds that the variance will generally afford the subject 
property owner the same amenity space as other similar properties. The additional 7,866 SF of 
interior guest amenity space proposed brings the total amenity space to 18.5% of the maximum 
20% of the total buildable area.

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

Staff finds that the northern side of the site is largely unbuildable in the requested location without 
a combination of the setbacks requested by the applicant. As iterated in other responses, Staff 
finds the encroachments will provide uniformity in indoor amenity space to the property when 
compared with lodging facilities of similar development potential without having a direct negative 
impact on adjacent properties. Additionally, the secondary front and rear setback requests are 
found to be justifiable given unique conditions faced at the subject site compared to elsewhere in 
the zoning district or neighborhood vicinity.

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.

Staff find that the secondary front and rear setback requests are overall in harmony in the Land 
Development Code and Comprehensive Plan, which promote the preservation and redevelopment 
of temporary lodging uses while protecting residential areas from encroachment. Staff finds the 
request, in tandem with recommended conditions, provides an opportunity for the hotel to develop 
a facility that will continue its economic viability while mitigating and resolving issues on the 
northern end of the site related to visual blight, inadequate landscape buffering, and lack of a 
directly-accessible truck loading area.

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 that the secondary front and rear setback variance requests for the addition and stair tower 
are generally reasonable and an adequate resolution for the buildability issues faced on the northern 
end of the site. Staff also find that certain conditions are necessary to ensure that the construction 
respects the single-family residential neighborhood that abuts the site to the north. 
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RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of the variances to LDC Sec. 14.7(b)(2) for the requested secondary front 
encroachment along El Centro and LDC Sec. 14.7(b)(4) for the requested rear yard encroachment of 
the staircase with the following conditions:

(1) A site plan, prepared to the requirements of Division 5 of the Land Development Code, shall be 
approved prior to any building permit issuance for the subject proposal. 

(2) This variance shall provide authorization to construct a one-story conference center addition at 
0-feet from El Centro Street right-of-way.  The addition will comply with the 48.7-foot side 
setback to the North and the 20-foot rear setback to the West.  Additionally, the variance allows 
for an enclosed staircase to encroach within 8.5-feet of the rear property line on the West side.   

(3) The top of roof of the proposed addition shall not exceed the height of the top of roof of the 
adjacent dwelling located at 3505 El Centro Street, as shown on sheet A2.2 of the plans 
provided.

(4) No windows shall face to the northern side of the addition.
(5) A fifteen-foot wide “Type C” buffer, as depicted in LDC Sec. 22.8, shall be installed along the 

north side of the addition.  
(6) A four-foot-tall wall or fence shall be constructed within the buffer and run along the entire 

north side of the addition.  This buffer shall not be used for passive recreation or installation of 
above-ground utilities.

(7) A six-foot wide landscaping buffer shall be established and maintained on the north and west 
side of the service lot.  

(8) A four-foot-tall wall or fence shall be constructed within the buffer and run along the entire 
north side of the service lot.  This buffer shall not be used for passive recreation or installation 
of above-ground utilities. 

(9) Parking underneath the addition and the spaces located in the service lot shall be limited to 
employees and deliveries only. No customer parking shall be permitted.  Signage shall be 
posted restricting the parking area.

(10) All landscaping required under these conditions shall be Florida Friendly and selected for Zone 
9B hardiness as classified by UF-IFAS.

(11) The existing “Do Not Enter” sign at the southern terminus of El Centro St. shall be replaced and 
maintained by the applicant. 
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EXISTING SITE (North End of Property at El Centro Street)
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ELEVATION (Addition and Single-Family Dwelling to North)

TOP OF ROOF 
EL: 47.65 FT

Page 71 of 102



Page 72 of 102



Page 73 of 102



Page 74 of 102



Page 75 of 102



Page 76 of 102



Page 77 of 102



Page 78 of 102



 
 

 

DATE: September 15, 2021, Revised November 16, 2021 

TO: City of St. Pete Beach – Planning Department 

FROM: HHR St. Pete Beach LLC (“Applicant”) 

RE: The Don CeSar North Lot Ballroom Expansion & Parking Lot modifications 

Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance Application 

3400 Gulf Blvd., St. Pete Beach, FL 33706 

Parcel ID #07-32-16-21857-000-0010 (Parcel A) 

Parcel ID #07-32-16-21857-000-0020 (Parcel B) 

 

 

 

Explanation of Request 

 

The Don CeSar is the most historically significant property along the St. Pete Beach coastline, and perhaps 

on all of Florida’s West Coast. The Hotel was developed and constructed by Thomas Rowe and opened to 

the public in 1928. Over the years, the hotel has seen various Owners and uses and in 1974 was added to 

the National Register of Historic Places. In 1989 the hotel joined the National Trust’s Historic Hotels of 

America and was designated the only historic resort on Florida’s Gulf Coast. Nevertheless, the hotel is not 

a locally designated historic hotel and therefore, no Certificate of Appropriateness is necessary. Host 

Hotels & Resorts acquired the property in 2016 and has since invested in the property with the renovation 

of all guestrooms and public areas, including the famous Maritana Restaurant. 
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Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance Application 

City of St. Pete Beach, FL 

The Don CeSar North Lot Expansion 

 

 

The Applicant proposes to expand its operations to include a ballroom which provides opportunities for 

continued success of this historic gem. The Don CeSar is positioned as a destination resort and is visited by 

travelers from all over the United States as well as Internationally. Its position in the community as one of 

the largest taxpayers in the City will be jeopardized if the hotel is not allowed to expand and react to the 

needs of the 21st century. 

 

The proposed addition, operationally, provides much needed ballroom and amenity space to allow for the 

continued success of this historic property. As a historic property which is part of the National Historic 

Hotels, there is limited space in which to renovate, modify, or add usable floor area that maintains the 

historic nature of the property and would, if necessary, meet the requirements of a Certificate of 

Appropriateness which would be required for a designated property. The facilities help to keep this historic 

property relevant as one of the premier destination resorts in Florida, enabling it to compete with the 

more modern facilities that have the luxury of large meeting and event spaces. The proposed location of 

the expansion is the only available open land to expand the use and not have significant impact to the 

surrounding neighborhoods or the historic value and attributes of the hotel.  While the property owns a lot 

on the east of Gulf Blvd that is currently utilized for parking, this property is surrounded on three sides by 

single family homes, is not proximate to the other usable spaces in the hotel and would not provide the 

resources necessary for the expansion of a historic property; most importantly, any construction on the 

eastern property would significantly impact the front façade of the property – which is expressly 

discouraged by the Department of Interior historic standards. 

 

The Property has a zoning of Resort Facilities Medium District (RFM) and a future land use map 

designation of RFM and is identified by two parcels. Parcel A is located on the west side of Gulf Boulevard 

and comprises 3.791 acres, not including property west of the coastal construction control line; while Parcel 

B is on the east side of Gulf Boulevard and comprises 2.54 acres and is utilized solely for parking. No 

modifications to Parcel B are proposed as part of this application. The only proposed modification is on 

the northern portion of Parcel A which consists of primarily two formerly single-family lots which were 

added to the Don Cesar platted property in 1971. Even though this subject portion of Parcel A were 

formerly single-family lots, they  are now part of the greater Parcel A and have a zoning of RFM resulting in 

a requirement for extraordinary setbacks on relatively small portions of the greater parcel and, significantly, 

those parcels are bifurcated by a right of way (El Centro) creating more challenges to setbacks. 

 

The Applicant requests relief (i) in a small area of the northern portion of the Property for the construction 

of a new cooling tower for its facilities plant and (ii) a ballroom to serve guests and the community as 

shown on the plans.  Specifically, the applicant proposes a 8.5 ft west (rear) setback where 20 feet would 

otherwise be required; and a setback of zero (0’) east (secondary front) setback variance along a portion of 

the west side of El Centro where 25 feet is required.  The variances requested are directly related to the 

right of way easement running east/west through the eastern portion of the subject property, the location 

of El Centro, and the connection between the two which dead ends into the Property.   
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FINDINGS NECESSARY FOR GRANTING REQUEST 

 

The proposed application meets the criteria for approval as follows: 

1. 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. 

• The northernmost portion of Parcel A of the Don CeSar Hotel lot includes two 

formerly single-family lots which have frontages along El Centro Street creating a “U” 

shaped northern boundary of the Property. Based on the buildable area 

requirements, the buildable area would be limited due to the setbacks required in the 

RFM zoning district.  The existing El Centro right of way The parcel proposed for 

development is a former single family home parcel and as such would normally have 

limited setbacks; however, there is also a right of way easement and the El Centro 

right of way which bifurcate the ownership together with the required RFM setbacks 

which thereby minimize the buildable area – making it unusable for a luxury hotel or 

generally any other use that ties to the property lines.  The original Don CeSar pre-

dates all development restrictions currently utilized in the city of St. Pete Beach and 

Pinellas County, specifically, the 1986 Growth Management Act of Florida, The City of 

St. Pete Beach Comprehensive Plan, and the Land Development Code. Because of the 

historic nature and size of the hotel resort, this presents a unique situation within the 

Zoning District of the City of St. Pete Beach. 

 

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant or a 

prior owner of the property. 

 

This is a historic hotel which the applicant intends to invest in and allow to flourish.  

The need for this investment is not the fault of the applicant.  Further, the location of 

the expansion is dictated by the historic preservation edicts and direction from the 

Secretary of the Interior as to the placement of the expansion.  The applicant did not 

create the lot size and setback restrictions which result in the inability to create viable, 

tourist accommodation services on a former single-family parcel. The historic value of 

the Property necessitates creative options for making the continued use of the 

Property economically viable and a service to the tourism community. The Property 

was originally constructed in 1928 and the layout has remained generally consistent 

since that time.  The location of the stairtower to the west is specifically designed to 

preserve the access the City emergency vehicles currently enjoys through the  

 

3. 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. 

 

• The north portion of the site is bisected by the public right-of-way for El Centro 

Street, resulting in additional front, rear and side yard setbacks that would not 

typically be required for a more uniform site layout. Additionally, the overall length of 

the parcel is much larger than other parcels in the surrounding district, resulting in an 
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extreme side yard setback requirement (approximately 48.7’) adjacent to the original, 

historic portion of the hotel. The existing setback on the south side of the hotel 

property, also adjacent to single family homes, is 11.7 feet, as shown on the survey. 

The combination of setback restrictions creates virtually an unbuildable site on the 

north lot. 

 

4. 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. 

 

• The proposed addition will not increase density in transient lodging units or otherwise 

violate the Land Development Code or Comprehensive Plan. The hardship exists due 

to the nature of the hotel’s age and the location of a right of way and right of way 

easement which encompass a significant portion of otherwise developable property. 

The proposed addition will enhance the viability of the historic hotel by providing 

additional function space for our existing guests, which is consistent with the specified 

use per the current zoning code (RFM – Resort Facilities Medium District) which allows 

Transient accommodations/hotels. The location of the El Centro right of way is one of 

the primary drivers of this hardship. While the applicant explored the vacation of a 

portion of the right of way which would make the variance unnecessary, the 

elimination of the circulation and loss of improved hotel functionality (access, 

deliveries, and back of house) made the variance a lesser impact option. 

 

5. An applicant’s desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum financial return 

from his property does not constitute hardship. 

 

• The proposed addition will undoubtedly increase the long-term preservation of this 

historically significant property, drawing to both local and visiting/traveling guests. 

The continued success of the The Don CeSar is a benefit to both the neighboring 

properties and the City of St. Pete Beach. 

 
6. 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. 

 

• Because of the specific limiting factors of the parcel (i.e., setback restrictions 

mentioned in question 3), expansion on the available open space of the parcel is 

significantly diminished. Granting this variance will give the Owner the same 

opportunity to enhance and expand their property as other smaller, more uniform 

properties in similar zoning districts as well as those in LR – Large Resort and B/HC – 

Boutique Hotel/Condo districts. 

 

7. The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable use of the 

land, building, or structure. 

 

As previously mentioned, The Owner’s goal is to keep The Don CeSar relevant and 

viable in the competitive destination resort market while maintain its position on the 
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Historic Hotels of America ranking. To maintain this course, the hotel has a need for 

additional ballroom space that is uninterrupted by columns or structure and meets 

the market demand. The proposed ballroom is approximately 7,866 square feet and  

is laid out to maximize the site while staying within reasonable constraints. 

 

8. 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. 

 

• This expansion is in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development 

Code for the RFM District, which permits Hotel Developments (transient lodging). 

The proposed building addition would represent a substantial improvement to the 

north parcel of the hotel. Currently, this parcel is the location for various utilities, 

storage, and parking. The proposed building addition would conceal these functions 

and increase the aesthetics of the site, especially from the Pinellas Bayway (route 682) 

and adjacent single-family residences. The proposed development and requested 

variances allow for the modification of the parking areas and other improvements, 

resulting in a renewed and code compliant parking layout, delivery, and back of 

house area. This addition to the building will mimic the historic architectural language 

of The Don Cesar and will be complimentary to the neighborhood. Currently, there is 

an unimproved beach access from Gulf Boulevard that will be improved and provide 

a fresh, landscaped path to the beach for the neighborhood. 
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DATE: November 16, 2021 

   

TO: City of St. Pete Beach – Planning Department 

   

RE: The Don CeSar North Lot Expansion – Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance Application 

 Narrative Description of Changes in Revised Submittal 

  3400 Gulf Blvd., St. Pete Beach, FL 33706 

Parcel ID #36-31-15-05094-028-0050; Tax ID #81-4607147 

  

 

The items listed below describe the revisions to the previously submitted drawing set for the Technical 

Review Committee and Board of Adjustment Hearing. The original submission was titled “ZONING 

VARIANCE SUBMISSION” and was dated 09/15/2021. This revised submission is titled “BOA 

ZONING VARIANCE SUBMISSION” and is dated 12/15 2021 (the date of the BOA hearing). 

 

1. The current submission requests a variance of the secondary front yard setback along El Centro 

from 25.0’ to zero (0) feet – a variance of 25.0’. 

 

2. The original submission requested a variance of the side yard setback to the North from 48.7’ 

to 30.0’ – a variance of 18.7’. The revised submission is not requesting a variance of the side 

yard setback to the North and maintains the 48.7’ setback along the property line. 

 

3. The original submission requested a variance of the rear yard setback along Block N to the 

West from 20.0’ to zero (0) feet – a variance of 20.0’. The revised submission is not requesting 

a variance along the rear yard and maintains the 20.0’ setback along the property line.  

 

4. The west egress stair protrudes from the main building and falls within the existing rear yard 

setback from Block N to the existing hotel building. The revised submission requests a variance 

of the rear yard setback from 20.0’ to 8.5’ – a variance of 11.5’ for this egress stair. 

 

5. The original submission had a building addition of approximately 14,275 GSF of enclosed 

space with an approximate ballroom size of 10,832 SF. The revised submission has a building 

addition of approximately 10,395 GSF of enclosed space with an approximate ballroom size of 

7,866 SF. This represents a reduction of total enclosed building addition of 3,880 GSF of 

enclosed space. 

 

6. The number of parking spaces required has been reduced to coordinate with the reduced size of 

the building. As with the original submission, we are not asking for a parking variance. 
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Description of Changes in Revised Submittal 

City of St. Pete Beach, FL         

The Don CeSar North Lot Expansion 

7. The height of the building remains the same as proposed in the original submission, we are not 

asking for a height variance. 

 

8. The landscape buffers along the pedestrian easements on the north side of the site remain the 

same as proposed in the original submission. 

 

 

END OF DESCRIPTION 
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