
 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 

CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

 
155 Corey Avenue 

St. Pete Beach, FL 33706 
  

Wednesday, March 29, 2023 
2:00 PM 

 
 
 

Call to Order  
Pledge of Allegiance  

Roll Call 
 

REGULAR  MEETING 
 
1. Approval of the Agenda -  

 
Action Request: Motion to approve the March 29th, 2023 agenda. 

2. Audience Comments - 
General comments shall be limited to 3 minutes. Public comment on agenda items will be 
allowed when that item is called and limited to 3 minutes. Please provide a comment card to 
the Clerk. 

  
3.  Approval of Minutes  
  a. Workshop and Regular Meeting January 25, 2023  
4. Action Items -  
  a. Election of Officers 2023-24  

 
Sec. 22-39. - Election of officers; conduct of meetings. 
(a) The board of adjustment shall annually, at the first meeting held following the 
appointment of members, organize by electing a chairman and vice-chairman and such 
other officers as may be necessary from among its members. 
 
Current Chair Paul Skipper; Current Vice Chair Sandie Lyman  
 
Requested Action: 
Motion to APPOINT ____ as the Committee Chair for 2023-2024. 
Motion to APPOINT ____ as the Committee Vice Chair for 2023-2024. 
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  b. Case No. 23006 - 285 42nd Ave.  
Practical Difficulty Variance; Pamela and Paul Stein requests to construct 18.5’ x 18’, 11’ 
high detached garage that will not meet required 10’ secondary front yard setback with 3.5’ 
proposed and required 20’ rear yard setback with 7’ proposed (LDC Sec. 6.13(a)(2)). 

  c. Case No. 23013 - 200 1st Ave.  
Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance; James Manfuso for Point Pass-a- Grille Inc. 
requests to construct aluminum fence on southern seawall that exceeds the permitted 
maximum height of 4’ within waterfront yard where 20’ setback is required (LDC Sec. 
6.15). 

  d. Case No. 23012 - 135 44th Ave.  
Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance; Brian Leach and Karen Didden requests to 
retain existing residential storage building of 128 sq. ft. that exceeds the maximum of 80 
sq. ft. permitted (LDC Sec. 6.13(b)(5)). 

  e. Case No. 23015 - 250 Isle Dr.  
Practical Difficulty Variance; Elizabeth and Scott Sinatra requests to construct 22’ x 22’, 
<20' high attached garage that will not meet required 20’ front yard and 20’ secondary 
front yard setback with 16’ and 10’proposed (LDC Sec. 8.7(a)(1-2)). 

  f. Case No. 23016 - 7501 Gulf Blvd.  
Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance; Grant McLaughlin, PJ Callaghan Company 
for BoyleNPoint, LLC requests to reduce the size of a required 75th Ave frontage buffer 
from eight to five feet (LDC Sec. 22.7(a)(1)) and construct a new building in the Downtown 
Redevelopment District that lacks a corner entrance (LDC Sec. 39.3(e)(1)). 

5. Adjournment - Next meeting to be held on 4/26/2023 -  
 
 
 
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  

January 25, 2023   2:00 P.M. 
 

PRESENT: Sandie Lyman, Vice Chair 
Michael Bomar, Member  
Denise Chase, Member 
Dan Small, Member 

 
EXCUSED:  Paul Skipper, Chair  
   
STAFF PRESENT: Kristin Coman, Senior Planner  

Brandon Berry, Senior Planner 
Matthew McConnell, Assistant City Attorney 

 Ginny Bodkin, Deputy City Clerk 
 
Vice Chair Lyman called the meeting to order at 2:00 PM and led the Pledge of Allegiance. The 
Deputy Clerk swore in all individuals who would be speaking on agenda items.  
 
1. Approval of the Agenda -  
 
Motion:  Member Chase moved, and Member Bomar seconded the approval of the agenda 
as presented with no changes; the motion passed unanimously. 
 
2. Audience Comments – There were no general audience comments. 
 
3. Approval of Minutes - a. 11/30/2022 
 
Motion: Member Bomar moved, and Member Small seconded the approval of the November 
30, 2022 minutes as presented.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
4. Action Items  
 
a. Case No. 22065 - 724 Boca Ciega Isle Dr. Practical Difficulty Variance: Roger Pierce and 

Sarah Corbin request expansion of the existing one-car-attached garage into a two-car 
garage and maintain the existing front yard setback of 12.5’ where 20’ is required. (LDC 
Sec. 6.13(a)(1)) 

 
Senior Planner Kristin Coman reviewed a summary of the request for a variance. Her presentation 
included photos, maps, survey, plans, request details, variance conditions, proof of noticing, and 
staff report and analysis. The presentation is part of the meeting record. 
 
Staff recommendation was for approval with conditions – that areas to be removed should be 
stabilized with grass and have a site inspection approval by the Planning Dept., gutters should be 
installed on the new additions, and applicant submit an As-Built Plan prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Applicant Roger Pierce testified that the staff report was a good summary of his request; he added 
some additional comments on the need for a variance and other improvements being made. Ms. 
Coman added that fifteen letters of support were received and none against. 
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Board of Adjustment Meeting 
January 25, 2023 
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There was no additional audience comment. The Chair opened Board discussion. 
 
Motion: Member Small moved, and Member Bomar seconded to approve the variance for 
Case No. 22065 to include the three staff recommended conditions listed in the agenda 
report; the motion passed unanimously.  

 
b. Case No. 22072 - 544 69th Ave. Practical Difficulty Variance: Nelson and Alice Hill 

request expansion of an existing driveway with an additional 13’ wide section of concrete 
installed between the existing double driveways, creating a single standard driveway of 33’ 
in width as it crosses the property line where a maximum of 20’ is permitted, and 36’ in 
width at the curb where a maximum of 26’ is permitted. (LDC Sec. 23.11(b)(2)) 
 

Ms. Coman reviewed a summary of the request for a variance. Her presentation included photos, 
maps, survey, proposed plans, request detail, variance conditions, proof of noticing, and staff 
report and analysis. The presentation is part of the meeting record. 
 
Staff found no adverse changes would be produced by the variance, and recommendation was for 
approval with the condition that areas adjacent to the driveway should have supplemental plantings 
installed and a site inspection by the Planning Department prior to final inspection. No letters for 
or against were received. 
 
Applicant Nelson Hill appeared and provided a handout. He testified about the need for the 
variance with photographs. He explained that they are part-time residents and acknowledged that 
he understood the condition suggested regarding landscaping. 
 
There was no additional audience comment. The Chair opened Board discussion. Impervious 
surfaces ratio (ISR) was discussed; this meets the criteria. 
 
Motion:  Member Bomar moved, and Member Small seconded to approve the variance for 
Case No. 22072 with the staff recommended condition for landscaping as outlined in the 
agenda report; the motion carried 4-0. 
 
c. Case No. 22080 - 1 Pass-a-Grille Way Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance: 

Melanie Vandegrif for Millard Gamble requests removal and replacement of the existing 6’ 
high wood fence with 6' vinyl fencing within waterfront yard where 20’ setback is required. 
(LDC Sec. 6.15) 

 
Ms. Coman reviewed a summary of the request for a variance. Her presentation included photos, 
maps, survey, plans, request detail, variance conditions, proof of noticing, and staff report and 
analysis. The presentation is part of the meeting record. Ms. Coman reviewed the variance criteria 
with staff comments. This case was discussed with the Technical Review Committee on 1/18/23 
and no comments were received. 
 
Staff findings were that all criteria for the variance were met and they recommended approval. The 
Applicant submitted five letters received in support. 
 
Property Manager Melanie Vandergrif appeared on behalf of the Applicant. She provided 
testimony on the need for the improved, safe fencing at this commercial property. She answered 
Board questions on height and grade. 
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Board of Adjustment Meeting 
January 25, 2023 
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There was no audience comment on this case and the Chair opened Board discussion.  
 
Motion:  Member Chase moved, and Member Small seconded to approve the variance for 
Case No. 22080 as presented; the motion carried 4-0. 
 
d. Case No. 22078 - 402 39th Ave. Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance: Sam 

Angelides, ASPBS, LLC, requests to construct a 22’ x 24’ two-car detached garage with a 
20’ x 20’ covered porch, proposed height of 15’ which exceeds the 12’ maximum height 
permitted. (LDC Sec. 6.13(2)(b)) 

 
Ms. Coman reviewed a presentation on this variance request. The presentation is part of the 
meeting record. Exhibits included an aerial map, zoning map, property survey, site plan, 
photographs, details of the request, proof of noticing, variance conditions, and staff findings. The 
property received a variance in 2022 to construct a 2-car detached  garage that encroached into the 
setbacks; the Applicant is returning because the height as defined by the Land Development Code 
may not have been considered in the application. Ms. Coman reviewed the variance criteria with 
staff comments.  
 
Staff found the request reasonable and recommended approval with conditions that all prior 
conditions from the previous Case 22018 remain, the detached garage/patio may not be attached, 
and an As-Built Plan noting all setbacks and ISR calculation must receive zoning approval prior 
to the issuance of a Final Inspection/Certificate of Occupancy.  
 
One letter was submitted in objection. 
 
Applicant Sam Angelides of 3990 Belle Vista Drive, St. Pete Beach testified he was unaware of 
the height issue during the first case and acknowledged that the garage will be separate. He 
answered Board questions. 
  
Public comment was closed, and Board discussion was opened by the Chair.  
 
Motion:  Member Bomar moved, and Member Small seconded to  approve the variance for 
Case No. 22078 as presented with the three staff recommended conditions as set forth by the 
City and that the property not be used as a business storage area for equipment or vehicles; 
the motion passed 4-0.  
 
Member Chase left the meeting at 3:00 PM.  
 
Mr. McConnell explained that with now only three members present, a vote must be unanimous 
to approve. The Applicant asked to carry on hearing her case. 
 
e. Case No. 22079 - 510 Boca Ciega Isle Dr. Practical Difficulty Variance: Mishou Sanchez 

for Derek and Jennifer Iavarone requests to construct an attached pergola, 72’8” x 11’6”, 
15’ high (overall) that does not meet the required 15’ rear setback with 9’ proposed. (LDC 
Sec. 6.13(3)(a)) 

 
Ms. Coman reviewed a presentation on this variance request. The presentation is part of the 
meeting record. Exhibits included a certificate of completeness, aerial map, zoning map, property 
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survey, site plan, photographs, details of the request, proof of noticing, variance conditions, and 
staff findings. She reviewed prior approvals in 2018 (PLN 18-00031) and 2021 (Case 21058) and 
related conditions. 
 
Staff found the request reasonable and that it will not have an adverse impact. They recommended 
approval with the conditions that prior conditions from Case 21058 remain, and an As-Built Plan 
noting setbacks and ISR calculation be approved by zoning prior to issuance of final Certificate of 
Occupancy. No letters were received for or against. 
 
Mishou Sanchez of 2404 Alvarez Road, Tampa appeared on the Applicant’s behalf and testified 
that nothing has changed since the prior hearing; the pergola will soften the back line of the house 
and allow bougainvillea to grow there. 
 
Public comment was closed, and Board discussion was opened by the Chair.  
 
Motion: Member Small moved, and Member Bomar seconded to  approve the variance for 
Case No. 22079 as presented with the staff recommended conditions as set forth by the City 
that all prior conditions are to remain, and an As-Built Plan be submitted noting all setbacks 
and ISR calculation and approved by Zoning prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy; the motion passed 3-0.  
 
5.        Adjournment – The next meeting 3/29/23. 
 
Ms. Coman explained that there are no cases that will be ready to hear in February; that meeting 
will be cancelled. 
 
Vice Chair Lyman adjourned the meeting at 3:12  PM. 

 
These minutes will be considered for approval at the March 29, 2023 Board of Adjustment meeting. 
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CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 
DRAFT BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT WORKSHOP MINUTES  

January 25, 2023   1:00 P.M. 
 

PRESENT: Sandie Lyman, Vice Chair 
Michael Bomar, Member  
Denise Chase, Member 
Dan Small, Member 

 
EXCUSED:  Paul Skipper, Chair  
   
STAFF PRESENT: Kristin Coman, Senior Planner  

Brandon Berry, Senior Planner 
Matthew McConnell, Assistant City Attorney 

 Ginny Bodkin, Deputy City Clerk 
 
Vice Chair Lyman called the meeting to order at 1:00 PM. 
 
Quasi-Judicial Procedure -  
 
Assistant City Attorney Matthew McConnell explained that he called for this workshop at the last 
meeting to provide a refresher on quasi-judicial procedure and recent legislation.  
 
Mr. McConnell gave a complete walk-through of the request for variance process and procedures 
as they come before the Board of Adjustment. The two parties to the application are the City and 
the Applicant. Unless the City Attorney’s Office (or this Board) deems a surrounding or adjacent 
neighbor an adversely affected person; at that point they would get party status, but that has been 
rare with this Board. 
 
Several months ago, the City Commission adopted procedures for public meetings; the City 
Attorney’s Office is preparing the same for quasi-judicial hearings (this Board). He walked 
through the order in which the hearings should proceed; no part should be bypassed: 
 

• The meeting is opened and roll call. 
• The Clerk’s Office swears in witnesses that are to provide testimony. Testimony must be 

under oath. 
• Approval of Agenda/Minutes/Public comment on non agenda items. 
• The sitting attorney will ask if there has been any ex parte communication on the part of 

the members for the cases to be heard. Ex parte communication is information that a Board 
member has determined outside of the meeting/Chambers – or outside of what the 
Applicant knows or what is being presented at the public hearing - i.e. emails from 
neighbors or experts or a site visit. There is nothing wrong with that, but the way to cure it 
is by announcing it prior to the item being heard.  

• City staff presents the application; the purpose is to lay out an overview of the Applicant’s 
request and what they have reviewed, and what criteria is required for the Board to approve 
the variance. 

• The burden is then on the Applicant to prove to the Board that they have met the 
requirements for the variance. 

• If attorney appears for an Applicant, they are allowed to present, have their own witnesses, 
have time for rebuttal, and cross-examine. All cross-examinations, questions and 
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Board of Adjustment Meeting 
January 25, 2023 
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communication are to go through the Board Chair; the Chair is essentially managing the 
meeting. 

• Kristen (or the appointed staff member) is the City’s expert, but nothing precludes the 
Applicant from having their own experts.  

• After the Applicant presents, the public hearing portion of the meeting opens; there is no 
need to distinguish ‘for’ or ‘against’ – it is just public comment. 

• Comment can limit to three minutes, but generally are given more time as decided by the 
Board.  

• After Public comment is closed, the Applicant is given an opportunity to rebut anything 
that has been said prior to Board deliberation. 

• Staff may have made suggestions of recommendations for conditions; the motions needs 
to be clear on what the conditions are. 

• A motion, a second, and a vote are required. 
• The Board is here to consider the evidence, make findings of facts, draw conclusions of 

law, impose conditions if applicable, then staff issues an order. Make it clear that you are 
basing the decision on the evidence. 

 
Additional points: 

• Due process is important – adequate notice is required, there is an opportunity to be heard, 
and the Board is fair and impartial, basing their decision on the evidence 

• Sufficient time must be given to present – if Applicant needs 10 minutes, that should be 
appropriate, but– additional time can be allowed. 

• Staff may present and suggest some conditions. 
• The motion needs to be clear – approve specific with conditions. Spell it out. 
• Motion/second/roll call vote. 
• This Board has the right and ability to impose its own conditions in addition to or different 

from staff recommendations. 
• On appeal, courts review 1- due process, 2 - was the law correctly applied (criteria has been 

met), 3 - Board’s decision must be based on competent, substantial evidence. The Board 
must be fair and impartial.  

• Call the attorney in advance if you think you need to be recused on an item. 
 
Statute 166.033 - 
 
Mr. McConnell explained that the State Statute changed about a year ago. He provided a handout 
which is in the meeting record. An approval, approval with conditions or denial of the application 
must include written findings supporting the municipality’s decision. 
 
After a motion to approve that does not pass, there must be a second motion to deny (by one of 
the people who voted no). The Chair cannot second a motion. If no second, motion dies. 
Example - Based on the evidence and staff findings presented, I deny because the Applicants have 
not met variance criteria. 
 
The Application 
 

• The Variance is for the property and related matters, not for Applicant’s personal issues. 
Ms. Coman explained the types of variances; they are always outlined in the meeting 
packet. 
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• Discussed each application standing on its own and compatibility. 
 
Member Bomar asked Mr. McConnell to distribute the recommended order of the meeting/hearing 
that he reviewed in writing to the members when it is completed.  
 
Vice Chair Lyman asked that the Board be informed of the result of any cases that go to appeal; 
that would be helpful/educational. 
 
Mr. McConnell encouraged one on one meetings if the members ever have questions; they can 
call or email. 
 
Vice Chair Lyman adjourned the meeting at 1:51 PM. 

 
These minutes will be considered for approval at the March 29, 2023 Board of Adjustment meeting. 
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

 
Agenda Report 

 
Issue Considered:  Case No. 23006 - 285 42nd Ave. 
  
Date:  March 29, 2023 
  
Prepared By:  Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Jennifer McMahon, Chief Operating Officer 

   
  
  
Summary of Issue:  Practical Difficulty Variance; Pamela and Paul Stein 

requests to construct 18.5’ x 18’, 11’ high detached 
garage that will not meet required 10’ secondary front 
yard setback with 3.5’ proposed and required 20’ rear 
yard setback with 7’ proposed (LDC Sec. 6.13(a)(2)).   

  
Funding:  n/a   
  
Requested Motion:  Motion to APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS Case 

No. 23006 to construct an 18.5' x 18' x 11' high detached 
garage that will not meet the required 10' secondary 
front yard setback with 3.5' proposed and required 20' 
rear yard setback with 7' proposed, with staff 
recommendation the following condition(s) should 
apply: 

1. Applicant shall submit sealed As-Built Plan 
noting all setbacks and ISR calculation and 
approved by Zoning prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy/Final Inspection. This 
plan should also be updated to reflect the 
removal of the storage area and shed if they are 
removed. 

 
   

  
Attachments:  1. 23006 - Certificate of Completeness with 

Submittal Documents 
2. 23006 - 285 42nd Ave. - Staff Report 
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City of St. Pete Beach· 155 Corey Avenue, St. Pete. Beach, Florida 33706 727-367-2735 · www.stpetebeach.org 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

Date:  March 13, 2023 

To:  Board of Adjustment 

Re:  Staff Findings Report 
  Practical Difficulty Variance  
  Address: 285 42nd Ave. 

Parcel Number: 07-32-16-07398-006-0270 
Pamela and Paul Stein 
Variance Case No: 23006 
 

Prepared by: Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
 
Hearing Date: 3/29/2023 
 

Please be advised that staff has received and reviewed the following items submitted in support of the 
application: 

1. Completed Practical Difficulty Variance application forms.  
2. Boundary Survey prepared by Murphy’s Land Surveying, Inc., dated 1/19/23, consisting of 1 

sheet showing existing site improvements. 
3. Boundary Survey prepared by Murphy’s Land Surveying, Inc., dated 1/19/23, consisting of 1 

sheet showing existing site improvements and altered to show proposed detached garage and 
driveway. 

4. Completed ISR worksheet. 
5. Floor plan, east and west elevation plans prepared by the homeowner, no date provided. 

 

Staff offers the following comments for the Board’s consideration: 

Site Description/Surrounding Land Uses 

The subject site is a 7,200 sq. ft. (approx. 0.17 acre) parcel located at 285 42nd Ave. known as parcel 
number #07-32-16-07398-006-0270 and legal description of BELLE VISTA BEACH 1ST ADD BLK F, LOT 27 
within the AE-Elevation 9 flood zone.  The property is located in the RU-2, Residential zone; RU on the 
future land map and contains a single-family residence constructed in 1955 according to the Pinellas 
County Property Appraiser.  It is surrounded by single-family uses to the north, south, east and west.  
The corner site is improved with a one-story dwelling with rear covered patio.   
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Figure 1: Aerial Photography 

 
Source:  Pinellas County Property Appraiser 

Figure 2: Zoning Map 

 
Source: City of St. Pete Beach Official Zoning Map Page 10 of 15, dated 7/20/2012 

 

Request 

The applicant proposes request to construct 18.5’ x 18’, 11’ high detached garage that will not meet 
required 10’ secondary front yard setback with 3.5’ proposed and required 20’ rear yard setback with 7’ 
proposed (LDC Sec. 6.13(a)(2)). 

Analysis 

Site 

Site 
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1. New variance(s) required: 
a. Residential Accessory Structure, secondary front yard setback: where 10’ is required and 3.5’ is 

proposed. (LDC 6.13(a)(2)).  The applicant is proposing to encroach an additional 6.5’ into the 
required rear yard setback with the proposed detached garage. 

b. Residential Accessory Structure, rear yard setback: where 20’ is required and 7’ is proposed. 
(LDC 6.13(a)(2)).  The applicant is proposing to encroach an additional 13’ into the required rear 
yard setback with the proposed detached garage. 
 

Figure 3: Zoning Table 

Residential Accessory Structure-
Detached Garage (LDC Sec. 6.13(a)(2)) 

285 42nd Ave. 

 Required Existing  Proposed 
Secondary Front Yard Setback (Min.) 10’ n/a 3.5’(v) 
Rear Yard Setback (Min.) 20’ n/a 7’(v) 

*Denotes existing non-conformity       

(v) = Variance required       
 

Figure 4: Site Plan with Proposed Detached Garage (N.T.S.) 
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Figure 5: Detached Garage Floor Plan (N.T.S.) 

 

Additional Comments 

The Applicant should provide testimony regarding the necessity for the requested variances.   

The Board has standards of review for a practical difficulty variance and must make a positive finding 
with regards to the provisions located in Division 3 of the Land Development Code in order to grant the 
variance(s).  The applicant should be prepared to provide their own testimony by answering the 
following items 1-4 in addition to staff comments below: 

1. How substantial the variance is in relation to the requirement sought to be varied; 
o Staff finds the applicant is requesting a 3.5’ secondary front yard setback where 10’ is 

required, representing a variance of 65% from the required standard. 
o Staff finds the applicant is requesting a 7’ rear yard setback where 20’ is required, 

representing a variance of 65% from the required standard. 
2. Whether an adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood; 

o It should be noted that the property is located on the edge of a zone boundary where the 
parcel is located within the RU-2 zone and the properties to the east are located within the 
RU-1 zone which requires a minimum 20’ setback for the secondary front yard where the RU-
2 requires a minimum 10’ secondary front yard setback.  There may be some visual 
differentiation along Moody St.; however, staff finds that no adverse change will be 
produced in the character of the neighborhood.   

Page 24 of 127



Page 5 of 6 
 

3. Whether the difficulty can be obviated by some method feasible for the applicant to pursue 
other than by a variance; and 
o Staff finds that there may be an alternative for the garage to be rotated to allow for access 

from either the alley or by extension of the existing driveway to reduce the addition of 
another driveway onto the property.  Staff also has concern about the proposed secondary 
front yard setback and driveway access.  The garage as proposed provides a distance of 
approximately 19’ from the pavement edge including the existing 4’ wide sidewalk that is 
present along a portion of Moody Street.  If a car were to park in the driveway in front of the 
garage, a portion of the vehicle could potentially overhang into the sidewalk impeding 
pedestrian access.   However, it should be noted that variance relief with regard to setbacks 
would still be necessary with any configuration. 

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

o Staff finds the interest of justice will be served in the granting of this variance. The corner 
property location and dwelling constructed in 1955 does provide limitations to the 
location of a one car detached garage of approximately 333 square feet. 

Other: 

• Applicant should discuss if any alternative locations or orientation of the garage was considered 
and reasoning as to the location and layout submitted.    

• Applicant should provide an overview of the garage, including materials. 
• At the time of the site visit, staff was informed that the metal shed and storage area to the rear 

of the dwelling would be removed should the variance be granted.  Applicant should 
present/confirm this information to the board. 

• Information should be presented with regards to the current condition of the ground cover and 
landscaping on the property and right-of-way.  There are large areas that are deficient of the 
required ground cover and applicant should address how it is intended to be resolved. 
 

Recommendation 

Staff find the request is reasonable given the existing conditions of the lot and will not have an adverse 
impact on the neighborhood.  Staff recommends approval with the following condition(s): 

• Applicant shall submit sealed As-Built Plan noting all setbacks and ISR calculation and approved 
by Zoning prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy/Final Inspection.  This plan should 
also be updated to reflect the removal of the storage area and shed if they are removed. 

Should the board look favorably on the application, the applicant should be advised that any variance 
granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order providing 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. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 
Kristin Coman 
Senior Planner 
 
 
Cc: Pamela and Paul Stein, Application via email (pamelagstein@hotmail.com) 
  Matthew McConnell, Board of Adjustment Attorney  
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

 
Agenda Report 

 
Issue Considered:  Case No. 23013 - 200 1st Ave. 
  
Date:  March 29, 2023 
  
Prepared By:  Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Jennifer McMahon, Chief Operating Officer 

   
  
  
Summary of Issue:  Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance; James 

Manfuso for Point Pass-a- Grille Inc. requests to 
construct aluminum fence on southern seawall that 
exceeds the permitted maximum height of 4’ within 
waterfront yard where 20’ setback is required (LDC 
Sec. 6.15).   

  
Funding:  n/a   
  
Requested Motion:  Motion to APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS Case 

No. 23013to construct an aluminum fence on southern 
seawall that exceeds the permitted maximum height of 
4’ within a waterfront yard where 20’ setback is 
required, with staff recommendation the following 
condition(s) should apply: 

1. The fence shall be of an open design similar to 
the one proposed by the applicant. 

   
  
Attachments:  1. 23013 - Certificate of Completness with Submittal 

Documents 
2. 23013 - 200 1st Ave - Staff Report 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

Date:  March 14, 2023 

To:  Board of Adjustment 

Re:  Staff Findings Report 
  Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance  
  Address: 200 1st Ave. 

Parcel Number: 19-32-16-72394-000-001 
James Manfuso for Point Pass-a-Grille Inc. 
Variance Case No: 23013 
 

Prepared by: Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
 
Hearing Date: 3/29/2023 
 

Please be advised that staff has received and reviewed the following items submitted in support of the 
application: 

1. Completed application form.  
2. Boundary Survey prepared by John C. Brendla and Associates, Inc. dated 9/8/2015, consisting of 

1 sheet showing location of proposed fencing. 
3. Condo Plat Survey prepared by John C. Brendla and Associates, Inc. dated 7/11/1978, consisting 

of 1 sheet. 
4. Seawall Engineering Profiles with Corresponding Photos consisting of 11 pages. 
5. Color photo prints (quantity 6) showing existing conditions along southern property 

line/waterfront yard of property, no date provided.  
 

Staff offers the following comments for the Board’s consideration: 

Site Description/Surrounding Land Uses 

The subject site is 1.14 acre (approx) parcel located at 200 1st Ave. 3known as parcel number 19-32-16-
72394-000-0001 and legal description of POINT PASS-A-GRILLE CONDO (COMMON AREA) within 
portions of the AE-Elevation 10 flood zone.  The property is located in the RM/PAG, Residential District-
Pass-a-Grille Overlay zone; RM on the future land map and contains a condominium use, Point Pass-a-
Grille Condominiums, consisting of 50 units that was constructed in 1978 according to the Pinellas 
County Property Appraiser.  It is a waterfront parcel located on the Pass-a-Grille Channel to the west and 
south, Island’s End Resort, a transient accommodation use to the east and single-family use to the 
north.  The particular location on the property where the fencing is proposed is shown in Figure 3 below. 
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 Figure 1: Aerial Photography 

 
Source:  Pinellas County Property Appraiser 

Figure 2: Zoning Map 

 
Source: City of St. Pete Beach Official Zoning Map Page 15 of 15, dated 7/20/2012 

Site 

Site 
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Request 

The applicant requests to construct aluminum fence on southern seawall that exceeds the permitted 
maximum height of 4’ within waterfront yard where 20’ setback is required (LDC Sec. 6.15). 

Analysis 

1. New variance required: 
a. Fences and Walls, maximum height permitted: where proposed height of 6’ exceeds the 4’ 

maximum height permitted. 

Fences and Walls- (LDC Sec. 6.15) 200 1st Ave. 

 Permitted Proposed  
Height (Max.), Waterfront Yard 4’ Varies based on grade (v)  
*Denotes existing non-conformity  
(v) = Variance required       

       
 

Figure 3: Enlarged Portion of Boundary Survey with Fence Location (N.T.S.) 

 

Additional Comments 

The Applicant should provide testimony regarding the necessity for the requested variances.   

The Board has standards of review for a hardship variance and must make a positive finding with regards 
to the provisions located in Division 3 of the Land Development Code in order to grant the variance(s).  
The applicant should be prepared to provide their own testimony by answering the following items 1-8 
in addition to staff comments below: 

Proposed aluminum fence 
location - to be installed 
along outside edge of 
existing seawall. 
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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 building in the same zoning 
district; 
o The property is located and the southern end of Pass-a-Grille which provides direct 

waterfront access of the Pass-a-Grille Channel.  The condominium complex completed 
repairs of its seawall and installation of additional riprap in 2022. 

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant or a 
prior owner of the property; 
o During the site visit, staff observed individuals not associated with the property utilizing the 

seawall for walking on private property.  Staff finds that the specific conditions and 
circumstances are not the result of the actions of the applicant or a prior owner of the 
property. 

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; 
o Staff find that a literal interpretation of the provisions of the Land Development Code could 

generally deprive the applicant of the private enjoyment of their property, given the 
conditions posed by sand accreting between seawall riprap and the relative lack of grade 
change with the abutting beach that forms temporarily during low tide. During a recent 
inspection Staff noted individuals walking on and near the seawall. 

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 and increase in development density; 
o The hardship was not deliberately or knowingly created by the applicant. The installation of 

riprap at the seawall for armoring purposes has provided conditions where stepping from 
the beach onto the seawall is feasible. A fence on a seawall is permitted per the Code, albeit 
at a lower height. 

5. An applicant’s desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum financial return 
from his property does not constitute hardship; 
o Staff does not find that a desire to achieve greater financial return forms the basis of the 

hardship for this request. The applicant is requesting the variance to secure their property. 
6. Granting the variance application conveys the same treatment to the applicant as to the owner 

of other lands, building, or structures in the same zoning district; 
o 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. 

7. The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable use of the 
land, building, or structure; and 
o Staff finds the fencing at its proposed height is reasonable and minimal. The variation of the 

seawall height relative to adjacent grade as the seawall extends east is met by dropping the 
height from four feet on the western side, where the seawall is most accessible from the 
beach, to three feet on the eastern side. The fence proposed is of an open design and does 
not appear to substantially limit views for applicants or users of the abutting public 
alleyway.  
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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. 
o Staff finds that the request is not anticipated to cause injury to the neighborhood, public 

safety, or welfare, and is generally compatible with the neighborhood. The request is 
minimal and serves the purpose of securing the property while still allowing a viewshed of 
the water for residents.  

Other: 

•  Applicant should provide testimony with regard to the purpose and need for the installation of 
the fencing and retaining the seawall integrity.  

Recommendation 

Staff finds the request is reasonable given the riparian conditions and presence of a public beach access 
point adjacent to the property, the modest height and design of the fence proposed, and the need to 
secure the property to comply with the Florida pool code.  Staff recommends approval with one 
condition: 

1) The fence shall be of an open design similar to the one proposed by the applicant. 

Should the board look favorably on the application, the applicant should be advised that any variance 
granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order providing 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. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Kristin Coman 
Senior Planner 
 
 
Cc: James Manfuso, Applicant via email (jcmanfuso@gmail.com) 
 Matthew McConnell, Board of Adjustment Attorney  
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

 
Agenda Report 

 
Issue Considered:  Case No. 23012 - 135 44th Ave. 
  
Date:  March 29, 2023 
  
Prepared By:  Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Jennifer McMahon, Chief Operating Officer 

   
  
  
Summary of Issue:  Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance; Brian 

Leach and Karen Didden requests to retain existing 
residential storage building of 128 sq. ft. that exceeds 
the maximum of 80 sq. ft. permitted (LDC Sec. 
6.13(b)(5)).   

  
Funding:  n/a   
  
Requested Motion:  Motion to APPROVE Case No. 23012 to retain an 

existing residential storage building of 128 sq. ft. that 
exceeds the maximum of 80 sq. ft. permitted as 
proposed.   

  
Attachments:  1. 23012 - 135 44th Ave - Certificate of Completeness 

with Submittal Documents 
2. 23012 - 135 44th Ave - Staff Report 
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The SunHI Capital of florld1 

Memo To: Board of Adjustment 

From: Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 

Re: 

Date: 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETENESS 

2/16/2023 

Please be advised that on this date, the following application has been deemed complete and will be 

scheduled for the Board of Adjustment agenda on the next available hearing of March 29, 2023. 

Variance Case Number: 23012 

Application Type: Hardship Variance 

Owner: Brian Leach and Karen Didden 

Applicant/Agent: Same 

Parcel Number: 07-32-16-07398-004-0020 

Address: 135 44th Ave., St. Pete Beach, FL 33706 

Zone: RU-2 

Submittal Documents: 

1. Completed Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance application form.

2. Competed Impervious Surface Ratio (ISR) worksheet.

3. Boundary Survey prepared by Ireland and Associates Surveying, Inc. dated 3/30/2022, consisting

of 1 sheet showing location of existing residential storage building.

4. Color photo printout which includes existing storage building, interior images, views showing

existing conditions of property and floor plan, consisting of 3 pages, no date provided.

The application and submittal documents will be forwarded to the following agents for review and/or 

comment: 

City/Board Professionals: 

� Board of Adjustment Attorney via email

□ City Code Enforcement Manager via email

Board Members: 

� Paul Skipper, Chair 

� Sandie Lyman, Vice Chair 

� Michael Bomar 

□ TRC Committee via email

□ City Manager

� Denise Chase 

RI Dan Small 

Cc: Brian Leach and Karen Didden, Owner/ Applicant via email

(leach.brianj@gmail.com; karendidden@gmail.com) 

City of St. Pete Beach 155 Corey Avenue, St. Pete. Beach, Florida 33706 727-367-2735 www stpetebeach org 
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City of St. Pete Beach· 155 Corey Avenue, St. Pete. Beach, Florida 33706 727-367-2735 · www.stpetebeach.org 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

Date:  March 14, 2023 

To:  Board of Adjustment 

Re:  Staff Findings Report 
  Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance  
  Address: 135 44th Ave. 

Parcel Number: 07-32-16-07398-004-0020 
Brian Leach and Karen Didden 
Variance Case No: 23012 
 

Prepared by: Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
 
Hearing Date: 3/29/2023 
 

Please be advised that staff has received and reviewed the following items submitted in support of the 
application: 

1. Completed Unnecessary and Undue Hardship application form.  
2. Completed Impervious Surface Ratio (ISR) worksheet.  
3. Boundary Survey prepared by Ireland and Associates Surveying, Inc. dated 3/30/2022, consisting 

of 1 sheet showing location of existing residential storage building. 
4. Color photo printout which includes existing storage building, interior images, views showing 

existing conditions of property and floor plan, consisting of 3 pages, no date provided. 

Staff offers the following comments for the Board’s consideration: 

Site Description/Surrounding Land Uses 

The subject site is a 7,200 sq. ft. (approx. 0.27 acre) parcel located at 135 44th Ave. known as parcel 
number #07-32-16-07398-004-0020 and legal description of BELLE VISTA BEACH 1ST ADD BLK D, LOT 2 
within the AE-Elevation 10 flood zone.  The property is located in the RU-2, Residential zone; RU on the 
future land map and contains a single-family residence constructed in 1940 according to the Pinellas 
County Property Appraiser.  It is surrounded by single-family uses to the north and east, multi-family to 
the south, and Belle Vista Triangle Park to the west.  The corner property is improved with a one-story 
dwelling with gravel/shell driveway, paver patio and residential storage building. 
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Figure 1: Aerial Photography 

 
Source:  Pinellas County Property Appraiser 

Figure 2: Zoning Map 

 
Source: City of St. Pete Beach Official Zoning Map Page 9 of 15, dated 7/20/2012 

Request 

The applicant to requests to retain existing residential storage building of 128 sq. ft. that exceeds the 
maximum of 80 sq. ft. permitted (LDC Sec. 6.13(b)(5)). 

It should be noted the nonconforming structure currently exists on the property and the applicant 
submitted a variance submittal in connection with a code enforcement case. 

Analysis 

1. Variance required: 
a. Residential Accessory Structure, maximum size permitted: where existing 128 sq. ft building 

exceeds the 80 sq. ft. maximum size permitted 

Site 

Site 
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Residential Accessory Structure-Residential 
Storage Building (LDC Sec. 6.13(5)(a)) 

135 44th Ave. 

 Permitted Existing  Proposed 
Size (Max.) 80 sq. ft. n/a 128’sq. ft.(v) 
*Denotes existing non-conformity  
(v) = Variance required       

       
 

Figure 3: Existing Survey (N.T.S.) 

 

Additional Comments 

The Applicant should provide testimony regarding the necessity for the requested variances.   

The Board has standards of review for a hardship variance and must make a positive finding with regards 
to the provisions located in Division 3 of the Land Development Code in order to grant the variance(s).  
The applicant should be prepared to provide their own testimony by answering the following items 1-8 
in addition to staff comments below: 
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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 building in the same zoning 
district; 
o The owners of the property purchased the property with the pre-existing non-conforming 

accessory structure.  Review of City files does not indicate that the proper approvals were 
obtained by the previous homeowners nor proof submitted by the current owner.  

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant or a 
prior owner of the property; 
o Staff finds that the specific conditions and circumstances are the result of the actions of a 

prior owner of the property but not of the applicant.  The applicant was unaware of the non-
conformity until involvement with Code Enforcement. 

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; 
o Staff find that a literal interpretation of the provisions of the Land Development Code will not 

deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning 
district and but may result in unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant requiring the 
removal and possible replacement with a new structure.   

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 and increase in development density; 
o Staff find that this request will not establish a use not permitted in the district. This is a 

single-family residence that is located within a single-family zoning district. There will be no 
increase to density. 

5. An applicant’s desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum financial return 
from his property does not constitute hardship; 
o Staff does not find that a desire to achieve greater financial return forms the basis of the 

hardship for this request. As stated in the application, the storage building was in place at 
the prior to the purchase of the home and does not increase the value of the property. 

6. Granting the variance application conveys the same treatment to the applicant as to the owner 
of other lands, building, or structures in the same zoning district; 
o 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. 

7. The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable use of the 
land, building, or structure; and 
o While the structure does meet the setback and height requirements, the existing residential 

storage building was constructed 48 sq. ft. larger than permitted.  It should be noted that a 
6’ high fence currently exists, effectively providing substantial shielding of the structure.  

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. 
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o The LDC allows for only one residential storage building permitted as an accessory structure 
on a residential property, therefore no additional storage buildings would be permitted.  The 
current residential storage building meets height and setback requirements in addition to 
compliance with the impervious surface ratio (ISR) of .50 where .70 is permitted. 

Other: 

• Applicant should provide testimony as to the materials to be stored on or within building.   
• If the Board does not grant the variance, the applicant should provide testimony if an alternate 

location exists where the goods and materials currently located in the building could be stored.  
• Applicant should provide testimony as to how the stormwater runoff is or shall be directed and 

maintained on the property to ensure compliance with LDC Sec. 6.13(b)(3). 

Recommendation 

Staff find the request is reasonable and will not have an adverse impact on the neighborhood.  Staff 
recommends approval as proposed. 

Should the board look favorably on the application, the applicant should be advised that any variance 
granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order providing 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. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Kristin Coman 
Senior Planner 
 
 
Cc: Brian Leach and Karen Didden via email (leach.brianj@gmail.com)  
 Matthew McConnell, Board of Adjustment Attorney  
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

 
Agenda Report 

 
Issue Considered:  Case No. 23015 - 250 Isle Dr. 
  
Date:  March 29, 2023 
  
Prepared By:  Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Jennifer McMahon, Chief Operating Officer 

   
  
  
Summary of Issue:  Practical Difficulty Variance; Elizabeth and Scott 

Sinatra request to construct a 22’ x 22’, <20' high 
attached garage that will not meet the required 20’ 
front yard and 20’ secondary front yard setback with 16’ 
and 10’ proposed (LDC Sec. 8.7(a)(1-2)).   

  
Funding:  n/a   
  
Requested Motion:  Motion to APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS Case 

No. 23015 to construct a 22’ x 22’, <20' high attached 
garage that will not meet the required 20’ front yard 
and 20’ secondary front yard setback with 16’ and 10’ 
proposed, with staff recommendation the following 
condition(s) should apply: 

1. Applicant shall submit sealed As-Built Plan 
noting all setbacks and ISR calculation and 
approved by Zoning prior to the issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy/Final Inspection.  

   
  
Attachments:  1. 23015 - 250 Isle Dr. - Certificate of Completness 

with Submittal Documents 
2. 23015 - 250 Isle Dr. - Staff Report 
   

  
  

Page 79 of 127



Page 80 of 127



Page 81 of 127



Page 82 of 127



Page 83 of 127



Page 84 of 127



Page 85 of 127



Page 86 of 127



Page 87 of 127



Page 88 of 127



Page 89 of 127



Page 90 of 127



Page 91 of 127



Page 92 of 127



Page 93 of 127



Page 94 of 127



Page 95 of 127



 
City of St. Pete Beach· 155 Corey Avenue, St. Pete. Beach, Florida 33706 727-367-2735 · www.stpetebeach.org 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

Date:  March 15, 2023 

To:  Board of Adjustment 

Re:  Staff Findings Report 
  Practical Difficulty Variance  
  Address: 250 Isle Dr. 

Parcel Number: 07-32-16-61560-001-0010 
Elizabeth and Scott Sinatra 
Variance Case No: 23015 
 

Prepared by: Kristin Coman, Senior Planner 
 
Hearing Date: 3/29/2023 
 

Please be advised that staff has received and reviewed the following items submitted in support of the 
application: 

1. Completed Practical Difficulty Variance application forms.  
2. Completed ISR worksheet. 
3. Boundary Survey prepared by David C. Harner dated 12/31/2022, consisting of 2 sheets showing 

existing improvements. 
4. Boundary Survey prepared by David C. Harner dated 12/31/2022, consisting of 2 sheets showing 

location of proposed attached garage with dimensions and setbacks. 
5. Elevations and floor plan of proposed garage, consisting of 2 pages, no date provided. 
6. Color photo printout(s) of existing site with proposed garage illustration, consisting of 3 

sheets, no date provided. 

Staff offers the following comments for the Board’s consideration: 

Site Description/Surrounding Land Uses 

The subject site is a 10, 398 sq. ft. (approx. 0.24 acre) parcel located at 250 Isle Dr. known as parcel 
number 07-32-16-61560-001-0010 and legal description of NORTH VINA DEL MAR 1ST ADD BLK 1, LOT 
within the AE-Elevation 9 flood zone.  The property is located in the RU-1, Residential zone; RU on the 
future land map and contains a single-family residence constructed in 1965 according to the Pinellas 
County Property Appraiser.  It is surrounded by single-family uses to the north, south, west and to the 
east across the canal.  The unique corner waterfront site is located on the dead end of a canal just south 
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of the Pinellas Bayway and is improved with a one-story dwelling with circular driveway, rear paver patio 
with inground pool and dock with boat lift.  

Figure 1: Aerial Photography 

 
Source:  Pinellas County Property Appraiser 

Figure 2: Zoning Map 

 
Source: City of St. Pete Beach Official Zoning Map Page 12 of 15, dated 7/20/2012 

 

Request 

The applicant proposes requests to construct 22’ x 22’, less than 18’ high attached garage addition that 
will not meet required 20’ front yard and 20’ secondary front yard setback with 16’ and 10’ proposed 
(LDC Sec. 8.7(a)(1-2)). 

Analysis 

1. New variance(s) required as a result of the proposed construction: 
a. Required front yard setback: where 20’ is required and 16’ is proposed (LDC Sec. 8.7(a)(1)).  The 

applicant is proposing to encroach an additional 4’ into the required front yard setback with the 
proposed attached garage. 

Site 

Site 
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b. Required secondary front yard setback: where 20’ is required and 10’ is proposed (LDC Sec. 
8.7(a)(2)).  The applicant is proposing to encroach an additional 10’ into the required secondary 
front yard setback with the proposed attached garage. 

Figure 3: Zoning Table 

Detached, Single-
Family Residential 

250 Isle Dr. 

  RU-1 Required Existing  Proposed 
Lot Area (Min.) 7,000 sq. ft. 10,398 sq. ft. 10,398 sq. ft. 
Front Yard Setback 
(Min.) 20' 37.44' 16'(v) 

Secondary Front Yard 
Setback (Min.) 20' 14.32' 10'(v) 

Side Yard Setback 
(Min.) 

The lesser of 10% of 
lot width or 7' 13.27' North no change 

Rear Yard Setback 
(Min.) 20' 23.46' no change 

ISR (Max.) 0.70 0.56 0.56 

Height (Max.) 35' not provided, dwelling is 
currently one-story 

not provided, dwelling is 
currently one-story 

*Denotes existing non-conformity    
(v) Variance required       

 

Figure 4: Garage Floor Plan (N.T.S.) 
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Figure 5: Site Plan with Proposed Attached Garage (N.T.S.) 

 

 

 

Additional Comments 

The Applicant should provide testimony regarding the necessity for the requested variances.   

The Board has standards of review for a practical difficulty variance and must make a positive finding 
with regards to the provisions located in Division 3 of the Land Development Code in order to grant the 
variance(s).  The applicant should be prepared to provide their own testimony by answering the 
following items 1-4 in addition to staff comments below: 

1. How substantial the variance is in relation to the requirement sought to be varied; 
o Staff finds the applicant is requesting a 10’ secondary front yard setback where 20’ is 

required, representing a variance of 50% from the required standard. 
o Staff finds the applicant is requesting a 16’ rear yard setback where 20’ is required, 

representing a variance of 20% from the required standard. 
2. Whether an adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood; 

o Staff finds that no adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood.  
The dwelling is located on small cul-de-sac type bump that contains 4 homes.  Due to the 
irregular layout of the lot, the approach to the dwelling from the south along the secondary 
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front yard has mature landscaping, softening the visual length of the dwelling.  The proposed 
garage addition is proposed to have overhead garage doors on each side which are to be 
placed in the location of the existing circular driveway and would not require additional 
driveway installation or disturbance along Isle Dr.  

o It should also be noted that the right-of-way along Isle Dr. along the secondary front yard is 
approximately 15’ in depth and 20’ in depth at the front yard which visually adds additional 
greenspace from the road to the proposed structure.  

3. Whether the difficulty can be obviated by some method feasible for the applicant to pursue 
other than by a variance; and 
o The applicant currently has a one-car attached garage and is requesting an expansion which 

reasonably would be attached onto the existing garage.  
4. Whether, in view of the manner in which the difficulty arose, the interest of justice will be 

served by allowing the variance. 
o Staff finds the interest of justice will be served in the granting of this variance. Due to the 

unusual lot shape, the request is reasonable. The unique dimensions of the property and 
placement of the existing dwelling pose a challenge.  The front property line is approximately 
60’ wide and the rear is approximately 125’ wide which essentially funnels the building 
envelope, constricting the width towards the front of the property.  

Other: 

• Applicant should provide an overview of the garage, including materials, connection to the 
existing one car garage and if any additional improvements will be made to the exterior of the 
dwelling.   

• Please provide testimony as to the necessity of overhead doors on each elevation of the 
addition. 

• Applicant will need to provide the proposed overall height of the garage on the building plans 
but should provide testimony as to the intended height grade to peak. 

• Applicant should discuss if any portion of the existing driveway within should be removed.  If 
any portion of the driveway is to be removed, it should be stabilized as required by code. 

Recommendation 

Staff find the request is reasonable given the unique layout of the lot and will not have an adverse 
impact on the neighborhood.  Staff recommends approval with the following condition(s): 

• Applicant shall submit a sealed As-Built Plan noting all setbacks and ISR calculation and 
approved by Zoning prior to the issuance of a Final Inspection or Certificate of Occupancy. 

Should the board look favorably on the application, the applicant should be advised that any variance 
granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order providing 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. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 
Kristin Coman 
Senior Planner 
 
 
Cc: Elizabeth and Scott Sinatra, Applicant via email (easinatra@gmail.com)  
 Matthew McConnell, Board of Adjustment Attorney  
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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

 
Agenda Report 

 
Issue Considered:  Case No. 23016 - 7501 Gulf Blvd. 
  
Date:  March 29, 2023 
  
Prepared By:  Brandon Berry, Planner II 
  
Through:  Jennifer McMahon, Chief Operating Officer 

   
  
  
Summary of Issue:  Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance; Grant 

McLaughlin, PJ Callaghan Company for BoyleNPoint, 
LLC requests to reduce the size of a required 75th Ave 
frontage buffer from eight to five feet (LDC Sec. 
22.7(a)(1)) and construct a new building in the 
Downtown Redevelopment District that lacks a corner 
entrance (LDC Sec. 39.3(e)(1)).   

  
Funding:  n/a   
  
Requested Motion:  Motion to APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS Case No. 

23016 requested variances: 
1) A corner entrance to the building as required for new 
development in the Downtown Redevelopment District 
(LDC Sec. 39.3(e)(1)): The applicant is providing an 
entrance to the building from the parking lot to the 
rear, with no corner entrance at Gulf Blvd and 75th 
Ave; 
2) A private landscaping buffer along 75th Avenue that 
is equal to ten percent of the adjacent right-of-way 
width (LDC Sec. 22.7(a)(1)): The 75th Avenue right-of-
way is 80 feet, requiring an eight foot buffer. The 
applicant is proposing a five foot buffer along 75th Ave., 
with staff recommendation the following condition(s) 
should apply: 
1) This approval shall only apply to the requested use, 
building layout, and overall request made under site 
plan #22068. Should the building on the site be 
demolished and the site fully redeveloped, or should 
the requested site plan expire and a new request be 
made, the site must fully comply with all landscaping 
and design requirements in place at the time or new 
variance(s) must be obtained; 
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2) Landscaping along both frontages shall meet the 
total volume, quality, and type standards required for a 
frontage under LDC Sec. 39.10(b), except that both 
buffers may be five feet in depth. In place of the royal 
palms proposed along the 75th Ave frontage, the 
applicant shall instead provide native or naturalized 
canopy or understory trees with substantial mature 
“street tree” canopies and root habits that do not 
negatively impact the sidewalk or foundation. However, 
under no circumstance shall there be fewer than three 
trees planted along the 75th Ave frontage. Should 
FDOT review or other requirements result in the 
relocation of landscaping, low landscaping shall be 
provided in its place as viable and relocated larger 
plantings shall be redistributed throughout the site. 
Plantings shall be relocated to the right-of-way only as 
a last resort; 
Page 11 of 11 
3) The applicant shall demonstrate, through the site 
plan process, compliance with all other relevant design 
and site layout requirements of LDC Division 39 as may 
apply to the subject property during new development. 
Should any relevant standard not be met, a new 
variance application shall be required.   

  
Attachments:  1. 23016 - 7501 Gulf Blvd. -Certificate of 

Completeness with Submittal Documents 
2. 23016 -7501 Gulf Blvd Staff Report 
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Memo To: Board of Adjustment 

From:  Kristin Coman, Senior Planner  

Re:  CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETENESS 

Date:  2/23/2023 

  

Please be advised that on this date, the following application has been deemed complete and will be 
scheduled for the Board of Adjustment agenda on the next available hearing of March 29, 2023. 

Variance Case Number: 23016 
Application Type:  Hardship Variance 
Owner:  BoyleNPoint, LLC. 
Applicant/Agent: Grant McLaughlin - PJ Callaghan Company  
Parcel Number:  36-31-15-77994-069-0010 
Address:  7501 Gulf Blvd., St. Pete Beach, FL  33706 
Zone: TC-1  

Submittal Documents: 
1. Completed application form.  
2. Site Plan prepared by PJ Callaghan Construction dated 2/15/23, consisting of 1 sheet. 
3. Landscape Plan Set prepared by Phil Graham Landscape Architecture dated 1/03/23, consisting 

of 3 sheets. 
4. Elevations prepared by PJ Callaghan Construction dated 2/2/22, last revised 3/25/22, consisting 

of 1 sheet. 
 

The application and submittal documents will be forwarded to the following agents for review and/or 
comment: 

City/Board Professionals: 

� Board of Adjustment Attorney via email 
� City Engineer 

� TRC Committee via email 
� City Manager 

Board Members: 

� Paul Skipper, Chair 
� Sandie Lyman, Vice Chair 
� Michael Bomar 

� Denise Chase 
� Dan Small 

 
 
Cc: Grant McLaughlin, PJ Callaghan Company, Applicant via email (grant@pjcallaghan.com) 
 BoyleNPoint, LLC, Owner via email (boylenpoint@gmail.com)  
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PJ
CONSTRUCTION

CALLAGHAN
BUILDING FLORIDA SINCE 1948

LICENSE NO. CGC008112
3251 MORRIS ST. NO.

ST. PETERSBURG, FL. 33713
PH 727-573-2505

DATE: 02/02/2022

SCALE: AS NOTED

SHEET

1. ALL MEASUREMENTS +/- FIELD
VERIFY.

A-2
JOB #: 3252

7501 GULF BLVD
ST. PETE BEACH, FL 33706

Contender
Dealership
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

Date:  March 17, 2023 

To:  Board of Adjustment 

Re:  Variance Case No: 23016 
  Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variances  
  Address: 7501 Gulf Blvd 

Parcel Number: # 36-31-15-77994-069-0010 
Grant McLaughlin of PJ Callaghan Company for BoyleNPoint LLC 

Prepared by: Brandon Berry, Planner 
 
Hearing Date:  March 29, 2023 
 

Please be advised that staff has received and reviewed the following items submitted in support of the 
application: 

1. Completed application form  
2. Survey prepared by Land Precision Corporation, dated August 15, 2022. 
3. Civil site and landscaping plans, submitted January 10, 2023, showing the initial proposed 

site layout prior to identification of required front landscaping and sidewalk requirements; 
4. Elevation plans, dated January 10, 2023; 
5. Revised conceptual site overview plan, scanned February 23, 2023, clearly identifying the 

two required variances; 
6. Additional clarifying correspondence with the applicant, dated February 17, 2023, 

addressing the length of the vessels intended for delivery. 

Staff offers the following comments for the Board’s consideration: 

Site Description/Surrounding Land Uses 

The subject site is a 107.5x100’ (10,750 SF) vacant property consisting of two complete platted lots 
located at the northeastern corner of Gulf Blvd and 75th Ave. The site is located within the AE-10 flood 
zone (landward of LiMWA) and has a zoning of TC-1 Town Center Core District, a medium-to-high 
intensity commercial and mixed-use district that comprises the majority of what the city classifies as its 
core downtown. 

The applicant submitted a site plan for a conceptual boat design store in October 2022. According to 
correspondence with the applicant, the use will function as a design-focused commercial storefront and 
office building, with space provided in the building for temporary display of a vessel that is constructed 
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off-site. The TC-1 District does not permit the outdoor sale of vehicles or vessels, often referred to as 
“sales lots”, which the applicant does not intend to provide. 

During initial Technical Review Committee review of the site plan in February 2023, it was determined 
that the site lacked the following design and landscaping items required by the Land Development Code: 

1) A corner entrance to the building as required for new development in the Downtown 
Redevelopment District (LDC Sec. 39.3(e)(1)); 

2) A private landscaping buffer along 75th Avenue that is equal to ten percent of the adjacent right-
of-way width (LDC Sec. 22.7(a)(1)); 

As the subject property is a corner lot, the two frontages occupy the separately-classified streets of 75th 
Ave, considered an “A street” by the Land Development Code, and Gulf Blvd, upon which the property’s 
segment is considered a “B street”. The applicant has received approval for Technical Review Committee 
reduction of the Gulf Blvd landscaping buffer to five feet in depth as provided for by Code; however, 
buffers required along “A streets” are not provided administrative reduction procedures and instead 
require a variance through the Board of Adjustment.  
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Figure 1: Aerial Photography 

 
Source:  Pinellas County Property Appraiser 

 

  

Site 
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Figure 2: Zoning Map 

 

 
Source: City of St. Pete Beach Official Zoning Map Page 4 of 15, dated 7/20/2012 

  

Site 
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Request 

The following two (2) variances are requested: 

1) A corner entrance to the building as required for new development in the Downtown 
Redevelopment District (LDC Sec. 39.3(e)(1)): The applicant is providing an entrance to the 
building from the parking lot to the rear, with no corner entrance at Gulf Blvd and 75th Ave; 

2) A private landscaping buffer along 75th Avenue that is equal to ten percent of the adjacent right-
of-way width (LDC Sec. 22.7(a)(1)): The 75th Avenue right-of-way is 80 feet, requiring an eight 
foot buffer. The applicant is proposing a five foot buffer along 75th Ave. 

Analysis 

Variances required as a result of the proposed changes: 

 

Figure 3: Zoning Table 

Commercial General/Office 7501 Gulf Blvd 

  
TC-1 

Required Existing  Proposed 

Front Yard (75th Ave) Setback 5-15’ N/A 
9.76’ (west) 
9.58’ (east) 

Secondary Front Yard (Gulf Blvd) 
Setback 5-15' N/A 

10.2’ (north) 
10.03’ (south) 

Side Yard Setback (Min.) 
10' (10% of 
lot width) N/A 

29.66’ (north) 
29.56’ (south) 

Rear Yard Setback (Min.) 10' N/A 
52.95’ (west) 
52.26’ (east) 

ISR (Max.) 0.90 0.65 0.61 

Floor Area Ratio (Max.) 1.0 N/A 0.236 (2532 sq. ft) 

Height (Max.) 28’ N/A 18’-10” (from grade) 

Corner Entrance Required N/A Not provided (v) 

Landscaping Buffer (75th Ave) 8’ depth N/A 5’ (v) 
(v) = Variance required       
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Figure 4: Existing Survey  
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Figure 5: Conceptual site overview plan, detailing both requested variances 
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Additional Comments 

The Applicant should provide testimony regarding the necessity for the requested variances. 

The Board has standards of review for an unnecessary and undue hardship variance and must make a 
positive finding with regards to the provisions located in Division 3 of the Land Development Code in 
order to grant the variance(s).   

The applicant should be prepared to provide evidence by answering the following in addition to staff 
comments: 

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; 

Regarding the landscaping variance, the lot is set at a corner of varying Community Redevelopment 
District street classifications, which is an unusual circumstance not commonly experienced by other 
properties in the district. This provides varying requirements for each frontage related to overall 
landscaping volume, quantity, dimensions, and provision of pedestrian amenities. Furthermore, while 
the development may be eligible for a substantial reduction in required parking given the presence of 
public on-street parking within 800 feet of the property, the property is along the state road portion 
of 75th Ave which does not provide on-street parking at the frontage as is available for the bulk of 
properties within the TC-1 District. As such, the applicant is providing a parking lot that complies with 
minimum on-premise parking requirements of the Land Development Code, which reduces by nearly 
one quarter the depth of the site eligible for non-parking area. This may not be required for other new 
developments in the vicinity. 

Regarding the variance from the building design requirement, a corner entrance would be oriented 
toward a traffic light pole and other utilities at the corner. This experience is similar to other lands in 
the same district, particularly those along 75th Ave, but is not a hardship largely faced by properties 
along the more pedestrian-friendly Corey Avenue within the same zoning district. Staff finds the 
nature of the use proposed, which is likely to experience limited walk-up traffic, provides justification 
for the orientation of the main pedestrian entrance toward the rear of the structure. 

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

No special conditions of the site were the result of the applicant or prior owner. The property is 
formed of two platted lots, and the applicant was not responsible for right-of-way utility placement. 

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; 

Staff finds that the streetscape design requirements of the Land Development Code are written to be 
intentionally flexible for most properties in the Downtown to place a greater emphasis on 
comprehensive streetscape design rather than haphazard placement of landscaping to fulfill planting 
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minimums, and that requiring varying type, size and quality of plantings along each frontage does not 
fit into the intended purpose of the Land Development Code. Due to the aforementioned on-premise 
parking fulfillment, and substantial exceeding of greenspace requirements due to drainage and 
buffering placement, the portion of the site on which a building can be placed may be significantly 
smaller than others in the same zoning district. This could also place hardship on the applicant. 

Staff finds that the requirement of a corner entrance may substantially affect the proposed floor 
layout of the structure, which is near its maximum size given the setback, drainage, landscaping, and 
other site requirements. The nature of the use proposed, and vessel and pedestrian access points 
required, may be negatively impacted by requiring such an entrance and result in hardship to the 
applicant.  

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; 

Approving the variances requested would not result in a use or structure not permitted in the district. 
The use is permitted as proposed. The structure complies with all other dimensional and coverage 
requirements of the code. 

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

Staff finds that neither variance requested would result in greater financial return for the applicant if 
approved. As a condition of approval, staff is recommending that the applicant comply with the full 
required volume of the streetscape landscaping code along both frontages. 

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; 

The total volume of landscaping provided along the property’s frontage, compared with a similar 
newly-developed interior or corner lot within the TC-1 District that is not affected by intersecting 
streetscaping requirements, will be met or exceeded. 

While not a basis for the justification of the issuance of this variance, another recent development at 
a corner along 75th Ave was provided a variance to the corner entrance requirement on partially-
similar grounds to the subject request. The existence of utilities at the subject property’s corner does 
not present an inviting or defined space for pedestrian entrances. Staff finds that the overall 
requirements for interesting, inviting, and high-quality design are still applicable to the building along 
both frontages and will be required to be met in the overall development approval. 

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

Staff finds that both variances are the minimum to make reasonable use of the structure and land. 
The provision of parking, neighbor screening buffers, drainage, and a wider sidewalk along both 
frontages limits the size of the building to less than a third of the floor area permitted by Code. The 
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nature of the use provides for a large atrium set aside office space, which is reasonably fulfilled in the 
design of the structure. Acceptable building and fire code entrances are still required, and the building 
will still be required to meet the other objective criteria of “storefront character” for new structures 
in the Downtown Redevelopment District. 

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. 

Staff finds both variances are in overall harmony with the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development 
Code, will not diminish property values or be in conflict with the neighborhood, and will not be injurious 
to public safety or welfare. The shift of the primary entrance to the rear of the structure is reasonable 
given the nature of the use and the conditions at the lot corner. The reduction in depth of the buffer will 
allow for visual consistency and, if the related condition recommended is approved, high-quality Florida 
Friendly landscaping along both frontages. Staff finds that the provision of visually-consistent and high-
quality landscaping and building design is the primary purpose of the Code provisions under review in 
this case, and there is intent to provide flexibility in situations such as this where overall adherence can 
still be demonstrated. 

Recommendation 

Staff find the request is reasonable given the conditions of the lot and intersecting streetscape 
requirements, the substantial limitations on building size due to the requirements applicable to this lot 
resulting from its double frontages, the substantial streetscape, lot coverage and landscaping 
improvements that will accompany the new development, and demonstration that the lot will still 
adhere with the overall intent of the streetscaping and downtown building design provisions. 

Staff recommends approval with the following three (3) conditions: 

1) This approval shall only apply to the requested use, building layout, and overall request made 
under site plan #22068. Should the building on the site be demolished and the site fully 
redeveloped, or should the requested site plan expire and a new request be made, the site must 
fully comply with all landscaping and design requirements in place at the time or new 
variance(s) must be obtained; 

2) Landscaping along both frontages shall meet the total volume, quality, and type standards 
required for a frontage under LDC Sec. 39.10(b), except that both buffers may be five feet in 
depth. In place of the royal palms proposed along the 75th Ave frontage, the applicant shall 
instead provide native or naturalized canopy or understory trees with substantial mature “street 
tree” canopies and root habits that do not negatively impact the sidewalk or foundation. 
However, under no circumstance shall there be fewer than three trees planted along the 75th 
Ave frontage. Should FDOT review or other requirements result in the relocation of landscaping, 
low landscaping shall be provided in its place as viable and relocated larger plantings shall be 
redistributed throughout the site. Plantings shall be relocated to the right-of-way only as a last 
resort; 
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3) The applicant shall demonstrate, through the site plan process, compliance with all other 
relevant design and site layout requirements of LDC Division 39 as may apply to the subject 
property during new development. Should any relevant standard not be met, a new variance 
application shall be required.  

In addition to the three conditions above, comments shared at the applicant’s Technical Review 
Committee meeting stated that the sidewalk north of the driveway access along Gulf Blvd must be made 
the maximum width possible up to ten feet, the western pedestrian walkway must not interfere with 
the driveway, bike racks should be provided, and shade trees should be incorporated into the site plan 
where viable.  These are staff requirements or suggestions for site plan issuance and are not required to 
be integrated into conditions of approval for these variances, but may be expanded upon by the Board 
of Adjustment as found appropriate. 

Should the board look favorably on the application, the applicant should be advised that any variance 
granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order providing 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. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Brandon Berry 
Planner 
 

Cc: Grant McLaughlin, PJ Callaghan Company, Applicant via email (grant@pjcallaghan.com) 
 John S. and Michelle J. Boyle, Owner via email (boylenpoint@gmail.com) 

Board of Adjustment Attorney  
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