
 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 

CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 
COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

 

 

Notice of Public Meeting 
Technical Review Committee 

 
Community Development Department TRC Room 

155 Corey Avenue, City Hall, St. Pete Beach, FL 33706  
  

*** Amended 3/31/26 to correct a case number ***  
Wednesday, April 1, 2026 

10:00 AM 
 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

This is an informal meeting between City staff and the applicant(s). The public is invited to attend, however 
no public comment shall be permitted.  
 

  Discussion Items  
  1. Courtesy Review: Change of occupancy at 106 8th Avenue (rear building) 

Mark Loeffler requests a courtesy review of a potential change in occupancy of a rear 
workshop building at 106 8th Avenue to a take-out/catering building which will be used in 
part to service events on the property. The building is part of the "Duffy Building" and 
Evander Preston site, which is a local historic resource (Designation #42, July 2012) and a 
contributing resource to the Pass A Grille Historic District. 

  2. Hardship Variance No. 26043: 2004 & 0 [Parcel # 18-32-16-68634-009-
0280] Pass A Grille Way 
Jon Sipera and Kyle Bass for Charles Collom of COLLOM PROPERTIES LLC and CC BULL 
LLC requests an unnecessary and undue hardship variance to Land Development Code 
Section 20.19., which prohibits vacation of alleyways within the Pass A Grille Overlay 
District, which if approved would authorize the vacation request to be made to the City 
Commission pursuant to Section 1.03 of the City Charter. 

  3. Hardship Variance No. 26049: 6405 Gulf Blvd 
Matt Sylverain for McNatt Properties requests an unnecessary and undue hardship 
variance to permit the change in use of a former drycleaners to a coffee shop and retain an 
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existing five-foot sidewalk along the Gulf Boulevard frontage of the property where ten feet 
is required (Land Development Code Sec. 39.10.(a)). 

  4. Hardship Variance No. 26046: 9555 Blind Pass Rd (Blind Pass Marina) 
Brian J Aungst, Jr and Clay Gilman of Marfarlane, Ferguson & McMullen, P.A., request an 
unnecessary and undue hardship variance to Land Development Code Sections 3.10.(b)(2) 
and 6.23.(e)(3)-(5), to allow for the redevelopment of a Class A and D marina dock at Blind 
Pass Marina that exceeds the allowable length and overall width for a redeveloped 
commercial dock, and are set closer to the riparian setback lines than permitted for a 
commercial dock that abuts a residential development. Associated with CUP #25127. 

  Next Meeting: April 22, 2026  
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
 

Agenda Report 
 
Agenda Title Name: Courtesy Review: Change of occupancy at 106 8th 

Avenue (rear building) 
  
Action Request:  

 

  
Strategic Objective: 

 

  
Date:  April 1, 2026 
  
Prepared By:  Brandon Berry, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Laura Canary, Community Development Director 
  
Summary of Issue:  Mark Loeffler requests a courtesy review of a potential 

change in occupancy of a rear workshop building at 106 
8th Avenue to a take-out/catering building which will 
be used in part to service events on the property. The 
building is part of the "Duffy Building" and Evander 
Preston site, which is a local historic resource 
(Designation #42, July 2012) and a contributing 
resource to the Pass A Grille Historic District. 

  
Funding:  

 

  
Attachments:  1. Floor Plan 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
 

Agenda Report 
 
Agenda Title Name: Hardship Variance No. 26043: 2004 & 0 [Parcel # 18-

32-16-68634-009-0280] Pass A Grille Way 
  
Action Request:  

 

  
Strategic Objective: 

 

  
Date:  April 1, 2026 
  
Prepared By:  Brandon Berry, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Laura Canary, Community Development Director 
  
Summary of Issue:  The properties possess zoning of ROR/PAG and the 

alleyway was dedicated as part of the overall street and 
alleyway network under the 1913 revised plat of the 
Phillips Division, which runs from the southern 
properties of 13th Avenue to the northern properties of 
22nd Avenue. It is the last known east-west alleyway in 
the Pass A Grille Overlay District that has a direct 
connection with Pass A Grille Way or Gulf Way, with 
several others having been vacated over the years. 
 
Section 20.19 of the Land Development Code, adopted 
in 2017, prohibits vacation of alleyways in the Pass A 
Grille Overlay District. The applicant is requesting a 
variance to that standard on the basis of a claimed 
unnecessary and undue hardship. If this case is 
approved by the Board of Adjustment, the applicant 
will be required to apply to the City Commission for 
approval of the vacation, as they are the entity 
authorized under the City Charter to hear such cases. 

  
Funding:  

 

  
Attachments:  1. Certificate of Completeness 

2. Survey 
3. Application 
4. Revised Map of Phillips Division - 1913 
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City of St. Pete Beach· 155 Corey Avenue, St. Pete Beach, Florida 33706 · www.stpetebeach.org 

 

Memo To: Board of Adjustment 

From:  Brandon Berry, Senior Planner  

Date:  3/18/2026 

Re:  CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETENESS 

  

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

scheduled for the Board of Adjustment and placed on the agenda for April 29, 2026.   

Variance Case Number: 26043 

Application Type:  Unnecessary & Undue Hardship Variance 

Owner:  Charles Collom, Manager for CC BULL LLC & COLLOM PROPERTIES LLC  

Applicant/Agent:  John Sipera & Kyle Bass 

Parcel Number:  18-32-16-68634-009-0280 & 18-32-16-68634-009-0290 

Address:  2004 Pass A Grille Way & 0 Pass A Grille Way, St. Pete Beach, FL  33706 

Zone: ROR/PAG  

Submittal Documents: 

1. Completed Unnecessary & Undue Hardship Variance package with application form, including 
Exhibit A (narrative), Exhibits B through D (alleyway condition photos), and Exhibit E (aerial 
showing alternate routes). 

2. Alley Boundary Survey showing the 15-foot portion of alleyway for which the abutting property 

owners seek a vacation, signed by John O. Brendla, PSM, on February 20, 2026, consisting of one 

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 

 TRC Committee via email 

 City Manager 

Board Members: 

 Denise Chase 

 Chris Core 

 Jim Schmidt 

 Kathy Garchow 

 Dan Small 

 

 

Cc: Charles Collom, Manager for Owners (jrcmoo@aol.com) 

 Jon Sipera, Agent (jsipera@ranmardevelopment.com)  

 Kyle Bass, Agent (kyle.bass@webercrabb.com)  
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CASE #:_______________________________ PARCEL #: ______________________________ 

SUBMITTAL DATE:_____________   AMOUNT DUE: _______________   PAYMENT DATE: ______________ 

UNNECESSARY AND UNDUE HARDSHIP VARIANCE APPLICATION 
The following Items are to be submitted, along with this application, to be reviewed for completeness:

• Two (2) copies of the property survey, to scale, completed in the last ten years, which contains 
the legal description, land area, and existing improvements on the site that has been signed and 
sealed by a surveyor licensed in the State of Florida;

• Two (2) copies of a survey or site plan showing the request with dimensions, setbacks and other 
pertinent information, drawn to scale, of size a maximum of 36”x48” and minimum of 11”x17”;

• Two (2) copies of scaled construction plans;
• Completed Impervious Surface Ratio (ISR) worksheet or equivalent;
• Emailed copy of the survey, plans and supplemental documents to planning @stpetebeach.org.
• The application fee and associated mailing fee, payable to the City of St. Pete Beach (non-

refundable)
•

OWNER/AGENT INFORMATION:

Identification Name Address Phone #

Owner 

Applicant/ 

Agent  

Owner Email Address: Applicant/Agent Email Address: 

PROPERTY FOR PROPOSED VARIANCE:

Zoning Designation Future Land Use Designation Lot Area 

Legal Description: 

Address: 

Explanation of Request: ________________________________________________________________  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Jon Sipera                   12645 Race Track Road, Tampa, FL  33626    (813) 695-2886
Kyle Bass                     5453 Central Ave, St. Pete, FL  33710             (727) 828-9919

Alleyway between Lots 28 and 29 of Phillips Division Rev Map Block I.

CC Bull, LLC         Charles Collom             2381 E Vina Del Mar Blvd., St. Pete Bch, FL  33706     (727) 418-1314
Collom Properties, Charles Collom            2381 E Vina Del Mar Blvd., St. Pete Bch, FL  33706     (727) 418-1314 
LLC

Jrcmoo@aol.com Jsipera@RanmarDevelopment.com
Kyle.bass@webercrabb.com

ROW If variance is granded the ROW would
convert to ROR/PAG Approx. 1,498 SF

Request for hardship variance as it relates to the general restriction of vacating

alleyways pursuant to Sec. 20.19.
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Findings Necessary for Granting Request: In order for an application for a unnecessary and 

undue hardship variance to be approved or approved with conditions, the Board of Adjustment 

must make a positive finding with regard to each of the provisions below, which are also located 

in Division 3 of the Land Development Code. The applicant has the burden of proof demonstrating 

that the application for the variance complies with each of these requirements. Please explain in 

detail how your case meets these requirements (attach additional sheets if necessary): 

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;

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from 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;

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;

See attached Exhibit "A"

See attached Exhibit "A"

See attached Exhibit "A"

See attached Exhibit "A"
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1 
 

EXHIBIT “A” 

 
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. 
 
Response: 
The subject property is burdened by a unique confluence of historical platting, 
structural positioning, and failing infrastructure that is not representative of 
neighboring parcels within the district. Specifically: 
 
a. Substandard ROW Geometry: The adjacent Right-of-Way is only 15 feet wide, 

significantly narrower than standard municipal alleys or secondary access routes. 
This creates a 'pinched' corridor that is physically insufficient for modern utility or 
transportation standards. 
 

b. Physical Deterioration and Lack of Maintenance: The street surface within 
this ROW has reached a state of advanced deterioration, characterized by 
[cracking/pitting/unpaved sections]. This condition indicates a lack of municipal 
utility and suggests that the ROW is no longer maintained as a viable public 
thoroughfare, unlike the primary streets serving adjacent properties.  See 
Pictures attached to the Application as Exhibits B, C, and D. 
 

c. Extreme Structural Proximity: A permanent, pre-existing building is situated 
approximately one foot (1') from the property line abutting this ROW. This creates 
a one-foot 'dead zone' that is unique to this specific site. 
 

d. Physical Impossibility of Maintenance: Unlike neighboring structures that 
enjoy standard setbacks, the 1-foot clearance on this parcel—compounded by 
the poor condition of the abutting street—makes it physically impossible to 
perform essential building maintenance (such as structural inspections, painting, 
or pest  
mitigation) without encroaching into the public ROW. 
 

e. Functional Redundancy: While other buildings in the district may rely on their 
adjacent alleys for primary access, this property is served by three (3) superior, 
alternative routes. The combination of the narrow 15-foot width and the 
deteriorating street surface renders this ROW a "paper street" with no essential 
public purpose, making the physical restriction on this specific building both 
peculiar and unnecessary.  See arial attached to the application as Exhibit E. 
 

f. Remediation of Non-Conforming Setbacks: The current configuration creates 
an irregular setback pattern along the block. By vacating the ROW and 
incorporating that land, the proposal brings the north and south sides of the 
abutting properties into alignment with current setback requirements. This 
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creates a uniform building line that conforms to modern standards, a benefit that 
cannot be achieved under the current, archaic platting. 

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

the applicant or a prior owner of the property. 
 
Response: 
The peculiar conditions governing this request are entirely a result of historical 
platting, the original siting of the permanent structure, and the natural lifecycle of the 
municipal infrastructure—all of which pre-date the current Land Development 
Regulations and the applicant’s acquisition of the property. 

 
a. Pre-Existing Conditions: The building was constructed in its current location 

decades ago, at a time when the 1-foot setback was either permitted or 
established before modern setbacks were codified. The applicant has made no 
structural changes or additions that decreased the distance between the building 
and the ROW. 
 

b. Fixed Platting: The 15-foot width of the ROW—which is significantly 
substandard compared to modern 20-foot alley requirements—is a permanent 
geographic feature established by the original city plat. The applicant had no role 
in determining the width or location of this public corridor. 
 

c. External Infrastructure Decay: The deteriorating state of the street surface 
within the ROW is a result of long-term environmental factors and municipal 
maintenance cycles. The applicant has no legal authority to pave, repair, or 
maintain the public ROW, and therefore the current hazardous or "decayed" 
condition of the access way is an external circumstance imposed upon the 
property. 
 

d. Inherited Constraint: The 'maintenance impossibility' and safety hazards 
created by the 1-foot clearance are the result of these two historical, fixed 
elements meeting at this specific point. The applicant is seeking relief from a 
physical configuration and a deteriorating public environment that were inherited, 
not created. 
 

e. Reconciliation of Historical Inconsistencies: The misalignment of the north 
and south abutting property lines with respect to the ROW is a legacy of 
antiquated surveying and platting. By seeking to vacate the ROW, the applicant 
is attempting to resolve an inconsistency that has existed for decades. This 
action brings the property into the current setback framework—a corrective 
measure that addresses a historical anomaly rather than a condition created by 
the applicant’s recent actions or developments. 
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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. 
 
Response: 
A strict, literal application of the standard setback and Right-of-Way (ROW) 
regulations to this specific parcel would result in a practical "denial of maintenance," 
a hardship not shared by neighboring properties. The intersection of the current 
code and the site's unique physical state creates the following inequities: 

 
a. Deprivation of Basic Property Maintenance: Standard code interpretations 

assume a property owner has sufficient space to maintain their own exterior. 
Because of the 1-foot proximity to the property line, a literal interpretation 
effectively forbids the applicant from performing routine upkeep (painting, 
sealing, structural repair) without technically violating ROW access rules. This 
places the applicant at a disadvantage compared to owners of modern-
conforming lots who can maintain their structures entirely from within their own 
property lines. 
 

b. Safety Hazards Compounded by Deterioration: Forcing a literal adherence to 
the 15-foot ROW boundary—while the street surface itself is in a state of 
advanced deterioration—creates an undue safety risk. The crumbling 
infrastructure of the alleyway, combined with the lack of a functional "buffer 
zone," means that any attempt to access the side of the building for repairs is 
inherently more dangerous than on a well-maintained, standard-width street. 

 
c. Inequity of Access Utility: Most properties in this district benefit from their 

adjacent alleys as functional conduits for utilities or transport. In this case, the 
narrow 15-foot width and the decayed state of the pavement render the ROW 
functionally obsolete. A literal interpretation would force the applicant to honor a 
"protection zone" for a public thoroughfare that no longer provides a public 
benefit, while simultaneously preventing the applicant from protecting their own 
physical investment. 
 

d. Obstruction of Regulatory Alignment:  Literal enforcement of the current 
boundaries prevents the normalization of the block’s geometry. While other 
properties in the district benefit from aligned and predictable setbacks, a strict 
interpretation here forces the retention of a jagged and outdated ROW line. By 
granting the variance and vacating the ROW, the property can finally be brought 
into the current setback alignment shared by the north and south abutting 
properties. Denying this relief leaves the applicant stuck in a historical "dead 
zone" that the Land Development Code was intended to phase out, not preserve. 

  

Page 19 of 56



4 
 

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. 
 
Response: 
The relief sought is strictly remedial in nature and does not facilitate any expansion 
of use, density, or development intensity beyond what is currently permitted. 

 
a. No Increase in Density: This request does not seek to add additional square 

footage. The footprint of the existing structure remains unchanged; the goal is 
simply to resolve a physical conflict between the existing building and a 
substandard, deteriorating Right-of-Way. 
 

b. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan: The St. Pete Beach 
Comprehensive Plan prioritizes public safety, neighborhood character, and the 
elimination of blight. By addressing a "maintenance-locked" area and a 
redundant, unmaintained ROW, this request aligns with the City’s goals of 
ensuring structural integrity and improving neighborhood security. 
 

c. External Nature of the Deterioration: The advanced decay of the street surface 
is a condition the applicant has "suffered" as a passive neighbor, not one created 
to manufacture a hardship. This deterioration is the result of long-term municipal 
utility cycles and environmental wear, which the applicant has no legal standing 
to repair. 

 
d. Good Faith Intent: The applicant did not create this situation to "skirt" zoning 

rules. The building’s location and the ROW’s width are fixed historical facts 
established long before the applicant's ownership. The intent is not to establish a 
use that is inconsistent with the Land Development Code, but rather to bring the 
property into a state where it can be safely maintained and secured in 
accordance with the Code’s underlying health and safety objectives. 
 
 

5. An applicant's desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum 
financial return from his property does not constitute hardship. 
 
Response: 
The applicant’s request is entirely unrelated to financial gain or the pursuit of a 
higher property valuation. The hardship cited is a physical and functional 
impediment, not an economic one. 
 
a. Necessity, Not Profit: This petition is driven by the physical impossibility of 

maintaining a permanent structure situated only 12 inches from a substandard 
public Right-of-Way. The relief requested provides no additional square footage, 
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no increase in rental potential, and no change in land use that would generate a 
greater financial return. 
 

b. Mitigation of Maintenance Costs and Liability: The decaying condition of the 
street surface within the ROW actually creates an economic burden on the 
property in the form of potential liability and increased maintenance costs (due to 
the difficulty of accessing the structure over uneven, crumbling ground). The 
applicant is seeking to resolve these safety hazards and the "maintenance-
locked" condition, not to extract additional value from the land. 

 
c. Resolution of a Public Liability: While the vacation of the ROW would return 

the land to the tax rolls and relieve the City of the ongoing financial burden of a 
deteriorating asset that requires eventual repair, these are secondary public 
benefits. They do not constitute a financial "windfall" for the applicant, who is 
simply seeking the basic right to protect their existing investment from further 
decay. 

 
d. Standard Enjoyment: The applicant seeks only the same basic ability to 

maintain, repair, and secure their property that is enjoyed by every other owner in 
the district who possesses standard setbacks and well-maintained public access. 
The goal is the preservation of the existing structure against the elements, not 
the maximization of its commercial or financial potential. 
 

e. Conformance through Alignment: The request is inherently consistent with the 
Land Development Code because it seeks to rectify a geometric anomaly. By 
vacating the ROW, the south and north sides of the abutting properties will be 
brought into alignment with current setback standards. Far from being a 
"deliberate creation" of a non-conformity, this action uses the variance process to 
eliminate a historical misalignment, resulting in a property boundary that finally 
mirrors the standardized setbacks intended by the modern Code. 

 
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. 
 
Response: 
Approval of this request does not constitute the granting of a special privilege; 
rather, it restores to the applicant the same rights and functional use of property 
enjoyed by the vast majority of owners in this district. 
 
a. Parity in Maintenance: Most parcels in this zoning district are configured with 

standard setbacks that allow for routine building upkeep, ladder placement, and 
emergency access on all sides of a structure. Because of the peculiar 1-foot 
proximity to the substandard ROW, the applicant is currently denied this basic 
right. Granting the variance simply places the applicant on equal footing with their 
neighbors. 
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b. Consistency of Access: Other property owners in the area utilize a well-defined 

grid of improved alleys and streets. By transitioning the maintenance of this 
redundant, substandard, and decaying 15-foot segment to the property owner 
while maintaining necessary utility easements, the City ensures this site is no 
longer at a disadvantage compared to properties served by fully functional 
municipal corridors. 

 
c. Uniformity of Code Enforcement: The Land Development Code intends for all 

buildings to be maintained in a safe and aesthetic condition. The current physical 
constraint, exacerbated by the decaying street surface, makes such compliance 
nearly impossible. By granting this request, the City enables the applicant to 
comply with those very codes—an opportunity already available to every other 
owner in the district whose building placement is not constrained by a 
deteriorating, substandard ROW. 
 

d. Restoration of Dimensional Uniformity:  Granting this variance allows for the 
vacation of a redundant ROW that currently disrupts the logical flow of the block. 
This action brings the north and south sides of the abutting properties into 
the current setback alignment, ensuring the subject property mirrors the 
dimensional characteristics of neighboring lots. Rather than granting a special 
privilege, this approval corrects a geographic inconsistency, providing the 
applicant with a property configuration that is finally consistent and uniform with 
the surrounding properties in the district. 
 
 

7. The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the 
reasonable use of the land, building, or structure; 
 
Response: 
The relief requested represents the absolute minimum deviation necessary to allow 
for the safe, reasonable use and essential maintenance of the property, given the 
unique physical constraints of the site. 

 
a. Necessity of Relief: The request is narrowly tailored to address only the specific 

"pinched" area where the permanent structure sits 1 foot from the 15-foot 
substandard ROW. No additional land or setback reductions are being sought 
beyond what is required to remedy this specific physical impossibility. 
 

b. Reasonable Use vs. Infrastructure Decay: The "reasonable use" in question is 
the basic ability to maintain, repair, and protect a permanent building. Because 
the abutting street surface is in a state of advanced deterioration, accessing the 
exterior of the building for maintenance is currently hazardous. Granting this 
minimum relief allows the applicant to stabilize the area and perform necessary 
repairs without further impacting a public ROW that is already functionally 
compromised. 

Page 22 of 56



7 
 

 
c. No Alternative Solution: Because the building is a permanent structure and the 

ROW is a fixed legal boundary, there is no lesser administrative action that would 
resolve the conflict. Shifting the maintenance responsibility of this specific, 
decaying 15-foot segment to the property owner is the most efficient and minimal 
way to solve the "maintenance-locked" condition. 
 

d. Minimal Impact: This request does not seek to relocate the building or expand 
its footprint. It merely seeks to reconcile the property line with the existing 
physical reality of the site. By maintaining all necessary utility easements, the 
public interest is preserved while the applicant is granted the bare minimum 
clearance required for ladders, scaffolding, and essential maintenance 
equipment. 
 

e. Least Intrusive Path to Compliance: The request represents the minimum 
variance because it utilizes the existing physical boundaries to create a logical 
solution. By incorporating the vacated ROW, the property lines are simply 
adjusted to bring the north and south abutting sides into alignment with current 
setback standards. This is the most conservative approach possible, as it 
achieves regulatory conformity and solves the maintenance hardship without 
requiring any structural changes or creating new encroachments 
 

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. 

 
Response: 
The requested relief is in complete harmony with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and 
will serve to enhance, rather than detract from, the surrounding neighborhood and 
public welfare. 

 
a. Public Safety and Welfare: The current 1-foot "pinch point" between the 

structure and the substandard, 15-foot ROW creates a pocket for debris 
accumulation and a potential security "blind spot." Furthermore, the advanced 
deterioration of the street surface within this narrow corridor poses a tripping 
hazard and a drainage concern. By resolving this layout, the applicant can 
properly secure the perimeter, improve lighting, and stabilize a known 
maintenance hazard. 
 

b. Neighborhood Compatibility: The request does not alter the character of the 
neighborhood. The building footprint remains unchanged. Because the ROW is 
functionally redundant—supported by three superior alternative routes—and is 
currently in a state of infrastructure decay, its vacation or the granting of a 
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variance will have zero impact on the neighborhood's traffic circulation or 
connectivity. 
 

c. Protection of Property Values: This request will protect and likely enhance area 
property values by allowing for the proper upkeep and preservation of a 
permanent structure. A building that cannot be maintained (due to the current 1-
foot clearance and crumbling access) eventually becomes a source of blight. 
This variance ensures the structure remains a well-maintained asset to the 
streetscape rather than a deteriorating eyesore. 
 

d. Preservation of Public Interest: To ensure no detriment to the public, the 
applicant has proposed a Perpetual Public Utility & Access Easement, at least 
while the utilizes are utilizing such easement. This ensures that while the burden 
of maintenance and liability for the decaying pavement shifts to the private 
owner, the City and utility providers retain all necessary rights to infrastructure. 
This arrangement provides a direct fiscal benefit to the City by returning land to 
the tax rolls and removing the municipal cost of eventually repairing a 
substandard, low-utility segment of the ROW. 

 
e. Promotion of Orderly Development: The variance is fundamentally in harmony 

with the Land Development Code’s goal of creating a consistent and predictable 
urban environment. By vacating the ROW, the property lines on the north and 
south sides are brought into direct alignment with current setback standards. This 
eliminates a historical "jag" in the platting, resulting in a uniform building line that 
mirrors the surrounding neighborhood and fulfills the City’s long-term planning 
objectives for the district. 
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EXHIBIT “B” 
ALLEYWAY - LOOKING EAST 
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EXHIBIT “C” 
ALLEYWAY - LOOKING WEST 
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EXHIBIT “D” 
CLOSE UP SHOTS OF ALLEYWAY SHOWING DETERIORATION 
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EXHIBIT “E” 
AERIAL OF PROPOSED ALLEY AND  

SUPERIOR ALTERATE ROUTES 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
 

Agenda Report 
 
Agenda Title Name: Hardship Variance No. 26049: 6405 Gulf Blvd 
  
Action Request:  

 

  
Strategic Objective: 

 

  
Date:  April 1, 2026 
  
Prepared By:  Brandon Berry, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Brandon Berry, Senior Planner 
  
Summary of Issue:  Matt Sylverain for McNatt Properties requests an 

unnecessary and undue hardship variance to permit the 
change in use of a former drycleaners to a coffee shop 
and retain an existing five-foot sidewalk along the Gulf 
Boulevard frontage of the property where ten feet is 
required (Land Development Code Sec. 39.10.(a)). 

  
Funding:  

 

  
Attachments:  1. Application 

2. Survey 
3. Site Development Plan 
4. ISR Worksheet 
5. Owner's Authorization 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
 

Agenda Report 
 
Agenda Title Name: Hardship Variance No. 26046: 9555 Blind Pass Rd 

(Blind Pass Marina) 
  
Action Request:  

 

  
Strategic Objective: 

 

  
Date:  April 1, 2026 
  
Prepared By:  Brandon Berry, Senior Planner 
  
Through:  Laura Canary, Community Development Director 
  
Summary of Issue:  The associated conditional use permit for this request 

was reviewed by the Technical Review Committee in 
2025. This item pertains only to the variances 
associated with the commercial dock reconstruction, 
which exceeds the overall length and width, and 
encroaches closer to the side riparian lines, than 
permitted by the Land Development Code. The existing 
dock facilities proposed for reconstruction were 
initially constructed in the 1980s and 1990s, prior to 
the City's implementation of local conditional use 
permits for commercial docks. As this project 
constitutes a full reconstruction, any variation from the 
currently-enforced setbacks and overall width of 
facilities requires a variance in conjunction with the 
conditional use permit for the use itself. 

  
Funding:  

 

  
Attachments:  1. Application 

2. Property Survey 
3. Site Plan Proposal 
4. Letter of Authorization 
5. Affidavit 
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Conditional Use / Variance
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Ping Pong Partners, LLC

Steve Gianfilippo, authorized representative of Ping Pong Partners, LLC

9555 Blind Pass Road, St. Pete Beach, FL 33706
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