
 
AGENDA 

REGULAR CITY COMMISSION MEETING 
MONDAY, JUNE 7, 2021 AT 5:30 P.M. 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, 2200 A1A South, St. Augustine Beach, FL 32080 
 

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC 
 

THE CITY COMMISSION HAS ADOPTED THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURE: PERSONS WISHING TO SPEAK ABOUT TOPICS THAT ARE ON 
THE AGENDA MUST FILL OUT A SPEAKER CARD IN ADVANCE AND GIVE IT TO THE RECORDING SECRETARY. THE CARDS ARE 
AVAILABLE AT THE BACK OF THE MEETING ROOM. THIS PROCEDURE DOES NOT APPLY TO PERSONS WHO WANT TO SPEAK TO 
THE COMMISSION UNDER “PUBLIC COMMENTS.” 

 
RULES OF CIVILITY FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

1. The goal of Commission meetings is to accomplish the public’s business in an environment that encourages 
a fair discussion and exchange of ideas without fear of personal attacks. 

 
2. Anger, rudeness, ridicule, impatience, and lack of respect for others is unacceptable behavior. 

Demonstrations to support or oppose a speaker or idea, such as clapping, cheering, booing, hissing, or the 
use of intimidating body language are not permitted. 

 
3. When persons refuse to abide by reasonable rules of civility and decorum or ignore repeated requests by 

the Mayor to finish their remarks within the time limit adopted by the City Commission, and/or who make 
threats of physical violence shall be removed from the meeting room by law enforcement officers, either 
at the Mayor’s request or by an affirmative vote of a majority of the sitting Commissioners. 

“Politeness costs so little.” – ABRAHAM LINCOLN 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

III. ROLL CALL 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING ON MAY 3, 2021; JOINT 
WORKSHOP ON MAY 18, 2021; CONTINUATION OF MEETING AND WORKSHOP ON MAY 
24, 2021 

V. ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS OF THE AGENDA 

VI. CHANGES TO ORDER TO TOPICS ON THE AGENDA 

VII. PRESENTATIONS 

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

IX. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

X. PUBLIC HEARINGS 



1. Construction of 2nd Street West of 2nd Avenue:  Approval of Non-Ad Valorem Assessment for 
Adjacent Lot Owners to Pay Costs (Presenter:  Bill Tredik, Public Works Director) 

2. Ordinance 21-04, Second Public Hearing and Final Reading: to Amend the Land Development 
Regulations to Change Setbacks for Small Platted Lots and to Abolish the Overlay District Adjacent 
to A1A Beach Boulevard (Presenter: Brian Law, Building Official) 

3. Ordinance 21-05 Public Hearing and Final Reading, to Vacate Alley between B and C Streets West 
of A1A Beach Boulevard to 2nd Avenue (Lots 1-16, Block 40, Coquina Gables Subdivision) (Presenter: 
Brian Law, Building Official) 

4. Ordinance 21-06, Public Hearing and Final Reading, to Vacate Alley between A and B Streets, 
between 3rd and 4th Avenues (Lots 1-16, Block 49, Coquina Gables Subdivision) (Presenter: Brian 
Law, Building Official) 

XI. CONSENT 

5. Resolution 21-22, to Declare Certain Items of City Property as Surplus and Authorize Their Disposal 

XII. OLD BUSINESS 

6. Drug / Alcohol Rehab and Medical Facilities: Review of Proposed Ordinance to Provide Addition to 
Prohibited Uses in Section 3.02.03 of the Land Development Code (Presenter: Lex Taylor, City 
Attorney) 

7. City Meeting Facilities:  Consideration of Converting Space to Office Needs (Presenters: Max Royle, 
City Manager; Brian Law, Building Official) 

XIII. NEW BUSINESS 

8. Chapter 16 of the City Code Regarding Law Enforcement Department: Consideration of Updating 
(Presenter: Dan Carswell, Police Chief) 

9. Beach Services:  Approval of Interlocal Agreement with the County (Presenter: Dan Carswell, Police 
Chief) 

10. Proposed Personnel Manual Changes: Resolution 21-17, Minor Changes Regarding Shift Work for 
the Police Department; Resolution 21-18, Regarding Minor Changes to Standards of Conduct and 
Discipline; Resolution 21-19, Deleting Provision Regarding Employees Making Personal Long-
Distance Telephone Calls; Resolution 21-20, Deleting Sick Pay Incentive and Adding Birthday 
Holiday in Place of Incentive; and Resolution 21-21, Concerning Changes to Criteria of Employees 
Who Can Donate Time or Be Recipient of Donated Time (Presenter: Beverly Raddatz, City Clerk) 

11. Long Range Financial Planning: Review of Report (Presenter: Patricia Douylliez, Finance Director) 

12. St. Johns County 200th Anniversary: Request for City Representative to Attend July 21, 2021, Time 
Capsule Dedication Ceremony and Designation of Item from City for the Capsule (Presenter: Max 
Royle, City Manager) 

13. Commission Meetings:  Discussion of Possibilities to Shorten Agendas, When to Hold Continuation 
Meetings, Changing Meeting Time, and Setting Dates for Certain Upcoming Meetings (Presenter: 
Max Royle, City Manager) 

14. Drainage and Paving Projects for Oceanside Circle and 11th Street: Approval of Amendment to 
Contract with CMT for Engineering Services (Presenter:  Bill Tredik, Public Works Director) 

XIV. STAFF COMMENTS 

XV. ADJOURNMENT  



NOTICES TO THE PUBLIC 
 

1. SUSTAINABILITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SEPAC). It will hold 
its monthly meeting on Wednesday, June 9, 2021, at 6:00 p.m. in the Commission meeting room 
at city hall. 

2. COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD. It will hold its monthly meeting on Tuesday, 
June 15, 2021, at 6:00 p.m. Topics to be discussed by the Planning Board are: a) Review of 
proposed ordinance to provide addition to prohibited uses in Section 3.02.03 of the Land 
Development Regulations; b) review of recommendations from the Sustainability and 
Environmental Planning Advisory Committee for protection of trees during land clearing and 
construction; c) discussion of Planning Board approving certain kinds of conditional use permits; 
and d) review of possible parking improvements and prioritizing the projects. 

NOTE: 

The agenda material containing background information for this meeting is available on a CD in pdf format 
upon request at the City Manager’s office for a $5 fee. Adobe Acrobat Reader will be needed to open the 
file. 

NOTICES: In accordance with Florida Statute 286.0105: “If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the City 
Commission with respect to any matter considered at this scheduled meeting or hearing, the person will need a record of the 
proceedings, and for such purpose the person may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which 
record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities act, persons needing a special accommodation to participate in this proceeding 
should contact the City Manager’s Office not later than seven days prior to the proceeding at the address provided, or telephone 
904-471-2122, or email sabadmin@cityofsab.org. 

mailto:sabadmin@cityofsab.org
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MINUTES 

REGULAR CITY COMMISSION MEETING 
MONDAY, May 3, 2021 AT 6:00 P.M. 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, 2200 A1A South, St. Augustine Beach, FL 32080 
 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

Mayor England called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor England asked Commissioner George to the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

III. ROLL CALL 
 
Present: Mayor England, Vice Mayor Samora, Commissioner George, Commission Rumrell and 
Commissioner Torres. 
 
Also present were: City Manager Royle, Assistant City Attorney Taylor, Police Chief Carswell, Police 
Commander Harrell, City Clerk Raddatz, Finance Director Douylliez, Building Official Law, and Public 
Works Director Tredik.  

 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING ON APRIL 5, 2021 
Mayor England asked if there were any discussions regarding the meeting.  Being none, 
Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to approve the Regular Commission minutes for April 5, 2021. Moved by Commissioner 
Rumrell, Seconded by Commissioner George. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor England moved on to Item V. 

 

V. ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS OF THE AGENDA 
Mayor England asked if there were any additions or deletions of the agenda. Being none, 
Mayor England moved to Item VI. 
 

VI. CHANGES TO THE ORDER OF TOPICS ON THE AGENDA 
Mayor England asked if there were any changes to the order of topics on the agenda. Being 
none, Mayor England moved on to Item VII. 

 

VII. PRESENTATIONS 

A. North Florida Transportation Planning Organization’s Five-Year Transportation Improvement 
Program by Ms. Wanda Forrest, Transportation Planning Manager 
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Mayor England introduced Item VII.A. 

City Manager Royle advised that Ms. Forrest could not attend the meeting; however, she Zoomed 
in to the meeting to discuss her presentation. 

Ms. Wanda Forrest showed a PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit 1). 

Vice Mayor Samora advised that there were no projects again this year in our City and requested 
again to please help the City with transportation improvement. 

Ms. Forrest advised there are no projects in the City of St. Augustine Beach, but she would bring 
the Commission’s comments back to her Director to discuss it. 

Vice Mayor Samora advised that last year the City had suggested to do some safety projects in the 
City of St. Augustine Beach. 

Ms. Forrest advised that there is a St. Johns County Safety Project that the City of St. Augustine 
Beach could request being a part of. 

Mayor England said that the Commission has asked for feasibility studies.  She asked if you do a 
project for the City of St. Augustine, then include our municipality as part the studies. 

Ms. Forrest advised that she would discuss it with her Director. 

Mayor England moved on to Item VII.B. 

B. Proclamation to Declare May 2021 as Motorcycle Safety Awareness Month by Ms. Sue Hendrick, 
President of ABATE (A Brotherhood Aimed Toward Education) 

Mayor England introduced Item VII.B. and asked Ms. Sue Hendrick to the podium. 

Ms. Sue Hendrick, President of ABATE, thanked the Commission for the proclamation and 
explained that they educate the public, drivers, and motorcyclists on safety programs.  She 
advised that there are far too many fatal motorcycle crashes.  She advised that she would like to 
educate in the schools, but has not been able to as of yet. 

Commissioner George thanked Ms. Hendrick and said it was excellent educating the public 
because of the number of accidents. 

Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to declare May 2021 as Motorcycle Safety Awareness Month. Moved by Mayor England, 
Seconded by Vice Mayor Samora. Motion passed unanimously. 

Mayor England moved on to Item VII.C. 

C. Proclamation to Declare June 2021 as Gay Pride Month by Ms. Sara Bloomberg 

Mayor England introduced Item VII.C. and asked Ms. Sara Bloomberg to the podium. 

Ms. Sara Bloomberg, President of House of Prism, 161 Blanco Street, St. Augustine, FL, thanked 
the Commission for declaring June 2021 as Gay Pride Month in the City of St. Augustine Beach and 
explained the House of Prism’s mission is for advocacy, education, outreach, and services for LTBQ 
children and adults in St. Johns County. 

Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  The following addressed the Commission: 

Mary Cobb, 258 Wisteria Road, St. Augustine, FL, commented that she supports Gay Pride Month’s 
proclamation. 
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Rebecca Williams, 278 Fox Water Trail, St. Augustine, FL, advised that Pride Month is important 
because it helps the children and thanked the Commission for declaring June 2021 as Gay Pride 
Month. 

Lyla Williams, 278 Fox Water Trail, St. Augustine, FL, thanked the Commission for declaring the 
Gay Pride Month for June 2021. 

JoAnne Maffia, 161 Blanco Street, St. Augustine, FL, explained that when the City acknowledges 
Gay Pride Month, gay tourists support the community. 

Mayor England closed the Public Comments section and asked if the Commission had any further 
comments. 

 
Motion: to declare June 2021 as Gay Pride Month. Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by 
Mayor England. Motion passed unanimously. 

Mayor England moved on to Item VIII. 
 

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  The following addressed the 
Commission: 
 
Nick Binder, 232 Big Magnolia Court, St. Augustine Beach, FL, suggested using the American 
Rescue Plan (ARP) funding of $2.9 million for any water, sewer, city hall improvements, 
parking, and/or infrastructure projects and start the projects right away because the 
funding will have to be completed by 2024.  He also suggested working with the County, 
state, and federal governments monthly to expediate the projects to get these items done. 
 
Ray Hamel, 13 Bermuda Run Way, St. Augustine Beach, FL, explained that there are safety 
concerns at Ocean Hammock Park because of the homeless living there.  He said that he 
has gone by at night and the gates are not locked and they are opened.  Also, there are 
holes dug by gopher tortoises and endangered beach mice.  Maintenance needs to be done 
to the facilities.   
 
Mayor England advised that the facilities are going to be built and are being designed 
currently.  She suggested to Mr. Hamel that he contact Public Works Director Tredik for 
the improvements that are being planned.  She then closed the Public Comments section 
and moved on to Item IX. 

 
IX. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

Mayor England asked Commissioner Torres if he had any comments. 
 
Commissioner Torres had no comments. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell thanked Events Coordinator Melinda Conlon for the Arbor Day 
event that went so well.  He also advised that he was able to receive $694,000 for full 
funding of the Ocean Walk drainage project.  He thanked Public Works Director Tredik for 
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his help in completing the paperwork and the scope of project for the funding. 
 
Commissioner George explained that an Ocean Trace resident complained about drunken 
driving, speeding, and destruction of mailboxes in that area.  The resident requested speed 
bumps and other enforcement options.  She asked Police Chief Carswell if he responded. 
 
Police Chief Carswell advised that the beach patrol is speaking with him so they would have 
a good time frame when these incidents have happened, and he will do traffic enforcement 
along Ocean Trace. 
 
Commissioner George explained that she has had ongoing discussions with the Cultural 
Council regarding the Civil Rights Monument in our City.  She will be bringing proposals and 
timelines next month to the Commission.  She suggested public funding and the Cultural 
Council feels that there are a lot of good sources to get public funding through the public 
arts programs, or another artist group said they might be able to get their own funding.  
She commented that several years ago she brought up the idea of underground utilities 
and believes it is a worthwhile project, which will take several years to complete.  Florida 
Power and Light (FPL) quoted $2 million per mile.  She explained that property values are 
increasing and there is an ability for special assessments for the project or other fundraising 
options.  She explained that the first step would be to identify the easements and require 
the easements to get to the point of construction.  She asked for the Commission’s support 
to have FPL to come to a meeting to discuss underground utilities.  She explained that there 
is a 10-15 percent increase in property values when underground utilities are done. 
 
Mayor England advised that now is the time to have all infrastructure projects done with 
St. Johns County or other agencies to help the City.  She asked City Manager Royle today 
to find out how many properties already have underground utilities and how many do not.  
She believes that 30-40 percent have that benefit already in the City.  She would like to 
work up a plan.   
 
Vice Mayor Samora would support the first steps in having underground utilities. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised that he could ask for funding at Tallahassee for 
infrastructure projects.   He also will research other municipalities that have already done 
underground utilities. 
 
Mayor England advised that she would ask the North Florida Transportation Planning 
Organization (NFTPO) to help with this as well. 
 
Commissioner George asked City Manager Royle to bring back to the Commission what 
steps it would take to go through an underground utility project at future Commission 
meeting. 
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Vice Mayor Samora advised that the Tourist Development Council (TDC) has recommended 
to the Board of County Commissioners a five-cent assessment and discussed how to 
disburse the five-cent assessment.  TDC has five categories of spending and part of what 
the TDC will be doing is reorganizing those five categories.  TDC will meet again on May 
17th to finish the reorganizing and disbursement and then will recommend it to St. Johns 
County.  TDC direction is to restore the advertising budget to what it was previously, 
supporting the infrastructure for tourists coming to the area, and having an intercity 
shuttle.  He will report again at the next Commission meeting. 
 
Commissioner George asked if the TDC was looking into the St. Johns County Golf Course.  
She mentioned that there is a St. Augustine Disc Golf Association that plays nationally and 
internationally and would bring tourists in.  The maintenance on this type of court would 
be minor compared to a golf course and it would bring a lot of tourists to the area. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora advised that TDC was discussing sports marketing in the area and he 
would bring that information up to the TDC at the next meeting. 
 
Mayor England attended a Maritime Memorial, and it recognized the different 
nationalities.  She would like the artists to go look at that memorial when getting a 
conception for our Civil Rights monument.  She requested a listing of all agencies that could 
help with infrastructure and start completing projects.  The NFTPO has the expertise for 
infrastructure projects, and she will continue to contact them to help the City. 
 
Mayor England moved on to Item 1. 

 

X. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. Ordinance 21-04, Second Reading, and First Public Hearing: to Amend the Land Development 
Regulations to Change Setbacks for Small Platted Lots and to Abolish the Overlay District Adjacent 
to A1A Beach Boulevard (Presenter: Brian Law, Building Official) 

Mayor England introduced Item 1 and asked Building Official Law to come to the podium. 

Building Official Law gave the history of this subject matter.  In February, the Commission 
requested to bring back an ordinance that was proposed in 2019.  In March, the language of the 
ordinance was clarified and in April there were more changes made by the Commission and to 
enable architectural profiling.  The Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board reviewed and 
voted unanimously to reject the ordinance because no technical information was provided and 
asked if they could meet with the Commission. 

Mayor England advised that it was a delay because the Board would like a discussion with the 
Commission regarding the ordinance.  

Building Official Law advised that the Board had to make a motion to approve or deny, so they 
denied it.  There was no information presented and no requests to change the ordinance. 
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Commissioner George advised that this ordinance does not allow the increase in impervious 
surface ratio but would allow a greater lot coverage. 

Building Official Law advised that all lot coverage is limited to 35 percent.  The current setbacks 
on a 50 x 93 lot strictly prohibit a building from getting to 35 percent.  So, one code goes against 
another code to make the 35 percent coverage possible.  The overlay district is problematic 
because staff rejects it because the owner is not complying with ten-foot side setbacks and 25-
foot front and rear setbacks, but if the owner gives the City $400 for a variance that goes to the 
Planning and Zoning Department, the owner could get approval.  It looks like a discord in the 
codes. 

Mayor England advised that no matter what the setbacks are, the house cannot be 35 percent lot 
coverage, which remains the same regarding the drainage, impervious surface ratio, and the lot 
coverage. 

Building Official Law advised yes.  He advised that all the Commission requested was to change 
the setbacks. 

Commissioner George advised that the current setbacks preclude the owner from getting to the 
35 percent lot coverage.  She asked with the proposed changes, what would it allow the owner to 
get to. 

Building Official Law advised the owner will be able to get to 35 percent and still move the building 
to save trees, etc. 

Commissioner George advised that this gives the owner more creativity when developing the 
home. 

Building Official Law advised that no one is recommending increasing impervious surface ratios or 
lot coverage.   

Mayor England asked how many small lots are left in the City. 

Building Official Law advised that there are about 80 small lots left in the City.  The report he gave 
to the Commission advised that the 50 x 93 lots are being affected.  The regular lots were designed 
to the standards as they were platted; however, these small lots predate the platted lots. 

Mayor England asked during the time when there were smaller side setbacks in the overlay 
district, plus the variances that have been granted, what percentage of small lots have already 
been built with the reduced setbacks. 

Building Official Law advised that since he has been here in December of 2017 and Chapter 6 of 
the Land Development Codes was changed in June 2018 and then the moratorium lasted until 
October 2018.  He explained that a lot of the buildings were already being designed at the time.  
He explained that the biggest problem is the overlay district.  He remarked that he has a hard time 
denying the permit and then receiving $400 for a variance and telling the Comprehensive Planning 
and Zoning Board they must approve it because it is written in the code.  This ordinance would 
eliminate the overlay district.  He discussed the wedding cake homes at 70 percent, which usually 
happens east of A1A Beach Boulevard and it has only been utilized once since 2016.  He explained 



 
 

7 
 

if the Commission changed the setbacks on the small, platted lots, those 50 x 93 lots would be 
irrelevant because of that one provision in the code.  He recommended eliminating the overlay 
districts.  He commented if the Commission in the future want an architectural theme it could be 
done later on A1A Beach Boulevard.  He explained that there are proposed legislative changes in 
Tallahassee that may remove architectural profiling in non-PUD’s and single-family residences.  
He advised that the beachside overlay districts would be eliminated anyway.  He explained that 
there is one more reading if the Commission votes on this today or it could be tabled or remove. 

Mayor England advised that the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board wanted to discuss the 
ordinance before the Commission voted on it. 

Building Official Law advised that there is no more information to provide to the Comprehensive 
Planning and Zoning Board.  He remarked that he does not like taking money for a sure thing to 
be approved. 

Mayor England advised that there are two issues.  First, any language changes to the ordinance 
and whether to delay making a motion on the ordinance to discuss this issue with the 
Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board in a workshop. 

Commissioner Rumrell asked if the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board approved and 
asked for the setbacks. 

Building Official Law advised that the Board voted 5 to 2 on the same ordinance plus the changes 
the Commission has done on the last two months. He commented that no technical information 
was provided to the Board. 

Mayor England requested changes on page 4, in the second whereas in the ordinance, to delete 
“height” and change to “lot coverage.”  On page 6, B.1.b., should be deleted.   

Commissioner George advised that B.1 relates to decks and B.2 relates to auxiliary structures and 
that is why it is stated in both places.  She suggested that on page 7, 2.e, should be renumbered 
to B.4 so that it covers all categories under Section B.  She also suggested to remove the reference 
under B.1.b. 

Discussion ensued regarding variance hardships for a deck and whether the City ever had one and 
what a deck definition would be. 

Mayor England advised that on page 10 under architectural requirements, 5.c. discusses the 70 
percent wedding cake building.  She asked if the Commission wants that removed or to keep it in 
the ordinances. 

Building Official Law advised that there are a couple of projects that are not utilizing that because 
they are using the exemption that the owner complied with the ten-foot setbacks, so they did not 
have to go to the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board. 

Commissioner George advised that she cares more about vertical and horizontal articulation than 
the 70 percent rule.  She explained that there are ways to complete that goal. 

Building Official Law advised that would be another overlay district and complete overwrite of the 
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codes.  He explained that codes need to be written with the future in mind. 

Mayor England explained that she does not want 35-foot-high three-story box homes. 

Building Official Law advised that there are two homes proposal to be built with an elevator on 
the roof after the 35-feet height. 

Mayor England asked if the Commission wants to have in the ordinance uniformity of an 
architectural design of the buildings on A1A Beach Boulevard. 

Commissioner Torres advised he wants to keep the 35-foot height requirement.  He advised that 
the 70 percent he could give or take, it did not matter. 

Commissioner Rumrell gave an example of the home behind the Kookaburra not being allowed to 
build a one-story building because of the setbacks. 

Building Official Law advised that the homeowner applied for a variance and they were instructed 
to come to the Commission if they wanted to change the codes.  He explained that they could not 
comply with the setbacks and get the home they wanted. 

Commissioner Rumrell advised that this homeowner wanted to do less of an impact but was 
denied due to the setbacks.  He agrees with what the codes say currently, and the previous 
Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board voted for the same thing 5 to 2.  He advised that he 
agrees to leave it how it is because the 70 percent architectural design could change by the 
proposed legislation.   

Vice Mayor Samora commented that architectural design standards cannot be done in three 
paragraphs, it would be hundreds of pages long.  He explained trying to save a paragraph is 
hopeless. 

Commissioner George advised that architectural design standards could be done separately and 
have workshops on it. 

Mayor England asked if the Commission wanted to have a workshop with the Comprehensive 
Planning and Zoning Board on May 18, 2021 at 6:00 p.m.   

Commissioner George asked for public comments first. 

Mayor England opened the Public Hearing.  The following addressed the Commission: 

Craig Thomson, 6 D Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, SEPAC member, advised in the ordinance in 
one of the whereas’s it says it may save trees, which is not true on small lots.  He commented that 
on the west side of the Boulevard is where the tree canopy is and if houses are built on the root 
of the trees, they will die.  Trees preserve the environment and water, and he would not like the 
trees encroached upon by buildings.  He asked to pause on the ordinance. 

Mayor England asked Mr. Thomson for his response to the small lots. 

Craig Thomson advised that 80 percent of the small lots are on the west side of A1A Beach 
Boulevard.  He explained that the overlay district was on the east side of A1A Beach Boulevard. 

Commissioner George advised that the lots cannot get to 40 percent because of the other section 



 
 

9 
 

of the code and disagrees that it would cause a risk.  She said that the smaller lots are being 
burdened. 

James Whitehouse, St. Johns Law Group, 104 Sea Grove Main Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, 
advised that he represents several lot owners in St. Augustine Beach, and he suggested that the 
lot coverage should be the same as before with the 35 percent lot coverage. 

Commissioner George said that the Commission should respect the Comprehensive Planning and 
Zoning Board by listening to them.  She suggested that the Commission move forward tonight and 
then have a workshop with the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board and then have a final 
hearing. 

Mayor England closed the Public Hearing and then asked for the preamble to be read. 

City Attorney Taylor read the preamble. 
 
Motion: to approve the ordinance with the following changes: on the 2nd whereas remove the word 
height and replace it with lot coverage; in paragraph B.a. remove the last sentence starting with 
Any requested…; on page 7, 2.e, renumber to B.4 regarding a general sentence applying for a 
variance. Moved by Mayor England, Seconded by Commissioner George.  
 
Commissioner Torres asked for discussion before the vote.  He asked if the Commission is 
going to move forward with this ordinance or is the Commission going to have a workshop 
first with the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board. 
 
Mayor England advised that the Commission could move forward with this reading of the 
ordinance and then have a workshop with the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board 
and then have a final reading of the ordinance at the June Commission meeting. 
 
Commissioner Torres asked if this should go as a referendum in front of the residents 
because it effects so many people and because this Commission keeps changing it, which 
costs staff and Commission time. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding that even if it goes as a referendum, it could be changed by a 
new Commission if they want it changed. 
 
Mayor England asked for a roll call vote. 
 
City Clerk Raddatz called the role. 
 

MAYOR ENGLAND  Yes 

VICE MAYOR SAMORA Yes 

COMMISSIONER GEORGE Yes 

COMMISSIONER RUMRELL Yes 

COMMISSIONER TORRES Yes 
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Motion passes unanimously. 

 

Mayor England asked if the Commission is available for a joint workshop on May 18, 2021 at 6:00 
p.m. 

Commissioner Torres advised that he had a meeting on that day and could not attend.  He 
requested an excused absence for this workshop from the Commission. 

Mayor England remarked for the record that Commissioner Torres would be excused from this 
workshop. 

Commissioner Rumrell thanked the three SEPAC members for coming to this meeting and giving 
their input. 

Should this statement below be added: 

It was the consensus of the Commission to schedule the workshop meeting with the 
Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board and SEPAC on May 18, 2021. Mayor England moved 
to Item 2. 

 
XI. CONSENT 

None. 
 

XII. OLD BUSINESS 
 

2. Drug / Alcohol Rehab and Medical Facilities: Review of Proposal of Where to Locate (Presenter: 
Lex Taylor, City Attorney) 

 
Mayor England introduced Item 2 and asked City Attorney Taylor for a staff report. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised he investigated the drug rehab and medical facilities.  He explained 
that it is important to have categories, such as commercial and residential zonings.  In the 
commercial zoning, he did not find any limits to do rehabs or medical facilities.  There is case law 
that shows it could be prohibited if there is no place to put those types of facilities.  The City is 
only approximately two miles long and does not have a lot of facilities, such as schools, softball 
fields, etc. and the City relies on other municipalities nearby to support those functions.  He 
explained that there is nothing in case law that would prohibit the Commission from making 
these prohibited uses in the City.  He recommended using the definitions in the Florida Statutes 
regarding the types of licensing the business would have to use, which is in F.S. Chapter 397 of 
drug /alcohol rehabs.  He said that would give the City policeable action if there is a problem by 
checking their licensing.  He further explained that in the residential zoning he researched F.S. 
Chapter 419, which allows rehab homes in a community; however, they need to be licensed with 
the State Health Department in order to operate and if not, we could bring them to court and 
close them down.  Chapter 419 advises that there could not be multiple rehab homes together 
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in a community and there are other restrictions.  He recommends adding this language to 
prohibited uses and advise the staff that they cannot open these facilities without the correct 
licensing. 
 
Mayor England advised that in the residential zoning there are plenty of regulations in place for 
staff to monitor rehab homes.  In commercial zoning, the City could have an addiction treatment 
center.  She asked the question whether the Commission wants to prohibit the treatment 
addiction centers throughout the whole City or does the Commission want to only allow the 
businesses on A1A South in the commercial zone within the City.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised that he was not against prohibiting these facilities because he did 
not know if this community could support these types of businesses.  He would like to prohibit 
them.  He asked how duplexes would work if a rehab was setup. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that it would go by the parcel number, so if there is two duplexes 
on one parcel number it would count as one.  He explained that the rehab could not have multiple 
duplexes together. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora agreed to prohibit this use but asked how this applies to the Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) agreements. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that the PUDs create their own zoning, so if they have a business 
established, the Association would have to amend their own PUD’s.  There are some agreements 
that a pharmacy could be there, but at this point he does not want to make a ruling on it.  He 
explained that the PUD trumps the City’s rules.  In the case with Sea Grove PUD and their business 
licensing, they could be grandfathered in or not because they say they are a yoga studio and 
administrative offices only.  He stated that if a new PUD takes place, they have the right to set 
their own zoning, which could be different from the City’s, but normally the owners look to the 
City’s zoning and try to follow it closely with a few minor changes if they want to. 
 
Commissioner Torres advised that he remembers seeing a memo from another attorney and 
asked City Attorney Taylor if he could discuss the other attorney’s opinion regarding the land use 
changes, he proposed. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that the memo Commissioner Torres is referring to is whether where 
the current facility is in Sea Grove would a pharmacy be allowed (not sure, but this prior sentence 
doesn’t sound right to me?).  The argument the attorney was making was that since a pharmacy 
was not one of the uses, they were prohibited.  Discussions will take place on the intensity of 
zoning and its definition of intensity.  He gave an example of the different intensities between a 
two-doctor office and a twenty doctors’ office. 
 
Commissioner George agreed with Commissioner Rumrell to prohibit these businesses in the 
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City. 
 
Mayor England advised that she is supportive of people in need and rehab facilities are very 
important. She said that there are some exemptions in Chapter 397 that do allow psychologists, 
counsellors, etc.  She wants to make sure that Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) and non-profit support 
group meetings could continue in the City.   She agrees with the prohibitions for the medical 
facilities and medical rehab centers. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that that is why he was researching F.S. Chapter 397 because it is a 
narrow definition of businesses and licensing that the City could have manage.   
 
Mayor England asked that City Attorney Taylor come back to the next Commission meeting with 
an ordinance with your recommendations and to please include the exemptions listed in F.S. 
Chapter 397. 
 
Building Official Law asked about where a substance abuse or drug rehab qualifies as a medical 
clinic.  He explained that City staff needs to know to make their determination.  The Homeowner 
Association could not override City staff and that definition needs to be clarified. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that he would be using the medical licensing to see if it would qualify. 
 
Mayor England advised that Sea Grove Association would have to research this issue when they 
see the City’s ordinance. 
 
Commissioner George asked if the City’s code could be amended to state that a drug rehab facility 
as licensed does not constitute a medical clinic. 
 
Mayor England advised that in Chapter 397 has the information in it and Sea Gove Association 
will have to research what the City is doing and make their own determinations. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  Being none, Mayor England closed the 
Public Comments section and moved on to Item 3. 
 

3. Construction of 2nd Street West of 2nd Avenue:  Approval of Non-Ad Valorem Assessment for 
Adjacent Lot Owners to Pay Costs (Presenter:  Bill Tredik, Public Works Director) 
 
Mayor England introduced Item 3 and asked Public Works Director Tredik for a staff report. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik showed a PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit 2).  He gave a history of 
the 16 lots involved and advised that four lots would be conservation.  He included in the non-ad 
valorem assessment $40,000 for underground utilities.  He explained that public hearings are 
required and then an interlocal agreement will be filed with the Tax Collector to collect the 
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money.  Cost per lot depends on what direction the Commission decides.  Commission decision 
previously was that the City would pay 1/3 of the costs and the lot owners would pay 2/3 
regardless of how many lots are developed or kept for conservation.  Staff is recommending a 
middle range from $15,000 to $25,000 per lot and maximum total amount for all 12 lots would 
be $300,000, with the set cost of $3,940 per lot based on 12 lots and set a date for a public 
hearing.  He showed a breakdown of payments over six to ten years, which is like a car loan, or 
the lot owners can pay up front without payments. 
 
Commissioner Torres asked about the history behind this request to pave the roads. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that there are a mixed of lot owners who want or not want 
the roadway.  He explained that 11 lot owners are in favor of the roadway. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell agrees with the six years and asked whether the City’s Impact Fee Fund 
could be used to do this project so it could be done quickly due to the increase in construction 
costs.  As the payments from the lot owners pay, it would be put back into the Impact Fee Fund. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the Impact Fee Fund could be used and if the lot owners 
want to pay up front, that would expediate the project. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked when the project will be completed. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the design is being done now and will be done by this 
fiscal year.  Construction could start in the fall.  He explained that the City must get an 
environmental permit; however, it should not be very complicated.   
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked if the lot owners are paying for the roadway, can the City be held to a 
timeline and can it be in the agreement that if any permits for the lots are pulled, that the 
assessment needs to be paid in full first. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that an agreement could be done with the lot owners; however, he 
would not like language in the agreement that may set the City up to fail because no one knows 
what could happen financially in the next few years.   
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked if there can be stipulations or restrictions in the agreement without 
discussing the full agreement. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised yes; he could make an agreement with the property owners. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that there could be an amount needed from the property 
owners before construction will start. 
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Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  The following addressed the Commission: 
 
James Whitehouse, St. Johns Law Group, 104 Sea Grove Main Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, 
explained that time is of the essence.  He explained that he would like to lock the costs in by fall.   
The lot owners want to see the project moving forward.  He said that these are individual lot 
owners and not developers and they want their own homes.  He recommended that the costs 
should be between 16 lots because the City does not know if any of the lots are going to be 
conserved or not. 
 
Mayor England advised that there should be a deadline on the conservation lots or they should 
pay as others do. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the essential assessment would be divided by 16 lots 
until the lots are dedicated to the City for conservancy. 
 
Michel Cloward, 112 2nd Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, asked what the purpose of the Impact 
Fee Fund. 
 
Mayor England explained that impact fees are used for new streets and infrastructure.  She 
advised that the Impact Fee Funds can be applied to other projects throughout the City. 
 
Ms. Cloward asked if the $83,000 is coming from the Impact Fee Fund. 
 
Mayor England advised yes. 
 
Ms. Cloward asked how it is determined what street uses the funds and what streets need to be 
paid by the owner. 
 
Mayor England gave history of the meetings and the Commission decisions regarding this project.  
She explained that the lot owners would pay 2/3 and the City would pay out to the impact fees 
1/3 of the project’s costs. 
 
Commissioner George advised that in the City’s history, the City has never paid over 1/3 of street 
costs because it is usually done by the developer. 
 
Mark Craddock, 116 2nd Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, that the owners who want to donate 
their lots to the City have a letter from Putnam Conservation Trust supporting conserving the 
lots.  He explained that there is a commitment of three to four lots.  He agrees with the lot owners 
who want to develop to front the money earlier than the others to get the project moving 
forward. 
 
Mayor England closed the Public Comments section and asked for any further Commission 
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comments. 
 
Finance Director Douylliez advised that the non-ad valorem assessment letters usually have an 
annual fee not the total fee amount and suggested to change the range to $2,500 to $5,000. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding what the range amount should be; putting $0 amount in the range 
could be deceiving to the lot owners; not wanting to deplete the Impact Fee Fund on just this 
project; having the lot owners who want to pay up front do so in order to replenish the Impact 
Fee Fund; and the first year the lot owners will pay $48,000 to be paid back to the Impact Fee 
Fund. 
 
Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to proceed as recommended by staff with Items 1,2,3, and 4; however, amending Item 4 
to reflect that notice shall be advertised to reflect the range of $2,500 to $5,000 and the first year 
be $3,940. Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by Commissioner Rumrell. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that he is concerned that with the underground utilities it 
could cause an overrun of more than $300,000.  He recommended to advertise a higher 
total amount cost in case there are overruns in costs, which could be reduced later. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik agreed with City Attorney Taylor to have the total costs 
higher. 
 
Motion: to amend the motion to reflect Item 2 to be $400,000 instead of $300,000. Moved by 
Commissioner George, Seconded by Commissioner Rumrell. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor England asked for a roll call vote. 
 
City Clerk Raddatz called the roll: 
 
COMMISSIONER RUMRELL  Yes 
COMMISSIONER TORRES   Yes 
MAYOR ENGLAND    Yes 
VICE MAYOR SAMORA   Yes 
COMMISSIONER GEORGE   Yes 
Motion passed unanimously.  
 
Mayor England when a public hearing could be done. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding the date and time of the public hearing. 
 
Motion: to schedule a Special Commission meeting for this public hearing on Monday, June 7, 
2021 at 5:30 p.m. Moved by Mayor England, Seconded by Commissioner Torres. Motion passed 
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unanimously. 
 
Mayor England asked for a rollcall vote. 
 
City Clerk Raddatz called the vote: 
 
 
COMMISSIONER RUMRELL  Yes 
COMMISSIONER TORRES   Yes 
MAYOR ENGLAND    Yes 
VICE MAYOR SAMORA   Yes 
COMMISSIONER GEORGE   Yes 
Motion passed unanimously. 
 

Mayor England moved on to Item 4. 
 

4. Resiliency Study:  Presentation of Report by Bill Tredik, Public Works Director 
 
Mayor England introduced Item 4 and asked Public Works Director Tredik for a staff report. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised in 2019 the City applied for the Florida Resiliency Coastline 
Program for financial assistance to conduct a Vulnerability Study and Adaptation Plan.  The 
purpose of the plan was to look at the City’s vulnerability to flooding due to storm surge and sea 
level rise and to develop an adaption plan to guide the City’s future decision making.  He advised 
that Gary Sneddon and Katelyn Breland from CMT will be giving a presentation to the 
Commission.  The plan included three major tasks, which were to update the City’s GIS system 
with drainage and topographic mapping to determine the areas vulnerable to sea level rise and 
storm surge; updating the City’s Master’s Stormwater Model to bring in new data within the 
Master Stormwater Plan; have a public workshop for the public that was attended by members 
of Sustainability & Environmental Planning Advisory Committee (SEPAC) and Northeast Florida 
Reginal Council gave a presentation; and the final task is to synthesize the two results from the 
two phases of this project. 
 
Gary Sneddon, CMT, 7400 Baymeadows Way, Suite 220, Jacksonville, FL, showed a PowerPoint 
presentation (Exhibit 3).  He explained that the master drainage plan for the City is rain influenced 
and would depend on how much rain the City gets.  In the vulnerability assessment, CMT looked 
at the surge from the ocean to the river and was rain influenced as well.  CMT looked at flooding 
throughout the City, which showed a pattern of zero to three feet and some three to seven feet 
in some areas.  CMT looked at whether the water issues were from the City’s elevation or were 
there outside sources coming into the City.  He then introduced Ms. Breland to discuss the storm 
surge. 
 
Ms. Caitlin Breland, CMT, 7400 Baymeadows Way, Suite 220, Jacksonville, FL, continued the 
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PowerPoint presentation and explained that CMT updated the stormwater model to ICP 4.  CMT 
split the City’s stormwater model into four separate basins and then took the four basins into 
different groups.  The mean annual high tide currently shows 3.4 feet and model the storm surge 
from a one- and two-foot sea level rise.  The first basin shows yellow for flooding in a 25-year 
storm and red shows flooding in a 100-year storm after one foot of sea level rise.  The second 
basin group does not have as much flooding.  The third basin has a lot more flooding and has 
more vulnerability due to storm events and storm surge.  In the fourth basin group the yellow 
lines are mostly around ponds or ditches and most of the properties are a little bit higher.  She 
advised that west Pope Road led to low levels of the City and marshes and wetlands and 
explained that those areas during storm surges and sea level rise will rise and infiltrate back into 
the City, which can affect the City’s stormwater system.  State Road 312 crossings and Sea Grove 
area should flow out of the City; however, if any storm surge or major rain event happens, then 
there would be three points that would come back into the City.  Ocean Trace properties are 
higher elevations, but the stormwater system is low and would be affected by the storm surge 
or sea level rise.  She then turned it back to Mr. Sneddon. 
 
Mr. Sneddon advised that State Road 312, State Road 3 (a.k.a A1A South), and A1A Beach 
Boulevard roadways make a triangle levy around the core part of the City.  The weir would protect 
the City from a 100-year storm surge if it does not come over the berm.  Some areas in the City, 
such as Mickler Road ditch, 11th Street ditch, etc. still need improvements.  The Public Works 
station on Mizell Road is vulnerable.  Sandpiper and Versaggi are protected by the dunes.  He 
recommended a backflow protection system to solve the six vulnerable locations, but it would 
be expensive.  Recommendations were for a vulnerable mitigation capital improvement plan, 
adaptation planning, and to revisit the vulnerability conditions. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that there are projects recommended and are only 
conceptional.  He explained that he submitted the report to the St. Johns County Local Mitigation 
Strategy grant program.  He advised that if they give the City the grant, it would be a 75 percent 
commitment to the City; however, the City will have to pay the remaining 25 percent.  He 
estimated that the costs would be $750,000 to do the improvements and the City would have to 
pay 25 percent of that.  He said it falls back to funding and how the Commission wants to develop 
the capital improvement plan.  He said that the storms seemed to be getting more intense.  He 
requested the Commission give him questions or what they would like to do separately, and he 
would send them to the consultant.  He asked to approve the draft plan so that he could submit 
it to the agency. 
 
Mayor England advised that SEPAC and the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board could get 
their comments to Public Works Director Tredik before the workshop so he can submit the study 
on time.  She asked that SEPAC and Planning and Zoning members receive a copy of the report.  
She asked if this addresses the rainfall. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that it is not addressed in developing projects, which this 
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grant asked for; however, it does address the need for capacity improvements. 
 
Mayor England asked to address the heavy rainfall. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that it would be addressed when the improvements are 
being done on the master drainage plans.   
 
Mayor England asked for a list of agencies that could help with the stormwater improvements, 
storm surge and sea level rise. 
 
Mr. Sneddon advised that Governor DeSantis is asking for these reports to be done. 
 
Commissioner George asked to put the maps online on the webpage. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  The following addressed the Commission: 
 
Nick Binder, 232 Big Magnolia Court, St. Augustine Beach, FL, advised that this type of project 
could be allowed under the American Rescue Plan and suggested to list all the projects in writing. 
 
Mayor England closed the Public Comments section and asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to approve the draft Vulnerability Study. Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by 
Commissioner Rumrell. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor England asked for a roll call vote. 
 
City Clerk Raddatz read the roll: 
 
MAYOR ENGLAND   Yes 
VICE MAYOR SAMORA  Yes 
COMMISSIONER GEORGE  Yes 
COMMISSIONER RUMRELL  Yes 
COMMISSIONER TORRES  Yes 
Motion passed unanimously.  

Mayor England moved on to Item 5. 

 
5. Pay for City Commissioners: Consideration of Adjusting (Presenter: Patty Douylliez, Finance 

Director) 
 
Mayor England introduced Item 5 and asked Finance Director Douylliez for a staff report from 
other municipalities. 
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Finance Director Douylliez explained that she submitted to the Commission information.  She 
requested guidance from the Commission for next year’s budget. 
 
Commissioner George advised that the results look reasonable and would be happy to move 
forward with these figures. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell asked if Commissioner George was proposing the $14,589 for the Mayor 
and $11,074 for the Commissioners. 
 
Commissioner George agreed with the methodology that was approved for staff. 
 
Mayor England advised that it has been a long time since the Commission has received an 
increase and any Commissioner can give the difference back if they do not want it. 
 
Commissioner George advised that the stated amount would make it about $18 an hour. 
 
Commissioner I show it was Torres? asked if the average was the same as this month. 
 
Finance Director Douylliez advised that she changed the figures by taking out the higher numbers 
that St. Johns County Board of Director received.   
 
Commissioner Torres advised that he made a motion for the average last month and it was not 
seconded, so what is different this month. 
 
Commissioner George advised that that average was only an average of two municipalities 
instead of eleven cities.  She advised that the City of Daytona Beach was taken out this month. 
 
Mayor England asked for Public Comments.  Being none, Mayor England opened it up for 
discussion with the Commission. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora advised that he did his own analysis per capita and he felt that the 
Commission is currently receiving what most do. The outliers like Bunnell are only getting paid 
$4 per person and as the cities get larger than the capita rate goes down.  He explained that the 
COLA is built in and with the rate the Commission is at currently, the Commission’s salaries are 
where they should be.  He is fine where the salary is now and the current structure with the COLA 
in place. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell agreed with Vice Mayor Samora.  He thinks the Commissioners are worth 
the increase because they put in a lot of effort, but he feels this is his civic duty to give back to 
the community.  He agreed with the COLA.  He advised that he would like to put the money 
toward having a grant writer instead of an increase for the Commission.  He would like to keep 
the millage the same. 
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Commissioner Torres advised that a few months ago he asked about daytime meetings and 
Commissioner George said she would need to be compensated more because of her business, 
which is reasonable.  He explained that he would be comfortable with an increase if the 
Commission would entertain daytime meetings and use the employee overtime monies to go 
back to the City; otherwise, he is fine with the current salary. 
 
Mayor England advised that the daytime meeting would be problematic for the public to attend 
and the meetings should be opened to the public. 
 
Commissioner Torres advised that there are public meetings during the day everywhere in Florida 
and it is not against the law.  He explained that the Commission now goes to functions during the 
day for the City.  He is advocating for daytime meetings. 
 
Mayor England advised that it is a good thing to bring up and sees the logic in it. 
 
Commissioner George advised that she was not trying to imply a direct quid pro quo.  She advised 
that there were several reasons why she supported a pay adjustment over the years.  It is 
consistent with what the Commission did with staff.  She advised that this is a professional City 
and Commission.  She advised that if this Commission does not do it, someone else will have to.  
She agreed that the Commission does this as their civic duty for $18 an hour.   
 
Mayor England asked what the current hourly rate is for a Commissioner. 
 
Commissioner George advised it depends on how many hours you put in.  She advised that doing 
12 hours a week would be $9 an hour.   
 
Mayor England made a motion to extend the meeting. 
 
Motion: to extend the meeting. Moved by Mayor England, Seconded by Vice Mayor Samora. 
Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Commissioner George advised that staff brought it up and the same methodology has been 
applied as the Commission agreed to with staff.  She commented that the population approach 
is not really apples to apples.  She explained that some of these cities provide health insurance 
for their Commissioners, which is not documented on this survey.  She said that the City of 
Atlantic Beach does provide health insurance. 
 
Mayor England would not mind a reasonable hourly rate. 
 
Commissioner George advised that staff needs to know for budget reasons. 
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Mayor England advised that the amount is almost doubled and would be a big increase. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  Being none, Mayor England closed the 
Public Comments section and asked for a motion. 
Motion: to approve for the Commissioner pay to be adjusted to $9,000 and the Mayor’s salary 
adjusted to $11,000 per year. Moved by Commissioner George. 
 
Mayor England asked that she amended her motion to make the Mayor’s salary to $10,000 a year. 
 
Motion: to amend the motion to adjust the Mayor’s salary to $10,000 per year. Moved by 
Commissioner George, Seconded by Commissioner Torres with discussion. 
 
Commissioner Torres asked the Commission to consider adjusting the schedule for daytime 
meetings.  He suggested one meeting a quarter and then increase it later throughout the year. 
 
Mayor England requested to keep those items separately, but it can be discussed. 
 
Commissioner George ask that the meetings would be advertised well if changed. 
 
Mayor England asked to do a rollcall vote. 
 
City Clerk Raddatz called the role. 
 
Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
COMMISSIONER RUMRELL No  
COMMISSIONER TORRES No  
MAYOR ENGLAND  Yes  
VICE MAYOR SAMORA No  
COMMISSIONER GEORGE Yes  
Motion dies 3 to 2. 
 
Commissioner George said that staff still needs direction so there should be another motion. 
 
Motion: a motion to maintain the current salaries for the Commissioners and Mayor as well as the 
current methodology of applying the COLA. Moved by Vice Mayor Samora, Seconded by 
Commissioner Rumrell. 
 
Mayor England asked for a roll call vote. 
 
City Clerk Raddatz called the roll. 
COMMISSIONER RUMRELL Yes 
COMMISSIONER TORRES Yes 
MAYOR ENGLAND  No  
VICE MAYOR SAMORA Yes 
COMMISSIONER GEORGE No 
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Motion passed 3 to 2. 
 
Discussion regarding what items could be finish by the Commission in the time allotted 
and when the Commission would return to complete the rest of the agenda. 
 
After discussion, the following dates and items were approved by the Commission: 
 
May 18, 2021 at 6:00, Joint meeting with the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board 
and SEPAC. 
May 24, 2021 after the continuation of the Regular Commission meeting of May 3, 2021 
at 1:00 p.m. a workshop regarding recycling and parking will be discussed.   
 
Commissioner George will be out of town but will send questions or comments to City 
Manager Royle. 

Mayor England moved on to Item 10. 
 

6. Upcoming Workshops:  Consideration of Scheduling One or Two in May for Solid Waste / 
Recycling Operations, Creating a Stormwater Utility, and Other Topics (Presenter: Max 
Royle, City Manager) 
 
Mayor England introduced Item 6 and asked City Manager Royle for a staff report. 
 
City Manager Royle advised the key need for a workshop is to discuss whether to privatize or 
bring recycling in-house and how it reflects on the budget.   
 
It was the consensus of the Commission to have a workshop on May 24, 2021 at 1:00 p.m. for 
recycling and public parking.   
 
Commissioner George advised that she would be out of town and would not be able to attend. 
 

Mayor England moved on to Item 10. 
 

7. Public Parking:  Discussion of Where to Allow and Not Allow Parking and Creating Five-
Year Plan for Improvements (Presenters:  Max Royle, City Manager: Bill Tredik, Public 
Works Director) 
 
This item was rescheduled for Monday, May 24th at 1:00 p.m. 
 

8. Ordinance 21-05, First Reading, to Vacate Alley between B and C Streets West of A1A 
Beach Boulevard to 2nd Avenue (Lots 1-16, Block 40, Coquina Gables Subdivision) 
(Presenter: Brian Law, Building Official) 
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This item has been continued to May 18, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. 
 

9. Ordinance 21-06, First Reading, to Vacate Alley between A and B Streets, between 3rd and 4th 
Avenues (Lots 1-16, Block 49, Coquina Gables Subdivision) (Presenter: Brian Law, Building 
Official) 
 
This item has been continued until May 18, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. 
 

XIII. NEW BUSINESS 

10. City-Wide LED Streetlight Conversion:  Request to Approve Phase 1 for Lights Along the 
Boulevard, Pope Road, 16th, 11th, and A Streets (Presenter: Bill Tredik, Public Works Director) 
 
Mayor England introduced Item 10 and asked Public Works Director Tredik for a staff report. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik showed a PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit 4) regarding the Light- 
Emitting Diode (LED) Streetlight Conversion.  He explained that there are 386 streetlights 
throughout the City and 183 are recommended to be converted to LED lighting.  He advised that 
there would be more natural color, easier to see things, focus beam, and night sky compliant.  He 
is recommending the 4000 kelvin for A1A Beach Boulevard, unless it is too bright, and it could be 
changed to 3000 kelvin at no additional cost.  He is not changing the light levels, but if the 
Commission wants to it would be at an added cost.  A hybrid solution would be to increase the 
light levels on the Boulevard, but not on the other roads at no additional cost.  He asked the 
Commission to execute an LED lightening agreement with Florida Power and Light. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding turtle season making it dark on the Boulevard; protecting the 
pedestrians on the Boulevard with enough lights; priority on safety on the Boulevard; 
Department of Transportation pays the City to replace lights; not increasing the brightness; using 
shields for the lights; the agreement shows equivalent lighting; converting the Boulevard to 41-
watt lighting; and the history of the lighting on the Boulevard. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  The following addressed the Commission: 
 
Brud Helhoski, 691 A1A Beach Blvd., St. Augustine Beach, FL, advised that the light is too much 
and recommended not going forward with this agreement until all the Commissioners see the 
lights on A Street. 
 
Mayor England closed the Public Comments section and asked to discuss how this meeting can 
be continued. 
 
After discussion, Mayor England asked for a motion for the meetings. 
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Motion: to continue the Regular Commission meeting of May 3, 2021 for Items 8, 9, 10 to May 24, 
2021 at 1:00 p.m. and rescheduled Items 11 and 12 to the Regular Commission meeting of June 7, 
2021 at 6:00 p.m. Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by Commissioner Rumrell. Motion 
passed unanimously. 
 
Commissioner George requested to add an agenda item requiring a default date for Commission 
meetings. 
 
Commissioner Torres advised that he would be available the following Monday. 
 

Mayor England moved on to Item 11. 

11. Proposed Personnel Manual Changes: Resolution 21-17, Minor Changes Regarding Shift Work for 
the Police Department; Resolution 21-18, Regarding Minor Changes to Standards of Conduct and 
Discipline; Resolution 21-19, Deleting Provision Regarding Employees Making Personal Long-
Distance Telephone Calls; Resolution 21-20, Deleting Sick Pay Incentive and Adding Birthday 
Holiday in Place of Incentive; and Resolution 21-21, Concerning Changes to Criteria of Employees 
Who Can Donate Time or Be Recipient of Donated Time (Presenter: Beverly Raddatz, City Clerk) 

Mayor England asked for a motion to reschedule Items 11 and 12. 
 

12. Long Range Financial Planning: Review of Report (Presenter: Patricia Douylliez, Finance Director) 

This item has been rescheduled until June 7, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. 

 
XIV. STAFF COMMENTS 

 
This item was rescheduled until the Regular Commission meeting on June 7, 2021 at 6:00 
p.m. 

 

XV. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to adjourn to meeting. Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by Commissioner 
Rumrell. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 10:07 p.m.   

   
 Margaret England, Mayor 
Attest: 
 
_________________________ 
Beverly Raddatz, City Clerk 
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MINUTES 

JOINT CITY COMMISSION MEETING, COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING  
& ZONING BOARD, AND SUSTAINABILITY & ENVIRONMENTAL  

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE WORKSHOP 
TUESDAY, MAY 18, 2021 AT 6:00 P.M. 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, 2200 A1A South, St. Augustine Beach, FL 32080 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER BY MAYOR ENGLAND 

Mayor England called to order the joint workshop at 6:00 p.m. 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Mayor England led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

III. ROLL CALL 

Commission Present: Mayor England, Vice Mayor Samora, Commissioner George, Commission 
Rumrell and Commissioner Torres. 
 
Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board Members (CPZB) Present: Chairperson Kincaid, Vice 
Chair Odom, Members: Sarris, Longstreet (Absent), Pranis, King, Einheuser (Absent), Tisdall 
(Absent), and Babbitt (Absent). 
 
Sustainability & Environmental Planning Advisory Committee (SEPAC) Members Present: 
Chairperson Krempasky, Vice Chair Bandy, Members: Thomson, Kaczmarsky, Cloward (Zoomed), 
and Candler (Absent). 
 
Also present were: City Manager Royle, Assistant City Attorney Taylor, City Clerk Raddatz, and 
Building Official Law.  

IV. DISCUSSION OF: 

a. Ordinance 21-04, to Amend the Land Development Regulations to Change Setbacks for Small 
Platted Lots and to Abolish the Overlay District (Presenter: Brian Law: Building Official) 

Mayor England introduced Item IV.a. and asked Building Official Law for a staff report. 
 
Building Official Law advised that Ordinance 21-04 was brought back to the Comprehensive 
Planning and Zoning Board (CPZB) in March.  The CPZB unanimously denied Ordinance 21-04 at 
their meeting and requested a meeting with the Commission to discuss the reasons why they 
denied it.  He stated that the Commission passed this in April and May so the final reading would 
be in June. 
 
Mayor England advised that the Commission wanted to have fair policies for all lot owners.  She 
mentioned that in the past the larger lots received different setbacks than the smaller lots.  The 
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Commission would like this to be the same for all lots without changing the 35% impervious surface 
ratios on any lots. 
 
Building Official Law advised that was correct; the small, platted lots would still have 35% 
impervious surface ratio. 
 
Mayor England advised that the Commission wants equal treatment for setbacks and have the 
impervious surface ratio to remain at 35%.  She explained that flexibility on setbacks is given to 
save trees or for extenuating circumstances.   
 
Building Official Law advised he objects to residents going to the CPZB and being denied, but then 
the residents pay $400 for the overlay district and the CPZB has to approve the setbacks. 
 
Mayor England advised that the overlay district was created because so many residents had small 
lots on the eastern side of the Boulevard were coming for variances to the CPZB without hardships. 
 
Chair Kincaid, CPZB, advised that his concerns were that residents did not want the bigger houses 
with smaller setbacks next to their neighbors. 
 
Vice Chair Odom, CPZB, asked how many lots were left to be developed. 
 
Building Official Law advised according to the Property Appraiser there were approximately 88 
undeveloped lots.  He explained that if there was a natural disaster or if the homes were 50% 
destroyed for some reason like fire, a lot of the homes would then be nonconforming and would 
have to be smaller.  He advised that the Building Department would not say the homes were 
nonconforming unless there was a disaster. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding what was a nonconforming lot; what was a hardship and whether to 
have the overlay district remain so there would not be more homes showing nonconforming after 
a disaster. 
 
Commissioner George explained that if the overlay district was removed from the code, the owners 
would not be entitled to a reduced setback if there was a disaster. 
 
Building Official Law advised that that was correct.  He explained that the codes are not designed 
to keep nonconforming structures after a disaster. 
 
Mayor England advised that when the Commission changed the setbacks to ten feet, then the 
homes that had the 7 ½ feet were nonconforming. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised yes. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked if that would be the same for those who received a variance for the 
overlay district. 
 
Building Official Law advised that any variances or the overlay district will run with the life of the 
structure, so they would not be nonconforming.  
 
Mayor England asked if the variances and overlay district lots that were approved and destroyed 
by a disaster would not be applied to the 50% rule but could stay within the granted setbacks. 
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Building Official Law advised that he would have to speak with City Attorney Taylor regarding 
that. 
 
Chair Kincaid advised that property owners came to the CPZB with no hardship, but wanting to 
change the rules, and so CPZB asked them to go back to the Commission if they want to change 
the rules. 
 
Mayor England advised that when they changed the setbacks to ten feet and when it was approved 
by the Commission, she was concerned that a lot of variances would be requested, which was what 
happened.  She advised that when some lots required 7 ½ feet and other required ten feet, the 
Commission tried to even it out to make it fair. 
 
Commissioner George advised that when this happened and the ordinance was changed, she 
remembered personally that she was confused about the overall calculations on those lots.  At this 
point she is supportive of the change because of the disparity in treatment between the lots.  The 
reason why she wanted it changed previously was because of the impervious surface ratios and 
she was trying to keep the environment protected and property rights.  She explained that this 
ordinance is fair for everyone and does not create a disproportionate burden on the smaller lots. 
 
Member Thomson, SEPAC, showed Exhibits 1 and 2.  He explained at a prior meeting, which 40 or 
more people attended, they asked for a moratorium on the setbacks and asked that the City hire a 
planner.  He explained that Ms. Haga was hired as a consultant for $70,000 and she went through 
all the Land Development Codes (LDR’s).  In 2010 – 2014 there was an economic incentive for 
people to build larger homes to rent.  He does not understand the current drive to pass this 
ordinance.  There is a difference between the east side and west side of the Boulevard because the 
east side has more commercial with residential and the west side has more residential.  He advised 
that this ordinance was a broad zoning change and should have a planner to advise the City on this.  
He gave definitions of zoning rights and property rights.  He objected to decks and architecture 
extending off the sides, back, or front of the homes because the decks should be part of the 
calculations on impervious surface ratios. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding whether calculations would be the same for a large or small lot; having 
both small and large lots should have the same standards; disagreeing with the planning; and why 
are solid decks in the air counted against the impervious surface ratio. 
 
Commissioner George advised that Mr. Thomson is saying if the property owner builds out to the 
maximum and has bump outs and flexible setbacks to save a tree that would be a different 
calculation for impervious surface ratio.  She explained that the code does not deviate from the 
35% impervious surface ratio.  This is only giving the builders and owners more options to save 
trees or not make a square box for a building.  Those are the motivations to have diversity and 
aesthetics on the street and still preserve the environmental protection.   
 
Mr. Thomson advised that the ordinance is too broad and not well stated.  He explained that there 
is a disadvantage to bringing a building closer to the neighbor’s home.  He advised that it would be 
an economic disadvantage for a homeowner who is renovating a home than new construction to 
build closer on the setbacks. 
 
Commissioner George advised that this is not about economic interest; otherwise, the Commission 
would have to give the developers want they want. 
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Mr. Thomson remarked that the Commission needs to analyze the adverse effect on the grand 
change of the historic neighborhoods with canopies that have already been established.  He 
advised the Commission allowed three years to change the setbacks and a small percentage are 
now nonconforming homes. 
 
Member Kaczmarsky, SEPAC, advised that he has been studying environmental sciences for over 
20 years with a lot of focus on sea level rise and global warming impacts.  Environmental scientists 
are concerned with the impact that the environment is having with humans.  The main 
recommendations on the Vulnerability Study presented to the Commission is to increase 
impervious surface ratios, increase the ability of landscape to absorb the heavy rainfall and this 
ordinance goes in the opposite direction.  He advised that the Vulnerability Study says to respect 
the vulnerability of the nuisance flooding and storm induced flooding in combination with sea level 
rise.  The study points out many areas in the City that are vulnerable to sea level rise.  The 
conclusion of the study was that the City needs a better level of protection in short-term sea level 
rise and warned that there may be significant impacts from sea level rise in the near future.  Many 
cities in Florida have approved the recommendations of studies regarding sea level rise and yet this 
ordinance is clearly going against the recommendations of our City’s Vulnerability Study.  He 
advised that the Commission will be accountable for the damage that will be done if this ordinance 
is passed.  He suggested that the City reassess the ordinance and read the Vulnerability Study more 
carefully before passing this ordinance.  The study says to reduce the intensity of development and 
increase setbacks over time, which is the opposite of this ordinance.  The study says to retain public 
easements between properties so that rain can be absorbed and not vacate alleyways.  He 
suggested not paving over the rights-of-way and to educate the public on what can happen in the 
future with sea level rise and flooding.  Green infrastructure like trees can mitigate flooding.  He 
advised that the City will be at risk and a burden to the residents if this ordinance is passed. 
 
Mayor England advised that the Commission is not changing the lot coverage and asked why a 
larger lot gets to build at 35% lot coverage and a smaller lot could not. 
 
Mr. Kaczmarsky advised that all of us have good arguments.  He advised that the Commission is 
concerned for individuals, but he is concerned about the whole community and the environment 
that all the people who live here have.  He explained giving less impervious surface throughout the 
community would put the City at risk. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell asked then those owners who have small lots are not a part of the 
community according to what Mr. Kaczmarsky is saying.  He agrees with Mr. Kaczmarsky if the 35% 
impervious surface ratio was changed, but it is not being changed. He explained that there are 88 
lots and hundreds with redevelopment or renovations in the future. 
 
Building Official Law advised that these lots were the City Platted Center Lots in the code, which is 
in the center of the City.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell explained that the owners are denied by the CPZB, but then the owners can 
do it if they pay $400 for a permit on the overlay district.   
 
Building Official Law advised yes, which  he objects to.  He explained that decks do not count as lot 
coverage because decks are a horizontal, paved, or a surface without a roof.   So, without the solid 
floor it is impervious.   
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Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  The following addressed the Commission: 
 
Dr. Sandy Bond, 1117 Steven Compass Road, St. Augustine, FL, explained that she was involved 
with the CPBZ discussions an asked if the lots that have built over the years have 35% land coverage.   
 
Commissioner George advised that some are smaller than 35% land coverage. 
 
Ms. Bond advised that they can be built to 35% land coverage then.  She suggested to make sure 
that there were no adverse impacts on the neighbors when building and if they are going to be 
built closer to their neighbor there will be adverse impacts. 
 
Mr. Kincaid had an example that came to the CPZB of a 4,600 square foot house east of the 
Boulevard and they would have been able to build on the smaller lot with the overlay district. 
 
Mayor England advised that their lot coverage would be limited to 35% and their ISR would be 
limited to the same for any other lot in the City.  She agrees that if the City needs more trees or 
stormwater drainage, then the Commission should address it.  It is not fair to the smaller lots not 
to be able to build to the 35% lot coverage. 
 
Mr. Pranis asked then if that would be an economic hardship if they cannot build to 35% lot 
coverage. 
 
Mayor England advised no, it is not an economic hardship or any other legal hardship.  There are 
various reasons for the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Pranis asked if this has to do with variances and hardships. 
 
Mayor England advised it has nothing to do with variances and hardships. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that the Commission is setting policy, so they are not having to 
establish hardship, but they are trying to set a standard for everyone in an ordinance.   
 
Mr. Kaczmarsky asked for two standards depending on the lot size and have the owners meet the 
setbacks for the lot size.   
 
Commissioner George advised that the Commission wants to be fair with all lot sizes. 
 
Mayor England advised that Mr. Kaczmarsky is trying to reduce the lot coverage and ISR for smaller 
lots. 
 
Mr. Kaczmarsky agreed. 
 
Commissioner George advised that that would be a slippery slope.  If anything changes the ISR, it 
would happen more and then it could hurt the environmental aspects of the City.  She does not 
see the possibility or fear of making new policy. 
 
Mayor England advised if the Commission changes the code for large and small lots then the 
Commission would be making a lot of nonconforming buildings in the small lots. 
 
Mr.  Kaczmarsky advised that the Commission should change their mind sets. 
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Commissioner George advised that maybe all lots should be reduced to 20% maximum coverage 
and how do you think that would go over in the community. 
 
Mr.  Kaczmarsky said that the Commission has the power to set two standards. 
 
Commissioner George advised that the Commission must stay within the confines of what the 
people want too.  The Commission cannot just go by one faction of the community. 
 
Mr. Kaczmarsky said then you will have the whole community flooded. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised that there would be sea level rise anyway regardless of building or 
not building.  He explained that it is mother nature that the City is fighting.   
 
Mr. Kincaid advised that there was an incompatibility and there will be an increase on smaller lots 
from 27% to 35% land coverage.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised yes, but if they are in the overlay district, they pay $400 and they 
are approved. 
 
Building Official Law advised that the Commission is not asking for an increase in the ISR.  The lot 
coverage is only the first basis of the impervious surface ratio.   
 
Mr. Kaczmarsky advised that if the ordinance is passed the Commission would decrease the ISR. 
 
Building Official Law advised no, the Commission would not be decreasing the ISR.  He explained 
how they calculate impervious surface ratio. 
 
Mayor England advised that the standards for lot coverage, impervious surface ratios, etc. needs 
to be fair to all residents.    The Commission is trying to treat the small lots the same as large lots 
at 35%.  The Commission has heard the Boards’ concerns and their comments, and they will think 
about them before the final decision has been reached. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding what the tree canopy provides to the City; how to calculate the 
allowable areas; roof runoff and overhangs; and it being illegal to give an incentive by decreasing 
the building permit fees but having some kind of incentive. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked to discuss whether to delete the overlay district.  He explained that there 
are several nonconforming houses that are in the overlay district and if it is deleted, would there 
be a problem rebuilding the home in its footprint.   
 
Building Official Law advised that the nonconforming code in the Land Development Code is 
specific and does not to allow structures to go on permanently.  The overlay district was formed 
for an approach to bring one design section to it.  On page 17, Number 2, there was a sentence 
added which means that there is no purpose of the overlay as written.  He suggested to look at the 
A1A Beach Boulevard overlay district and have standards for the corridor.  The purpose of the code 
is to bring the building into compliance.   
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked about the setback on page 18.A.  He asked if a building were burned to 
the ground could the owner rebuild at the same footprint as previous. 
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Building Official  Law advised that his staff did not have the authority to grant that.  It would have 
to go to the CPZB and  have a public hearing for it to be approved. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked if that would give the CPZB approval to allow that?  
 
Building Official Law advised that he does not have a problem with leaving the overlay district and 
it would not stop the ordinance from moving forward. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that he would have to know what the Commission means by rebuilding 
because renovations would already be allowed as a grandfathered structure.  Those type of 
questions should go through CPZB as a variance process to decide if a nonconforming building that 
has been there a long time should be left to stay and grant a variance individually for the lot or 
deny it and bring everything into conformity.  He suggested doing this case by case individually. 
 
Building Official Law advised that the Land Development Code states the same as the Florida 
Building Code as 50% damage and usually results in a demolition and rebuild. 
 
Mr. Thomson advised that he would keep the overlay district. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comments section.  The following addressed the Commission: 
 
Sandra Krempasky, 7 C Street, St. Augustine Beach, Fl, read an email from Carolyn Karger (Exhibit 
3). 
 
Ted Hellmuth, 3 15th Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, advised that he has built a home with 7 ½ foot 
setbacks on the east side of the Boulevard.  He explained that storm runoff will not change and 
that there is a tree ordinance to protect trees.  He remarked that he does not want a larger home 
next to him and asked for the 35% coverage on small and large lots. 
 
Mike Stauffer, 1093 A1A Beach Blvd., St. Augustine Beach, FL, advised that he has been an advocate 
for the 20-foot front and back setback and 7 ½ foot side setbacks for the small lots.  The reduce 
setbacks gives flexibility.   
 
Joe McAnarney, 1005 Blackberry Lane, St. Johns County, FL, retired architect advised that he agrees 
to have an equal standard for all but make the setbacks 10 feet so there is continuity and also make 
the lot coverage not to exceed 35%. 
 
Sandy Bond, 1117 Compass Row, St. Augustine, FL, agrees with Mr. McAnarney and advised that 
there should be a smaller house on a smaller lot.   
 
Mayor England closed the Public Comments section.  She advised that the Commission has heard 
good comments and they will take them into advisement.  She moved on to Item IV.b. 
 

b. Proposal to Provide More Authority to the Planning Board for Approval of Conditional Use Permits 
and Possible Other Land Use Matters (Presenter: Brian Law, Building Official) 

Mayor England introduced Item IV.b. and asked Building Official Law for a staff report. 
 
Building Official Law advised that this is an attempt to reduce what the Commission sees every 
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month in order for the Commission to do other business matters.  CPZB is very confident and can 
handle the condition use permits, mixed use districts, development review, etc. and asked that this 
goes back to the CPZB to handle and have the authority to approve. 
 
Mayor England advised that it is a good suggestion.  She suggested giving the CPZB guidelines from 
the Commission first before CPZB takes over the Land Development Review.  She asked that SEPAC 
and CPZB work on the Vision Plan, parking, parkettes, conditional use permits, etc.  If everyone 
works together then it would be good. 
 
Building Official Law pointed out that SEPAC is a non-land use Board.  He explained that his 
department deals with private property and SEPAC deals with public property.  If the Commission 
wants SEPAC to be a policy making Board, then the code would have to be changed by the City 
Attorney. 
 
Mayor England advised that they could have input. 
 
Commissioner George advised that it is a good idea with guidelines.  The code is ambiguous, and 
the Commission should work on the guidelines. 
 
Building Official Law advised that the CPZB start small such as outdoor dining.  He explained that 
owners do not want to come to two meetings and speak. 
 
Mayor England asked staff to do a whitepaper on guidelines for the CPZB.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell agrees with giving CPZB authority and if the owner wants to appeal, they 
can come in front of the Commission.  He likes the whitepaper approach. 
 
Vice Chair Odom advised that it is the same process and believes it is not a good use of the 
Commission’s time. 
 
Commissioner George agreed and said that when the public wants to comment on a matter, they 
probably do not want to go to two meetings, and they might not be sure which meeting to speak 
at. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora agrees that there are some items that could be given to the CPZB, but there 
are items that he was glad that came to the Commission because they were sensitive and took 
months for the Commission to agree on. 
 
Building Official Law advised that he would like to relinquish outdoor dining first to the CPZB after 
the budget season is over. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked for a list for what is needed to give the CPZB authority.   
 
Mayor England asked for the Vision Plan to be done for the Boulevard with the Commission giving 
their visions for the Boulevard. 
 
Building Official Law suggested having Jennifer Thompson as a planner learn the cases under 
Bonnie Miller and having Ms. Thompson go to school for her ACIP degree.  He advised that she will 
be presenting the cases to the CPZB and will be attending the Northeast Florida Planners Council. 
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Mayor England asked if there was anyone opposed to moving forward with this.  Being no 
comments for opposition, Mayor England suggested moving forward. 
 
Mr. Pranis agreed with Mayor England’s suggestions to move forward with the Vision Plan. 
 
Mr. Thomson suggested that the Forestry Plan should be codified in the Land Development 
Regulations.  He advised that there is a gap in putting these plans in the Land Development 
Regulations.  He requested a contact person. 
 
Mayor England suggested writing the SEPAC recommendations with staff’s help and then it should 
go to CPZB and then to the Commission for approval. 
 
Chair Krempasky advised that SEPAC needs direction on what to do.  She explained that they hire 
consultants, and the recommendations are not moving forward. 
 
Mayor England asked SEPAC to put it in writing and give it to the CPZB who will review it with SEPAC 
and then bring it to the Commission who will then have the City Attorney put it in legal ease.   
 
Building Official Law advised that SEPAC could design landscaping for the parkettes, and they have 
the money in the Landscaping Fund of approximately $35,000.  He suggested that Public Works is 
involved because they must maintain the landscaping.  He suggested also hiring a landscape 
architect to do the project. 
 
Mr. Thomson advised that SEPAC needs to codify the Forestry Plan into the Land Development 
Regulations.  He explained that SEPAC is trying to mitigate flooding in the area and how to keep 
the existing trees.   
 
Building Official Law said that his staff goes to great lengths to save the trees that they can.  One 
of the issues is that construction cannot be within 15 feet of the tree because of the root system.  
Construction equipment is hard to get on a small lot and if the equipment hurts a tree there could 
be a compliant that we are not following our own Land Development Regulations if the Forestry 
Plan is codified.  It could limit development and have the City sued for going against the City’s rules.  
He explained that the Land Development Code is not best practices, it is the law.  He said that he 
is not against adopting a separate document. 
 
Mayor England requested that SEPAC put their thoughts and ideas in writing so they can be 
discussed with the CPZB and then come to the Commission for approval. 
 
Commissioner George summarized that City Manager Royle should facilitate SEPAC to get funding 
from the Tree Fund to hire a landscaping architect to work with SEPAC and Public Works to get 
recommendations and also asking SEPAC to create a To Do List for consideration of new ordinances 
to go to CPZB and then the Commission. (very long rambling sentence) 
 
City Manager Royle advised if there is a recommendation from SEPAC to codify the Land 
Development Regulations, then SEPAC should write it up and give it to the Building Department.  
The Building Department will put it on the CPZB agenda and discuss it with SEPAC and the CPBZ 
can send it then to the Commission. 
  
Mayor England closed the Public Comments section and Mayor England moved on to Item IV.c. 
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c. Communication/Relations Between the City Commission and the Two Boards (Presenter: Max 
Royle, City Manager) (discussion for IV.c is shown below in IV.d?) 

d. Other Topics of Mutual Concern/Interest (Presenter: Max Royle, City Manager) 

 
Mayor England introduced Item IV.c. and asked City Manager Royle for his staff report. 
 
City Manager Royle asked if any of the Boards want more communications.    
 
Mayor England asked for discussion from the Commission, CPZB, and the SEPAC members. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell requested that a member from SEPAC and CPZB come to the Commission 
meeting to answer any questions that they may have regarding agenda items because they are 
such an integral part of what the Commission does. 
 
Mr. Kincaid advised that he has come to the Commission meetings and did not feel that the CPZB 
was adding any value to the meeting. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding giving the CPZB unofficial minutes available before the Commission 
meetings; having the CPBZ or SEPAC members call the Commission individually if they have any 
concerns; having the Commission ask CPBZ or SEPAC members questions individually; waiting all 
night for an item on the agenda and then the item was not discussed; adding the Committees or 
Boards at the beginning of the agenda; and the Commission appreciating the CPZB and SEPAC’s 
time and the members volunteering; whether any Boards need training. 
 
Commissioner Torres asked for Chairperson notes from SEPAC and CPZB so the Commission could 
get things faster.  He advised that he would not want to add any more items to the agenda at this 
point. 
 
Building Official Law asked that the Chairs send the comments to him or the City Manager so that 
it would not go directly to the Commission. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised that if more than one member of any Board comes to the Commission 
meeting it needs to be acknowledged in the public notice and agenda. 
 
Ms. Krempasky requested that their secretary send a To Do List to their Committee members so 
that they know what to accomplish before the next meeting.   
 
City Attorney Taylor explained that the Sunshine Law would not be violated if a SEPAC member 
prepares a To Do List and staff distributed it to SEPAC members.   
 
Discussion ensued regarding the process that SEPAC needs to do to have an ordinance done. 
 
Commissioner George asked if any Boards need training. 
 
Chair Krempasky advised that she will start on the Vision Plan for A1A Beach Boulevard with the 
CPZB. 
 
Mayor England asked to start a whitepaper on the undeveloped lots and parkettes on the 
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Boulevard and the Vision Plan. 
 
Commissioner George asked to think about the incentives for environmental protections. 
 
Mayor England thanked everyone for attending. 
 
Commissioner Torres appreciated the Board members volunteering and their time and as a new 
Commissioner he has learned from their input and other members’ experience that were brought 
up tonight. 
 
Mayor moved to Item V. 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to adjourn to meeting. Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by Commissioner 
Rumrell. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 8:23 p.m.   
 

   
 
 Margaret England, Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
_________________________ 
Beverly Raddatz, City Clerk 
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MINUTES 

CONTINUATION MEETING AND WORKSHOP 
MONDAY, MAY 24, 2021 AT 1:00 P.M. 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, 2200 A1A South, St. Augustine Beach, FL 32080 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Mayor England called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Mayor England led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

III. ROLL CALL 

Present: Mayor England, Vice Mayor Samora, Commission Rumrell and Commissioner 
Torres. 
 
Commissioner George was absent. 
 
Also present were: City Manager Royle, Assistant City Attorney Taylor, Police Chief Carswell, 
City Clerk Raddatz, Finance Director Douylliez, Building Official Law, and Public Works Director 
Tredik.  

IV. CONTINUATION OF MAY 3, 2021, REGULAR CITY COMMISSION MEETING 

1. City-Wide LED Streetlight Conversion:  Request to Approve Contract with FP&L for Phase 
1 for Lights Along A1A Beach Boulevard (Presenter:  Bill Tredik, Public Works Director) 
 
Mayor England introduced Item 1 and asked for a staff report from Public Works Director 
Tredik. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik showed a PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit 1).  He showed 
the locations for Phase 1, which would be in the mixed-use districts and Phase II 
throughout the residential neighborhoods in the City.   He explained that there are 
different types of pole tops and aesthetic features that the Commission could select.  He 
advised that FPL would change the 183 high pressure sodium lights to LED lights and 
showed the differences in color temperatures in the PowerPoint presentation. He 
remarked that this change would save the City approximately $50 a month.   He advised 
that there has been a lot of discussion regarding the 4,000 Kelvin lights and said that they 
disturb sleep patterns and are more intrusive to wildlife because they are a whiter light.   
He recommended FPL installing 3,000 Kelvin lights because it is a softer light and more 
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like an incandescent light versus a florescent light.  He then showed some differences in 
lighting from the Internet.   FPL can put 3,000 or 4,000 Kelvin lights in with no difference 
in pricing.  The Commission would have to decide what they want throughout the City.   
Some cities selected 4,000 Kelvin lights and were unhappy and switched back to 3,000 
Kelvin lights.  He advised that the fixtures could be upgraded to one wattage higher, which 
would give a higher level of lightening, but the City would not save money on the 
conversion and would cost the City $240 more a month.  If the Commission only wanted 
to raise the illumination on the Boulevard, the City could break even on the costs.  He 
commented that he thinks it would be fine to keep the wattage the same unless the 
Commission wants the Boulevard to be brighter.  He recommended the 3,000-Kelvin color 
temperature.  He asked that the Commission allow City Manager Royle to sign the LED 
lighting agreement with FPL to convert the 183 existing high-pressure sodium streetlights 
to LED 3,000 or 4,000-Kelvin color temperature. 
 
Mayor England asked what should be considered regarding turtle season. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that staff is not doing anything east of the Boulevard 
until Phase II.  Some of the streets that go down to the ocean would receive turtle lights 
when Phase II is done.   He commented that he wants a consistent light pattern, not a 
white and yellow pattern and explained that there would be a few lights that would have 
to be turned off on the Boulevard during turtle season.   
 
Mayor England advised that when the lights are turned off it creates black spots along the 
Boulevard, which she would like to avoid for pedestrian safety. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that on 10th Street parking lot, the lighting was 
visible on the beach, but that is not being converted at this time.  He explained that there 
were only two lights that needed to be turned off and only one in the conversion area.   
 
Commissioner Torres clarified that there is no cost for the conversion and there would be 
a savings when the LED lighting is installed.  If the Commission purchases the 3,000-Kelvin 
lighting, would the City break even. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the 3,000-Kelvin would have not affect the 
pricing, and it would only be the preference for the City.   
 
Commissioner Torres asked what FPL’s timeline would be since FPL has been backed up 
doing these conversions. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that he does not have a timeline but said that it 
would be about six months. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell asked Police Chief Carswell if he was happy with the 3,000 Kelvin 
lighting compared to the 4,000 Kelvin lighting. 
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Police Chief Carswell advised yes.  He discussed it with Public Works Director Tredik, and 
he agrees with him. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comment section.  The following addressed the 
Commission: 
 
Brud Helhoski, 691 A1A Beach Blvd., St. Augustine Beach, FL, explained that the picture 
gives no indication of what the lighting really does.  He asked if FPL could place a 3,000-
Kelvin at an intersection and then a 4,000-Kelvin at another intersection first before 
placing them all in.   He said if you convert them all, the neighbors might complain about 
the lighting.  He requested the Commission take their time and not rush the project.  After 
9:00 p.m. there is not a lot of pedestrians. 
 
Mayor England asked what his streetlight was because that was bright. 
 
Mr. Helhoski advised it was 4,000 Kelvin.  It is intrusive because the light is angled to the 
west side of A Street. It is on A Street and not A1A Beach Boulevard, customers complain 
about the light and his staff has received headaches from it. 
 
Mayor England closed the Public Comments section and asked if the wattage is higher on 
A Street. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the light is 133-watt, 4,000 Kelvin.  He explained 
that most of the Boulevard has 100-watt high pressure sodium lights, but those would be 
replaced with 41-watt LED’s.  He explained that about a third of the illumination is what 
most of the Boulevard would be.  He did shut off the light because he is planning to switch 
the 100-watt sodium light with a 41-watt LED with a 3,000-Kelvin and shield it, so it does 
not shine in Jack’s BBQ direction.  FPL assured him that there is a shield and can be angled 
differently.  He explained that FPL will be changing the lighting on A1A Beach Boulevard 
anyway, so it might be possible to eliminate that light completely. 
 
Mayor England asked about the angle being changed. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that FPL can turn the light down or angle it 
differently especially during turtle season. 
 
Mayor England advised that the Commission needs to give staff guidance between Option 
1 and Option 2. 
 
Public Works Director recommended replacing with the same illumination and save $50 
per month at 3,000 Kelvin.   
 
Mayor England asked for a motion. 
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Motion: to support the staff recommendation of replacing the existing level of 
illumination the current sodium lights with LEDs at the 3,000-Kelvin color. Moved by Vice 
Mayor Samora, Seconded by Mayor England. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor England moved on to Item 2. 
 

2. Public Parking: Discussion of Where to Allow and Not Allow Parking and Creating Five-
Year Plan for Improvements (Presenters:  Max Royle, City Manager; Bill Tredik, Public 
Works Director) 

 
Mayor England introduced Item 2 and asked for a staff report from City Manager Royle. 
 
City Manager Royle stated this item is not about paid parking, only about more accessible 
parking.  He showed in his memo all the parking spaces that could be considered.  He 
advised that the parkette near Jack’s BBQ could be considered for a parking improvement 
project because it floods.  A realtor who represents the lots between 4th and 5th Streets 
advised that the owner is not going to construct a mixed-use development in that area 
and would be open to the City purchasing it for $3 million dollars for the land with ten 
lots.  That would be $200,000 per lot and the City paid more for the lots on 10th Street in 
2006 or 2007.  He then requested Public Works Director Tredik to give a PowerPoint 
presentation. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik showed his previous PowerPoint presentation on parking 
(Exhibit 2) and explained potential parking spaces, improvement of current parking 
spaces, and construction costs.  He advised that there may be grant funding in the next 
year for these types of projects.  He explained that there is a potential of 162 more parking 
spaces throughout A1A Beach Boulevard.  He commented that with the River to the Sea 
Bike Trail parking will be even more important.  Ocean Hammock Park and Hammock 
Dunes Park will be important places as well for bikers.  Hammock Dunes Park has wetlands 
and has more challenges because of the environmental permitting that is necessary, so it 
is not on the provided list, but could be in the future. 
 
Mayor England advised that the Vision Plan had potential changes. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that he is aware of the plan but does not know the 
parking selections from it tonight. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked if his list aligns with the parking study that was done a few years 
back.   
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that he was not familiar with that study, but he 
would look at it. 
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Vice Mayor Samora advised that St. Johns County and the City paid for that and it may be 
beneficial to see how it coordinates with your information.  He asked if Ocean Hammock 
Park parking would be done in Phase II and when does it have to be done according to 
the grant. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised there are timelines, but the grantors have been 
generous with the City to extend the timelines.  He explained that he extended it for 
another year or two.  They will extend it if the City is showing progress.  He advised that 
he is about to start the restrooms and doing the designs for Phase II currently.  He said at 
some point they will not want to extend, but he is comfortable that the City is in good 
shape right now. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell spoke with St. Johns County Commissioner Henry Dean regarding 
Pope Road.  He advised that Mr. Howell, the previous Public Works Director, came up 
with a parking plan for angled parking spots along Pope Road.  He asked staff to talk with 
Mr. Caldwell at St. Johns County to try to stop people from parking on the bend as they 
come around Embassy Suites.  He advised that the parking plan had 20 to 25 parking 
spaces for Pope Road.  He asked if staff and Mr. Caldwell could discuss it at a meeting.   
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that there was a study done for Pope Road 
presented a year ago by St. Johns County.  He explained that that was back-in parking on 
the north side.  He commented that he did not believe that was in any capital project list 
currently.  He advised that he would like to work with St. Johns County on that.  Some of 
the concerns he had about the study was it brought parking all the way to Mickler 
Boulevard, which is a residential single-family area.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised that he thought it would be good to have St. Johns County 
and the City work together on that project. 
 
Commissioner Torres advised that he has been advocating for parking improvements on 
A1A Beach Boulevard and A Street on the west side of the Boulevard.  The aesthetics are 
inconsistent between the east and west side of the Boulevard regarding the bathrooms.  
The entrance of 1st Street gets very congested with parking.  He explained that the area is 
not functional, and he would like disciplined parking even if parking spaces will be less.  
He would like this as a high priority.  He also would like to improve parking on 1st Street 
and A1A Beach Boulevard as well. 
 
Mayor England advised that Pier Park is a place for the events and parking is needed.  On 
A Street there is supposed to be like a Town Center.  The Vision Plan had a lot of 
suggestions how to improve the look of that area.  It was supposed to be a focal point of 
the City.  She suggested to write a plan and give it to the Comprehensive Planning and 
Zoning Board to help prioritize the projects.  The beach goers can drive on the beach and 
City Manager Royle has counted 500 spaces.  She suggested having more parking on the 
north end of the City for when the City has events and wanted to prioritize A Street, 16th 
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Street, and areas closer to Pier Park.  That way there are more spaces for events like Music 
by the Sea and for beach goers.  She requested a point system in writing as a five-year 
plan and bring it to the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised as the budget season is approaching, he has parking 
improvements in the primarily budget, but not which project.  He said that 4th Street was 
the easiest to implement; however, if the Commission would like him to move forward 
with A Street, he could do the design and permitting in next year’s budget and research 
funding opportunities for construction the following year.  He explained that if we do the 
total project, it might be more than the budget would allow in one year. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora advised that the Commission has been talking about parking for a 
long time and not making much progress.  He said that there are two categories, one is 
improvement of aesthetics and functionality like A Street and 4th Street, which do not add 
to the parking, and the other is adding parking spaces.  He would be disappointed if there 
was only a design and not add parking spaces.  He would like to look at both and would 
like a plan that shows additional parking spaces in this budget cycle. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that that would cost more in the budget this year. 
 
Mayor England agreed with adding parking spaces where the City has their events.  She 
explained that the list has 16th Street, 8th Street, and 4th Street, but a point system must 
be done to prioritize and then given to the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board 
and then bring it back to the Commission. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comment section.  The following addressed the 
Commission: 
 
Brud Helhoski, 691 A1A Beach Blvd., St. Augustine Beach, FL, advised that his concern is 
people coming off A Street and driving up to Jacks BBQ.  He explained that parking spaces 
will be lost, but he would like the handicap spaces to be in front of the older part of Jacks 
BBQ and facing towards Jacks BBQ.  He asked that when the lot is improved, to please let 
him know and do it during off-season.  He explained that 70% of the parking spaces are 
taken by employees of the local area and filled up before the beach traffic starts.  At night 
it empties out and the majority of the people come to Jacks BBQ.  He would not like traffic 
to go directly in front of Jacks BBQ.   
 
Mayor England closed the Public Comments section and asked if most of the customers 
at Jacks BBQ are pedestrian walkups.  
 
Mr. Helhoski advised yes, also bicyclist, pedestrian, motorcyclist, and scooters.  He said 
when he charged for parking in his back lot there was still room for his customers.  Holiday 
weekends were the only time it was full. 
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Mayor England asked if the parking behind the restaurant is going to be improved. 
 
Mr. Helhoski advised yes, but in the future because he has his hands full right now. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that there will be at least four parking spaces lost at 
Jacks BBQ because traffic cannot come out at the intersection.  When the design work is 
completed, we will work with the community around there for the best options. 
 
Mayor England advised that safety is essential and do not forget a buffer needs to be on 
A1A Beach Boulevard, which could be a fence with a vine instead of bushes. 
 
City Manager Royle recapped that the Commission wants a five-year parking plan, to put 
in the FY22 budget designing and permitting, improving existing parking spaces, and 
finding more parking spaces. 
 
Mayor England also mentioned to create a point system through the Comprehensive 
Planning and Zoning Board which will come back to the Commission. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that for FY22, staff can focus on the 8th Street plaza because 
that is significant as well as Ocean Hammock Park which will give 20 more parking spaces. 
 
Mayor England said that parking spaces are important at Pier Park. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that he and Mr. Tredik will have a meeting with St. Johns 
County regarding Pope Road in order to get more spaces by Pier Park. 
 
Mayor England asked about 16th Street having more parking spaces. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that there is one row of parking on 16th Street already. 
 
Mayor England asked about 8th Street. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik said that there is potential for ten parking spaces in front of 
Seaside Anastasia at 16th Street.  That project would cost approximately $40,000 - $50,000 
for ten parking spaces.  He explained that one of those streets could be put in the budget 
for design phase next year.  The Commission could approve the ranking and then the 
projects could start. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora explained that he wants new parking spaces not design and 
permitting.  If there is not enough in the budget, then the City will have to sort that out. 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that he will budget for actual construction. 
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Vice Mayor Samora advised that he wants to have a point system, take it to the 
Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board and come back to the Commission at the next 
meeting.  Keep this on track so that we can add parking for next fiscal year to the budget. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that 8th Street on the west side the Commission should keep 
in mind how much parking the Commission wants versus beautification.  There are nicely 
landscaped plazas along the Boulevard that contribute to the City’s look.  The D Street 
plaza is in front of a house and the owner may not want a parking lot in front of her front 
door.  There are several things to consider. 
 
Mayor England advised that that should be a part of the Vision Plan and Comprehensive 
Planning and Zoning Board should agree with what plazas should remain landscaping or 
rest areas for pedestrians and what should be additional parking spaces. 
 
Commissioner Torres thought that parking improvements have been in the budget for 
years.  He agreed with City Manager Royle that he does not want the Boulevard to be only 
parking spaces for events.  He understands high traffic events, but vision was the Pier Park 
area is not appealing.  There is sand on the Boulevard every morning and he was hoping 
to get that done in this budget year.   
 
City Manager Royle advised that there will be a two-direction project, improvement of 
existing parking spaces and acquisition of new parking spaces.  He commented to the 
Commission the problem with the community garden on the plaza on 1St Street and A 
Street.  If parking is proposed there, there will be the same problems and recommended 
not to look at those plazas for the time being. 
 
Mayor England advised that the walk space on 2nd Avenue should be preserved as much 
as possible.  She would like to keep in mind the Vision Plan regarding A Street as the Town 
Center and work with the community to improve that. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that residents are complaining about people parking along 
2nd Avenue, so “No Parking” signs have been put up. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked how many parking spaces on 2nd Avenue. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that it is hard to tell because people park in a lot of different 
directions.  The City put new signs up between A Street and C Street because of residents’ 
complaints, which took away parking spaces.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised that there must be a balance.  Have the Boulevard look 
nice, but if we do not add spaces then people park in the residents’ neighborhoods.  The 
goal is to get people out of the neighborhoods and into the streets.  Maybe there could 
be a hybrid plan with the plazas and the parking lots to get people from parking in 
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neighborhoods.  He suggested working with St. Johns County regarding the bend on Pope 
Road where people walk out, and cars are going 45 mph on a curve. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that working with St. Johns County would be a key priority to 
have them put parking on Pope Road in their capital plan. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora agreed with a balance and the City needs a five-year plan that 
allocates money for improvements, whether is it aesthetic improvements such as A Street 
and 4th Street and to have additional parking as well.  He commented that the City has 
enough park lands and parkettes to create a balance.  He would like some movement and 
a long-range plan for it. 
 
Mayor England asked to include in the plan the number of parkettes, the number 
dedicated to landscaping and rest spots, and the number of parkettes that would be 
developed for parking. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that he has the direction that is needed. 
 
Mayor England moved on to Item 3. 

 
3. Ordinance 21-05, First Reading, to Vacate Alley between B and C Streets, West of A1A 

Beach Boulevard to 2nd Avenue (Lots 1-16, Block 40 Coquina Gables Subdivision) 
(Presenter:  Brian Law, Building Official) 

 
Mayor England introduced Item 3 and asked for a staff report from Building Official Law. 
 
Building Official Law recapped the history of Ordinance 21-05 and advised that there will 
be another hearing. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding the process of ordinances. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comment section.  Being none, Mayor England closed 
the Public Comments section and asked City Attorney Taylor to read the preamble. 
 
City Attorney Taylor read the preamble. 
 
Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to approve Ordinance 21-05 as read. Moved by Commissioner Rumrell, 
Seconded by Vice Mayor Samora. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor England moved on to Item 4. 
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4. Ordinance 21-06, First Reading, to Vacate Alley between A and B Streets, and between 
3rd and 4th Avenues (Lots 1-16, Block 49, Coquina Gables Subdivision) (Presenter: Brian 
Law, Building Official) 

 
Mayor England introduced Item 4 and asked for a staff report from Building Official Law. 
 
Building Official Law recapped Ordinance 21-06. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comment section.  Being none, Mayor England closed 
the Public Comments section and asked for Commission discussion. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked if the additional letter of support was received. 
 
Building Official Law advised yes, at the last hearing for this ordinance. 
 
Mayor England asked City Attorney Taylor to read the preamble. 
 
City Attorney Taylor read the preamble. 
 
Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 
Motion: to approve Ordinance 21-06 as read. Moved by Commissioner Rumrell, 
Seconded by Vice Mayor Samora. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor England moved on to Item 4. 

 
5. STAFF COMMENTS 

 
Mayor England asked City Manager Royle to comment. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that over several meetings staff has applied for many grants 
mostly by the Public Works Department.  He requested from the Commission an assistant 
from Public Works Director Tredik because of his workload.  He commented that he would 
be in remiss as a manager not to asked for it.  Mr. Tredik needs a high-level employee 
with experience in Civil Engineering who would be his assistant.  The current Assistant 
Public Works Director is in the DROP program and will be leaving the City for retirement.  
This new assistant would help with the grant applications on drainage, weir, etc.  He 
advised that the City is in danger if it does not hire an assistant because something may 
fall through the cracks because it is too much for one person.  The new employee would 
take over some of the detailed work and would be trained for succession planning for 
when Mr. Tredik retires.   
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Mayor England advised that there is no doubt that the City has many projects going on.  
She asked if the City hires an engineer, where does the City get the help for the grant 
writing.  
 
City Manager Royle advised that Public Works Director Tredik does engineering projects 
and Ocean Hammock Park projects.  The Finance Director and the City Manager may do 
part of the projects, but the engineering projects are done by Public Works Director Tredik 
alone.    That the most immediate need is for grants at this time because of the 
vulnerability the City faces with the sea level rise issue, the weir project, and drainage 
projects. 
 
Mayor England advised that the new employee not only to manage the projects but to 
have an engineering degree to go after the grants. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that the Assistant Public Works Director handles the day-to-
day routine of the department.  Once he retires, then the new employee would take over 
those responsibilities.  He commented that we need someone to administer the grants.  
The grants have to be administered correctly so the City does not have to give the money 
back.   
 
Finance Director Douylliez advised that the grant applications are technical and have to 
be done by an engineer.  The departments will work together to manage the projects, 
such as the weir that has five stages.  She explained that the contractor submitted an 
invoice for $100,000 for Phase I and the Finance Department would have to handle that 
aspect.  The deliverables, such as making sure that the contractor has done the scope of 
work that the grant requires, would require a person who has an engineering degree to 
keep the projects moving forward.  Public Works Director Tredik gets grants, but if they 
are not done in time and to specs, the grantor will want their money back.  We need the 
projects done in the budget year so there are no carryovers from year to year in the 
budget. 
 
Mayor England asked when this employee would be hired. 
 
Finance Director Douylliez advised that the City Manager would like to start the employee 
in the fourth quarter of this budget or July 1st.  There are savings in other departments 
that could cover the costs. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised that he has given Public Works Director Tredik a lot and 
he has done it on time and has a good track record in Tallahassee now.  He asked if this 
would cutdown on outsourcing consultants. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the City could save if some of the smaller 
projects were to be brought inhouse.  Some of those contracts would save $20,000 to 
$30,000.  He advised he has the skills, but not the time for everything.  He will be bringing 
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two CMT contracts next month to the Commission because he does not have the time to 
complete them.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell said that would pay for that new employee, too. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that after getting the grant there is more paperwork, 
project meetings, and photos to be done to manage the grants.  He advised that the 
position would pay for itself.  He stated he would like someone with two to three years’ 
experience, who could sit for the Professional Engineer test in a couple of years. 
 
Commissioner Rumrell agreed and supported the position. 
 
Commissioner Torres agreed with the position since staff has found ways to budget for it, 
then he is in favor of it. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora advised that the City has a Public Works focus for the next several 
years, such as Ocean Walk.  He commented that every meeting there have been big 
projects that the Public Works Department has to do.  So, he would agree with hiring a 
person who has an engineering degree. 
 
It was the consensus of the Commission to move ahead on hiring a person for the position. 
 
Mayor England advised that City Manager Royle and her spoke with St. Johns County and 
asked whether they have put the fire station in their five-year capital project plan.  City 
Manager Royle, however, has not seen the paperwork, so he would follow up on that.  
She explained that City Manager Royle and she had a meeting with the Cultural Council, 
and they want to move ahead with applying to make the old city hall designated as 
historical.  She asked if any Commissioner objects to that. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked what comes with it, such as upkeep and restoring the building. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that it would not encumber the City in any way.  Christina 
Parrish, from the Cultural Council said that if the City wanted to remove the building, it 
still could be removed.  She said that it would help with grants if it were on the register. 
 
 Mayor England advised that she did not see any harm with getting the building on the 
register. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora commented as long as it has been vetted.  
 
Mayor England advised that the City has five years before the lease is up and the 
Commission would have to decide its use.  On the Civil Rights Memorial, Christina Parrish 
has been working with Commissioner George to expand the input to Lincolnville and 
organizations that may have people who are still living that were a part of that era. 
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Finance Director Douylliez advised that she is still monitoring the American Rescue Plan 
on what it can be used for.  She explained that the $2.9 million will not come to the City 
but is being distributed to the State of Florida for distribution.  She is going to attend a 
webinar in July, which the Commission can attend, to see how to use the money.  The 
auditors advised that infrastructure would be the best use of the money. 
 
Mayor England asked to keep the Commission informed and even if a special meeting is 
necessary to decide where the money should go. She suggested having the webinar in the 
Commission room so everyone could participate.  
 
City Manager Royle advised that they will keep the Commission informed. 
 
Chief of Police Carswell had nothing to report. 
 
City Clerk Raddatz had nothing to report except turnover recently in the HR Department. 
 
Building Official Law advised he had nothing to report. 
 
City Attorney Taylor advised he had nothing to report. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the weir construction is close to starting.  The 
City is waiting for the final contract to be signed.  One of the grants for Ocean Walk is in 
Tallahassee waiting for Governor DeSantis to sign or veto.  He advised that if it is vetoed, 
the City can still move forward on another grant.  He applied for a grant to stop the storm 
surge from coming into the north side of the City, which is a $550,000 project to HMGP.   
 
Mayor England asked what the next steps are for the Vulnerability Study. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised the City would need final approval from the state 
and the City will then get reimbursed for the study.  Then the staff will start developing 
the projects the study recommends.   He plans on doing a stormwater update to the 
Master Stormwater Plan.  The projects will cost a lot and the Commission would have to 
discuss how to fund them over the next five to ten years. He can apply for grants but some 
of them are matching at different ratios.   
 
Commissioner Rumrell advised that nine people were rescued over the weekend in our 
City.  He thanked Ocean Rescue, the St. Augustine Beach Police Department, St. Johns 
County Fire Rescue, and the Sheriff’s Office.  He believed everyone survived.  He said that 
the St. Augustine Beach Police Department was in the water first thing Saturday morning.  
He talked to the Sheriff’s Office and Beach Services for St. Johns County about reissuing 
the flags they use to have in the past for mile markers, so people know where they are 
that the person is having problems.  Visitors do not know where they are at sometimes.  
He working to get those flags put up and is asking the condos to also put the flags up. 
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Finance Director Douylliez advised that the Art in the Park event was a success, and the 
vendors did very well.  She advised that the artists are asking for more events like that.  
She also announced that there will be a new event called Full Moon Friday Luau on June 
25th.   
 
Mayor England advised that it was a wonderful event, and it was beautiful weather.  She 
said it is really nice keeping with the theme on the flyers. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora advised that he attended the Tourist Development Council (TDC) and 
he wanted to get the information out in case anyone would want to go to St. Johns County 
to support an increase in the one cent bed tax.  The TDC recommendation is to have three-
tenths of a cent would be used for advertising for the Visitor and Convention Bureau 
(VCB), one tenth would be used for the Art Cultural and Heritage, one tenth would go to 
leisure and recreation, and the other half would go for big events and would include 
parking and transportation.  It will go in front of St. Johns County Board of Commission 
and needs a super-majority to pass.  He asked anyone who supports it to please go to the 
meeting or notify your County Commissioners.   
 

V. ADJOURN REGULAR MEETING 

Mayor England asked for a motion. 
 

Motion: to adjourn to meeting. Moved by Commissioner Torres, Seconded by Vice Mayor 
Samora. Motion passed unanimously. 

Meeting was adjourned at 2:24 p.m. and then moved on to Item VI. 

VI. CONVENE WORKSHOP MEETING 
 
1. Discussion of Recycling Operations in the City (Presenters:  Max Royle, City Manager; Bill 

Tredik, Public Works Director) 
 
Mayor England introduced Item 1 and asked for staff reports from City Manager Royle 
and Public Works Director Tredik. 
 
City Manager Royle advised that recycling is more complicated than what it might seem.  
The questions are what to recycle, how to educate the public on what to recycle, and 
where the recycling should go.   
 
Public Works Director Tredik showed the PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit 2).  Currently 
the City contracts with Advanced Disposal now known as Waste Management.  The 
contract ends May 2022.  He explained that the costs of recycling have increased, but the 
cart prices have come down since last year.  He then gave the history for the City in 
recycling.  This year the volume as decreased and there is no clear reason, but he believes 
there are multiple reasons.  The recycling contracts over the City’s history has increased.  



15 
 

He advised that he believes the contract with Waste Management will increase in 2022.  
Tonnage to recycle is also increasing to recycle.  He advised that if the increase continues 
by May 2022, it would be $5.38 for a residential bin.  Commercial bins have increased by 
20%. He advised that if the increases continue by May 2022 there could be a $50,000 
increase.  He explained that glass is not profitable currently, plastics have a weak demand 
depending on the type of plastic, paper and cardboard almost stopped being recycled 
during COVID, while metal is recycled.  He explained that the City could offer the same 
service as an option, have a variation of the current service by trying to reduce what it 
collected, to bring recycling inhouse which would require additional staffing, or to 
temporary suspend recycling.   Keeping the contract with an outside agency will increase 
the costs.  The City could only collect certain materials that will increase the chances of 
items not going into the landfill from contamination.  Even if there is a recycling 
contractor, the Public Works Department would have to add an additional employee to 
help with the volume of solid waste pickup.  If the City brought recycling inhouse, the City 
could save $30,000 - $50,000.  The City would have complete control over the recycling, 
such as changing what the City wants to recycle and not taking it if it is contaminated.  
The City could stop the delays with the contractor by having recycling inhouse.  If the City 
recycles inhouse, staffing will have to increase by two employees and an additional 
collection truck.  The Public Works Department has one truck slated for a couple of years, 
but with recycling inhouse the purchase would have to be done next fiscal year.  He 
advised that if a vehicle breaks down another truck could be used for that collection.  
Some of the trucks are near the end of their life and older ones break down.   Another 
option would be to collect metals, plastics, cardboard, but not take everything.  He 
explained the process of educating the public on recycling for what the City would collect.  
The transient rentals might be challenging, but it would eventually work out.  The City 
could always stop recycling which would save the City $45,000 over the current contract.  
That option is not popular because it is not environmentally friendly, and the City would 
still have to hire a person because of all the recycling going into solid waste.  His 
recommendation would be to bring it inhouse and feels it would be a balanced approach.  
He explained that with the purchase of a truck and two employees the cost would be the 
same as contracting it out. 
 
Mayor England asked if there was research on what other cities our size are doing 
regarding recycling.  She explained that the Villages stopped recycling and are taking 
everything to an incinerator. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that others are changing what they collect.  He 
believes that all the cities are different and take different approaches for what works best 
for them.  The market for recycling is hard to justify if a lot of it goes to the landfill anyway. 
 
Mayor England advised that St. Johns County and the City of St. Augustine published a 
full-size ad on what can be recycled.   
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Public Works Director Tredik advised that they are using the sorting facility at Bunnell, but 
more would be able to be recycled and not go to the landfill if they used a more expensive 
facility.  Bunnell is increasing their sorting facility, but they might increase their costs as 
well.  St. Johns County uses Advanced Disposal or Waste Management now.   
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comment section.  Being none, Mayor England closed 
the Public Comment section and asked for Commission discussion. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked what the tipping fees are for recycling at Bunnell and Waste 
Management. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised Waste Management is $102 a ton and Bunnell was 
$45 a ton but recently he was quoted $52.  Landfill tipping fees are $45 in Bunnell.  He 
advised that Public Works has been taking solid waste materials to Bunnell and the City 
saves a lot.   
 
Vice Mayor Samora asked if recycling goes inhouse what kind of scalability would there 
be in the future. 
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that there is only a need for one truck for now and 
in the future.  We will be able to continue doing the job with the extra truck and two 
employees.  The City would have to allocate more driving time to recycling versus 
landscaping.  He feels that he could maintain the same level of service with retooling of 
job responsibilities.  He explained that the City could always add a person later if needed, 
but he does not want to add another person for just coverage.  Advance Disposal collects 
two days a week and if inhouse he would like it to be done in three days to have a more 
realistic service.   
 
Discussion ensued regarding yard waste being manageable.  
 
Commissioner Rumrell wants to see what the costs are for recycling and solid waste for 
the City.  He requested going out to bid on solid waste and recycling so the City would 
know the true costs.  St. Johns County pays $250 and has big bins for both.  He asked to 
redirect staff to do things in the City because Public Works is getting behind on other 
projects.  He advised that the residents do not like the bins because they want to roll them 
to the curve, and they cost more.  He explained that that should be part of the bid.  He 
asked why the City would go back to two-day solid waste pickups instead of the recycling.  
He said that most of it is going in the landfill anyway.  The Public Works staff is impeccable 
on their service.  He advised that the non-ad valorem should go up to pay for the solid 
waste collection so the City could use the funds for other projects like flooding.  
 
Commissioner Torres agrees with doing a Request for Proposal and then look at the 
budget. 
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Finance Director Douylliez advised that she would need the numbers before July when 
the budget meetings will start in mid-July.  There would not be enough time for the RFP 
to go out; however, after the first of the year, an RFP could be done, and the Commission 
would need to do a budget adjustment.  She explained that a new truck takes almost a 
year before it is received.  The Public Works Director may have to make other 
arrangements until the truck is onsite.   
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that the staff could do the job with three trucks 
temporarily; however, if one breaks down that would be a problem. 
 
Mayor England advised if that happened, the City could stop temporarily until the truck 
is received or fixed.  She said that the City is paying too much per bin for material that is 
essentially trash.   
 
Public Works Director Tredik advised that if the City contracts everything out, then the 
City would be hard pressed to remobilize if the costs go up.  If the Commission goes in 
that direction, they need to commit to it for the future. 
 
Commissioner Torres advised that costs are going up for everything.  If the costs are lower 
now to do it inhouse, why don’t we do it earlier, such as the first of the fiscal year. Staffing 
has been a problem for most businesses. 
 
Vice Mayor Samora suggested putting the RFP out to see what the market is.  There is 
time to do that.  He likes bringing recycling inhouse because of the flexibility the City 
would have.  He advised that the Commission has the flexibility with the non-ad valorem 
as well to charge what is needed.   
 
Finance Director Douylliez advised that the vehicle cost in the proposal is only half for the 
lease, which is $50,000 a year.  There will be an added expense to the solid waste side, 
which means that the non-ad valorem may have to go up. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding the costs of the bins; the costs of the leased vehicle; having 
a contract would mean five years of service; having more flexibility doing the service 
inhouse; switching bins to carts or offering both; changing the days of service for 
recycling; whether the vehicle has a hybrid with an arm; side loader would be challenging 
for the City’s tree canopies; whether to only collect metal and plastics and switch over to 
carts. 
 
Mayor England opened the Public Comments section Being none, Mayor England moved 
on to Item VII. 

VII. ADJOURNMENT WORKSHOP MEETING 

Mayor England asked for a motion. 
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Motion: to adjourn to meeting. Moved by Commissioner Rumrell, Seconded by 
Commissioner Torres. Motion passed unanimously. 

Meeting was adjourned at 3:09 p.m.   

 

   

 Margaret England, Mayor 

 

Attest: 

 

_________________________ 

Beverly Raddatz, City Clerk 



~gentla Item#.__,__,_ 

Meeting Date 6- 7-21 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Max Royle, City Manager 

FROM: William Tredik, P.E. Public Works Director 

DATE: June 7, 2021 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing to adopt Non-ad Valorem Assessment 
2nd Street Roadway Extension 

BACKGROUND 

The unopened portion of 2nd Street in St. Augustine Beach lies between Sea Oaks 
Subdivision to the west and an unopened portion of Second Avenue right-of-way to the east 
(see Figure 1). This unopened right-of-way abuts sixteen (16) medium density residential 
lots which are not currently developable due to lack of access. 

Figure 1 - Location of Unopened 2nd Street Right-of-Way 

Over the years, there have been multiple discussions concerning the opening of the 2nd Street 
right-of-way. On August 4, 2014 the City Commission considered options for the opening of 
2nd Street. A public meeting with property owners was held on Wednesday, November 12, 
2014. No resolution was reached at the meeting and the City sent out letters requesting 
support of - or opposition to - the project from the property owners. At the time there was 
not property owner consensus, and the project failed to advance. 
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The issue resurfaced in 2019, when the City was contacted by a property owner requesting 

reconsideration. Letters were mailed and 11 of the 16 properties (68.75%) were in favor of 

opening the road. On July 6, 2020, the City Commission considered a proposal from Mr. Eric 

Kenny, who desired to purchase the easternmost lots on the north side of the unopened 2nd 

Street right ofway. Mr. Kenny has offered to fund the design and construction of the extension 

of 2nd Street, meeting City standards, to the western property line of the lots he intended to 

purchase. The City Commission requested more information regarding different design 
options and asked that the item be brought back at the subsequent meeting. 

On August 3, 2020, the City Commission again considered the item. The July proposal by 

Mr. Kenny was no longer a viable option as another buyer had purchased the two lots he had 

hoped to purchase. Three design options (north, south, and straight through) and their 
associated costs were presented to the City Commission for consideration. After discussion, 

the City Commission tabled the item by consensus until a new application for opening the 

roadway was received. 

On September 14, 2020, the City Commission revisited the item and directed staff to continue 
moving forward with the opening of 2nd Street, directly westward, and develop a plan to 

finance the project. On November 9, 2020, the City Commission approved Resolution 20-21 

to level a non-ad valorem assessment to open 2nd Street and asked staff to come back to the 

Commission with estimates, options and more detail. The City advertised the non-ad valorem 
assessment in November 2020 and on December 7, 2020 the City Commission reaffirmed its 

plans to move forward with the project and repassed Resolution 20-21. On February 1, 2021 

the City Commission approved moving forward with design and permitting of the project. 

In previous meetings the City Commission discussed the appropriate funding responsibility 

for the 2nd Street Improvements. It was decided that the roadway would be funded as follows: 

City Lot Owner 
Improvement Percentaae Percentage 

Improvements east of 2nd Avenue 100% 0% 
2nd Street Extension Road and Drainaae 33.33% 66.67% 
2nd Street Extension Water and Sewer 0% 100% 

City would pay thus 1/3 of the costs associated with the roadway extension of 2nd Street, less 

the Utility construction costs. The remaining 2/3 cost of the 2nd Street roadway extension -

plus the full cost of the water and sewer extension - would be borne by the remaining 

property owners west of 2 nd Avenue. 

On December 7, 2020, the Public Works Director presented a preliminary opinion of probable 

cost for the 2nd Street Project. This estimate included costs for both the 2nd Street Widening 

east of 2nd Avenue and for the 2nd Street Extension west of 2nd Avenue. For the purposes of 

this analysis, the City's originally estimated cost of $108,553 for work east of 2nd Avenue is 

not included in the following tables, as it is not proposed to be funded by non-ad valorem 
assessment. The estimated costs for the 2nd Street Extension west of 2nd Avenue were: 
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OPINION OF PROBALE COST PRESENTED on 12/7/2020 
Lot Owners' 

Improvement Total Cost City Cost Cost 
2nd St. Extension Road and Drainage $211,714 $70,571 $141 ,143 
2nd St. Extension Water and Sewer $115,859 $0 $115,859 

Total Costs $327,573 $70,571 $257,002 

The City Commission stipulated that electrical utilities be placed underground as part of the 
roadway extension. The Public Works Director informed the Commission that underground 
utility costs were not in the opinion of probable costs, and that, based upon preliminary 
coordination with FPL, could be as high as $40,000 for the extended portion of 2nd Street. 
Exact costs to place electric lines underground are not available until design is complete. 
Based upon this information, the opinion of probable cost is hereby revised as follows: 

ESTIMATED COST OF IMPROVEMENTS WITH UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC 
Lot Owners' 

Improvement Total Cost Citv Cost Cost 
2nd St. Extension Road and Drainaqe $251,714 $83,905 $167,809 
2nd St. Extension Water and Sewer $115,859 $0 $115,859 

Total Costs $367,573 $83,905 $283,668 

The above estimate considers the $40,000 underground electric cost to be subject to the 
same 1/3 City- 2/3 Lot Owner financial responsibility ratio. 

The owners of the three easternmost lots on the north side of the unopened 2nd Street right
of-way (just west of 2nd Avenue) have stated their intention to dedicate their lots to the City 
for conservation. The lots would be placed under a conservation easement prior to being 
dedicated to prevent future development. The City Commission directed staff to calculate the 
assessment amount per lot by dividing the Total Lot Owners' Cost by the number of 
developable lots remaining after dedication of any lots to the City. Staff was recently informed 
that the adjacent "fourth" lot owner on the north side may also wish to dedicate their land to 
the City for Conservation. None of the conservation easements, however, have been 
finalized as of the time of this writing. Based upon assessment formula, and in anticipation 
that up to four lots may be placed into conservation and dedicated to the City, the potential 
assessments per lot owner are as follows: 
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INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNER COST PER LOT 

Lot 
Owners' Lots Dedicated Lots to be Individual Cost 

Total Cost to City Assessed to Lot Owners 
$283,668 4 12 $23,639 
$283,668 3 13 $21 ,820 
$283,668 2 14 $20,262 
$283,668 1 15 $18,911 
$283,668 0 16 $17,729 

Past discussions have also addressed the duration of the non-ad valorem assessment, with 
consideration of the desire to minimize the immediate financial burden on the property 
owners subject to the assessment. The following table shows the annual assessments per 
lot for the above recommended Minimum and Maximum Total Assessments ($15,000 and 
$25,000 respectively) as well as annual assessment per lot considering 4 lots to be 
dedicated to the City: 

Annual Annual Annual 
Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment 

Period based upon based upon based upon 
(Years) Minimum Maximum 12 lots 

1 $15,000 $25,000 $23,639 
2 $47,599 $12,500 $11,820 
3 $5,000 $8,333 $7,880 
4 $3,750 $6,250 $5,910 
5 $3,000 $5,000 $4,728 

= 
- -6 - $2,500 $4,167 $3,940 

7 $2,143 $3,571 $3,377 
8 $1 ,875 $3,125 $2,955 
9 $1,667 $2,778 $2,627 

10 $1,500 $2,500 $2,364 

Due to the potential that the dedication to the City of the conservation lots will not be 
complete by the public hearing, staff recommended these lots be included in the non-ad 
valorem assessment at this time. Due to the likelihood, however, that up to 4 lots would be 
dedicated to the City within the current calendar year, staff recommended that the 1st year 
assessment was based upon 12 lots and set at $3,940 per lot. If one or more of these 
conservation lots are not dedicated to the City, the Commission can reduce future years' 
assessment so as distribute the project costs evenly among the remaining lots. 

DISCUSSION 

Per Florida Statute 125.011, as of May 3, 2020, the following four (4) items remained to be 
completed to enact a non-ad valorem assessment for 2nd Street Extension: 
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1. A local government shall adopt a non-ad valorem assessment roll at a public hearing 
held between January 1 and September 15. Note: though September 15th is the 
"official" deadline, the need to enter into an agreement with the Tax Collector 
necessitates that the public hearing and adoption of the assessment roll be done 
earlier. Staff recommends that this be done at the June rh City Commission meeting. 

2. At least 20 days prior to the public hearing, the local government shall notice the 
hearing by first-class United States mail and by publication in a newspaper generally 
circulated within each county contained in the boundaries of the local government. 
The notice by mail shall be sent to each person owning property subject to the 
assessment and shall include the following information: the purpose of the 
assessment; the total amount to be levied against each parcel; the unit of 
measurement to be applied against each parcel to determine the assessment; the 
number of such units contained within each parcel; the total revenue the local 
government will collect by the assessment; a statement that failure to pay the 
assessment will cause a tax certificate to be issued against the property which may 
result in a loss of title; a statement that all affected property owners have a right to 
appear at the hearing and to file written objections with the local governing board within 
20 days of the notice; and the date, time, and place of the hearing. 

3. At the public hearing, the local governing board shall receive the written objections 
and shall hear testimony from all interested persons. The local governing board may 
adjourn the hearing from time to time. If the local governing board adopts the non-ad 
valorem assessment roll, it shall specify the unit of measurement for the assessment 
and the amount of the assessment. Notwithstanding the notices provided for in 
paragraph (b), the local governing board may adjust the assessment or the application 
of the assessment to any affected property based on the benefit which the board will 
provide or has provided to the property with the revenue generated by the assessment. 

4. The City must enter into an agreement with the Tax Collector for his office to collect 
the assessment and remit it, less an administrative charge of 2%, to the City. The City 
will need to adopt a resolution no later than the August City Commission approving 
the agreement with the Tax Collector. 

At their regular meeting on May 3, 2021, the City Commission voted to establish the 2nd 
Street Extension non-ad valorem assessment as follows: 

• Set the annual rate of the assessment for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 and future years as 
follows: 

o Minimum annual assessment per originally platted lot $2,500 
o Maximum annual assessment per originally platted lot $5,000 

• Set the maximum total revenue the City will collect by the assessment to $400,000 
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• Set the term of the non-ad valorem assessment for six (6) years 

• Set the 1st year non-ad valorem assessment to be $3,940 per originally platted lot. 

• Set the maximum total 2nd Street Assessment revenue to be collected for the upcoming 
fiscal year at $63,040 

The Commission set the date for the Public Hearing (Item 1 above) for June 7, 2021 and 
authorized staff to advertise the meeting and notice the persons owning lots subject to the 
assessment as specified in Item 2 above. Per Item 2 above, at least 20 days prior to the public 
hearing, the City advertised in a newspaper generally circulated and notified by mail each 
person owning property subject to the assessment. The mailed notifications included the 
following information: 

• The Notice Date 

• Name and address of property owner subject to the assessment 

• The tax parcel ID of the property subject to the assessment 

• The purpose of the assessment 

• An estimate of $63,040 for the maximum total 2nd Street assessment to be 
collected in the upcoming fiscal year 

• An annual assessment range of $2,500 to $5,000 for each benefiting lot 
within the original subdivision 

• A maximum total assessment of $25,000 per for each benefiting lot within the 
original subdivision 

• A maximum total assessment of $400,000 for all assessed lots combined 

• A FY 2021-2022 assessment of $3,940 to each benefiting originally platted 
lot. In cases where two originally platted lots are indicated under one Parcel 
ID# (i.e. joined originally platted lots), the FY 2021-2022 assessment is 
$7,880. 

• That the non-ad valorem assessment and the ad valorem taxes for the parcel 
will be collected on the ad valorem tax bill mailed in November 2021 

• The date, time and location and purpose of this Public Hearing 

• Requirements and process for appeal of any decision 

• Process for providing comments at the Public Hearing and deadline of June 
2, 2021 for submitting e-mail comments to be entered into the public record at 
the public hearing. 

• Web address for remote viewing of the Public Hearing 

In order implement the non-ad valorem assessment for the upcoming fiscal year, the City 
Commission must now adopt the adopt the non-ad valorem assessment roll as specified in 
Item 1 above. Per Item 4 above, the City must then enter into an agreement with the Tax 
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Collector for his office to collect the assessment and remit it to the City (less an 
administrative charge of 2%). The City must adopt a resolution no later than the August 
City Commission approving the agreement with the Tax Collector. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Adopt the 2nd Street Extension non-ad valorem assessment roll as noticed this year and assess 
the amount of $3,940 per originally platted lot. Multiple originally platted lots shown under one 
Tax Parcel ID shall be assessed an amount equal to $3,940 times the number of originally platted 
lots within the Tax Parcel ID (e.g. $7,880 for two originally platted lots within one Tax Parcel ID). 
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2 A;rnrida Item Jf..---· 
MEMORANDUM 

Meeting Date. 6-7-21 

ADDITICNAL INFORMATION 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres /'/),,,✓, 

FROM: Max Royle, City Mana~~ 

DATE: May 25, 2021 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item #2, Ordinance 21-04: Additional Information 

The information was prepared by the Building Department staff at the request of Mayor England. It is 

attached as pages 1-20. This information is broken down as follows: 

a. Pages 1-4 is a memo of explanation from the Building Department's Executive Assistant, Ms. 

Bonnie Miller, about the number of small-platted lots in the City and the variance requests 

submitted since the 25-foot front/rear setbacks and the 10-foot side setbacks were adopted by 

Ordinance 18-08. Ms. Miller has included the number of variances denied or approved by the 

Planning Board. 

b. Pages 5-9, certain subdivisions, such as Atlantic Beach, Chautauqua Beach, etc., with the 

addresses of the vacant lots in each. 

c. Pages 11-20, a list of the vacant residential lots and the street addresses, and subdivision in which 

each lot is located. 

Mayor England can discuss with you the reasons she has asked that this information be provided. 
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MEMO 

To: Max Royle, City Manager 

From: Bonnie Miller, Executive Assistant 

Subject: Requested Information for Ordinance No. 21-04 

Date: Monday, May 24, 2021 

Per Mayor Margaret England's request for information pertaining to the small-platted lots 
that would be affected by the reduced setback requirements set forth in Ordinance No. 21-04, 
there are a total of 87 vacant, small-platted lots in Atlantic Beach, Chautauqua Beach, Coquina 
Gables, and St. Augustine Beach subdivisions, per the attached documentation from the St. Johns 
County Property Appraiser's website. Of the total of 254 vacant residential lots in the City, the 87 
vacant, small-platted lots comprise 34% of the vacant residential lots within the City limits. Of 

these 87 vacant lots, 26 are on the east side of AlA Beach Boulevard, and 61 are on the west side. 

Ordinance No. 21-04 also reduces the current minimum rear yard setback requirement of 
25 feet to 20 feet for all residential lots, not just small-platted lots, so this setback change would 
affect the 167 vacant residential lots in the City that are not small-platted lots. The setback 
changes as stipulated in Ordinance No. 21-04 do not, however, affect or change the 35% lot 
coverage maximum applied to all residential lots in the City. With the currently required 25-foot 
front and rear yard setbacks and 10-foot side yard setbacks, a small-platted, 50-foot-by-93-foot 
lot is limited to a building footprint of 1290 square feet (30-feet-by-43-feet), which divided into 
the lot size of 4650 square feet, only allows 27.74% lot coverage. Section 3.02.04 of the City's 
Land Development Regulations allows a maximum of 35% lot coverage for residential lots. The 
setback changes for 50-foot-by-93-foot lots as set forth in Ordinance No. 21-04 would allow 
residential construction on these lots to be built to the maximum lot coverage of 35%, which is 
1627.5 square feet of covered building footprint (35% of a 4650-square-feet lot). 

Mayor England had also previously asked for details on the number of variance applications 
submitted since the 25-foot front and rear and 10-foot side yard setbacks were put into place with 
the adoption of Ordinance No. 18-08, which was passed on third reading by the City Commission 
on July 2, 2018 and became effective in regard to the new setback requirements on October 1, 
2018, after a 90-day moratorium. To date, the following 31 variance applications have been filed 
for setback reductions since the new setback requirements became effective October 1, 2018: 

• 1) Variance granted 11-20-2018 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback 
requirement to 6 feet for a detached, free-standing garage as part of the construction of a 
new single-family residence at 613 Old Beach Road, Kings Quarry Replat 

• 2) Variance granted 1-15-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirement 
to 5 feet for a pool screen enclosure at 1212 Overdale Road, Seagrove PUD 
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• 3) Variance granted 2-19-2019 for reduction of the 15-foot street side yard setback 
requirement to 10 feet for an enclosed porch addition at 301 F Street, Coquina Gables 
Subdivision 

• 4) Variance granted 2-19-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirement 
to 5 feet for a kitchen and bedroom addition at 11 4th Street, St. Augustine Beach 
Subdivision 

• 5) Variance granted 3-19-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot rear yard setback requirement 

to 7 feet for a pool addition at 525 Weeping Willow Lane, Seagrove PUD 

• 6) Variance granted 3-19-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 5 feet for a hard roof over a screen enclosure at 3960 A1A South, Unit 517, St. Augustine 
Beach & Tennis Club Townhouses 

• 7) Variance denied 3-19-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirements 
to 7.5 feet on both sides for construction of a new three-story single-family residence at 
16 5th Street, St. Augustine Beach Subdivision 

• 8) Variance granted 3-19-2019 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 20 feet for an addition at 613 Poinsettia Street, Coquina Gables Estates Subdivision 

• 9) Variance granted 5-21-2019 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 10 feet for a roofed open-air patio and pergola addition at 24 Versaggi Road, Overby & 
Gargan Subdivision 

• 10) Variance granted 6-18-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 7 feet for a pool screen enclosure at 525 Weeping Willow Lane, Seagrove PUD 

• 11) Variance granted 7-16-2019 for reduction of the 25-foot front yard setback 
requirement to 18 feet to move construction of a new one-story single-family residence 

forward on the lot to build a bulkhead/retaining wall in the rear to stabilize bank adjacent 
to lake and keep dr~inage open at 5 Kimberly Lane, Sandpiper West Subdivision 

• 12) Variance granted 9-17-2019 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 4 feet and reduction of the 15-foot street side yard setback requirement to 7 feet for a 
hard roof over an open-wall structure at 691 Pope Road, Woodland Unit B Subdivision 

• 13) Variance granted 10-15-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot rear and side yard setback 

requirements to 5 feet each for a pool addition at 1349 Smiling Fish Lane, Seagrove PUD 

• 14) Variance granted 10-15-2019 for reduction of the 10-foot rear yard setback 
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requirement to 7 feet for a pool addition at 1353 Smiling Fish Lane, Seagrove PUD 

• 15) Variance granted 1-21-2020 for reduction ofthe 10-foot side yard setback requirement 
to 5 feet for a pool addition at 1181 Overdale Road, Seagrove PUD 

• 16} Variance granted 1-21-2020 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 20 feet for construction of a new two-story single-family residence at 129 14th Street, 
Minorca Subdivision 

• 17) Variance granted 5-19-202 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 10 feet for a detached mother-in-law suite addition at 52 Ocean Woods Drive East, 
Ocean Woods Unit 2 Subdivision 

• 18) Variance granted 6-16-2020 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 19 feet for a sunroom addition at 412 F Street, Coquina Gables Subdivision 

• 19) Variance granted 6-16-2020 for reduction ofthe 10-foot side yard setback requirement 
to 7 feet for a bathroom addition at 115 15th Street, Atlantic Beach Subdivision 

• 20} Variance granted 7-21-2020 for reduction of the 25-foot front and rear yard setback 
requirements to 20 feet each and reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirement 
to 5 feet for construction of a new two-story single-family residence at 130 4th Street, 
Chautauqua Beach Subdivision 

• 21) Variance granted 7-21-2020 for reduction of the 25-foot front and rear yard setback 
requirement to 20 feet each and reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirement 
to 5 feet for construction of a new two-story single-family residence at 129 5th Street, 
Chautauqua Beach Subdivision 

• 22) Variance granted 9-15-2020 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 6.5 feet along the westerly 10 feet of construction of a n~w three-story single-family 
residence at 9 10th Street, Chautauqua Beach Subdivision 

• 23) Variance granted 10-13-2020 for reduction of the 25-foot front yard setback 
requirement to 20 feet for construction of a new, three-story single-family residence and 
reduction of the 5-foot rear yard setback requirement to 3.5 feet for an existing pool at 17 
13th Street, Atlantic Beach Subdivision 

• 24} Variance granted 11-17-2020 for reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback 
requirement to 5 feet for a second-story porch addition and stairs at 7 4th Street, St. 
Augustine Beach Subdivision 
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• 25) Variance granted 11-17-2020 for reduction of the 25-foot front and rear yard setback 
requirements to 20 feet each and reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirements 
on both sides to 7.5 feet each for construction of a new three-story single-family residence 
at 7 6th Street, St. Augustine Beach Subdivision 

• 26) Variance granted 12-15-2020 for reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback 
requirement to 5 feet for a pool addition at 455 High Tide Drive, Seagrove PUD 

• 27) Variance granted 12-15-2020 for reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback 
requirement to 5 feet for a pool addition at 459 High Tide Drive, Seagrove PU D 

• 28) Variance denied 1-19-2021 for reduction of the 25-foot front and rear yard setback 
requirements to 20.5 feet each and reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback 
requirements on both sides to 7.5 feet each for construction of a new three-story single
family residence at 9 11th Street, St. Augustine Beach Subdivision 

• 29) Variance denied 1-19-2021 for reduction of the 25-foot front and rear yard setback 
requirements to 23.5 feet each and reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback 
requirements on both sides to 9 feet eJch for construction of c1 new one story single family 
residence at 105 3rd Street, Chautauqua Beach Subdivision 

• 30) Variance denied 3-16-2021 for reduction of the 25-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 12 feet and reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirement to 5 feet for a 
storage shed addition at 109 Kings Quarry Lane, Lake Sienna Subdivision 

• 31) Variance denied 4-20-2021 for reduction of the 10-foot rear yard setback requirement 
to 4.2 feet and reduction of the 10-foot side yard setback requirement to 7 feet for an 
existing garage and construction of a second-story addition over the garage at 2-B F Street, 
Coquina Gables Subdivision 

In summary, since the current setback requirements went into effect October 2, 2018, 31 
variance applications have been submitted for reduced setbacks on residential lots, with a total of 
26 variances granted and 5 applications denied by the City's Planning and Zoning Board. The 
majority of these applications, 21 out of 31, requested rear yard setback reductions, with 17 of 
these applications approved and 4 denied. Side yard setback reductions were requested in 18 of 
the 31 variance applications, with 13 of these applications approved and 5 denied. Front yard 
setback reductions were requested in 7 of the 31 applications, with 5 approved and 2 denied. The 
variance applications that were denied were done so based on the Planning and Zoning Board's 
findings that hardships for the requested setback reductions had not been demonstrated by the 
applicants. 
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r•a11MN,... St. Johns County, FL 

PropertyType Results 

Pa,rcellD• Owner-~~ 
1~73000000 HINES DENNIS A.CAROLINE 

N 

1674000010 GP 13THSTREET U.C 

l~Z4~00000 XYNIDISDESPINA ESTATE 

11F2~!!U1!.! MCCAR'lli'I' OONALD LEE fT 
AL 

1~76300000 COMERFORD LAURAL 

1~7~~00000 DEl.011.0.ZO APARTMENTS 
L1.C 

1676SOOOOO A NEWBEGINNING SAB LLC 

1~7730000J KHAN ASHRAF,GAZAI.A 

PropertyTypeExport 

E)(Cel (.)(Is)() 

Mallln1labels 
Salact-rtfile hlnnal: 

Address labels (5160) 

Add,_• UM Dacr1pllon t SllbdlwlalonN,me; 

'J0717TH 0000 · Vacant 
ST Reslclential 

t31li ST 0000-Vlunt 
Residential 

813THST 0000-V.C..nl 
Residential 

15THST 0000-V.C..nt 
Re,ldenll;,I 

41STHST 0000-V.C..nt 
ResldN>lial 

16THST 0000-'aoc.lflt 
Residential 

S 16THST 0000 · Vacant 
lk,l(dentlal 

11131liST 0000 · Vacant 
Retldonlial 

V 

Allan!~ Be:M:~ bdilltsior\ OI 
Anastaiia 

Atl~lc llo!;acti SubdlvtslonOI 
An111taaa 

Alllnlle Beltdl Subdlwlslon or 
Anml.n&a 

Atlantic 8QchSubdilliok>n 01 
An•t•la 
Altantic IINch Subdlv~Of 
Anaswia 
Atlantic llo!xhSubd\vl,lanOf 
AnMl•la 
All antic Be~hSubdl"'51onOf 
Ar,utasla 

Atl.,ticBeo1thSubd"rAoionOI 
Anasbsla 

.,. Pownk,.id 

Q si-Parc,,IIDon Label 

lnlt,rnatioMI malling label, that ~<""'1S lfrw,, are nol <UPflOrtf'd on the Addr~S' lab.ls Sklpuiti.ls 
(S160). For International addn, ..e~pie-~~ the ld.x. avor tab download form;st,. 

0 

BResults 

Sqft ,a,. Yea-Bunt . e Prtc.,, ~• 
0.11 

0.12 

0.19 

0.11 

0.13 

0.19 

0.13 

0.01 

$192,500 

$50,000 

5465,000 

uos,000 

~ 

$225,000 

$620.000 

8Rewlls 

For best results, unctied "Fit to POIJe" In.,..,._., print settings. 

[iuwnload 

Thr· St. Jorn1!i Co1ff,t; P,ont rt 1• A11,.riHs..-.r\ Otf1c~ rt1a,..t.-s eve-ry -ctfort fr, ;;.rC'ducc. ti'"ir me ,t ac...:ur:c1tc ,nfor lnJtio11 po-s~.it-,tf'. "l,) w:u • 1n~ ~"i. 

~x~,rf"4l.~~.1.1 or in 1L1l1t.•<1 ar·= jY w11Jtd H1r Ir-,~ d.1t., hc-relr1 Hs u:,~ or lnt~c-, 1r~ t 1t1,;-.,, 

Uw Prhzv f>alkv 
~ 

Last Data Uq!.Q,,Ml 5/2S1Wll.J,.,17 \6 A..11 
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~ 
PWIDYMft..a St. Johns.County, FL-

Property Type Results 4l! Resulti 

ParallD • 0-.r.._~ 
Add-
; UMDelCrtptla,, ; Subdivision Name ; 

lqfl 
a 

Auel

• 
Yell 
11un1 ; Price; 

~84000000 WISSEMTEOJ.KARI A 911TH 0000• VIie.ant Chaut ...,..ua Beach 5ubdlvl51on 0.11 $465,000 
ST Rc:Jldentiol oftheA.nas 

1684100000 CUI.PEPPER OONALDJ REVTRUST 1111TH 0000-Vlc.ant ChattauquaBeach SutJdhrlsion 0.11 $100 
ST Retldentlal ot'theAnas 

1~8420004!;! ORI..NIDODISTRESSED ASSET RECOVERY 910TH 0000• Vacant Chaut,a,quaIIHdlSul>dlwllloo 0.12 $232,500 
INC ST Residential OfthcAMs 

1~~500000 HUFFSTETLERBRAD 148TH 0000- \l'.Oc..,,t Chaut..,qua Be.ch Subdivision 0.12 $310,000 
ST Resldentlal oflheAnas 

1~!16~,!i VER5'\GGI BEACH HOUSE LLC 7THST 0000-VK.ant Chauta1q11a lleach Subdi~islon 0.11 $0 
Resldentlal oltheAna 

1687500000 08ERMAH CONNIE J,SIDNEV E 6THST 0000- Vacom c~~Bea<:h 5ubd1¥1sion 0.11 $372.000 
Reoidentla! oftheA,,. 

1Q:!!7700000 KAINJEFFREY,Mi\RC111. 126TH 0000· Vacait ChaitauQ.uaBeach SubdMllon 0.11 $130.000 
ST ~•idential oftt,eAnas 

168~300111! ADAMS RHONDA.CHARLES 2NDST 0000· vacant Chautauqua Beach Subdlvlslon 0.1 $0 
Resldential oltheArlillS 

1689500000 51'1:NGLER SVLVIA J ETAI. 141ST 0000· Vac.ant Chauta,qua B•ach Subdivulon 0.11 ~ 
!ff R"idenlial olt"eAnas 

1~9030011Q HAGGEA'TY ;.OAM P.L.AUREN M AST 0000· \lacant Chautauqua BeachSubdiw.ion 0.11 $875,000 
Rtslderrtlal ofllie~ 

1~~00000 SPENGLER SYLVIA J ETAI. 111ST 0000 · vacant ChauuuqinBo.ach Subdlvl1ion 0.43 $0 
ST Rcsklentlal "' tho. ,.,,., 

16915QQJ1Q SILVERSTEIN STE'o'EN,ELIS.SA 1088™ 0000 • Vacant ChautauQ.ua Bead, Subdivision 1823 0.12 2021 $19S.OOO 
ST RNK!entlal of the,.,.., 

16917QQ2~0 H\ot.PROPEIITIES LI.C 1047TH 0000•Vacant Chauta'-""'• Beach Subdivision 0.11 Sl,935.700 
ST Reo/Mntial ottho. Arus 

1691700070 H\IG PROPERTIES LlC 106 7TH OOOO·Vll""'1t Chlutauqua8eah SUbdMslon 0.11 St.935,700 
ST R"iden!ial attheA.nas 

1~91700080 HVC PROPERTIES LLC 1058TH 0000 • Vac.int ChaJUuquaIIN<h Subd1¥1slon 0.11 $1,935,700 
ST Resldeftlial oftheAnas 

l~917~'.!!.l H'lt PROPERTIES UC 1087TH 0000 • Vacant ChattauquiIIHchSubdivision 0,11 SL935.700 
Sr Residential ofthe~ 

16917001112 HVG ~PERTIESLLC 1078TH 0000 - Vacant ChautauqlllB-h 5ubdivision 0.11 $1,935,700 
ST Rnldenti,I oltheAnas 

1691/00llQ HVG PROPERTIES LU: 1107TH 0000 · vacant ChautauquaIJeachSubdi•i•ion 0.11 $1,935,700 
ST Rcsldem.i,1i ofthcAnas 

16917001a,o ~ PROPERTIES LLC 1098TH 0000 · Vm1r1t ChaJtauQ.ua lleachsubdivision 011 $1,935.700 
ST RNldcnllal ofthe Ana,; 

L~9l71!!l1JQ HVG PROf'ERTIES LLC 1127TH 0000·Vacant Cha.Jt-..qua Beach SubdilllSion 0.11 $1,935,700 
ST Resklentl•I otthcAnas 

1~9l700l~Q HVG PROPERTIES UC 1118TH 0000-Vac:ant Chauuuiua Bead!Subdivision 0.11 Sl.935.700 
ST Ruidential oltheAnas 

1~91Z~iso H\JG PROPERTIES lLC 114 7TH 0000 • Vacant Chautauqua BeachSUbdlvlsi<ln 0.11 $1,935,700 
ST Residential aftheA.nas 

m3000000 MULLINS GROUP LLC I02311.D 0000 · Vacant C harta.qua Beach 5ubdlvi,ion 0.12 so 
ST Re,ldenUal ottheAnas 

1~930000~ LEHAN BRADLEY IRAET AL 3RDST 0000 • Vacant Chauta,qua BNc/1 Subdivision 012 $210,000 
Residential ottheAnas 

1693100000 VAHEY KEVIN F.JOANN H ETAL 105 4TH 0000-Vac.ant Chaut-...iuaBeach Subdivision 0.45 $0 
ST Residentlal of theA.nas 

1(193700000 NOELSTEl'tiANIEW 1033RD 0000 • Vacant Chautauqua BoachSubdivislon 0.12 $U.O,OOO 
ST Residential olthe Ana, 

1693!lQQ100 LEHAN BII.ADLE'f 0 105 3RD 0000 · Vacant Chaut.auqua l!Nch 5ubdlvlsion 0.12 $215,000 
ST Residential oltheA~ 

l~9S~~ A1ACFLI.C 1061ST 0000-Vacant Chaita.,quaBuchSul>divislon 0,11 $650,000 
ST Re'lldentlai oltheAnas 

1695900000 NEUHAUS JA.MES R JR.OE00RAH A STHST OOOO·Vaarl.. Chauta.,qua BeachSubdMsion 0.11 $55,000 
Residential Df theAnas 

1~95900150 TOMLIN FREDA 2145TH 0000-~cant C hart-..qu~ Beach Subdivi1i0n 0.11 $7,000 
ST Residential of theAnas 

1Q9(!J:zQQ10 CAADOOCK JILL.MARC 2NDST 0000-Yacant Ch-.la,quaBead,SUbdhrlsion 0.21 $2CO,OOO 
ResidenUal oltheAnas 

l~9~ZQQQ5o DETOLEDO REGINEBREVOCABLE TRUST 2NDST 0000 • Vacant Chauta<J®a9each SUbdivi,ion 0.11 $0 
D: 08(.13/2018 Res/denUal oftheAnas 

1~%JOCO'.)() DE TOLEDO REGINE 8 ITAL 2062ND 0000 · Vac;ant ChautaUClua Be,ch Subdr.,ision 0.11 $100 
ST Reoidenlial oltheAnas 

1~96400000 HITCH ARn1UR Ill 2082ND 0000 • Vacanl Chautauqua Beach 5ubdlv;sion 0.11 SB,000 
ST Residential oftha Anas 

- 6 -



AN. AUGUSTINE INVESTMENTSllC 2102ND 0000 -Vacant Chabuqua Beach !iubdi-.lllon 0.11 $100 
ST Ralderltl1I oflhtAna 

l(i96400l~Q AN. N.IGUSTINE 11111,'ESTMENTS UC 2NDST 0000 • \l'acant C hautalqua llorach SubdMOian 0.11 $100 
"-k!antlal ot'the"'1111 

U!9{?500000 AK. AUGUSTINE INVESTMENTSU.C 2122ND am-vacant Chautaiqua 8ead1 Subcl'llllon (111 $100 
ST ~ll•I otlhtAna1 

m6600000 DRO£GE DENISE•- 2001.!iT 0000 . \l'acant 0..Utai.quaBuellSubdhllllon Q.11 so 
ST Rftldentt.i af!lleAnas 

~9{?700000 GAARISMARILVNA 3112ND am-\l'acant Chautauqua Beadl SllbdMllon Q.11 $85,000 
ST lb=ld.-nJal aflhtAnH 

1&!~900000 MURRAY EDWARD FRANCISETAI. 2032ND am-V.cait Clloutsuqua8-:hSubdlvtslon 0.21 $200.000 
ST Reoldoffllal aflhtAnas 

l£ll!7100080 CRAGEPAUL 2NDST am-vacant Cllaut-iu,1 BeldlSubdhllllDn 0.11 $100 
Resldantjll ottt.Anll 

1!"1l!7~11!!l!!Q CRAG£PAUL 21192ND 0000 • v.c.nt Chauta,qua Bead, SubdM,lon 0.11 $100 
ST Resldartlal ofthe Anis 

1~97'2!11'2 CIIAGE PAUL 2112ND am-V.Clllt Chauaa,qua 8ezhSuldi,skln 0.11 StoO 
ST Rlllldlntlal ottlla Ann 

l!!V;l,!!;!ldQ CRETER ERICA ,NATI-WI 2132ND am-Vacant Chauta.,qua Bead, !iubdlvWon 0.11 $100 
ST Resldlntill otthelWIS 

1!"12:z,lggl~ CR£TER ERICA ,NATI-IAN 2152ND am-Vacant Chautalqua BNdlSllblMslon 0.11 $100 
ST Resldendal ottheAnls 

1(197400000 IAVOSl<Y AICHAAO LJUOmil 202AST 0000 · Vaclllt ChallalquaBud,Suldvlslon 0.12 $549,000 
Aakllm:111 ol!MNIIIS 

122:z:100040 OELREYBRIAN HTST 0000·\/Kant ClartauQua 8eactiSubcll.-.1llkllll o.u $170JJOO 
Resident.Ill aflheAnai 

l!i2~UQ 

l!"12111lll~UZQ CRETER NATHAN.UICA 2\.31ST 0000 • \/Kant C1wutai.qu1 Beach 5ubdt.blon 0.12 $125,000 
ST Reslclenll■I oftheAIIII 

PropertyType Export '48R05'111s 

..,Excel (.xfs)() Download 

Mailing Labels 48Reuw 

lal■c;t-■p>rtfll•larrnde 

Address labels (5160) .,, 0 Show Parcel 10c., Labe4 

Imernational malfin1 uibe.11 lharUl"A!O!d Sllrvei; are notsupportedor, theAddreu lat.ls ildp ....I 

[5160). For lnh!rnatlanal add...,....., i,lealltuse ttw >dsll,uvor l.lbda-lo■ d fornuits. 
0 

fo< t-tn,sll(U.uncheck "Flt t.o ~·In~prlnl$<:tt[.-,g,. 

Download 

The SI:. John!. Counrv Pro~rty Appl'cJ I~.-· '3. 0 ttn.e m.)ke>e i,,ery effort toproduce the ma.!it Mu.1rate i1 itnti m.itLon p~ss.ib~e. No w.arranties. Develop,;~bv 
e,;pressed \Jr implfed ar-e providt:d far th~ dal.:! heir~ln, lts u"e o, interprPUtion ~..,~ 
~ 
~ 

Last D~taup19,1d. sn,;I101I, q, 16."'~ 
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....all YPIAIID St. Johns County, FL 

PropertyType Results 23Results 

ParcidlD., OwnerNarnr i AddrOft 0 
u.Oemtptlall 

C Subdh111lon Name t 
lqft

• 
A<:res 
~ 

Vur 
Built,# Price ~ 

1704200020 WHITE JENNIFER H lDST 0000 · Yaant Coqul~Gablts a.11 $531,000 
Raldenlial SubdivisionNo f 

170S400000 O'BRIEN RICHARD B£T AL 6FST 0000•\lkrlt Coqulna Gabl~ 3925 0.17 2021 $425,000 
Residential Subdivision No 1 

EQ!l~OOOOO HITCHAR'filUR Ill 1168 ST 0000-~ Coqul11a GablH 0,12 so 
Retldontlal SubdMsk>n Ho 1 

17~ZOOOOO ANDERSON JAMES J,OANYA R 1188 ST 0000 · Vacant Coquina Gables 0.12 $180.000 
Reldentl.al !iubdivlsloo No 1 

1707:JOO(JOO DURASKO LEGACY TRUST D: 08/20/2011' llSBST 0000· 'hant Coqui~Gables 0,11 $100 
Reldenli31 Subdi,,isloo No 1 

1~7300140 KOZOL BLAl<EA BST 0000· I/leant Coqui na Gable, 0.11 $190,000 
llesklential Subdh,.1,1on No 1 

l~JOOOOO MASCHMEYER BRITTANY D,LEIANDM 113C ST 0000· Vac,nl Coq-'naGables 0.16 $266,000 
Rtilclenclal SubdlvlSloo No 1 

17Q!l9001Q!J SCHNIRCH DIETER.8ERITTRUSTEES 1l1DST 0000· Y1tant Coq uina Gablon Cl23 .so 
Reoidential SubdivkionNo I 

1ro~1~ HIGGSSIJSAN RENEE 1150$1' 0000 · Vacaot CoqulnaGabl" 0.12 $7Q.IJOO 
Relidential Subdlvioian No 1 

1z~200000 TRINCA lEONARD,RENEE 104FST 0000-Vaant COqUlna Gables 0.2J so 
Resldenlial Subdlvislot, No1 

FQ~QQQ7D ARMICERCARL FST 0000 · Vacant Coqulna Gables 0.12 $215,000 
Re<ldentlal Subdivision No 1 

1702300000 TRINCA LEONAAD ~RENEE 10JEST 0000 · VK.ant Coqulna Galileo 0.23 so 
Resl~tl:al Subdivision No1 

1709300080 RIMKUS SADIE E1"Al EST 0000-'hanl CoqulnaGables 0.12 $215,000 
ReilcltnUill 5ubdlvlsiOl1 No 1 

1711900030 DEASON CAROL A ETAL 204DST 0000· Vac.ant CoquIna Gal,je,; 0.16 .so 
Rftldential SWdlvl.ion Ho 1 

lZWOOOOO FELDMAN GREGG A.BARBARA J REVOCABLE TRUST 210DST 0000· vacant Coqulna Gables 0,11 $100 
l>GREEMEHT UTD OS-17·2019 Aftldenljol Subdivl,lonNo 1 

1712200000 HEBERT DANIELC,JANICE G 212D ST 0000 · I/leant Coqu!na Gable• 0.21 $42,000 
Aesldentlal Subd"'ision No 1 

171.11001~0 COSTNER PAUL P,KIMBERLA A 3t4BST 0000· Vacant C011uina Gables 0.11 $220,000 
Reslden~al subdivisionNo 1 

171,1700150 TROUSOELL TOD,EUGENIA 316BST 0000• vacant C"'lulna Gable• 0.11 $199,000 
Resldenllal Subdi',llsion No 1 

F14-400COO HOTZ PETER ETAL 3038 ST OOOO•Vaant CD<ltlinaGables 0.12 $199,900 
~idenllal Subdlvislon No 1 

1716~50 LEBLANC CAROL J0.4FST 0000 · VK.ant CoquinaGahie$ 0.15 $24,000 
Re<idl!ntlal Subdlvi.ionNo 1 

J7J8,:QQQ30 IIIIUROSl(I HEATHER 205 F5T 0000-Vaunt Coquina Gables 0.13 $130,000 
Residential Subdivision No t 

ma.;i00040 llAOSML.C HOLDINGSLLC FST 0000· Va;ant Coqulru Gabj~ 0.16 $100 
Residential Subdivision No 1 

!71D800040 VUCINICH .JANICE ETAL 605 0000 • VK.ant Coqul111 Gallles 0.17 $200.000 
COQUINA Residenll.al Subd"°i,lon Ho 1 
BLVD 

Property Type Export 23 Results 

..,Excel (.xlsK) 

MallingLabels 23RKUl1s 

~eportlile lonnal: 

Address labels (5160) V [J Sl>ow Paroel ID on Label 

International mailing label,that exc,,ed 5 line> a,·e not SUpP<Jrted on the A.dd,.;s labels Skiplabioli 
(S 1601. For in1ernational addresses, plea~ use the •lsx, cw or tab download l~rmati. 

0 

~orb~st ff"SUJts, uricheck 11 F)t to Page'1 1n i;oorprint .i.+:itt1nB,'> 



--~ ....-oTYAPPUISOI St. Johns County, FL 

Property Type Results 
Pace!ID• OwnarNll!le• 
ll!28ZQ!!Q~ SIMMONS GREGORYS 

16l!!IIOOOOO Pit.UL DOHAU),LINDA 

1~989Q!!l50 VINCENT JAMES NETAL 

l112§2QQl !12 AYERS ROBERTCORBETT 

l1121l~lLm 16srn STREET lANOTROST" 

m~ooooo STONAl<ER ROI.AND H Ill 

~· UleDMafptl«I. 

4STHST 0000-1/x.antR~olll 
76THST 0000-YacMI:~dentl• 
156THST 0000 • VluntResldentlal 
STHST 0000-v.c..t Resldentlal 

STHST 0000-\lacaitR,..ldl!llll,I 

154THST 0000- \launt Rl!Sidan!ral 

SUbcllvlllon Name • 
St AOsustlne Beach 
SI Augustrne Bud, 

St AulUstlne Beach 
SI AuaustineBeach 
StAusustlne Beach 

St Au1uttine Beach 

Sqft * 

2837 

Auel. 
0.12 

0.12 

0.12 

0.12 

o.u 
0.06 

Y1ar8_.t i 

2021 

6Results 

Prict t 
$530.000 
$2.90.000 
$325.000 

$320,000 

$3611.000 

$25,000 

PropertyType Export 6Resull1 

EKCel (_xlsx) V 

MallingLilbets 
5elactapart ileformat: 

Address labels (5160) V 

lnternatlorial malling latw.l, that e,ceed5 llnesare not supported on th• Addres, labels 
(5160). For infernatlona I addre,se., pleas.. use the xls,c, cw or tabdownload format•. 

0 Shov.r P.lro!IID on Labol 

Sklpl,abals 

0 

6Resulls 

For best ,e...,lts.uncheck"Flt to Pag<!" in your print ,ettin11. 

Download 

The St John~(n~H,ty Pr'f'.IJJ<::nf Ap,,rr11~t,'!i Office m,1k~~ t-~-e,·t eHort toproduce thi:· rnos.t .:i,c.c.urritc in~nruhiition po~,ible Ncnvar'~;1;1I If':'. 
t?xpressed -::.r in1plied, Jre pr(•~iJt.>1".1 for thc:.· dctt<1 h~r-ein. 1l-:.i u:.~ nf iM•P.:-pr~t..1~iDn · 
VWPrlv,g\'._P.Q.!i!;~ 
GDPR Pr1vac"ll!llli& 
La<t Data Uolovrl; S(?S/Z021. l:37.t6 AM \IC"rsior. L 3' L! l 
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~PIIPBIIY....,.. St. Johns County, FL-
p,.operty Type Results 2S4Resulu 

ParaollD • 

l 6,180000~0 

OwMINam11 ~ 
TURNBULL fUt:HARO EllWARD,MAAIE 

Addi'... ; 

AGNESCfR 

u.. 
~pl-

0000· 

SubdivisionN•me ~ 
lqft

• 
v..-,...... .,11, .... • 

0.02 

Pro t 
$160,000 

Vacant 
Aeslmntt:m 

l62Jl20000Z COSTABILE JON C.D'EOORAHA 6190LD 0000• l(in,p Quarry Rtlll•t 0.21 Sl2S.000 
BEACH RD V,a,,t 

Rnldudiol 

l1'1~11.!Q1g;i11 MCLEMOREST.ACY 1O.SKlNG5 0000- L.aeSierme 0.2 S210.DDO 
QUARRYLN 'he.Int 

RelIdentlal 

162820~020 JAWRE8Eet:A VV ET"1. 128KINGS 0000- Lake Sien~ (1.18 l59,500 
QUAIIRYI.H 1/xanl 

~identlal 

i~2611841l DIMEGLIO THOMM.KATHLEEN MAIIGA.RET 1.311SMILING 0000- Se,a1ra.eSt. Augystine Booach I.Mlt 0.22 $224,900 
ASHLN Vian! Elaht 

Residential 

1~'96J ,QQ!l ROBINSON DOUGI.AS~EIOI 1208 0000- ~311"°""' StAu11Y•llne llea:hUnil 9 1.22 $200.000 
0\/ERIM.I..E \la<.ant 
RD Rnldtnt!al 

1~.2''1'1~Zll THOMPSON DA\110 □,RACHEL B BOOTIDES 0000· Se,al",-SI. Au11atine Beach Unit 0.37 $220,(Q.J 
ENDOR Vat.ant Seloen 

Reslmntlal 

MIOl!l~~o MILLCR rITCR,KATIILCCN 07NIGflT 0000· lsl1nd I lnd!Oek Q.4:i $70.DDO 
HAWKLN \l,a,,t 

Re.~nllal 

m1010~00 NEWTON KYLESYDNEY 421 NIGHT 0000- Island Hammock 0.53 $251.DDO 
HAWKLN Vacant 

Re,ldentlal 

I1P1012~B!I P£LLICER ROBERT,J~NNA 416NIGHT 0000· ISi.ind H.,,,n,od,, 0.4 $210,000 
HAWICLN Vilalll 

~ldentlal 

l6~1!11Q3/!Q AI.EJ<ANOERWILLIAM TOOO,CLARIS!iA 
CHRISTINA ET Al 

1161SlANO 
HAMMOCK 

0000-
vacant 

Isl•PIiiH•mmock 0.45 $240,000 

Wl<'f Reoldentili 

Ji:iJU!l!l.l'IC BECK CARI. CJR 128ISLAND 0000• Island HamfflOCk 0.42 $170,CQ.l 
HAMMOCK Vat.ant 
WAY Residential 

16JJ0104~ KUNDE GERALD RALPH II REVOCABLE 1331SLAHO 0000· lslslllHammock 0.52 $249,000 
TRUST U//VD: 12 /16/16 HAMMOCK V.c.ant 

WAY R,..identiol 

l/lJ;Jg;lQ:J2g BENNETT DAVID.NINA BIELBY 129151.AND 
HAMMOCJC 

0000-
V11t-1nt 

Island Hammock o.56 $:ZSS.000 

WAY R•sldentjal 

l(IJ l ~ ~2Q VAN ETTA GEORGE ltOBERTASHLEE 1015PANISH 0000- Spanish Oaks 0.3S $19\1.000 
OAKSLN V.canl 

Rellldentlal 

16JJJ~l1fl DILLINGER TERESA CARR,TERRV LEE 104SPANISH 0000· Soa'llohOeks 2s11 0.31 2021 $185,(Q.J 
0'.K5LN V,ant 

Reildential 

12m21m11 UMBERGER REVOCABLE TRUST 112SP-'N ISH 0000- SpanlshOab 0.29 uoo 
OAKSLN V,ant 

Rnidl!ntial 

J6JJ4JQJQJ DANIELE GLORIAI TRUST 6 LEE DR 0000- Ocean W..k Unit I 032 $100 
Vacant 
Reoldentlal 

lim2QQQQ KEHOE G PONCE TRUST 70316THST 0000- 0.71 $100 
V.c.ant 
Residential 

16;urnm1 GLASGOW J,t,~E5LE5LIE,CATI-IERINE JANE 2QIJAILCT 0000- Woodland E11Ute.-Unl1 T....o 0.34 $225,(Q.J 
Vacant 
Reoidenlial 

l6J 1~;JQQ,o KEHOE G PONCETRUST 200 0000- Woodland Estabet 0.24 $100 
WOODLAND V.:iant 
AV£ Re,Jdentlal 

11!37000020 PVPPUPEAST LLC POPE RD 0000- Woodland-Unit 9 0.17 $100 
V.ant 
llftl~nllal 

l~l~:lQQlQ HAWKINS MICHAEL ETAl 28.2 0000· RidpatSt AuIL11tine Beach 0.38 S,C20,CQ.l 
RIDGEWAY vacant 
RD Resklentlal 
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1'1::U~IQilJ!l CHERONIS NICK Al.ORI A 254 
RIDGEWAY 

0000-
Vacant 

Ridp, atSt Al<&U,tlne 8eadi 0.22 ~19,900 

RD Re1illentlil 

1sdl'21QQ~ JAMESDARBI A 212 
RIDGEWAY 

0000-
v.c-

RldpatStAi<ll'lli"" Beach 2322 0-22 2021 $755,900 

RD Ra!Mntl.11 

164)610070 e...ss£TT JOSEPH ALAN.DAWN MARIE 196 0000- RidpatstAuguoitinc 8eadi 3259 0.22 2021 $930,900 
RIDGEWAY \facant 
RD Retldentlal 

l64161Ql!~0 TIERNAN GREG R.ANN L 182 0000- Ridge arStAuaunlne ~ 2915 0.22 2021 $807,JOO 
RIDGEWAY Vac;ant 
RD Rnidenti;ol 

1~1€.lllllQ BEAL BRIAN.LISA 1311 0000- Aidse atStAu.lu•tine Bad> 0.25 $245,000 
RIDGEWAY Vacant 
11D Re-1/clentlal 

1~◄ 161Qli!2 GALLACCHI PALJLJ Ill ET AL 110 0000· RldpatStAu111stinc 8'-acl\ 0.22 $2◄5,000 
RIDGEWAY Vic.Int 
RD Reolmntlal 

164j6JOl40 MUll:DOCl(AMAND,t.. MICHElL£,KYLE 106 0000- Ridge at S'I Auiiustine lleKh 0.26 $207,143 
JAMES RIDGEWAY -.ant 

RO Residential 

J641AlQl50 PATROU ALLISON RUNK.SCOTT MICHAEL 98RIDGEWAY 0000- RidpatSt Al<111rtine Beach 0.21, $220,000 
RO ll1U11t 

~ldcftfial 

1!l::'.ll~l!H70 RCZ REAL ESTATE INVE>TMENTS LLC 80RIDGEWAY 0000- Rldaeal St A.isust ine Beach o.n $234,90C 
RD Vac;ant 

lb!•l•ntlal 

l!l!!1111!1,3!l l<EITHOOUGI..AS R.CATHLEEN L 534 0000- Rldp at St A1<3u1tine Bead, 0.21 $25"',900 
RIDGEWAY V«1nt 
RD Rtllden!W 

&041610300 PEGLOW RICt-lARD ET AL 434 0000- Rldae atSt Auaustine Beach 0..22 $799,000 
RIDGEWAY \'aQnt 
RD Reildel,lj.il 

16416lll~JQ DIJC JEFFREY C.DEBORAH I< 35'2 0000- Rida,, atStAu1ustine Deadi 0.2 so 
RIDGEWAY Vaant 
RD All,sldentl.l 

1~::11610~ VALENZUELA 2002 FAMILY TRUST 378 0000· Rldpat St~Stine IINch 0,2 $229,900 
0:0~2ASAMENOED :07/29/1◄ RIDGEWAY \'aQnt 

RD Relklential 

l641~1.QJ~Q FINNEGAN ROSEMARY ICATMLEEN 372 0000- Ridl" at5t Auaustlne Beach 0.19 $239,900 
RIDGEWAY V.cant 
RD Resmntlal 

1(dl ~t0360 NADEAUALU,N,LE5LIE 366 0000· Ridp•tSt Au1ustlne Beach 0.32 $2B7,900 
RIDGEWAY V.cant 
RD Re11denth1I 

16416103BIJ BRUNOZZI ROBERT J,SHARON L 352 0000- RldF atSf Aola&,lstlne Beach 2384 0.22 2021 $904,100 
RIDGEW.-.V \'aQnt 
RD Re,,ldffltlal 

l~llil~ RUNIC PROPERTIES INC 322 
RIDGEWAY 

0000-
1/xant 

RiclseatSt A&<JUS1il'II! Bead, 0.25 $175,000 

RD lleolden!lal 

111:!1'21~,Q MCMURRAY F'AMllY TRUST D: Q-l-10-2017 21'4 0000- Rld!P! atStAuauotine 0eadi 0.22 $249,900 
RIDGEWAY Vacant 
RD lh!tldentlll 

1641610'!50 5CLICHTERCHRISTOPHER D ET Al 315 0000- RldpatSt Auailltine Beach 0.22 $2◄2,JOO 
RIDGEWAY Vao:am 
RD Residential 

164161QS70 ALLEN JOHN MAATINJOAN MARY 339 0000• Riap atSt Aull'•line Beach 0.22 $923,800 
RIDGEWAY Vic.Int 
RD Re•ldt!ntial 

11>41{!1.Q~lO 0A/LEV FINANCIAL GROUP lLC 70HJGH 0000- Ridp at St Augustil'II! Beach 0.21 $275,000 
DUNE DR Vaant 

Re,Tdential 

16416105~ POE ROBERT AANO GAIL HLIVINGTRUST D: 203 0000- Rldr,e atSt Auaustint ~act, 2B19 0.23 2021 $244,900 
8-23-2017 RJDGEWA.Y Vacant 

RD Residential 

11>41'2JQ~~Q POE ROBERT AAND GAIL 1-1 LIVING TRUST D: 23HICiH 0000- Aidp atSt A1411-1stine Beach 2879 0.23 2021 $24-4,90C 
B-23-2017 DUNE DR V.cant 

Rlell.nllal 

tl.4l6J059Ci FAENUM HOLDINGLTD 441 0000- Rl<l&e ~t St Aug~stine Beact, 0.44 $495,000 
RIDGEWAY lflcllnt 
RD Reddential 

!1>416JOS~O FAENUM HOLDING LTD nHIGH 0000· Ridce at StAuJustine Beach 0.4'1 $495,000 
DUNEOR YaQm, 

Re~lde,itill 
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1Ml!'!l~l!l DEFRANK JOSEPH LEE AND DEFRANK !JENA 451' 0000· RidpatStAusuni ne eeid1 0.21 SlOO 
LYNN RE.YOCABLE TR\JST ..-Gl!EEMENT RIDGEWAY V.Unt 
D:1V29/2020 RD Raldell!J,I 

1~1 I~ 10.·'3!J AVERS FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST UNDER 489 0000- Rldaeat 5t Al.ault1,,. Beach 0.22 $100 
AGREEMENT D:03/10/2020 RIDGEWAY V.Unt 

RO Aeldilnllat 

l~m11Q~{l!I WALTER$ Ml~H.ROBIN 529 
RIIXiEWAY 

OCOJ-
Vian! 

RldpatSt AI.IU'lln• lle«h 0.22 $269,900 

RD R-=lldenU.I 

1~1{11~~ WALTERS "41TCH,R091N 555 
RIDGEWAY 

0000· 
Y.kant 

Rldle alSI AullilStlr-e Beacn 0.22 $269,900 

RD Rnldt!ntial 

ledli!l!l~ CRUZ LUISA,DOUSHKA 121' 0000- Rid..atStA&Jsustlnt SellCh 0.22 $315.000 
RIDGEWAY V.ant 
RD RnldRntl,.j 

l idl ~lllZlQ FERRIS ~Y"40NDJET AL 171 0000· fllda,t atSt Al,austine Bead, 0,22 $100 
RIDGEWAY Vacant 
RD Ruldonti.t 

11'>4t6JOZ~0 BAILEY MAAK F,ALECIA JOfllES 183 0000- R.ldae-St ~tin•Beach 0-22 $280,000 
RIDGEWAY Yaclnt 
RD Residential 

lldlZ1!l2Z2 KRUEGER HOLLY M 260CEAN 0000· SuOak• O.SJ $100 
PINES DR V.Unt 

llelldo,ntLII 

164lZ1QlB0 JumcE KEITH M,DIANA 440CEAH OCOJ- ~•CabUr,itT-Phaoe 1A O.SJ $200,000 
l'tNE5 DR vacant 

Relldentllll 

1~12.lQQ~Q 'il.AUGHTER RHYS MARK.KELLY RENEE 230CEAN 0000- SaOas 0-28 5198,000 
PINESD" vacant 

Rnidontial 

l~lZ;J2150 HANKS CHRISTIAN VJRJANET P 390CEAN 0000- SeeOaks-Unit 1 0.33 $50.000 
PINES DR Vacant 

Reldfflt:lal 

l642<W0020 COil.iNSGREGORY K 52CAST 0000- ~n0.k•Subdivision, Unit No2 or 0.18 $100 
~nt 
Rnldenllal 

l!d24000J!:l CDITERPOINT HOMES LLC 522AST 0000- OconQaks 5ubdlvilion, Unit No 2 Of 0.19 $165.000 
Yacn. 
Reoldefttlal 

Jll4,~~ RUEllAGENOI/EVAP ETAL 1351.JNFISH 0000· OcunOilklSubdiYi•ion, A~Md 031 $100 
DR YKlnt PlatOfUnitT\ol<J Of 

Rflld•ntial 

164~190 KAHLERUNDAB 310CEANCT OCOJ- Oc,l!lno...Subdhll1ion Unit 2,A O.:l $20.000 
v.c.it Replat OfP.lrt Of 
R!lldentlal 

l~~400440 JAC09SON Al.JOREY 4JOOCEAN OCOJ- OcunOlksSubdlvl<ion Unit 2. A 0.2 so 
DR Vacant R'l!platOfPartOf 

Aaidt!ntllll 

164240!.l~J!:! PIETRUCHAAOMAN 419DCEAN OCOJ- aa,.,, O.lclSubdlolslon Un~ 2,A 0.27 $36,000 
DR V.C.nt Repat OfPartOf 

Resld•ntlal 

11!12~:FQ DROZD DEBORAH A '4a90CEAN 0000· Ooea1ri 0.ks51.ibdllllslon, UnitNo2 0t 0.21 so 
DR V.C.nt 

Rdldential 

11>42600000 CASTELI.ANAANTONl€TTATRUSTEE 80S MICKLER 0000· 0.21 $100 
BLVD YilC,ftl 

Resld,,,,.tlill 

l~t&1QQQ~ JAMES90BBIEJ AlA 0000· Anntnia Park 0,21 $93,500 
vaant 
Resld!ntlal 

lll~200000 SMITH CHRISlOPHER, LAURA AlA OCOJ· Mni.sraPark 0.16 $7J,JW 
vaunt 
Rndential 

maJooooo MORR15SEVPATRICKJ 2500AtA OCOJ. Mastatiill'.lrk 0.27 $100 
Vac.ant 
Anldantl,I 

1~11B4000~Q SAUERSAI/ANNAH AL[)(ANDER FLORIDAAVE 0000· Analbsla Park O.l~ $t6S,000 
vaunt 
Rnkltfttlal 

1~69000000 GREGORY STUARTA 2472A1A 0000- .f.Nltasla Park 0.16 $84,900 
V.C,nl 
Rl!1lden~al 

16Z0100000 POT'f'OND'l"AlEXANDERJ 2424A1A 0000- AllutniaParl< 0~2 9,,4.ooo 
YKlnt 
~lde,,tlal 
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1f2ZQ.l00000 POTYONrNALE>CANOER J A1A 0000- AnaltHla Pan 0.2 $,,1,000 
'I/Kant 
Resldentlal 

1(!7~000000 HINESDENNISA,CAAOLINE N 20712TH ST 0000- AI.Jantic Bea:h5ubdr,illon o, Q.11 S19UOC 
Vacant Anart.nla 
Raldentlal 

l67400001Q GP 13Tl-lSTREET U.C 1:JTHST 0000- A tlanlic Bea:hSubdivilian Of 0.12 $50.000 
V.C.111 Anasta,lil 
Retldenlial 

1~74500000 l<YNIOISDESPINA ESTATE 813TH ST 0000- Atlantic BnchSubdn,ioion or Q.19 so 
Vacant ANslftla 
Re-Iidentlal 

1{27!12Ql11Q MCCARTHY DONALD LEE ETAL tSTHST 0000- Atlanlic Beach Subdlvlsio,i Of 0.11 $465,000 
Vacant Analtasia 
R.sldentlal 

"im00000 COMERFORD IAUAAL 41STHST 0000-
VICilnl 

Atlanlic O..ach SubdMlion or 
Anaotnla 

0.13 $305,000 

Rnklential 

167!"!500000 DElORENZO APARTMENTS LLC 16THST 0000- Allilntlc lltilchSubdivisionOf 0.19 $0 
Vacant Ana!ltasia 
llnldentlal 

!~7~~00000 A NEW BEGINNING §AB LLC 516TI-I ST 0000- Atlantic111!.-:hSuhdlwision Of 0.13 $225,000 
Vac;.int An•sta•la 
Anldenllal 

l!"!ZZ300001 KHAN ASHRAF,Gl!.ZAI..A 11 llTHST 0000- Atlantic Beach Subdivision or 0.01 $620,000 
Vacant Anastnia 
R..ldentlal 

1~7!.!200000 l(IJLIKOWSl(I KATHIE l 11713TH ST 0000- Minorca s~t.iivi,ion 0.16 StOO 
Vaaint 
Rn!dential 

1!'!72900000 GAWRONSKI CHRISTINE REV LVG TRUST 123 14TH ST 0000- Mir,oruS<Jbdl'Wi•ioo 0.17 $100 
Vacant 
Rnide,itial 

16eo900000 RESCINIO Al.BERT J 12414TH ST 0000- Minorr..a Simdivi>ian Q.17 $100 
Vacant 
Rnldentlal 

l11!lS!~~Q GRUNOERKAlHL£EN M 12214THST 0000· MinorcaSUbdt'tision 0.17 $100 
Vacant 
Aelldentlal 

l~jjj(lQQ,MQ BRUNI< ROSEMARV 11814TH ST 0000- Mlnorc.a Subdlvlslan 0.17 $100 
V.C.nt 
Rnldentlal 

l~§i900000 KHALID FAMILY TRUST 12916TH5T QOOO-
1/lcant 

M lno,ca 5ubdivi~on D.16 so 

Re.ldfflllal 

U!B4000000 \IOl55EM TED J,l<ARI A 911TH5T 0000- Chaut.auqua Buc:h Subd;..,i,ion ofI~ 0.11 $46.5.000 
~ Anas 
R••Nlential 

Wl~JOOOOO CULPEPPER DONALD J REV TRUST 1111THST 0000-
Vacant 

Chautauqua B-hSUbdMlhln of the ,.,,.. Q.11 $100 

R,esjdential 

1~!!4200()~ ORIANDO DISTRESSED ASSET RECOVERY 
INC 

910TIJ ST 0000-
Vacant 

Chautauqua Beach Subdivision of tf\e ,.,,.. 0.12 S232,SOO 

llet!de,itial 

1~!!~00000 HUFF5TE1'lER BRAD 148TH ST 0000- C h&Jl.lluqua Beach Subdivilion ofthe 0.12 S310.000 
Vacant Ann 
Resldoritial 

H!862QQ020 VERSAGGI BEACH HOUSE lLC 7THST QOOO- Chi14.1tauqua Beach Subdivlso, of the 0.11 $0 
\1:11::ant Anas 
R~ldential 

1~~7500000 OBERMAN CONNIE .I.SIDNEY E 6TH5T OOCIO- Chautal.qua Beach Subdivision d the 0.11 $372.000 
V.C.nt A/las 
Re.'dential 

l~ZZQQQQQ KAIN JEFFREV,MARCIA 126THST OOCIO· 
Vacant 

Chautauqua BuchSubdivl•ion of lhe ,.,,.. 0.11 $130,000 

Ri!,identlal 

t~lle;iQ!.!! IQ A°"MS Rl·iClNDA.CHARLES 2NDST 0000-
Vacant 

Chautaiaua Buch5ubdivi,ionof tl\e 
An•• 

0.1 $0 

Residential 

16~8600161 CMS RE I-IOI.DINGS Ll.C 3RDST OOCIO- 0.03 $100 
Vacant 
Rnldential 

!689500000 SPENGLERSYtvlAJ n:A1. 14 lSTST 0000-
Vacant 

ChaYtauqua Ilea ch S...bdlvlsloJlol the ,.,,.. 0.11 $0 

Rnldentlal 
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lli90300UQ HAGGEllTY ADAM P,LAUREN '"11 AST 0000-
Vxant 

Chautalqoa8each 5'.lbdMsion dthe 
.-,_ 

0.11 $875,000 

Reoldontlal 

l~fQ40000Q SPENGLER SYLVIA J ETA!. lltSTST 0000- ChuauquaBuchSubdlvilionof th• 0.43 so 
Ylgnt ""''""'91denlial 

, ~9l~QQt Io SILVERSTEIN STEVEN,EUSSA. 1088TH ST 0000- Chawuquallc:ach Subdivlolon ol llie 1823 0.12 2021 $195,000 
Vac.nt Mn 
Raido-ntiill! 

16912m!!S!I H\/C PAOPEltTl[S LLC 104 7Tl-l ST 0000- Ollutauqua 9'"chSubdivision or llie 0.11 $1,935,700 
Vl~m ....... 
Reider>lial 

1mz~m1 t-Mi PROPERTIES Ll.C 1D6~ST 0000- ChauYIIQ!Ja Bead!Subdllli•ionoftM 0,11 $1,935,700 
v.cant Mn 
Reldo-nll;al 

1~91Z!m~ HVG PROPERTIES LLC tOS8THST 0000- Cluout.auq..ai BelchSubdolllicndtne 0.11 $1,935,700 
\laalnl Ana, 
Aesi<kntlal 

169J7QQQ90 HVG PROPERTIESUC 108~ST 0000· C~a&.ach 5ubdivi,ionof tne 0.11 $1,935,700 
'lacant Mills 
Aeldentlal 

i6217QQ100 HIit; PROPERTI ES Ll.C 1078THST 0000· Cha.lai,qua BeachSubdivisionof U. 0.11 $1,935,700 
'hcalll AnM 
AHldentL.11 

l ~9lZll2llo Hll(iPAOPERTIES LI.C 1t07Tl-l ST 0000- c~BuchSubdivision of the 0.11 $1,935,700 
\laaln\ Mas 
Relidenlial 

1~217llill.ill H\/C PROPEIITtE5 U.C 1098TH ST 0000- Cha,1<1.,qoa Buch Subdivision of tho 0.11 $1,935,700 
Vacant Anu 
Rftldentlal 

16f1zm1Jo H\IG PflOPERTits U.C 1127Tl-l ST 0000- C hM,tauqua Beadl Subd"111ision of the 0.11 Sl.935,700 
vxant NIIS 
Aeldenti.; 

1i:t9l]00140 H\IGPRO PERTIE5 U.C 1118THST 0000- ChlUl.ai,qua Beadi5ubdivislonol the 0.11 S1.935,700 
Vacant AIiis 
Aesldl!ntial 

1621Zl!2l~0 H\/C PROPERTIES U.C W17THST 0000- Chaul:auqua Bor&tlSubdivision ol th• 0.11 $1.93S,700 
Ylgn1 Ano 
Rftldenttal 

l29J(l\il2QQO MULUNSGROUPLLC 10;!3RD5T 0000· Chautaul!uaBuch SubdiWisian al th<! 0.12 so 
Vaunt Mn 
Rnldffltial 

161'3000090 LEHAN BRADLEYIIIA ITAL 3RDST 0000- Chautauqua BuchSubdivision dthe D.12 $210,000 
Vllcant Ana, 
Reiidmlial 

l~2Jl(l0000 VAHEY l<E\IIN FJO ANN H ITAL 10S<ITI, ST 0000- Chautauqua BelldlSubdivotionaf tlw 0,45 JO 
V,caot MM 
Reoldentlal 

161'~700000 NOELSTEPHANIE W 1003RDST 0000- C~a~ochs..,dMslol\ol the D.12 $160,000 
Vac.ant Ann 
Rnldontlal 

m~l.lKi LEHAN BRADLEY D 1~3RDST 0000- Olautauqua~chSubdivl•ion al tN! 012 $215,000 
Vacan\ Ana:s 
~nlial 

lQW!l!l!l~D A1ACFLLC 1061STST 0000· ChaMuqua ~ellSubdivision dtlw 0.11 $650,000 
Vacant NIii 
Relldentlal 

1~~~~OWXI NEUHAUS JAMESRJR.OEBORAH A STHST 0000· Cnwt-u•Bl!ilch Subdl.;.ion d tt,e 0.11 $5§,000 
vacant Anas 
Anldl!nlial 

l!i9~2!.!Ql~Q lOMUNFREDA 214 5TH5T 0000- Chauta;quaBeathS..bdivisionof the 0.11 $7,000 
Vacant NIIS 
Residential 

1~2(11:;i!l.H0 CRADDOCK Jlll,MARC 2NDST 0000- Chautauqua ~achSubdn,isian al Ille 0.21 $:Z00.000 
\laalnl Anis 
Rnldential 

l6m!IQQ~Q DE TOLEOO REGINE B REVOCABLETRUST D: 2NDST 0000· CNUbuqua lleadlSubdivlsionor th• 0.11 JO 
0&12312()16 Vau,,t Anal 

Rer;ldential 

169~:lOOOOO DE TOLEDO REGINE BITAL 2062NDST 0000- Chautauqua lk.lchSubdivision of the 0,11 StOO 
Vacan\ Ann 
Residential 

1 ~96'1-00000 HITCH ARTHUIUII 2082NDST 0000- ChaulavQua Beach S..bdivlsion ol tho 0.11 SB.000 
Vacant Anal 
Anid~ntlal 
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1~9~1ilQUI:! AN; .-.UGUSTINE INVESTMENTS W: 2102NDST 0000-
~nt 

Ch1t1tauqua Beach SIJbdlvll:ion ofthe 
AN, 

0.11 $100 

Raldentlal 
j{i9{igJ~Q AN; AUGUSTINE INVESTMENTS W: 2NOST 0000- Ch•..uOJqua IINch Subdivisionoldie 0.11 $100 

~nt AN• 
Resldelltilll 

l~9{i~Q0020 NG.-.uc.USTJNE INVESTMEHTS W: 112:zNOST 0000-
Vacant 

Chautauqua Beach .5\lbdflrisiond the 
Anas 

0.11 $100 

Resident.al 
1696600000 DROEGE DENISE ••• ~ lSTST 0000-

\laclnt 
Chautauqua Belich Subdivlliall of n 
Alias 

0.11 so 

Residentllll 

169~7()(!QOO GAAAIS MARILYN A 2012NOST 0000- Chauta,qua Beach Subdivi~lon of !hoe 0.11 $85.000 
~nt Anu 
Resldeillol 

1!!9~900000 MURRAY EDW.-.RD FRANCIS ETA.I.. 2002.NOST 0000-
'hunt 

ChM;Nqua Beach Subdlvi,ion ofthe 
AIIK 

0.21 $200,000 

Re.lmntial 

16~Zl~!l CRAGEPAUL 2NDST 0000-
YacM1I. 

Ch..tauq ua Be.achSubdivision ofthe 
All,s 

0.11 $100 

Rnldentlal 

16972001Q2 C,W:.E PAUL 2092NDST 0000- ChauuUCIUil Beach 5ubdivi,ion afthe O.tt SlOO 
Vaunt M,M 

Relldentlal 

1697il00l,i:D CMAGEW.UL 2U2HD5T 0000-
Vacant 

Chabuqu• Beach Si.bd,.,islon oftt.e 
MIS 

0.11 StOO 

RaldenUal 

l{imQQ11Q CRETERERICA ,NATHAN :1.1J2ND5T 0000- Chluta,qu• Beach 5ubdivi1ion of the 0.11 $100 
V.ant Ar.ls 
Resjdentlal 

1~~Z300J60 CRETERERICA ,NATHAN 215 :zNDST 0000· 
VICant 

Chllutauqua BeathSllbdivi1ion of!he 
ANS 

0.11 $100 

llalmntllll 

1697400000 lA\IOSKY RICHARD UUDITH L lOOAST 0000-
Vocont 

Chautauqua Beach Subdlvi5lon or tt.e 
Anas 

0.12 $549.000 

Resl.!ontlal 
I6Y7'1()()(),4Q DEL REY BRIAN 15TST 0000- Ch&ltauqua Oeach 51,bdivtsion ofthe 0.12 St70.000 

vacant ........ 
Residential 

1~9!!QQQl2Q CRETER NATHAN ,ERICA 213 lSTST 0000· Chaula,qua BuchSubdivisi""ofthe 0.12 $125,000 
~nt AIIH 
Resideotial 

l6iS70CXl60 SIMM01115GREGORY S 45THST 0000- StAuausline Beach 0.12 SS30.000 
\laclnl 
Rftlmntial 

l698800000 PAUL IXJNAl.ll,LINDA 76THST 0000· 
V.unt 

s« A1J1ustIno, Beach 0.U $290,000 

Resimntlal 

lei!!2QQ150 VINCENTJAMESN ETAL tS6THST 0000-
'hunt 

St Auaustlne IINch 2837 0.12 .!021 $325,000 

R!Sldentlal 

1~2§2!!!1/!!l AYERS AOBERTCORBETT STHST 0000-
Ylant 

51 AullJStine Beach 0.12 S320.000 

Residenllal 

16?f.!2!lJ180 16 5TH STREIT LAND TRUST STHST 0000- St Augustine Beach 0.12 $J69JJOO 
Vaant 
Res(dentlal 

l~99iiOOOOO STONAl<ER ROI.ANO H Ill 1S4THST 0000- stAuaustine&Nell 0.06 $25,000 
Vacant 
Reslmntial 

1Z!2:!'9QQ2Q WHIT£ JENNIFER H lOST 0000-
Ylcant 

Coqulna G,b14!• .5\lbdivision No 1 0.11 $531.000 

Resldffltial 

170~400000 O'BRIEN RICHARDBET AL 6FST 0000-
YacM1I. 

Coqulna Gables Subdivision No l 392S 0.17 .2021 $,42S,OOO 

Aeidentlal 

l 7Qs:t~Q2'.'!QQ HITCHARTHURIH 11685T 0000-
Vacant 

Coqulna Gables Suh:lilrislon No 1 0.12 so 

R"ldentlal 
1706200000 AI\IDERSON JAMES J,DAN'l'A R 1188 ST 0000-

Vaeant 
Coquina Gable• Subdivision ND l 0.12 $180.000 

Rll'limntlil 
1707300000 DURASKO LEGACI' TRUST D: Cl8/l0/20t 9 11585T 0000-

Vacant 
Coqu lllll Ga~es SubCIMsion No l 0.11 SlOO 

lwsldentlal 
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I.Zl:!Z~l~ KOZOl Bl.AKE A BST DOOII· Caqu lna Gable,, Subd:M•ion Ho 1 0.11 $190,000 
Vacant 
Re!1denlllt 

lZ!lHJQQQQQ MASCHMEYERBRITTANY D.lEl.AHDM 1!3CST 0000- Caqui na GabletSubdl.,blcn No 1 0.16 $266,000 
Vacant 
Aalldentlal 

lZ~!122:ll 1Q2 SCHNIRCH DIITER.BERIT TRUSTEES 111 DST 0000-
Vacant 

CaqulnaGables S!Jbdi.tslaf\No1 0.23 so 
R,..ldenllill 

1709000140 HIGGS SUSAN RENEE 115D5T 0000- Caqulna Gable• subdivision No 1 0.12 $70,000 
Vacant 
Resldonliol 

1ZQf~OOOOO TRINCA LEOHARD.RENEE l!MF ST 0000-...,...,. COq<liN Gable. S..bdivision No 1 0.23 JO 

Aesldenl,al 

lll.17.i:QQQZQ ARMIGER CARL FST DOOII· Coqulna Gabl•• S..bdivislon ND 1 0.12 $215,000 
Vaunt 
R"'ldcnllal 

]702300000 TRINCA LE0""-11D P,RENEE 10:JE ST 0000- Coq1,1ln;i Gables SUbdi..;sion No 1 0.23 JO 
'nant 
Retldenlilt 

1Z09;mQ~Q RIMKUS SADIE £TAL EST DOOII· Coquin.1 Gables Sulxtivision ND 1 0.12 $215,000 
Vacant 
Ret.denNal 

121122:\JQJO DEASOI\I CAROLA ETAL 204 DST DOOII-
V;,c;int 

Caquina Gablft Sulxtivi,ion No t 0.16 JO 

~ldentlal 

1zmooooo FELDMAN GREtiGA.BARIIARAJ RE\IOCABLE 2100 ST 0000 · COQuInaGables Subdivision No 1 0.11 $100 
TRUST AGREEMENT UTUOS-17·.2019 \lac.ant 

lh!oldenlial 

111,~00000 HEBERT OAHIEL C,JANICE G 212 DST 0000- Caquina Gailes Subdivision No 1 0.21 '42.000 
Vacant 
Anldentllt 

mv221~12 COSTNER PAUL P,KIMBERLA A 3149 ST 0000- Coqulna Gables Subdivilion No 1 0.11 $220.000 
Vacant 
Resl~ntlil 

17JJZOOJ~O TROUSOELl TOO,EUGENIA 3168 ST 0000- Caqulna Gabl,.. Subd lvl,ion Na 1 0.11 $199,000 
Vlcant 
llesldontlal 

1214400000 li0l2PETER ETAL 3038 ST 0000- CDQ11in1 Gables SubdMslcm No 1 0_12 $199,900 
Vacant 
Re1ld.,,.llal 

17~~50 LEIII..ANC CAROL 304FST 0000- Caq,alna l;ablos Subd!-.lsion No t 0.15 $24,000 
'nant 
Rosldontlal 

171§2.QQQ:lO MUROSKI HEATHER :Z05FST 0000- CDC111in11 Gables SUbdMslon No 1 0.13 $130,000 
Vacant 
Aelld0<1t/al 

FJ82000:!Q DAD5MLC HOLOINGSUC FST 0000- Caq,aina Gables Subdivision Ho 1 0.16 $100 
Vacant 
Rosldonlial 

lZl~~!!llQ!!~ \l04 V.:NTURES ll.C FST 0000-
Vacant 

Ari1ntlc Ollks·Fl~t Addllio,, 0.13 '452,000 

1h1ldonti1I 

1maQQ040 \IUCIHICH JANICE ETAL 60S 0000- CoqufnaGablet Subdivi,ion Ho 1 0.17 $200.000 
COQUINA Vacant 
BLVD Residenlla I 

m: 1(>00()00 HAAVEYWlLLIAM.KERRI S09 85T 0000· 
Vacant 

Caquina Gable, Estates, Unlt AOf 0.17 $159,900 

Reti~nlial 

1222QQQ!!60 ICNINO ANTHONY V REVOCABLE TRUST 5080ST 0000• Coquina Gabl es Estates. Unit A.Of 0.17 $100 
'nant 
R..,ldentlal 

m~l~~ WANERKAASSOCIATE5 INC S1ATLANTIC 0000· Atlantic Oaks-First Addition 0.2 $100 
°"KS CIR VK,nt 

Rnldffltlal 

m~Qrni WANERl<A ASSOCIATES INC 58ATLANTIC 0000- Alla nt ic Oaks-First Additi011 0.2 $100 
°"KS CIR Vacant 

Rnldent!al 

17,148!!!.lU!l BRVSHJOHNE5UZAHNEM 22 DOOII · Mas,,alia Dunn 0.23 $140,000 
MAGNOLIA VK.lnt 
OUNESCIR Affidenti.il 

Vi48QQW WEEK!i CLAUDE l,KRl5TINA G 40 0000· M,paliaDune, 0.28 $319.000 
MAGNOLIA Vac.anl 
DUNES CIR A051dontlal 
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IZ2.1!!21!,1Q WEEKS CLAUDE L,kRISTINA G 42 0000· Mas,ula O!Jne-. 0.37 $.319,000 
MAGNOLIA \/,ar,t 

DUNESCIR lteidoentia1 

LZ~42l~ l~ll ALFORD FAMILY TRUST UAD; Ol/02/2021 605 0000- Anntnia D<aies UnltOru, 0.3S $100 
SEACAAP'E VKar,11 

CIR RO!lidential 

m~rn;p9o BO'l'LE KATE M FAMILLY TRUST 0;1•17-201'i' <1730CEAN 0000· AnatHia Dunn Unit One 0,33 $100 
FORESTOR Vacant 

Rnldential 

17i1_491~70 MAGUIRELINDSEY SKYE ITAL 1004ISLANO 0000- Anasi.sla Dunes Unit One 0.55 $175,000 
WAY Vacant 

R~ntial 

17,;;:49lll~Zll MAGUIRELIND5EY SkYE ET"L tOOll l§lANO 0000- Ananasia Dune5 Unit One 0.55 $175,D00 
W"Y Vacant 

Rnr.-nth,I 

17~49JQ~QQ MONTGOMERY JOH.SHARON 4840CEAN 0000- An1staoi1 Dun.,. Unit One 0,27 $100 
FOREST DR Vacant 

Aesrdentill 

F~4?JQ7Jll EBLING·WMIEWICZ FAMILY TRUST U/AD, 37lOCEAN 0000- Anaot1SJ• Dunes Unit Throe 0.28 $235,000 
10130/2019 FOREST OR Vacant 

~lmnllal 

17249107:iQ HVG PROPERTIESU.C 37'i'OCEAN 0000- Ananasia Oune5 Unit Tlvee 0.l3 $240.000 
FOREST OR V.unt 

itesrdent~I 

1Z.::l9JQ7~ MOOOVSTEVE EARLTRUST 0:09/08/2008 38lOCEAN 0000- Anutui.iOunes unitThree 0.22 $230.000 
ITAL FOREST OR Yacant 

Aeslmntlal 

lZ2.12l!!~QQ BOVI.E OIMD F 39110CEAN 0000- AnnusiaDunes Unit T- 0.l8 $239.000 
FOREST OR Vacant 

blldlntjal 

1]24910870 HANVEYOA.VIO ETAl 42SOCEAN 0000- Anntasi.i Dunes unitTwo 0.27 $290.000 
FOREST OR Vac.,t 

Aeso!entral 

17~49li!~9o NELSON JAMES.JANET 4330CEAN 0000- ArUJt.llla Dunes Unit T"'° 0.29 S16].600 
FOREST OR V'ac.lnt 

RNid,,,,tral 

12~4210910 KOCERl<A JOHN M,HEIOI N 4410CEAN 0000- Anula•i• Dunes UnitTwo 0.27 so 
FOREST OR Vacar,t 

Residential 

17~42l!!l!70 HVG PROP£RTIESLLC 4580CEAN 0000- Analtl5iI Dun"" Unit T"'° 0.3 $260.000 
FOREST OR Vaarit 

Resldentiail 

11a12109llo MCVAY THOMAS O,TINA M _..S40CEAN 0000- ~..a Dunes Unit Two 0.27 S242,000 
FOREST OR Vacant 

Ri!side nllal 

lZ~49Ull:l!I ROSA MICHAEL 4380CEAN 0000- Anamsia Dunes unitTwo 0.25 $200,000 
FOREST DR Vacant 

Reside<itial 

17.i49t1Q50 COTTLE REVOCABLETRU5T 0:08/06/2020 4260CEAN 
FOREST DR 

0000-
Vaam-

ANstasia Dunes Unit Two 0.24 $100 

llesldential 

17219lllaQ BURNS FAMILY TRUST O: 09/22/2014 3940CEM 0000- AnaitilSia OuneiVnitTwo 0.32 $245.000 
FORESTOR Vacant 

~ldenllal 

1724911150 DEAN SCOTT,CYNTHIA 3MOCEAN 0000· Anastasia Dunl.'S Unit Three 0.24 S2:M,000 
FOREST OR Vacant 

Rftldentlal 

P,4911190 C~ASHL.EY.C...THERINE 3700CEAN oooo~ ANSUsiaOunes UnitThrN 0,21 $182,500 
FOREST OR \/aunt 

R.,.ldei,tlal 

u,~im~ CENTERTOWN LL.C l660CEAN 0000- ArUJtaslaDunes UnitThree 0.22 $255,000 
FOREST DR Vacant 

Residontl,. 

IZ~42l l~lll MLCONNER CONSTRUCTION l.LC 1101 0000- An~laOunHUnit Three 022 $225,000 
LAUGHING Vuant 
GUU.LN Residential 

Jn,49Jmll MARG0\.15 RALPH A,LINOA M 1105 0000- Anasta1ia Dune,; Unit Tivee 0.32 $145.000 
LAUGHING Vacant 
GULLLN Aesldentllt 

F,4911260 MASSICOTTE:THOMAS EJULIE A 3580CEAN 0000- Anutasia Ou,,nunitThrte Cll7 $2:.11),000 
FOREST OR V..c.anl 

AesidentJ•I 

1724i1:1J~Q ALFORD FAMILY TRUST UAO: 03,Ul,12021 10135EA 0000· ANstasia Ounes Unit Three 0.26 StOO 
FORESTLN vacant 

Aelrdenllal 
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1zm11~111 WALLIN JENNIFER 100 0000- Wt,lsperln1 Oaks 0.17 $90.000 
WHISPERING VKllnl 
0.-.KS CIR Relidentlal 

1m1.1~ GEORGE FERRls.RITA 1S1 0000• Wl-ap,eril'IOakl 0.17 130,500 
WHISPERING V.C..nl 
OAKS CIR R,,,oldof>tlal 

!72~610100 DRAKE MII.RTHA 137 0000· Wt,iiperll'I Oaks 0.17 $140,COO 
WHISPERING 11-l 
CW<SCIR btldentlal 

1Zm!l2l~ STEWART BRIAN Y,t,TES,Cl:IERVL l ll9 000(). Wt,i1perin11 Oak, 0.17 $175.000 
WHISPERIJolG VKant 
a,.KSCIR btldentlal 

17·.:~izl.QZ!.!Q LECLARE JAMES RICHARD.JEAN ANNE 117 0000· Whlsperin1 Oaks 0.17 $100 
WHl5PERING 1/a,;ant 
OAKS CIR Residetltlal 

Fmlllm! ESPINOSA PETERA 103 0000· Whlspe.-ina Oaks 0.17 $198,000 
WHISPERING V.C.nl 
0.-.ICSCIR R"'idonli1I 

lZZJizl0310 DIGIACOMO CHARLES P 138 0000- Wt,lsoennaOaIts 0.17 $140,000 
WHISPERING V1t111t 
OAK5CIR Reoldentlal 

172:1610~80 MOLINARO RICHARD J,CAlHERINE M 22481G 0000- Whi,pefi118 O.k• Pkase II 0.17 $170,COO 
MAGNOLIA V1a1r,t 
CT Re.ldential 

1Zii!~6IQJ211 THORNE SUSAN C ET"L 22891G 0000- Whlsperillll 014cs PNKII 0.17 StOO 
MAGNOLIA \Jaunt 
CT Resldi:ntlal 

L7Zl~LOl4Q URIO MICHAEL E,KAREN E 210MADRIO 0000· Whispering O•ks P""'• Ill 0.17 $159,000 
ST Vacant 

Residential 

1m~1oss2 PARK HENRV,5HEREE 206MADRIO 0000· Whlss,eri"IOalcs Pkase Ill 0.23 $80.000 
ST v.c.nt 

Rl!sldential 

11is6]1l!!!Q MORIN PHILIPA HI 312SPANISH 0000- Whi>perln1 Oaks ~hneIll 0.23 $179,900 
0.-.KCT Vacant 

Aesld,ntlal 

17;,!6300000 POULIN TERRY PDEBORA L 1U560NST 0000· Sevllla Garden, 0.24 $,42.500 
\lacanl 
Rnldential 

m~mi CO-.TE5 JOHN AND KIMBER REVOCABLE 24£W1NG ST 0000· SWlllaGarae~, 0.11 $100 
TRUST D:071:14118 VKant 

Reildenll,1 

L7aZl!lQ1:12 M.-.CDEN BRl,t,N,KATHLEEN 30BEAMU0A 
RUNWAY 

0000· 
Vac.anl 

BemtudaRun 0.17 StOS,000 

A.,.ldentiai 

l74191lll1U CAMPBELL DAVID ANO M,t,RCIA 6UOCEAH 0000· Se•Coton-, Unit One of tne Bffch Club 1.25 $100 
11.E'-'OCAl!LE TRUST U,,!IVD:1<W6120l0 IW.MWAY Vole.ant at Anasta,la Reldentlal Ovcter 

R.e,identlal ~lopw,ent 

17~l 91 IQBO BONO M.-.CISON E ETAL 6400CEAH 0000· sea Col""" UniIOneot th• Beach Club 0.21 $100 
~MWAV \lacant atAnasl~1la ~ldent I al Ouster 

Acsldenti1I Oe,,elopw,ent 

lHlillQ:l!l SCHWENK GORDON C,lOIS M 6440CE.1,N 
~MWAY 

0000· 
Vacant 

SeaCol""" Unit o..-of th• Beach Club 
at Anastnla R ...tdenllal Cl us~r 

0.21 S775.0CO 

Resldentla I ~apment 

1741'.l'Ullil BONO MADISON E ETAL 6520CEAN 0000- Sa Col""" Unit One OI tho BN<:h Club 0.19 $100 
IW.MWAY Yagint at An15la>Aa Rl!sldentlal Clu1tt!r 

Reslekfltlal Owllopment 

lZ4!9l1150 DULAK CONRADMNGELA I 7200CEAN 0000· Sea Col°"" Unit Oneafthe Bead! Club 0.21 Sll50,000 
IW.MWAY v-t al /lnaltasia ~idential□u1ler 

Reol<ientlal Oe,,eloprnent 

17~1911270 BOND LISA A, MADISON E 7280CEAN 0000- Soea Col°"" Unit One al tt.BelCil Club Oll $910,000 
~MWAY Vacant artAna,ta,la ~l<ienllilCl111ter 

Reslde!it.al De-,tloimenl 

lZ412ll~l!!l G.WLTFAMILYTRIJSl D:01/07/2019 7360CEAN 
Ml.MWAY 

0000-
V.lC.lnl 

Sea Colon, Unit Oneof the BeachOub 
,t An~ta,la Rl!sld fflllal CluIler 

0.41 S905,000 

Re<iderltial Owllopment 

1H191'1QQ ALFORD F,t,MILVTRUST UAD: 03,U2'2021 WOCEAH 
PAI.MWAY 

0000-
V:aCA'rt 

SeaCololl'I' Unit One of the Be.11ch Club 
al Anastasia ResideMial Cluster 

0.2t Stoo 

Resldentlal CleYc(oprner,t 

J74l9l41S0 LEWIS CHARLES S,USA M :K>lSFOREST 0000· SaCokm'f Unit Oneof the Beach Club 0.23 $400,000 
DUNE OR 'Qunl 11,.,,.,slas!a R.e,ldet1lial CIY1ler 

Resldcntlal 1Jof¥el011rnent 

1Z:!J911030 8UENTE STE~HEN.TRESSA. 8450C£AN 0000- SeaColony Unit Three or tt,e 9exh 0.26 $155,000 
MLMW,t,Y ~c.1nt CJub al Anast.osla Reoidentlal Cluste, 

R,i,sldential O.....lopmer& 
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12~I91705Q CAMERON JAMESINVESTMEIIIT5LLC 11830CEAN 0000· SUCo1111111 Unit Three or the Beach 0.35 5,275.000 
PAI.MWAY ~ Club 11 Allut.,11 Rcsldentlal Clulter 

Rtsldem,al Dewlopm,mt 

l7~1~Fm WAUC:ER SHIRLEY C RESTATEDTRUST 9310CEAN 0000- 511i1C~ UnitThrwor the Beach 0.4 $270,000 
PAI.MWAY vx.nt OubatAnut.,la ~tlalCl111tu 

llll!sldenllal Dl!Wfaornent 

lZ419l71B0 SAI\ITARONEMICHAELS RE.VOCABLE TRUST 9080CEAN 0000• Seac~Unit Three ottheBeach Q.42 $100 
UAO 04/09/2016 £TAL PAI.MWAY V-=-rt dubatAriasta•ia Residential Clutter 

Rellmntlal Dil'welOPIT'lent 

1741'/17220 CONNER MATTHEW L,LACEY 892CX:EAN 0000- Sea ColQIII/ Unit Three orIJieBuch 3954 0.39 2021 $249,000 
PALMWAY Vaaint Club atAnast.Isla Ruldl:nllal Chntor 

Relldolltlal 0....IOllffl!nl 

1Z4l9Fi~ LAVALLEY CHRIS"TOPHERT,MHOO'f C 8840CEAN 0000- 5eaColQIII/Unlt Thret!aflhe ~h o.u S2-40,000 
PALMWAY Yacanl Club at Ar,astasia Resldontlal Clu.ster 

lulldcnllal 0.-ICJlffl'Ol 

lZ41~~!1,~ GAMBONE JOSEPH JRJOANN 957DEER 
HAMMOCK 

0000-
vacant 

Sea CGior>f Unit Faur afthe B,,lld, Club 
atANsuslaReslclentlal Ouster 

0.23 $300,000 

CIR Rni•ntial 0....IOllffl!nl 

1711920250 PULLEN OOUGLAS LEE 937DEEA 0000- 5ea ColQIII/Unit Faur a1 the ~-~ Club 0.22 $175,000 
HAMMOCK vacant atMnlzllllRHidenllal Oust,,r 
CIR Anidonliail ~opnenl 

174510~50 HUMPHREYS JEFFREY M.OKSAI\IA T 4VERSAGGI 0000- 0.23 $100 
PL V.C.nt 

Rosldon~al 

J24~l0~QZ0 11TLI FAMILYTRUST 0:02·19·2D:ZO VER'SAGGI DR 0000- o-tJy& Garpn Unplallffl QD9 $1DO 
V.C.nt 
Rnldrntlal 

1745 l JQ\Z!Q CAPITAL INVESTMENTS ANO CX:EANSIOE 0000- o-tJ,-& Gar1an Un platte,j 0.25 $100 
COLlATERAI.IZED LENDING UC OR 'hcaon\ 

Rr.;idential 

174~1~!1!.!~Q SAFREED GARY,MELANIE 5EAFOAM 0000· o-t7f&GarpnUnpl,ttffl 0.28 S>'l!i.000 
WAY 'hcaont 

Rftldential 

]7~~1~!!22~ ACAROI\I JUAN MANUEL JRITAL 23 0000- o-t>f& Garpn Unplatted 0.23 J17\J,OOO 
OCEANSIDE Vxant 
CIII Ro:sldowTtial 

m:mQQ21 GERK JOYCEH REV LIVING TRUST 31 0000- Oftrt,y& G.arpn Unpla tt«.I 0.23 $100 
OCEANSIDE Vacatrt 
CIR Resident(11 

lZ4m!l21Q MANOHAR SHONITH.CHANDAA 6CAROl.£CT 0000- 0-V,,&Garpn Unplat12cj 0.28 $80,000 
'hcaont 
Resldontlal 

'7454!,lQ;!fil LINDAMAR PROPERTY LAND TRUST 2LINDAMAR 0000- Linda Mar 0.18 JO 
DR 'hcaonl 

Riesldentlal 
1745SOOOQ2 GOSSMAN BRENDA R 31VERSACGI 0000- Linda Mar 0.28 $32l,000 

OR VKant 
Residential 

17~~00000 TRINGALI ANTHONY J UVTRU5T 11VERSAGGI 0000- Linda Mar 0.23 $100 
OR V.C.nt 

Residential 

l2~~!.!!122Q SHOAR llAVID BERNARD,LAUIUlALICE 16LINDA 0000- Linda Mar 0.23 $28S.OOO 
MARDR V.C.nt 

~ldential 

lZ47100000 SCI-INIRCH DIETER,BERIT Tl1USTEES 21 LINDA 0000- Linda Mar 0.23 so 
MAROR Vaaint 

Anldentlal 

1Z47lOOIOO SCHNIRCH DIETER.BERIT TRUSTEES 19 LINDA 0000- Linda Mar 0.23 JO 
MARDR Vac.nt 

ResldowTtlal 

1747400000 LUKE El/ELYN A.SCHUBERTI TRUST 11UNDA 0000- Linda Mar 0.23 S8WIOO 
MARDR Vkant 

Residential 

j 717900000 GIONISGEORGE L,SANOAAJ 3UNOAMAR 0000- Linda Mar 0.2J $3B,300 
DR Vacant 

Residential 

minooooo CAPITALINVE5TMENT5AND OCEANSIDE 0000- Linda Mar 0.38 Sl.000.000 
COLLATERALIZEO LENDING U.C DR V.C.nl 

Res!dential 

l748j000j0 CAPITALINVE'S'TMENTSNID 80CEANS1DE 0000- llfda Mar 0.39 $1.000,000 
COLLATEAALIZED LENDI~ LLC DA Vac.ant 

Resldfflti_, 

1748300012 MANALO FAMILY TRUST D: 01-16-.!019 12 0000- Lind~M;ir 0.41 Ill 
OCEANSIDE Vaunt 
DR ~idffltial 
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17;48550190 MERCADODOUGl.AS,J0AH t5SABOR DE 0000- Sebai'De511 Q.26 
SAL RO VKMlt 

Ruldentl~ 
1748550200 WNISROHALDJOHN 17 SABOR DI OQOO- 5--Dt!lal Q.26 

ML.RD \/ac:inl 
Reoldenll.ol 

171:8900130 MCCORMAC MARCSHELTON 4SANDPIPER 
OR 

oow-
v.,,;ana 

hndpperV1.. 0.84 

Aaldlnllal 
1748901030 MCGU>MEJOHtl,l(lM 103 

SANDPIPER 
0000· 
Vac•nl 

~ ndplperW""t 2168 ~· 

BlllD R@Jldenltal 

1748910010 BPG BlJtlDERSUC 26SABORDE 0000- Saodplp,,r VII.....Arl,_.A 023 
SAlRO Vxant 

Ret!dMUal 

1718910020 COWNSGREOORYK 245ASOROE 0000· ~p,,r\1111apAn-.A 0.19 
SALA:O \/ac•nt 

Residential 
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A"gentla /tflm #.......,2___ 

Meeting Qatfl 6-7-21 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mdyor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres ) 

FROM: Max Royle, City ManarV

DATE: May 19, 2021 

SUBJECT: Ordinance 21-04, Second Public Hearing and Final Reading: to Amend the Land 

Development Regulations to Change Setbacks for Small Platted Lots and to Abolish the 

Overlay District Adjacent to AlA Beach Boulevard 

INHWDUCTION 

You discussed this Ordinance at your April 5th meeting when you passed it on first reading after making a 

number of changes to it. The City Attorney has prepared a revised Ordinance 21-04 to include the changes 

you approved. 

The Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board reviewed the Ordinance at its April 20, 2021, meeting and 

by unanimous vote recommended that the amendments in the Ordinance be discussed and further 

studied at a joint meeting of the City Commission, the Planning Board, and the Sustainability and 

Environmenta I Planning Advisory Committee (SEPAC). 

That joint meeting (workshop) was held on May 18th 
• Because of the need to prepare and distribute the 

agenda books for your June 7th meeting a week ahead of the meeting, the minutes if that workshop may 

not be done in time for your review before June 7th 
• 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attached for your review is the following information: 

a. Page 1, a memo from the Building Official, in which he describes your discussion over several 

meetings concerning changes to building setbacks for smi:lll platted lots. 

b. Pages 2-3, the minutes of that part of your Apri I 5, 2021, meeting when you discussed and made 

changes to Ordinance 21-04 and passed it on first reading. 

c. Pages 4-8, the minutes of that part of your May 3, 2021, meeting when you held the first public 

hearing on the Ordinance and passed it on second rei:lding. 

d. Pages 9-20, a revised version of Ordinance 21-04 that the City Attorney prepared after your May 

18th workshop. There are no significant changes. Mr. Taylor can explain what has changed. 

ACTIONS REQUESTED 

It is that you hold the public hearing and decide whether to approve Ordinance 21-04 on its third and final 

reading. 

A 



TO: Max Royle 

FROM: Brian Law 

SUBJECT:Small Platted Lots setbacks 

DATE: 2-8-2021, 3-4-2021, 4-12-2021 

During the City Commission meeting on the pt of February 2021 a conversation ensued 

regarding the small platted lots in relation to the current setbacks. The mayor asked that this 

topic be brought back to them at the March Commission meeting. Included with this memo are 

2 different drafts regarding proposed setback changes. The proposal "draft 1" is a simple 

reduction in current setbacks for small platted lots and the reduction of all single family 

residence setbacks to 20 feet. The proposal "draft 2" limits the total height of the structure to 

27 feet for the reduced setbacks on the 50' x 93' lots. The proposed changes are in red for ease 

of viewing. If the City Commission decides to move forward with a modification of the City 

setbacks the Building & Zoning Department asks that the city attorney drafts an ordinance for 

the April Commission meeting. 

During the City Commission meeting on the pt of March 2021 the City Commission instructed 

staff to proceed with the Draft 1 changes to the code and modify the flexible setbacks to save 

trees. Enclosed is the proposed draft code with the changes in red, identified as Draft 3. The 

ordinance included was prepared by the City Attorney. In addition, in the event that this 

ordinance is adopted it is prudent to re.move section 3.08.00 Overlay Districts as the only 

benefit of the overlay was for reduced setbacks on small platted lots, as both overlay districts 

include the statement "Approval is not required if all other sections of the Land Development 

Regulations are adhered to nor is a comprehensive planning and zoning review required". This 
statement would clearly negate the overlay districts . I recommend that the section 3.08.00 be 
reserved for future use. 

During the City Commission meeting on the 5th of April 2021 the City Commission instructed staff 
to modify "Draft 3" as follows: Several whereas statements are to be modified by the City attorney 
and specific code changes eliminating section 6.01 .03 A:1. as the overlay district is proposed for 
removal and modify section 6.01 .03 A.4.to continue the allowance of certain architectural profiling 
The proposal is watermarked as draft 3a. 

Brian W Law CBO, CFM, MCP 
City of St. Augustine Beach 
Director of Building and Zoning 
2200 AlA South 
St. Augustine Beach, FL 32080 

_) (904) 4 71-8758 

blaw@cityofsab.org 
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FRC.?1 MINUTES OF CITY C01MISSIOO' MEETING, APRIL 5, 2021 

13. Ordinance 21-04. First Reading, to Amend the Land Development Regulations to Change 
Setbacks for Small Platted Lots and to Abolish the Overlay District Adjacent to AlA Beach 
Boulevard (Presenter: Brian Law, Building Officia I) 

Mayor England introduced Item 13 and asked for a staff report from Building Official Law. 

Building Official Law gave the history on this item. The current ordinance has the Commission 
changes that were requested with the table that describe the flexible setbacks. He advised 
that the current legislation if passed would prohibit architectural styling of a single-family 
residence other than in a PUD. He explained that this would not be an increase in the 
impervious surface ratio and a 35% lot coverage. 

Mayor England asked City Attorney Taylor to beef up the whereas's in the ordinance, so it 
indicates to promote consistency in the application of the setbacks and to give equal 
treatment. Also, she requested that the City is protecting the environment by retaining the 
lot coverage for the impervious surface ratios. She asked architectural standards. 

Building Official Law advised that he would recommend that the architectural standards 
should be in the commercial district not in residential. 

Mayorlngland advised then that once the overlay district is removed then if there is an older 
buiidin& tha_t tQe. non-conforming footprint wouid not be honored, and the resident would 
have to comply with the current setback requirements. 

Dis~usslon. ensued regarding the architectural . colors that are housed in the Building 

Department aild in the code; regarding the overlay district being removed .;vbuld not stop the 
commercial' district architectural standards; and any lots that are less than SO feet would have 
side setbacks at7.S feet. 

Mayor ~ngland addressed a typo on page 4, Item 4, should change the language to minimum 
front, rear, side, and street side setbacks as set forth in Section 6.01.03. 

Building Official Law advised it might be better said as "into the required minimum setbacks 
as in Section 6.01.03.11 

Commissioner George agreed with Mayor England. 

Mayor England advised on the bottom of the page, Item B, it s~ould be "of ten" instead of 
"often." 

Vice Mayor-Samora asked when the new code would start regarding the footprint. 

Mayor England advised that the resident would have to tear down more than SO% before the 
code would start. 

Building Official Law said it would be 50% of the building, not the lot. 
:;. ' 

Motion: to extend the meeting. Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by Mayor England. 
Motion passed unanimously. 

Mayor England opened the Public Hearing. Being none, Ma'{or England closed the Public 
Hearing and then asked City Attorney Taylor to read the preamble. 

City Attorney Taylor read the preamble. 

Mayor Erigland asked for a motion. 

- 2. 

https://6.01.03.11


Motion: to approve Ordinance 21-04 with the previous mentioned amendments including the 
additions to the whereas clauses identified by Mayor England, removal of Sections 6.1.03.A.(1), 
6.1.0,3.A.(4} r:egarding specific numeration of setbacks and correcting the typo in 6.01.03 (2) b. 
Moved by Commissioner George, Seconded by Mayor England. Motion passed unanimously. 
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REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING 

MAY 3, 2021 

X. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. Ordinance 21-04, Second Reading. and First Public Hearing: to Amend the Land Development 

Regulations to Change Setbacks for Small Platted Lots and to Abolish the Overlay District 

Adjacent to AlA Beach Boulevard (Presenter: Brian Law, Building Official) 

Mayor England introduced Item 1 and asked Building Official Law to come to the podium. 

Building Official Law gave the history of this subject matter. In February, the Commission 

requested to bring back an ordinance that was proposed in 2019. In March, the language of 

the ordinance was clarified and in April there were more changes made by the Commission 

and to enable architectural profiling. The Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board reviewed 

and voted unanimously to reject the ordinance because no technical information was 

provided and asked if they could meet ~ith the Commission. 

Mayor England advised that it was a delay because the Board would like a discussion with the 

Commission regarding the ordinance. 

Bufldi~g Official La,.;., advised that the Board had to make a motion to approve or deny, so they 

denied iLThere wa·s no information presented and no requests to change the or.dinance. 

Commissioner George advised that this ordinance does not allow the increase in impervious 

surface ratio but would allow a greater lot coverage. 

Building Official Law advised that aII lot coverage is limited to 35 percent. The current setbacks 

on a· 50 x 93: 1ot strictly prohibit a building from getting to 35 percent. So, one code goes 

against another code to make the 35 percent coverage possible. The overlay district is 

problematic because staff rejects it because the owner is not complying with ten-foot side 

setbacks and 25-foot front and rear setbacks, but if the owner gives the City $400 for a 

variance that goes to the Planning and Zoning Department, the owner could get approval. It 

looks like a discord in the codes, 

Mayc:ir England advised that no matter what the setbacks are, the house cannot be 35 percent 

lot coverage, which remains the same regarding the drainage, impervious surface ratio, and 

the lot coverage. 

Building Official Law advised yes. He advised that all the Commission requested was to change 

the setbacks. 

Commissioner George advised that the current setbacks preclude the owner from getting to 

the 35 p~rce_nt lot coverage. She asked with the proposed changes, what would it allow the 

owner to get to. 

Building Officia•1 Law advised the owner will be able to get to 35 percent and still move the 
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building to save trees, etc. 

Commissioner George advised that this gives the owner more creativity when developing the 

home. 

Building Official law advised that no one is recommending increasing impervious surface 

ratios or lot coverage. 

Mayor England asked how many small lots are left in the City. 

Building Official Law advised that there are about 80 small lots left in the City. The report he 

gave to the Commission advised that the 50 x 93 lots are being affected. The regular lots were 

designed to the standards as they were platted; however, these small lots predate the platted 

lots. 

Mayor England asked during the time when there were smaller side setbacks in the overlay 

district, plus the variances that have been granted, what percentage of small lots have already 

been built with the reduced setbacks. 

Building Official Law advised that since he has been here in December of 2017 and Chapter 6 

of the land Development Codes was changed in June 2018 and then the moratorium lasted 

until October 2018. He explained that a lot of the buildings were already being designed at 

the time. He explained that the biggest problem is the overlay district. He remarked that he 

has a hard time denying the permit and then receiving $400 for a variance and telling the 

Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board they must approve it because it is written in the 

code. This ordinance would eliminate the overlay district. He ~iscussed the wedding cake 

homes at 70 percent, which usually happens east of AlA Beach Boulevard and it has only been 

utilized once since 2016. He explained if the Commission changed the setbacks on the small, 

platted lots, those 50 x 93 lots would be irrelevant because of that one provision in the code. 

He recommended eliminating the overlay districts. He commented if the Commission in the 

future want an architectural theme it could be done later on AlA Beach Boulevard. He 

explained that there are proposed legislative changes in Tallahassee that may remove 

architectural profiling in non-PUD's and single-family residences. He advised that the 

beachside overlay districts would be eliminated anyway. He explained that there is one more 

reading if the Commission votes on this today or it could be tabled or remove. 

Mayor England advised that the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board wanted to discuss 

the ordinance before the Commission voted on it. 

Building Official law advised that there is no more information to provide to the 

Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board. He remarked that he does not like taking money 

for a sure thing to be approved. 

Mayor England advised that there are two issues. First, any language changes to the ordinance 

and whether to delay making a motion on the ordinance to discuss this issue with the 

Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board in a workshop. 

Commissioner Rumrell asked if the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board approved and 
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asked for the setbacks. 

Building Official Law advised that the Board voted 5 to 2 on the same ordinance plus the 

changes the Commission has done on the last two months. He commented that no technical 

information was provided to the Board. 

Mayor England requested changes on page 4, in the second whereas in the ordinance, to 

delete "height" and change to "lot coverage." On page 6, B.1.b., should be deleted. 

Commissioner George advised that B.1 relates to decks and B.2 relates to auxiliary structures 

and that is why it is stated in both places. She suggested that on page 7, 2.e, should be 

renumbered to B.4 so that it covers all categories under Section B. She also suggested to 

remove the reference under B.1.b. 

Discussion ensued regarding variance hardships for a deck and whether the City ever had one 

and what a deck definition would be. 

Mayor England advised that on page 10 under architectural requirements, 5.c. discusses the 

70 percent wedding cake building. She asked if the Commission wants that removed or to 

keep it in the ordinances. 

Building Official Law advised that there are a couple of projects that are not utilizing that 

because they are using the exemption that the owner complied with the ten-foot setbacks, so 

they did not have to go to the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board. 

Commissioner George advised that she cares more about vertical and horizontal articulation 

than the 70 percent rule. She explained that there are ways to complete that goal. 

Building Official Law advised that would be another overlay district and complete overwrite of 

the codes. He explained that codes need to be written with the future in mind. 

Mayor England explained that she does not want 35-foot-high three-story box homes. 

Building Official Law advised that there are two homes proposal to be built with an elevator 

on the roof after the 35-feet height. 

Mayor England asked if the Commission wants to have in the ordinance uniformity of an 

architectural design of the buildings on AlA Beach Boulevard. 

Commissioner Torres advised he wants to keep the 35-foot height requirement. He advised 

that the 70 percent he could give or take, it did not matter. 

Commissioner Rumrell gave an example of the home behind the Kookaburra not being allowed 

to build a one-story building because of the setbacks. 

Building Official Law advised that the homeowner applied for a variance and they were 

instructed to come to the Commission if they wanted to change the codes. He explained that 

they could not comply with the setbacks and get the home they wanted. 

Commissioner Rum rel I advised that this homeowner wanted to do less of an impact but was 

denied due to the setbacks. He agrees with what the codes say currently, and the previous 
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Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board voted for the same thing 5 to 2. He advised that 

he agrees to leave it how it is because the 70 percent architectural design could change by the 

proposed legislation. 

Vice Mayor Samora commented that architectural design standards cannot be done in three 

paragraphs, it would be hundreds of pages long. He explained trying to save a paragraph is 

hopeless. 

Commissioner George advised that architectural design standards could be done separately 

and have workshops on it. 

Mayor England asked if the Commission wanted to have a workshop with the Comprehensive 

Planning and Zoning Board on May 18, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. 

Commissioner George asked for public comments first. 

Mayor England opened the Public Hearing. The following addressed the Commission: 

Craig Thomson, 6 D Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, SEPAC member, advised in the ordinance 

in one of the whereas's it says it may save trees, which is not true on small lots. He commented 

that on the west side of the Boulevard is where the tree canopy is and if houses are built on 

the root of the trees, they will die. Trees preserve the environment and water, and he would 

not like the trees encroached upon by buildings. He asked to pause on the ordinance. 

Mayor England asked Mr. Thomson for his response to the small lots. 

Craig Thomson advised that 80 percent of the small lots are on the west side of AlA Beach 

Boulevard. He explained that the overlay district was on the east side of AlA Beach Boulevard. 

Commissioner George advised that the lots cannot get to 40 percent because of the other 

section of the code and disagrees that it would cause a risk. She Said that the smaller lots are 

being burdened. 

James Whitehouse, St. Johns Law Group, 104 Sea Grove Main Street, St. Augustine Beach, FL, 

advised that he represents several lot owners in St. Augustine Beach, and he suggested that 

the lot coverage should be the same as before with the 35 percent lot coverage. 

Commissioner George said that the Commission should respect the Comprehensive Planning 

and Zoning Board by listening to them. She suggested that the Commission move forward 

tonight and then have a workshop with the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board and 

then have a final hearing. 

Mayor England closed the Public Hearing and then asked for the preamble to be read. 

City Attorney Taylor read the preamble. 

Motion: to approve the ordinance with the following changes: on the 2nd whereas remove the 
word height and replace it with lot coverage; in paragraph B.a. remove the last sentence 
starting with Any requested ...; on page 7, 2.e, renumber to B.4 regarding a general sentence 
applying for a variance. Moved by Mayor England, Seconded by Commissioner George. 



Commissioner Torres asked for discussion before the vote. He asked if the Commission 
is going to move forward with this ordinance or is the Commission going to have a 
workshop first with the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board. 

Mayor England advised that the Commission could move forward with this reading of 
the ordinance and then have a workshop with the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning 
Board and then have a final reading of the ordinance at the June Commission meeting. 

Commissioner Torres asked if this should go as a referendum in front of the residents 
because it effects so many people and because this Commission keeps changing it, 
which costs staff and Commission time. 

Discussion ensued regarding that even if it goes as a referendum, it could be changed 
by a new Commission if they want it changed. 

Mayor England asked for a roll call vote. 

City Clerk Raddatz called the role. 

MAYOR ENGLAND Yes 

VICE MAYOR SAMORA Yes 

COMMISSIONER GEORGE Yes 

COMMISSIONER RUMRELL Yes 

COMMISSIONER TORRES Yes 
Motion passes unanimously. 

Mayor England asked if the Commission is available for a joint workshop on May 18, 2021 at 
6:00 p.m. 

Commissioner Torres advised that he had a meeting on that day and could not attend. He 

requested an excused absence for this workshop from the Commission. 

Mayor England remarked for the record that Commissioner Torres would be excused from this 

workshop. 

Commissioner Rumrell thanked the three SEPAC members for coming to this meeting and 

giving their input. 

Should this statement below be added: 

It was the consensus of the Commission to schedule the workshop meeting with the 

Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board and SEPAC on May 18, 2021. Mayor England 

moved to Item 2. 

. 8 . 



ORDINANCE NO. 21-04 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH, FLORIDA AMENDING THE LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE OF THE CITY OF SAINT AUGUSTINE BEACH 
PROVIDING FOR A CHANGE TO THE SETBACKS AND REMOVAL OF 
THE OVERLAY DISTRICTS; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF 
CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; PROVIDING FOR SEVERANCE OF 
INVALID PROVISIONS; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, the City Commission continues to seek to promote consistent regulations and equal 
treatment of all its citizens and landowners and to amend or eliminate regulalions which are 
conflicting; 

WHEREAS, the City Commission is not changing its protections ft.Jr the environment and 
drainage management, as aU properly still is required to comply with~ lot coverage and 
impervious surface ratios established by the City Commission; 

WHEREAS, the City Commission reviewed the setbacks and finds that providing more 
flexibility with the setbacks may save trees and allow development consistent with the past and 
future visions for the City; 

WHEREAS, the City Commission finds that by changing the sethacks, the City will no longer 
have a need for Overlay Districts; and 

WHEREAS, the City Commission herehy finds that adoption of this ordinance serves the best 
interest and welfare of the residents ofthe City of St Augustine Beach. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF SAINT 
AUGUSTINE BEACH: 

SECTION 1. Recitals Adopted: The recitals set forth above are true and correct and 
incorporated herein by this reference. 

SECTION 2. Amend Section 6.01.03 of the City's Land Development Code Section 6.01.03 as 
follows: 

Sec. 6.01.03. - Building setback requirements. 

A Subject to paragraph B. and any other provisions of this section, no portion of any building 
may be located on any lot closer to any lot line or to the street right-of-way line than authorized 
in the table set forth in lhis section. This will apply to any subdivision that does not have 
setback modifications approved by the City Commission, and by approval of respective 
Horneowner's Associations. 

Ordinance No. 
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Front Side TlRear Street
Land Use 

Yard Yard Yard ISide 

Single-family 25 ft. 110 ft.1~20 ft. IB il_ft. 

*Single-family 011 so· X 93' plalted lots 120 ft 17.5 ft 120 ft. r12 ft. l 
Multifamily (2 ; o 8tmits) 25 ft. IIO ft. [20 ft. 15 ft. I 

.. , I 
Multifamily (8 units or more) 35 ft. 115 ft.120 ft. 15 ft. j

1 

i 

Commercial 20 ft. Jwft. 120 ft. -r5 ft. 

I 
Other uses (same as commercial) 20 ft. r10 ft. ,20 ft. 115 ft. 

1. SiAgle family setbaeks iA the mcerlay dtstricts as described--ttH.eetion 3.08.00 shall be peF 
the applicable m•erlay requiremeflts. 

2-.L.. Roofoverhangs for single family land use may project past the setbacks up to 18 inches. 

;,i. Flexible setback to save trees for single family land use: 

a. In all cases, the justification for a change in a setback requirement must be to save a 
significant tree, which per the Hoard's motion to approve this Application is defined 
as being eight (8) inches in diameter at breast height (DBH) or greater, as 
demonstrated on a site plan with a tree and topography survey. 

b. ,~A<l rear yai:a--setbasks-.~tr-rettt~l--to-be 25 feel it½-flle-.A=oru--aH~et 
mthe rear. shall be allowea lo be movet: Ag-a-s---a 

~-l-@~aJ-4er--€-e+nlt~He4-fre1-lt'-an4-Feaf-Yi¼rd setbaoks-+s-m-ai-Ata-ifle4 FIcxi ble 
setbacks shall be as per the table below: 

c. Side yard sethaeks, eurre0tly reEJuired to be l O feet on eaeh side, shall-l:1e allowed to 
be mm•ed five feet to either side as long as a total of20 feet !otal for ccrn1hined side 
yard setbaeks-tS-A<tatH-lained and a miAinrnm of 15 feet-is-ma+Atoined between adjll€eA+ 
sktt:€tttre&.-

Setbacks as 12er section 
6.01.03 

flexible Adjustment Combined Total 

Front/Rear 25 ft/20 ft 7.5 ft/2.5 ft Front and Rear = 45 
Yard ft 

Front/ Rear 20 ft/20 ft 2.5 ft/2 .5 ft Front and Rear = 40 
Yard ft 

Ordinance No. 
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Side/Side Yard 10 ft/IO ft 5 1l/5 ft Combined side = 20 
ft 

Side/Side Yard 7.5/7.5 ft 2.5 ft/2.5 ft Combined side = 15 
fl 

c. d. All requests for flexible setbacks to save trees must have the approval ofthe City's 
Building Official, the applicable Homeowners Association (if required) and the 
Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board. 

e. Fl~le setbacks are Rot apptteable--te-t-he-small p!aued lots-ees~l---tt1 section 
~,-'eflay-rnsf:Bets-: 

4-:- L__Certain architectural features, such as roofs over exterior doors, bump outs, bay 
windows, etc. may project no more than 2.5 feet including overhangs-into the required-W 
fOAf--5-i-de,h:5-t~s-treet side ana--th~Fefrl=--a-Ad-fr-eJ'lt setbacks minimum setbacks as 
prescribed in section 6.01.03.A. These architectural features shall not exceed 25% of the 
wall that they are serving nor shall they be supported by the earth. 

4. Anv lot with a width of 50 ft. or less shall have a 7.5 ft. side setback. 

B. Minimum setbacks for non-structural components of a structure. 

1. Decks: Any deck less than twelve (12) inches above finished grade is not subject to 
setbacks requirements. However, this type of deck is not allowed within two (2) feet of 
an adjacent property line. 

a. Any deck exceeding thirty (30) inches in height is subject to the setback requirements 
as specified in the table and is required to be permitted by the Building Department. 
If the main structure is built to the twenty (20') foot setback line, a deck less than 
thirty (30) inches is exempt from permitting and may encroach into the rear yard 
setback a distance not to exceed eight (8) feet from the principal structure and may 
encroach into the front setback a distance offive (5) feet from the principal structure. 
If the main structure is built to the twenty-five (25') foot setback line, a deck may 
extend twelve (12') feet into the rear setback and for the front, the deck may extend 
ten (10') feet into the front setback. ARy--i:eqt1est-ee-e-x-t~f>A exeeeding the i-;ethae-k 
eH€fOa€-ftffient~...,e<.4--ttH-~145famg,Fnph wi11 requi:r~ pr0ef-ef-.a-l-1afdshj.p,H~l--self 
ereat:ed, to apply for a "'ariMOe-krtJ1e-Compreltett:Sive Planni-ag-an~R-i-Hg-..g~f 
the City. 

b. For second and third level decks, the allowable extension from the main structure 
built at the twenty (20') foot setback is five (5) feet into the front or rear setback from 
the main structure. For a structure built at the twenty-five (25') foot setback, the 
allowable extension is ten (1 O') feet into the front or rear setback. Any enteRsion 
grealer th an what is a11 owee--it1--tltis-pan1grapl1-wi+1-fe(tH-ife-~r~n:l-s-lttp. H&l 
se-lttreate€1-,--4o--apr~ 1:......1-¥-aflA:H€e to the Com prehens.i¥<:~-l11-aruHt~h¼A1-n-g 
~ 

2. Auxiliary structures: 

Ordinance No. 
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a. This applies to features such as open:.air arbors, trellises and free: standing tiki bars 
that do not exceed twelve (12) feet in height. These structures shall have a minimum 
setback of five (5) feet from the rear and side lot lines. Tiki bars are not allowed in 
front yards. 

b. Screen rooms and patio covers are allowed to encroach a maximum ~ of ten (10) 
feet into the rear yard setback providing the roof line for the enclosure does not 
exceed twelve (12) feet in height and the addition to new or existing construction 
does not exceed the allowed impervious surface coverage as specified in the city's 
land development regulations. The screen room shall comply with the allowed side 
setbacks as established by these land development regulations. 

c. Swimming pools and screen enclosures (regardless of whether or not enclosing a 
pool) shall be, at a minimum five (5) feet from the rear and side setbacks. This applies 
to the water line or the screen enclosure. 

d. Storage sheds not exceeding eight (8) feet in width and twelve (12) feet in length 
shall be allowed a five (5) foot rear and side setback. Any storage shed exceeding 
ninety-six (96) square feet shall meet the same setbacks as specified in the table for 
new and existing construction. Storage sheds arc not allowed in the front setback 
area. 

e. A.pplieation for a •,carianee to any sub section io this paragraph is ali0wed 1>ro¥idi11g 
a self created hardship is not the-basis for the a13plieatjon. 

3. Minimum setbacks between buildings: 

a. The minimum setback between adjacent structures shall be ten (10) feet except that 
no setback is required where an attachment easement has been created. 

b. Distance shall be measured at the narrowest point between structures of the main 
living unit, principal structure, an allowable attachment or an accessory use or to the 
ordinary projections of chimneys or flues, not exceeding two feet (2) feet. The 
measurement-shall be taken from the structures walls, not including overhangs. 

c. Dry cleaning establishments must meet the required commercial setbacks and cannot 
be located in a shopping center where zero (0) setbacks are allowed between adjacent 
stores. The exception shall be where a facility is for pick-up only with no actual dry
cleaning performed within the facility. 

4. Variances to Section 6.0 I .OJ(B) ofthe City' s Land Development Code require a hardship 
which may not be self-created and must comply with all the requirements of Section 
l0.02.00 of the City's Land Development Code. 

(Ord. No. 18-08 , § l(Exh. 1), 7-2-18; Ord. No. 20-02 , § 6(Exh. !), 3-2-20; Ord. No. 21- . § 
6(Exh. 1), ) 

SECTION 3. Repealing of City's Overlay Districts. The City Commission repeals and amends 
Section 3.08.00: 
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Sec. 3.08.00.-0ver!Jay--diswiets.-Rcsca·vccl. 

A. /Jeach..,.Jde mediwn dt.•ns.'!y m•e,·J(IJ•-diMrief: There is hereby created an o•,erlay distfl€-f: 
wi-tl-1in that poFtffiH-of medium-f.leR6flrJat1e-itfie distriets located East ofA I A Beae-1½ 
Boulevard and lying bet>,•,reen I 6111 Slreel and loose-t)eftti:H-lS--Som!Htf F Street and N(lf!-h-0.f 
Pence LanetAg,-

I. Pw·µose: The o,·erlay wi.11 provide for ll-1e enhancement or replacement ofexisting 
oon conform+ng structures located within the ff1edi1:tn:1 density land use distrie+.---+he 
oYerlay also pnwides f~-new eonslnmtion on the vacant, platted lots-wi-lh-i+H-he 
district. Structures currentJy deemed non conforming in aecordanee with the cun-ent 
-1-a-Atkie-Ye-~Jffl~eflt-r-egul-at:iens will l-6se-,~fl-eeRfem-liflg--des-igttat-ioo--ey--l-lttH).¥et4ay-.. 

..,.,.'"l,---.-+AP}ffltt•'ff~-Re--€-fmli~Fel1ett&i-ve-r>ktttBtH-g-ane-i~~m-i+}~Ofthe city-shall-be 
res-t:mnsible foHe-wewit½g-a+klwJi£-ations. The board shall be required to ap~eve--atly 
and aII app~iootlei¥.i-4A·a-t-e-leaf!y--meet the req t±irem.eru-s-set--feFffi-HrlA-is-sec-t~e1r. 
GenseEI•uently, the-boaFG--shaU---he--re€J¼!i-F~y any and al~~:i-al-(le-ne~ 
meeH:he-te€ttitfements or thi!; secti-en~lications that-tle-Bot--meet--1:he--refJ•t.-ttfei»eats 
can be nddressed by the Yariance preeess-ef-the-e-i-ty's app~proval is not 
Feq~1ired if all ether sec-ttetl5-&14he Land Development ReguJations Hre adhered lo nor 
is a eomprehensiYe platttlffig and zoning revie·N required. 

a. Up&R--fe-v-iew by the-eemprehensi1c·e planning and zoning-hoa:F4-e-f-an-o-ve:i.4ay
~~ic--ntien.t-H-~i-ea-!tetH!oes--ne-Hll.ee-Hl'le-r-e€!u-i-retnen-ts-ef..t-J-1-i-s-section, the 
eo-ru:a--sl-lftU-aav+se-#1~1t-wh-ie+"l-items are-4twt1d lo be no:R- oon-fe.Fffi-it1g 
aoo-4e-app+t€ant sllal I be providoo-the--Oppeitunity lO correct the--tleR-eeR-.A,mn-it:-iM 
0-Ad-sehecl-1:1~~a-seeend-hetH-~Hg--beffi1:e-t-A&-k~ei:e-shal I be no-adti-i+ienal-fees 
fur the t,econd hearing. 

b. If the seeeHa reYie-.~· is n~eboard shall advise the applicaRt of the 
non conformilie!, and ad,·ise ll~e applicant of their right to appeal the-board's 
ae&i:s-ien, as-we-l-t--as-+he-i-F-F~gl-lH~~rJ.y--fefit-v&Fi-A-1-iee-+t::..M'!e-non confuHicl-it-y-Oa-A 
1-1.et--be-€errecled. An)~e-awl-ieaflt-sha-U-be in the--same-1:uant1er-a-s 
~rea·l·s-fronl-fl;J:tfll'&Vit~:..tie-nial-s-e-Hl-fifla:l-de-ve-lot)l+1e~r-0¥&h-A·ny and a11 
iees-shal-H-.~y--te--H1e-apt,eal-t.ulEk.A&lt-ee--pajd by the appttea&h 

c.. Silualiefts--H-lat--<,~.m-to lhe O,.'effftf: 
(I) New eoliStfuctioH is Hllowaol-e-ttstng the setba€k-s-f:eEtui-feR1ents within this 

see-t-•K7fl-\¥i-th-t-i½e-€-&¥ea-(;.ttlftE-G&»~f.-l:~n shal I confeFm Io appHe..'¼b«H:)1+i-l€1-ittg 
ceees-set-f-e1-~ct.il, state aoo-federal agene-ies--tl.a1--etetat-e-€011sti:us+i~ 
tl-1-i&--gOOgfaJtl-He-a-kt-1:ea-:-

(2) The re building or re modeling ofs1nien1res located within the o,•erlay 
aislrict on the f-Ootpri1H for the cidt;ling struet~ 

E--Jt-E'-¾-PaAstttR--eefi-Aed by the-e-it~· is any-i-Be-rease--tR-Sq:~are--foolage ofa slftiet-1:1-1:e 
aoo-tnust n1eet all-awJ-i€-a-0-ie-mti:-kl-i:ng--ooa&.HUlEl-st.all.-be-:Yri41-ttH--th&-Setbask 
aUewaA€es.5et--fe1:th oy thi5--5eet:i~ 
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4:-------Sitliat-kms that ~I-conform to the over.lay: Situations that can not meet the 
requiremen~s ofthis section will require the owHer to une the city's variance 
prooedure with epplte&&l-e-fees paid by the apptteai½l-c 

a. Code: All applicahle--r~uiremeA-t:s--wttft~=H:he-e-w-rent edit-ioA of lhe Stctte--&1-' 
Re-rida adopted Building Codes and Federal llood reqtitreffieR~-Hef:i.4a 
l:'.)epaft:menl of Em·iroflHHmt:a.J-~t)fl-fettttift'mentS wi 11 manaat-e-Hew;--i=e
oo-R-S-H:wtiea-eH~l+Rg-\¥&rk. This seet.i-OH a I so ~;~peet=He--r-e€fB-~re1~en~s-foF 
J7f0p~eaward of the eoastal eonstfi:IC-t+oo line and s13ccific requirement::; basea 
on the lloed in-st:wanee-i½li¼f)s-ft=tf--f:l:te-e-if:r, 

ir.------f"-eetprint definition: For purreses of re construction eHe-medeling 11rol}&Sftls4hat 
1-f'We+ve-at:ld+t-te-naI square fookige-l~emg-aeltiea-le-a-st-Hum1f~t+i-kltt=ig-:f~otr1~~ru..'.!. 
m~s the total futUlffilt+on nrea for an exif;ting structure. oot includtftf:.41€6-ks~ 
J:Jatios or stairways-<:tt1tsiee--the-li-¥i-Ag-area(s). Non ~wi-flg space such as-detae-hed 
g-~--ru:ports and storage nheds--shal-1--flAf-ee-g,i-veH-€-On-stt:leration as pal'H)H-fte 
foe-tj7fi-El:l-ffile-t+l-at:ien-l-0F-~-paA.6iefl-0~5-ltt1-g--st-ruootre in the-e-vef!&y-e~st=ri*. 
8-llffi.lld--~icant req1:1est fro-m-tJ.1e-ooa-F4.at)-pFe•val-te-sens-l-fHGt--eveF--a 
Ej1:1estietl$l~ace;4be applicant nu1s1 ha1-·e ei.•idelloe that a roof e~risted over the 
.flooF-6paee--t-ltat-i-s-in-{'t-ttest-ioo:--irt-<}t'GeF-to--re-~uild ever-that--ffief):)r+nt-:-

c. Buildi11g height: The buileing height shall be measured in aeeordanee ·.vill~ 
Seetien 6.01.03 B.4. 

'I. Setbacks: For residential Lots. t!cte setbacl~s shall be tweAty fi•,e (25') front and rear, 
side ten ( t 0) feet, and street side-41:fteen ( ·1s) feet for new construet-ietr. 

a-:----I;or an ex-isling structure, the existing-foe-~ be considered aeceptable and 
its location referred to as "deemea-aeeeptable" for renoYatfon and re building. 

b. Se<.oHEl--aRa third fo..-el decks will be allowed to eKtend lo the engineered width of 
a structure and eneroach fh·e (5') into the front and rear se~back~et~ 
le"t·el artic1:.1lations--wf.U be allowed to Cl1(..'foach into side setbacks three (3') feet hHl 
in no cat,e m~' be €loser than fi•,•e (5') foet from the property line. Enclosed 
aftie.ltkl4-ttfflS-are limited lo -t-wemy-ftve (25%) per cent of the width of the 
ele¥ation they are locat:e<.-1--eH-, 

&.--Sc-f~Red-perehe-s-wi~~...-be--al-J0wed a five~earse~baek--and a ~en ( l O') si-ae 
setback providing impervious-~~e-tlees-Re-t~e~()¾--0-J.t-~ie,.-t:et-al 
~el-SE)ttare-footage--ooti-¼he-mittttffil:n'n-he-ight is less tltatHwelve (12') fee-h 

d. Swimming poc.1-lfrffl'-Scree-ned poo~osures will be allowed a five (5') rear and 
stde--5e-tbaek. Jl,Jote+~a--re&~i-ll lo tile fi¥c (5') foot-Setback and-later-t-he-ewt1er 
desires to screet1 lhe pool, the screen will not be permiHed into the fi'f•e (5') foot 
setba~ 

e. For oceanfront homes, the East side ofa property is considered as the fro-At-: 

r. Vacated alleyways will be considered part of the property but no eon!,truetion 
shaU--ee-al-lewe4--i-R-this vacated f*-)i'4tA-0f the lot. Setbacks on a vaeated alleyway 
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will-be mea~.nired from the centerline of the alley. Seteae-k-s-otl--atH7J~fl-a-14e-yway 
shal-1-be-+»eaSMreo-;lfe1-n-the-aHey-l+Hth 

g-:--------f~acks to sa1,'e trees 

-h--J'!Hltl-easeH-11e-j-H-&tt-ttsa-t-ien-..f:er-a-€-h-aflgtHl-'Hl--Sel-eaek-fetttti-retlleAt:-A-1t1-sH"l&-'l-e 
save a signm-eaat--~,-wll-ie~eHHe-B-OaRfs-meti-en-t-O-f¼WF0¥e-thi:s 
A131~tieat1B-1ri-s-a-ef.i.Aed-as-being eight (8) i nches-+1Hiia01eter at b-1=east height 
f[)Bll) or gr~ater. as dem-EmSua-tea-&n a site pl-ai1--wi+lt-a-tfee-a-fltl--tB130t,'fll-J?l'l:Y 
survey. 

2. front and rear yard setbacks, currently reqHir~in the front an4 
~~et--itl-4:he-rem:.-sl'lfl-~l--ee-aU,w,e44e--be-t:ooved forward or backwar~ 
.feet a~; long as a total of50 feet total fur combh1eE:f front ane-r-ear-yaoo 
setbucks is maintoinc4-

3. Side yard setbacks, currently required to be IO feet on eueh side, shall be 
a-1-!owea to be 1mwcd-t+ve--reet--t-&ett:her-S-i-Ele--a!rl-eng as a total of20 feet total 
.fef..oombine(~ard setbacks is mainlain~f 15 feel-i-s 
maintained between adjacent structures. 

4. All-requests for Ae1<ible-setbacks to save trees must huve the-approval-ef..t.he 
Gi-t-y.'.s--.Bti-itti-i+1g-Of-tk-i-al-imtl-t11e-appl-i-e-a~'le--HemeewRefS-Assee-i-at+el-l-{i-f 
reql¼i~e-Gtm-lprehen s ive Pl-a-i1t11-Ag-fmc+-lon iJ1g Beaf&.-

5. Arehitec,ural requitements: 

a. The use ofdetai l will--ee-eAee1:1raged by the city to assist i»-ttrchhecturn+-sty-1~ 

b. E:11.--ieri-er colors shall he in accordance with the color JJalettes adopted by the--eity
fef-€ommun ity st.mda-FG~ 

c. A I l--s~ftl€-t-M-res-e-~ea-i+lg4wo (2}-levels a1'8-Fef!Wtred-k:)-red-1:1ce-+he-4-ru-Fe--le-ve-J-..lwmg 
S:f3£1Ge-l&-ee-e-ffla*imttm-ef.sewmty-perceat-f7-0-¾j-of--the-fi-:Fst--A:00£-5t)OO&-iHe-tt1dtng 
eendi-tiened-spac-e,g-affiges, uAse1~AeEl-encfosed space bHt--HH1e case. sha~l--&e 
la:Fge-f-1.-Jtan-t-h~tl&-le-ve-~rel-,es-a-re-net-i-Re-lt!ti-ed--~FH-he-eal-atlatioR-&f-l-i'<Li-Rg 
SfIBCC nor are. porches inekiaee--i-&-H-le--third level sc·1enty percent (70%) 
calculatJ.eir. 

6. SIM Reqtdremems: 

a-;-------6-aM!seapi-ng- :,ha 11 be-at--the--6\1v-1le-F!s-&~sei:t¼~m+:--,Tue-aty-sha+l-fl~€JtHfe--l:Aat 
landscaping enhances tlte-aest.het-ic~he-streets and-Rei-ghl~8fROOar.-1:lle-ci-t-y 
reoomme11es--lhe-use--0f.natwe-m'-Fl-0Fida-l-F:ien4l:Y--Plaal:&-AA-i-A-teF-ntoofl!:,l--&f 
grasses. xeriscape plants and ground co·1er such as mulches, gravel, pine straw is 
t:et]tti-re<b 

b. Conneetion to ~t. John's County Utility is required. 

c. f'or lots located in the Veloeity Zones, any fill added to the lot will require a 
pr&f~e~g-meef-te--0esigtl--t:he-fil~i=ecedffi!e-it1-14-ffiatertttls:-+he-pFeee&ttfe 
wi-l+-be acceptable to lhe city and appro·,•ed by the Flori(la Departmem-e.f 
g lwtl'GHHl-eflta-l-J!+·stet.1i(ffl.-

Ordinance No. 
- 15 - Page_of__ 



B . 01•e+,J.c.wferr-e-s-i-Eflwf-ie.f-h:H.H--plt,He.d-µri-eH-8-fl.?e-fid0f}fi0>i-<f!:?ffhe-band--9eve+epfne-nf 
./kgu/.afif>ns: There-+s--Aere-ey-efea-t-cd an o ~·erlay di str~compassin!::,~tlettt-ia-l--1Bt5 
platted befoF&-tfle--G1:1-te--ef-ll-tts Code. 

I. P1n:µese:=--The o>Jerlay will prcw-iae for tl1e-e-tlRftfK.->effieAk,r replaeement ofexisting 
non conforming structures lecatec.l withiH lhe Platted Lots District. The o~'erlay also 
provides for new construeti&1Hm the vacant, plaHed-lets within lhc dtSlFie-h-St-met:tlfefi 
eurre1ltly deemetl--ft&H--€eflffifffH.Rg--iB aceordaHee 1,1,1i!h the eurreAl lane.I de¥et-e13"ffieRl 
regHlations will lose non conforming designation by the overlay. 

~ .4t,prowth=---+lle-t-e1~he"1-S-i..v~1"'i-ttg-a-R~fill.i-i~i..:eeat~ey-shi:wl--be 
t,espe~le--l-OF--fe¥tew+ng all applic,,a~ns-:--+he--berrR-kMII be r~quifetl-«H:tp,prove any 
atlfi-.a.~l~}l,j.eafioflti-thai--e-lea 14y-rT1eeH,he--1:eqlttfen1-en-lS-t,eHE->rtih--i-n-+h-i-s--seet-~n-:-
Cor,sequentl)· , the board shall, be r~.fred lo dcoy any and all appHcutions--t:hak-k:>--twl; 
H1eeHHe--ret:J1±i-retnents of this seetiB!r.--Afwl-ieal-tO!.'ttrt-!taHkH'lot-+1:iee+-the--i:eEtuireA'lettts 
ean be addressed by tht, 1,•arianee process oi:-#1e-e+ty's ap~leal process. APPf&¥al is not 
req1:1ired if lll-1 other sections ohhe band Development Regt11ati&R5-are adhered to nor 
~~a-ffimprehef~~l-afl»i.ag-a.nd i':Ofli•~ev4ew--reqm-rea7 
a. Upotl--fe-riew--13-rt.he-oomprehensive--J7ffifl-Itfflg-afl~ning board ofan overlay 

ap~ieat-ietHf-#le--appJ.iea~B-Elees--aet--!tlee-t-the-feE\~i-Fefl~Hts-ef:.1:h¼S--5eetien-,-ttte 
board shall ad~•ise the--al~ant which items are found to be non confe,mtmg 
aAfHhe--a~Jyiiea»t-s.ha+l--~r-ov:i-Oe4-t-Ae-Bp~rlt!fli-ty--t-o-OOFFec+t-14e--n0fl--c-&nformifies 
aM-5&AeGt+le-a-sewfl0--Hearing befure-tke-l~eaf4-+-here shall be- no additiotH¼l--fees 
for the scco11ti-l1eRring. 

h. Ifthe secolld review is Hot approved, the board shall advise tbe applioanl of the 
t~en:feftnities and ad1,1ise the applicant of their-right le appeal tl1e boaf'El.!s 
deei-s«:»1,as--wel.J..a.s....thei-Higkt--to-app~~1=--a-¥afi-a+1ee-i4'.--l.•h~eAfoFm+t,y-ean 
oof--~ffee4~lpeal by the--a-pf;ltieatll-shal I be in the--same-ma1'H'!e'f-as 
~i~a-1-s-l'ron»wrova:J.s-eF-denia1s-efc.a--ftnal-deveJotHnet1l--at)131'e·Yai-;--AAy-anEl-itU 
fees shul-1--apply to the apt)eal-aoo4atl--be-pai4-hy the aptm€nnh 

c. £itul.lti~the overlay: 

( I) New conslffiE-tien is aHo•Nable using the S\.."loaeks-requ:iremenlirwithin this 
see~l-the ca1,1.ent that eeA~eR-S-Ha-U conf-Orm--ro--aJ'>J)l-i-ea-~ig 
€-OOes-5eH&f~h~y--leea1,st:at~Hi--feaemktget1cie-s--t-ha-HJ-i€t-are-%1lStrnctiO11 i11 
Hti-s-geogn¼f>l1ieal-a-refu 

(2) The re building or re modeling of structures located within the o•,erlay 
district OR the footprint for the existing structure. 

(3) Expansi-OtHiefined 0y-tke--O.i;~fl3/-H-lel'ease-i~&.feetage--of.a-sHt1etu-re 
at~~~l,icnble buil Efo:ig--eooes--at1d shall be wi~liin--t-l=te-set-~aek 
ru-16WaHees-set-ferth by this--5ee-t+Gn.,. 

ti. ~illffitieR5 that do Bot eonfufffi4&-t'oo-tweFlar---Stt-Hattt)AS--t-h~l:l=ie 
requirements of this section will reqt1ire the o•;,,ner lo 1:1se the city's ,,,ariance 
~ptteable fees paid by the--apJm~-an-h 

3. Gmst,..1,1etien ret11:1in.!nwn:s: 
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a. Code: All appliea~~tfffetTiel:-'lts within the current edition of the State of 
mr-itia--aaot)te(.:I--Bu~l<lH-lg-G-0des-arn:l-l;;:ee~ee<.l reqHtreA-lefttfi-i:lftt!-l~·i-da 
Department ofL~wt1=<.mmental-.J!rolectioA requiremer:.ts ,.,.,j )I mandate nc•,i,·. re 
OOl½StF¼¼elteR-e:H~k-:-

l~~eet-pfi,ltH!efH'ltltOH~-!loi:-pt~~F-fe--eooslfllSfiOO-eHe-:fUOGffiR~f>sa-1-s-tttat 
~4.i+feRa-l-s€}ttare-feotage being--aclclee-4e-a-slH~t~iMi·ng-f-eet-17F-i-lt~ 
mea»s-+ll~m-ldat-ifflH1fe-a-for-at~isti+1g-Af-ffi&kiflfy-Het-it1e-l-t:Klttlh~ 
~-es-eHffl-i rways OH!-side the I ivi-Hg-ru:e~e~aee-sueltttiH!et-ae-hed 
g-amges,c.1:1'f}ofl-s-aua--swrage shed~-not-ee-gi 1ren OORS-itlefattetH¼S-t)aFt-ef:.~he 
4e~rttit-£&~eul-atieH-fur expansien--efa existing struewre--in-the-tWerlay district. 
8+iook+-afHlJ3'1ffi6aitf-fe€tH-est:--ffflm tl'le boor-t'l,a-~f')fe-va-l-ro--eenslH:te-t-e-ve1:....a 
ftBestfe1lBiT~spaee,-t:l-1:e,--a~~li€ant-A'tt:tsf+1ave-EW-itienee thal a roorex i-stecl over the 
.fl-ooF-Spaee-t.+lfl:Hs---i-fHtH&.,+te-A-i+H~Ft'lef-k:He-l'>t.ti-k:l--e¥Cr that foo~t=-i-Hh 

e. I31:1i lding height: The building height shall be n=teasured in accordance with ana 
not exceed thirly fi.,,e (35') feet abo,;e Lhe requiremet¼ts-•e-t:-Seet-ioo---6.01.03.B. 

4. Scthtw,b· hJ,' minilHHIH-+91 :d::e: 

a. 8mnl+-Wttlted Lots. 

-h----f~f--fefil-det~l-hets-wtt-h-a--mffiH-mum--!el--s-i2e e f 4,650--sEtti..·we--fee1, mmdmun'I 
fot--clept+H)f.9.J!....feet--and-t<:,t--wlt!th--e-f.§-O!-eHess,4e-5et-ooeks sha~1-ee--twefl-ty 
E-20') fronl--aoo- rear and sides me allowed seven ao-d-a-oo lf (7.5') feet fof--flew 
eetist-Rtet¼e-&.-

2. fior au existing structure, the e:iEislieg foetprint shall be considered acceptable 
ane---its--~1--refe.r-red to as "deemed acceptable'' fof--fenOYaLiM-aH&-Fe
bui-kfulg--, 

J.,;...........eeooa--and third le~eek-5....i,v-ill be allowe<l lo exte-n4-te-H1e enginet!i'et:I 
width ofa Sffifcture and encroach five (5') into tlle-'ffet1t-ana--.-ear--set-~ 
SeeeAd--afla---t-hlro level ar-1.-w-1:t-lattens---wiU be alle-we&-tf~=tei:eael-H-lte-siee 
set:eaeks---tm:ee-~--foet--am--:i-n-no ease may be closer than five (5') feet from 
lRtLf'l=t>~ei:t-y--l-tH~1e-Jesed--aft.iettl-atioos--ru:e--limi:ted-le-:Pw:emy-f:i-ve--P-.§!l/4j 
J:)efeeHkl-Hhe-w--i{+llt-&1:.+l=te-e-le¥Afitm--they--are--ieoate-d--e-n., 

4-;------Sen1e:i,ea--pe-re-l1es--wi-l-l-be--a+lowed-a...fw~~et-ln1.e-lHN-m-a-1'eA-f-l-07-5•tae 
setback pffi¥-i4H-lf,ffltpeF¥-iern; st1rfaee eovernge does not m.:eeed ffitit>--ey 
d-ist-t!{-Ot---ffi1:....t·l'·H:N-eta-l---l.-et--sE:tt1afe--feH-tage-ana--t+le-ma*iffi.u1n--ketght-i-s-J.e554Rilfl 
lwel.,,e (12') feet. 

5. Swi-1+1-mmg-f)f)&~&-f)F-Sereet1ee-poel-et1&k>Stl-feS-\¥~1-i-ee-aUe-wed-a-A,v-e ( 5 ') reaF 

and side setback. Note if a peel---ts--b~lle--five-{-~..feet-5et-eaek-aHa-lakff 
l:l,e-e-wt1eHiesi-fes~et=ee-A-t:Ae-i-)oe-l, t-he---so,i=eefl---WH+-Aet be pern~e 
fi,.,e (5') foot setba~ 

6. Vae-at-ea--al-leyways--w+l-1-ee--e-On-s-ieei,ee---i}twt--ef..t-l-le-t1reper~~H--A:e 
OOflStft:l~n--w+tlt-a-peF-maAent--fo1:1neatiefl:-S!-latl-be-al-w wed in this--vaea-tee 
pe-1:he~1--0Hl:i~-let-:-Setbae-k-s-on-a--vru..~d--a+l-eyway-wi-+l-be-+nea-slffl.'tl--ff0m--t+1e 
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eetltef-1-~Re-o:fihe-alley. Setback-5-etl--B±l--epcn ulleyway sha»-be--mea-s«fee--freHt 
ilie alley lme-: 

b. Standard Platted Lots 

I. For residootial bots with-a-l~~J.feaal:er than 4.-050 SEft¼are-feet:,-ft1-tt!:i-ffiltfH 
leHletJHt-e-1~~~ width greatet'-t-00tt➔~et.-t-'1e---setea~k:s-sha!-1--l~e 
twenty five (25') front and reur. siee--t-en-(-l-0)-.feet,at}a-s-l-t:eet-s-i-de-4:'if~een-~) 
feet-.ffiF-fie\¥-eenst n,ct.ion,· 

2. For an existing structure. Lhe m..:isting footprint shall be considered acceptnble 
and its location referred to as "deemed acceptable" for renovation and re 
ffitt¾~ 

3. Sec~nd and third level decks will be allowed to e,stend to--t~~e engin~ 
wi-d~R-Of a nlr+ffi1-11re ::uHI etw.ff-l00-1.1 five (5') in+o lhe rrnnl An,i renr i;elhAck . 

~E:1--aftd third ltwel articulntions will be allo•Ned to encroaeh imo side 
SeH:laeks-tlwee-f.,!.-)-reet-l=ttH--i-1HlO case t'Hily-ee closer than fiye (5') feet--frem 
the-properly line. Enclosed artieulations are limited to twenty five-~}fef 
ee1tt-<-li41'1:e-Wid-l:lt-ef-t:he-,e1e-vat:i-ott---t1:1e-y-afe----kx..!flted-e1-1:; 

4 . 8creet1ed-i3Gr<.4e5-\¥i-l+be-a+Iewee-a..fi-ve-f§.._,)-feaHiet-baek-aa4-a-letl-f-l-O~}-sJ<le 
sethaek~rev-idi-Ht.,>--i-nt13er--vte1t&-SH1:iac---e-oove-Fag~-+-.et-e-x-£ee€H-Q.9/4-a-khe 
tefa-1--lA~wtage and Lhe maKimurn heighl is less than t·.velve ( 12') 
feer. 

5. Swi-mnt~l-s-er-se-reened pool enclosures wil-l--he-ftllo,ved a fi..,e (5') rear 
aRd-si~etettelr.Nol-e--i+-a-r,eol-is-btttl-He-t+le--fi-v~.,_(S)-f-ee-t-setbac-k-at11Matet 
tho-oW'11eHies:i-r-e!:rt&-sereetl-t:he-peaHhe-sereen-wf.l-l not be pcF1-rut-l-ed-i-1tt(Hhe 
fi-..•e (5') foot sethaek-: 

6. Vacated alleyways will be considered part ofthe properly but no 
construetion shaH-be-aHewee-in this ¾•aca~ed portton of the lol. Setbacks on a 
vacated alleyv,ray-wi-H-ae-measured from the centefline of the alley. fi;etbaeks 
on an open alle)·way shall be H~easlirea from the aJley line. 

7. Flexible setback to sa,•e trees for siAgle family land use 

a-c----ltt--atl--€ases, 'Ihe j t:tSt-if.ieat-ioo-fui'--fl-ehang~n~Ej-t+irefH:ettt 
m-w.+-e~R+fi.cant tree, whio!'l-fef-t-1.le--Board'n mot-ie-A-t-e 
approve-tb-~p:bi~-is-tleiined-as-aeit1g-e+g+H-~'-hes--1n 
4-iam:etef----at breast height-f9-B-~•euter, as demonstmted on a 
site plan with-a-t-ree--aAe---l:efl'8gFaphy--st-1f¥ey--; 

b-:----Front and rear yard setbacks. currently required to be 25 foet in the 
fi:Gltkffi~-ket-tt1-ti-le rear, sh-all-bt!--alle-wed to be-H-lffileti-fufwai'tl 
or baekward 7.5 feet as long as a lotal of 50 feet totul for combined 
WRHma rear yard-set0ucks is maintained. 

(;'-:----£.tcl-e-yai·~e-ks,-etwre1'lt~-y-retttttHl{~-te-ee----l-O-feet-on-eael-Hi<le-; 
sh-a+l-be-e-t-1-e-wefl.-{-(H)e moved-fi..,,<e,..f~t4er side as loA-g-aS--0 
t-e·t-al-of 20 leet tolal for-ffiffi-mnea-s-i~ooks is maint-att-1ed 

Ordinance No . 
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ai=te-a-flltff+Rttmi of ·15 feet is mairua-ined---aetweea-adjacent 
Sf:H!etltfe&.-

t:l. All requests for Oe*ible-5etbaeks to sa•le trees must hai.•e the 
approvu'I ~f the City's Bl+i-kl-tttg-Gflw.f-a-l-,4:l-'le-a-f.}f71-K>-altte 
}--I-On1ee""'t1eFS-Asseetatie-A--(i+-fe€fH-i~l-fle-G.m1crrehe+1s-ive 
~iftg-ffl-l6--6eAtHg--8eaf4 

5. SiJe RtHJldtemenls: 

a-. - baflElseapi-ttg-shaH-l3e--at-the-O\-\.tt1~tse-re+if>~Al~ty-s-l~ct:I.J...i:eqltife-tcl:iac1 
k¼Fl4;car,ing enhances the-aestheties of Lhe streets and neighborheorur.-+he-ei-ty 
rese-mnretlGS-t~le-ttS&efita~We-i.w-¥ktt·K:i-a-ft,j-e_ad-ly-pla:1ttS-:-Al:ri-ntef-m+x-i-eg-<tf 
gt=a5ses, )lerisc-at~a-Rts-aR&tffiund eever such as mulches. gm.,•el. pine slra.,.,· is 
re<Juired. 

lr.-------GMRee¼ie~-,--Jeh&S-GeHt1ty Utility is required if~p.•ai I able. 

e. For lots located in the VeJocity Zones. any fill addea to lhe lot v,iH rettuil'tHl 
professional engineer to design the fill prncedure and materials. The proceth1re 
musr be aceeptable-te-lhe cil~' antl--aPf}rowet-by-1:he-¥leFi~0-FHtlffit--0.f 
€nvi-ren+nettta~ooet:ie&. 

(Ord. }fo. 18 07, § 1(F,id-l. 1 ), 5 7 18) 

SECTION 4. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are repealed to the 
extent ofsuch conflict. 

SECTION 5. Ifany section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, word or provision of this 
ordinance is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, then said 
holding shall not be so construed as to render invalid or unconstitutional the remaining 
provisions of this ordinance. 

SECTION 6. This Ordinance shall take effect ten (10) days after passage, pursuant to Section 
1 66. 041 ( 4), Florida Statutes 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the City 
Commission of the City of Saint Augustine Beach, Florida this __ day of_____ 
2021. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

EXAMINED AND APPROVED by me this_ day of 2021 .------ --~ 

Ordinance No. 
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MAYOR 

Published in the _________________ on the __ day of 
______, 2021. Posted on www.staugbch.com on the __ day of_____ 
2021. 

Ordinance No. 
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~11ont1a lterrt~- 3 • 
Meeting Datil 6-7-21 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres ✓-~ 

FROM: Max Royle, City Man~V 

DATE: May 21, 2021 

SUBJECT: Ordinance 21-05, Public Hearing and Final Reading, to Vacate Alley between B and C 

Streets, West of AlA Beach Boulevard to 2nd Avenue {Lots 1-16, Block 40, Coquina Gables 

Subdivision) 

BACKGROUND 

Block 40 is bordered on the north of B Street, on the south by C Street, on the east by AlA Beach 

Boulevard, and on the west by 2nd Avenue. A majority of the owners of the adjacent lots have requested 

that the alley be vacated. 

The Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board reviewed the vacatioil request at its March 16, 2021, 

meeting and by unanimous vote recommended to the Commission that the alley be vacated, subject to 

the condition that a standard utility and drainage easement for maintenance and future use of utility and 

drainage facilities be included in the ordinance to vacate the alley. 

At its April 5th meeting, the City Commission held a public hearing on the request to vacate the alley and 

by unanimous vote approved the request. The City Attorney then prepared an ordinance, which you 

passed on first reading at your May 2411
' continuation meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attached for your review is the following information: 

a. Page 1, a memo from Ms. Miller in which she states the Planning Board's recommendation and 

vote that the alley be vacated. 

b. Pages 2-4, the Ordinance, 21-05, prepared by the City Attorney. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

It is that you hold the public hearing and pass Ordinance 21-05 on its final reading. 

A 



MEMO 

To: Max Royle, City Manager 

From: Bonnie Miller, Executive Assistant 

Subject: Vacating Al1ey File No. V 2021-01 

Date: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 

Please be advised that at its regular monthly meeting held Tuesday, March 16, 2021, the 
City of St. Augustine Beach Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board voted unanimously to 
recommend the City Commission approve an application to vacate the 15 (fifteen)-foot-wide alley 
in Block 40, Coquina Gables Subdivision, lying west ofAlA Beach ·Boulevard between B Street 
and C Street. 

The application was filed by Blake Kozol, 100 South Matanzas Boulevard, St. Augustine, 
Florida, 32080, per Article III, Sections 18-50--18-56 ofSt. Augustine Beach Code, as amended 
by Ordinance No. 15-05, PERTAINING TO THE 15 (FIFTEEN)-FOOT-WIDE STRIP OF LAND 
BE1WEEN B STREET AND C STREET, ADJACENT TO AND WEST OF AlA BEACH 
BOULEY ARD AND ABUTTING LOTS 1-16, BLOCK 40, COQUINA GABLES 
SUBDNISION, ALL IN SECTION 3, TOWNSHIP 8, RANGE 30, AS RECORDED IN MAP 
BOOK 3, PAGE 30, OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA. 

The motion to recommend the City Commission approve the vacation of the 15 (fifteen)
foot-wide alley described above was made by Ms. Odom, subject to the condition that a standard 
utility and drainage easement for maintenance and future use of utility and drainage facilities be 
included in the ordinance to vacate the alley. Ms. Odom's motion was seconded by Mr. Babbitt 
and passed 7-0 by unanimous voice-vote. 

l 



ORDINANCE NO. 21-05 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAINT AUGUSTINE BEACH, 
FLORIDA, MAKING FINDINGS OF FACT; VACATING A PORTION OF 
THE PUBLIC ALLEY LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF AlA BEACH 
BOULEVARD BETWEEN B AND C STREETS ADJOINING LOTS 1-16, 
BLOCK 40, COQUINA GABLES SUBDIVISION, WITHIN THE CITY OF 

SAINT AUGUSTINE BEACH, FLORIDA; AUTHORIZING RECORDING 
OF A CERTIFIED COPY OF THIS ORDINANCE; AND PROVIDING AN 

IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WITNESS ETH: 

WHEREAS, on April 5, 2021 the City of Saint Augustine Beach heard a request to vacate the 
Alley on the West Side of AlA Beach Boulevard between B and C Streets adjoining lots 1-16, 
Block 40, Coquina Gables Subdivision. 

\VHEREAS, the City Commission finds that it is in the best interests of the citizens of Saint . . 

Augustine Beach; Florida that the alley on the West Side of AlA Beach Boulevard between B 
and C Streets adjoining lots 1-16, Block 40, Coquina Gables Subdivision be vacated, subject to 
the reservation of a public utility and drainage easement over the entire alley to be vacated; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF SAINT 
AUGUSTINE BEACH: 

SECTION 1. The foregoing recitais are incorporated as legislative findings of fact. 

SECTION 2. The City Commission does hereby find that the alley on the West Side of 
AlA Beach Boulevard between B and C Streets adjoining lots 1-16, Block 40, Coquina Gables 

Subdivision, within the city limits of Saint Augustine Beach, Florida, as more particularly 
described and shown on Exhibit "A", attached hereto and made a part hereof, is hereby vacated, 

subject to the reservation by the City of Saint Augustine Beach of a public utility easement over 

the entire alley to be vacated. 

SECTION 3. The City Clerk is authorized and directed to (onvard a certified copy of 

this Ordinance to the Clerk.of the Circuit Court for recordation. 

SECTION 4. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are repealed to 
the extent of such conflict. 

SECTION 5. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage. 

-1. 

https://Clerk.of


· PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the City 
Commission of the City ofSaint Augustine Beach, Florida this 5th day ofApril 2021. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 



EXHIBIT "A" -PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A portion of parcel shown in the map below: the fifo.::en ( 15) foot wide Alley on the West Side of 
AlA Beach Boulevard between B and C Streets adjoining lots 1-16, Block 40, Coquina 
Gables Subdivision. 

C Street 

,... 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres __ .L'~ 

FROM: Max Royle, City Manap/'/'L----" 
DATE: May 21, 2021 

SUBJECT: Ordinance 21-06, Public Hearing and Final Reading, to Vacate Alley between A and B 

Streets, between 3rd and 4th Avenues (Lots 1-16, Block 49, C?quina Gables Subdivision) 

BACKGROUNQ 

Block 49 is bordered on the north by A Street, on the south by B Street, on the east by 3rd Avenue, and on 

the west by 4th Avenue. A majority of the owners of the adjacent lots have requested that the alley be 

vacated. 

The Comprehensive Planning and Zon ing Board reviewed the vacation request at its March 16, 2021, 

meeting and by unanimous vote recommended to the Commission that the alley be vacated, subject to 

the conditions that the applicants submit at least one more letter of written consent from an adjacent 

property owner so that the vacating alley application is in compliance with Ordinance 15-05, which 

requires written consent agreeing to the vacating of the alley from a minimum of 70 percent of adjacent 

owners and that a standard utility and drainage easement for maintenance and future use of utility and 

drainage facilities be included in the ordinance to vacate the alley. 

The letter that the Planning Board requested was submitted to the City. 

At its April 5th meeting, the City Commission held a public hearing on the request to vacate the alley and 

by unanimous vote approved the request. The City Attorney then prepared an ordinance, which you 

passed on first reading at your May 24th continuation meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attached for your review is the following information: 

a. Page 1, a memo from Ms. Miller in which she states the Planning Board's recommendation and 

vote that the alley be vacated. 

b. Pages 2-4, the Ordinance, 21-06, prepared by the City Attorney. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

It is that you hold the public hearing and pass Ordinance 21-06 on its final readin5. 

A 



MEMO 

To: Max Royle, City Manager 

From: Bonnie Miller, Executive Assistant 

Subject: Vacating Alley File No. V 2021-02 

Date: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 

Please be advised that at its regular monthly meeting held Tuesday, March 16, 2021, the 
City of St. Augustine Beach Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board voted unanimously to 
recommend the City Commission approve an application to vacate the 15 (fifteen)-foot-wide alley 
in B1ock 49, Coquina Gables Subdivision, lying west of 3rd Avenue and east of 4111 Avenue, 
between A Street and B Street. 

The application was filed by Jason and Laurie Collins, 307 A Street, St. Augustine Beach, 
Florida, 32080, per Article III, Sections 18-50--18-56 of St. Augustine Beach Code, as amended 
by Ordinance No. 15-05, PERTAINING TO THE 15 (FIFTEEN)-FOOT-WIDES TRIP OF LAND 
BETWEEN A STREET AND B STREET, ADJACENT TO AND WEST OF 3RD AVENUE, 
ADJACENT TO AND EAST OF 4TH A VENUE, ABUTTING LOTS 1-16, BLOCK 49, 
COQUINA GABLES SUBDIVISION, ALL IN SECTION 3, TOWNSHIP 8, RANGE 30, AS 
RECORDED IN MAP BOOK 3, PAGE 30, OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF ST. JOHNS 
COUNTY, FLORIDA. 

The motion to recommend the City Commission approve the vacation of the 15 (fifteen)
foot-wide alley described above was made by Mr. Kincaid, subject to the conditions that the 
applicants submit at least one more letter of written consent from an adjacent property owner so 
that the vacating alley application is in compliance with Ordinance No. 15-05, which requires 
written consent agreeing to the vacating of the alley from a minimum of70% percent of adjacent 
prope1ty owners, and also that a standard utility and drainage easement for maintenance and future 
use of utility and drainage facilities be included in the ordinance to vac"-te the alley. Mr. Kincaid's 
motion was seconded by Ms. Odom and passed 7-0 by unanimous voice-vote. 

- 1 -



ORDINANCE NO. 21-06 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAINT AUGUSTINE BEACH, 
FLORIDA, l\1AKING FINDINGS OF FACT; VACATING A PORTION OF 
THE PUBLIC ALLEY LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF AlA BEACH 
BOULEVARD BETWEEN A AND B STREETS ADJOINING LOTS 1-16, 
BLOCK 49, COQUINA GABLES SUBDIVISION, WITIDN THE CITY OF 
SAINT AUGUSTINE BEACH, FLORIDA; AUTHORIZING RECORDING 
OF A CERTIFIED COPY OF THIS ORDINANCE; AND PROVIDING AN 
IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DA TE. 

WITNESSETH: 

\VHEREAS, on April 5, 2021 the City of Saint Augustine Beach heard a request to vacate the 
Alley on the West Side of Al A Beach Boulevard ben1/een A and B Stre~ts adjoining lots 1-16, 
Block 49, Coquina Gables Subdivision. 

''UIJD n,.;,'' ,+:'C' · -l-1..;'. r<:<-., r"~=-·;nn;~- +--,.In 4-l..n+ ;+ ; n ;- +I..~ J..~n+ :-+n~nn+n ~+ +l..~ n;+;-A-n A+ C'n:~+ 
'f1 .A..A...l.!.i..l.'\.....l.:.,l~IJ'.']I UJ ...... '\,,...,11,..J VVJ.)...J,llJ.J.r;l~J.VLl .l.1.1.11.,J,.i., Ul..t-1-lr- .II.- .l~ 1.1...l U • .l...... Ul,....rl<)I,,, J.lJ.1,,, ...... i.V..:JI,.~ V.l. l,..l.l ........ lw.ll..J.LJ-.....1.l..:l Ui UU.l.lll.-

Augustine Beach; 'Florida that the alley on the West Side of A lA Beach Boulevard between A 
and B Streets-adjoining lots 1-16, Block 49, Coquina Gables Subdivision be vacated, subject to 
the reservation ofa public utility and drainage easement over the entire alley to be vacated; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF SAINT 
AUGUSTINE BEACH: 

SECTION I. The foregoing recitals are incorporated as legislative findings of fact. 

SECTION 2. The City Commission does hereby find that the alley on the West Side of 

AlA ~e11ch B9ule.vard between A and B Streets adjoining lots 1-16, Block 49, C::oquin,a Gables 

Subdivision, within the city limits of Saint Augustine Beach, Florida, as more particularly 

desGribed an:d shown ori Exhibit "A", attached hereto and made a part hereof, is hereby vacated, 

subject to the reservation by the City of Saint Augustine Beach of a public utility easement over 

the entire alley to be va·cated. 

S-ECtlON J. The City Clerk is authorized and directed to forward a certified copy of 

this Ordinance to the Clerk of the Circuit Court for recordation. 

SECTION 4. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are repealed to 
the extent of such conflict. 

SECTION 5. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage. 

- 2 -
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the City 
Commission of the City of Saint Augustine Beach, Flotida this 5 th day of April 2021. 

MAYOR, 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 



EXHIBIT "A" - PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A portion ofparcel shown in the map below: the fifteen ( 15) foot wide Alley on the West Side of 
AlA Beach Boulevard between A and B Streets adjoining lots 1-16, Block 49, Coquina 
Gables Subdivision. 

~ 
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Meeting Date 6-7-21 ,. 

RESOLUTION 21-19 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH RE: TO DECLARE AS SURPLUS 
ST. JOHNS COUNTY AND AUTHORIZE THEIR 

DISPOSAL ITEMS LISTED ON 
EXHIBIT A 

The City Commission of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida, in 
regular meeting duly assembled on Monday, June 7th, 2021, resolves as follows: 

WHEREAS, from time to time the City's departments have items of property 
which have reached the end of their useful life, or are broken and for which the cost of 
repairs would exceed the value of the item(s), or are obsolete and/or no longer of use to 
the department, and 

WHEREAS, Section 10 of the City's Capital Asset Policy requires that the City 
Commission approve the disposal of any property that is declared surplus. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Commission of the City of 
St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida, does declare as surplus items from 
various departments listed on the attached Disposal Retirement Forms, and authorizes 
their disposal. 

RESOLVED AND DONE, this 7th day of June 2021 by the City Commission of 
the City of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida. 

Margaret England, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

City Manager 



Date ofTransaction: 

Asset Tag# VIN/Serial # 

372 BEACH00079 

BEACH00090 

BEACH00094 

1272 BEACH00112 

1276 BEACH00115 

1348 BEACH00156 

1353 BEACH00162 

1367 BEACH00168 

1371 BEACH00170 

BEACH00116 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: 

Finance Dept Approval: 

City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of Capital Asset 

3/1/2021 

Tobe camDl&ed b'fFinance ontv. 

PrGCHds 
Asset Description Department Location Sold/Desb~Donated Received 

Arcview 8.1 Software IT City Hall 

Upgrade Sound System City Hall IT City Hall 

Radio Repeater-Base Section IT City Hall 

LAS/Radar #1272 IT City Hall 

AudioNisual Innovations Proj IT City Hall 

Telephone System-City Hall IT City Hall 

L..aserfische Upgrade IT City Hall 

Leightronix Video System Controller IT City Hall 

Sound System City Hall IT City Hall 

Audio Visual Equip wtinsta/1 IT City Hall 

Date:~ 

Date: ~ fer{ 



------

--Date of Tral'liactkJn: 

AssetT- 81 VIN/Serial# 

BEACH00114 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: 

Finance Dept Approval; 

City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of capital Asset 

31112021 

Asset DescriDtlon Denanment Location 
Refurbiah Back Hoe Roada PW 

Date: 

Date: ______ 

,_.__...._ 
~ 

.....tad ........ 



------

Date ofTransaction: 

Asset Tq II VIN/Serial I 
124a BEACH00107 

~~ 
Old 58 8EACH00100 

563 BEACH00038 

(> r> 
1342 BEACH00163 

1381 BEACH00181 

1395 BEACH00191 

1488 8EACH00250 

1487 BEACH00251 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: 

Finance Dept Approval: 

City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of Capital Asset 

311(2021 

.-Asset Description Department Location 
Garbage Truck Box Garbage PW 

New Engine for wihicle #58(95 Chell)') Roads PW 

Sweepster RHFA Mounled Rear Broom Roads PW 

Trailer Mounted Changeable Message Roads PW 

1.5 Ton 13 Sell' Heall)Ump minkl)lit Roads PW 

60 mower dedl, 3 pl hik:h for 7 Roads PW 

Well PurnJH!ltl SI Roam PW 

WeN Pump-Lakeside Par11 ROadS PW 

Date: 

Date: 

To• ·-~--
Proceeds . llec..._. 



City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of Capital Asset 

Date of Transaction: 3/1/2021 

To be completed b\l Fl1111nee on!¥. 

Proceeds 
Asset Tag# VIN/Serial# Asset Description Department Location Sold/Destrvyed/Donated Received 

1385 BEACH00178 Security Camera System IT City Hall 

1387 BEACH001B2 Arcview Software IT City Hall 

1402 BEACH00193 Computer Network Server JT City Hall 

1600 BEACH00341 Video Surveillance System IT City Hall 

1665 BEACH00420 Granicus Encoding Appl Hardware IT City Hall 

1775 BEACH00536 Barracuda Backup 490 Recovery IT City Hall 

IT City Hall 

IT City Hall 

IT City Half 

IT City Hall 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: Date: ¢/41/40)1 
Finance Dept Approval: Date: c219&\~I 



Date of Transaction: 

Asset Tag# VIN/Serial# 

1793 BEACH000553 

1800 BEACH000554 

1801 BEACH000555 

1802 BEACH000556 

569 BEACH000569 

567 BEACH000567 

568 BEACH000568 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: 

Finance Dept Approval: 

City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of Capital Asset 

03101/2021 

To be aim~ tivF11111..ce ontv. 

Proceeds 
Asset Description Department location Sold/Dfft.rayed/DoNted Received 

800 MHZ Radio Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

800 MHZ Radio Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

800 MHZ Radio Police Dept Police Dept Deetroyed 

800 MHZ Radio Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

SWAT Bullet Proof Vest-Ashlock Police Depl Police Dept Destroyed 

SWAT Bunet Proof Vest-Patterson Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

$WAT Bullet Proof Vest-Thompson Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

Date: -z/4'1/u 
Date: 2:[ast~r 



City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of Capital Asset 

Date ofTransaction: 03/01/2021 

To be completed by Finance anlv. 

Proceeds 
Asset Tag# VIN/Serial# Asset Description Department Location Sold/Destloyed/~ed Received 

123B BEACH000104 Eagle DLial K Antenna-Veh #11 Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

1241 BEACHD00105 Eagle Motorcycle Unit Antenna Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 
1273 BEACH000111 Eagle Golden Radar W/2 Antennas Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 
1270 BEACH000117 Motorola UHF Radio Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 
1274 BEACH000118 Motorola UHF Radio Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 
1277 BEACH000123 Pnms 4th Gen Evidence Tracking Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

1334 BEACH000149 LAS/Radar Eagle IIX Golden Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 
1654 BEACH000412 Motorola APX6000 700/800 Model Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 
1655 BEACH000413 Motorola APX6000 700/600 Model Police Dept Police Dept Destroyed 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: 

Finance Dept Approval: 



Date ofTransaction: 

Asset Tag# VIN/Serial# 

721 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: 

Finance Dept Approval: 

City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of CapitaJ Asset 

5/1/2021 

Asset Description Department I.Clcation 

Sofa---City Hall Finance/ Ad min City Hall 

Date: 5\ \ \ 202-~ 
Date: 5\ ,I \2l)~ ' 

To be comc,leted bv Flnan~lll'llll. 

Proceeds 
SOld/DatnJyed/Donated Received 



City of St. Augustine Beach 
Disposal/Retirement of capital Asset 

Date ofTransaction: s/~ol~2\ 
Praceecls 

Department Received 
SA0P• 

Comments: 

Dept Head Approval: Date: .S-- :2,d.,'Lt:>"-1 

Finance Dept Approval: Date: 5[~,~ 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres 

FROM: Max Royle, City Man~"f(i -

May 13, 2021 ✓p.....--DATE: 

SUBJECT: Drug/Alcohol Rehab and Medical Facilities: Review of Proposed Ordinance to Provide 

Addition to Prohibited Uses in Section 3.02.03 of the Land Development Code 

INTRODUCTION 

You discussed to topic of drug/alcohol rehab and medical facilities at your May 3rd meeting. The outcome 

of your discussion was that the City Attorney, Mr. Lex Taylor, would research Chapter 397, Florida 

Statutes, which concerns substance abuse services because it has a narrow definition of rehab businesses. 

Mayor England asked Mr. Taylor to provide an ordinilnce for your June meeting and to include the 

exemptions listed in Chapter 397. 

ATT/\CHMENTS 

Attached for your information is the following: 

a. Pages 1-3, the minutes of that part of your May 3rd meeting when you discussed rehab and medical 

facilities. 

b. Pages 4-8, the proposed ordinance prepared by Mr. Taylor. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

It is that you discuss the proposed ordinance with Mr. Taylor. If it meets with your approval, you can assign 

a number to it, 21-07, and pass it on first reading. 

The Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board will review the ordinance at its June 15th meeting. 

A 



REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING 

MAY 3, 2021 

X. OLD BUSINESS 

2. Drug / Alcohol Rehab and Medical Facilities: Review of Proposal of Where to Locate 

(Presenter: Lex Taylor, City Attorney) 

Mayor England introduced Item 2 and asked City Attorney Taylor for a staff report. 

City Attorney Taylor advised he investigated the drug rehab and medical facilities. He 

explained that it is important to have categories, such as commercial and residential zonings. 

In the commercial zoning, he did not find any limits to do rehabs or medical facilities. There 

is case law that shows it could b_e prohibited if, there i~ no place tq put those types of facilities. 

The City is only approximately two miles long and does not have a lot of facilities, such as 

schools, softbal I fields, etc. and the City relies on other municipalities nearby to support those 

functions. He explained that there is nothing in case law that would prohibit the Commission 

from making these prohibited uses in the City. He recommended using the definitions in the 
y 

rldric!a,:St~tbtJs regarding the types of licensing the business would have to use, which is in 

F.~., Ch~pt_er. ~97 of drug /alcohol rehabs. He said that would give the qty poljc;eabl_e aqion 

ifth 
1 

ere,isa'p,rob1~m by.checking their licensing. He further exp!ainE'id that i~ the r~sident,ial 
: :·' ·' :.· •• > -_' : •• J ;'' . ~ ••: I' ' . • . ' .•, . 

zoning he researched F.S. Chapter 419, which allows rehab homes in a community; however, 

tbey need to be licensed with the State Health Department in order to e>perate and if not, we 

could bring them to court and close them down. Chapter 419 advises that there could not be 

multiple rehab homes together in a community and there are other restrictions. He 

recof!)mends adding this language to prohibited uses and advise t he staff that th~y cannot 

open these facilities without the correct licensing. 

Mayor En~land ad.vised that in the residenti_al zoning thereare plenty of regulations in place 

for ~t~ff :t? monitor rehab homes. _In commercial zoning, the City cou!d have _an addiction 

treatment center. She asked the question whether the. C_ommiss_ion '.Var:its to prohibit the . . . . ' . . " ' ·• . 

treatml:!nt addiction centers throughout the whole City or does the Commissiqn want to only 

allowthe·busi,nes.ses on AlA South in the com:mercial zone within the City . . ··· · ·. 

c;mm[ss'i~ner Rumrell advised that he was not against prohibiting these facilities because he 
, I " · I •," ' 

did not know if this· community· could support these types of businesses. He would like to 

prohibit them. He asked how duplexes would work if a rehab was setup. 

City Attorney Taylor advised that it would go by the parcel number, so if there is two duplexes 

on one parcel number it would count as one. He explained that the rehab could not have 
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multiple duplexes together. 

Vice Mayor Samora agreed to prohibit this use but asked how this applies to the Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) agreements. 

City Attorney Taylor advised that t~e PUDs create their own zoning, so if they have a business 

established, the Association would have to amend their own PUD's. There are some 

agreements that a pharmacy could be there, but at this point be does not want to make a 

ruling on it. He explained that the PUD trumps the City's rules. In the case with Sea Grove 

PUD and their business licensing, they could be grandfathered in or not because they say they 

are a yoga studio and administrative offices only. He stated that if a new PUD takes place, 

they have the right to set their own zoning, which could be different from the City's, but 

normally the owners look to the City's zoning and try to follow it closely with a few minor 

changes if they want to. 

Commissioner Torres advised that he remembers seeing a memo from another attorney and 

asked City Attorney Taylor if he could discuss the other attorney's opinion regarding the land 

use changes, he proposed. 

City Attorney Taylor advised that the memo Commissioner Torres is referring to is whether 

w_here tt:ie current facility is in Sea Grove would a pharmacy be allowed (not sure, but this 

prior sentence doesn't sound right to me?). The argument the attorney was making was that 

since a pharmacy was not one of the uses, they were prohibited. Discussions will take place 

on the intensity of zoning and its definition of intensity. He gave an example of the different 

intensities between a two-doctor office and a twenty doctors' office. 

Commissioner George agreed with Commissioner Rumrell to prohibit these businesses in the 

City. 

Mayor England advised that she is supportive of people in need and rehab facilities are very 

important. She said that there are some exemptions in Chapter 397 that do allow 

psychologists, counsellors, etc. She wants to make sure that Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) and 

non-profit support group meetings could continue in the City. She agrees with the 

prohibitions for the medical facilities and medical rehab centers. 

City Attorney Taylor advised that that is why he was researching F .S. Chapter 397 because it 

is a narrow definition of businesses and licensing that the City could have manage. 

Mayor England asked that City Attorney Taylor come back to the next Commission meeting 

with an ordinance with your recommendations and to please include the exemptions listed 

in F.S. Chapter 397. 
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Building Official Law asked about where a substance abuse or drug rehab qualifies as a 

medical clinic. He explained that City staff needs to know to make their determination. The 

H.omeowner Association could not override City staff and that definition needs to be clarified. 

City Attorney Taylor advised that he would be using the medical licensing to see if it would 

qualify. 

Mayor England advised that Sea Grove Association would have to research this issue when 

they see the City's ordinance. 

Commissioner George asked if the City's code could be amended to state that a drug rehab 

facility as licensed does not constitute a medical clinic. 

Mayor England advised that in Chapter 397 has the information in it and Sea Gove Association 

will. ~ave to,..research what the City is doing and make their own determinatio_ns.. _ 
"'· L, ·......· . . . . . . . . . . . ·....· " 

1\1\ayorEngland opened the Public Comments section. Being none,_Mayor England closed the 
·-· ,, . . . - . ' - -

Public Comments section and moved on to Item 3. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 21-__ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH, FLORIDA AMENDING THE LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE OF THE CITY OF SAINT AUGUSTINE BEACH 
PROVIDING FOR AN ADDITION TO THE PROHIBITED USES LISTED 
IN SECTION 3.02.03; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING 
ORDINANCES; PROVIDING FOR SEVERANCE OF INVALID 
PROVISIONS; ANO PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, the City Commission has the plenary power under its Charter to establish zoning 
rules for the City; 

WHEREAS, the City Commission continues to seek to promote the health and welfare ofits 
citizens; 

WHEREAS, It is the goal of the City Commission to discourage substance abuse by promoting 
healthy lifestyles; healthy families; and drug-free schools, workplaces, and communities; 

WHEREAS, Substance abuse is a major health problem that affects multiple service systems 
and leads to such profoundly disturbing consequences as serious impairment, chronic addiction, 
criminal behavior, vehicular casualties, spiraling health care costs, AIDS, and business losses, 
and significantly affects the culture, socialization, and learning ability ofchildren within our 
schools and educational systems. Substance abuse impairment is a disease which affects the 
whole family and the whole society and requires a system ofcare that includes prevention, 
intervention, clinical treatment, and recovery support services that support and strengthen the 
family unit; 

WHEREAS, the Florida legislature regulates Substance Abuse Services under Florida Statute 
Chapter 3 97 - Substance Abuse Services and has similar concerns about the effects of substance 
abuse on substance abusers and those around substance abusers; 

WHEREAS, the Florida legislature as ofMay 4, 2021 has identified in Fla. Stat. 397.4012 that 
the following are exempt from being required to hold a license under Chapter 397 and the City 
Commission recognizes that these uses would be permitted because they do not require a license 
under Chapter 397: 

1. A hospital or hospital-based component licensed under chapter 395. 
2. A nursing home facility as defined in s. 400.021. 
3. A substance abuse education program established pursuant.to s. 1003.42. 
4. A facility or institution operated by the Federal Government. 
5. A physician or physician assistant licensed under chapter 458 or chapter 459. 

Ordinance No. 
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6. A psychologist licensed under chapter 490. 
7. A social worker, marriage and family therapist, or mental health counselor licensed 

under chapter 491. 
8. A legally cognizable church or nonprofit religious organization or denomination 

providing substance abuse services, including prevention services, which are solely 
religious, spiritual, or ecclesiastical in nature. A church or nonprofit religious 
organization or denomination providing any ofthe licensed service components 
itemized under s. 397 .311 (26) is not exempt from substance abuse licensure but 
retains its exemption with respect to all services which are solely religious, spiritual, 
or ecclesiastical in nature. 

9. Facilities licensed under chapter 393 which, in addition to providing services to 
persons with developmental disabilities, also provide services to persons 
developmentally at risk as a consequence ofexposure to alcohol or other legal or 
illegal drugs while in utero. 

l 0. DUI education and screening services provided pursuant to ss. 316.192, 316.193, 
322.095, 322.271, and 322.291. Persons or entities providing treatment services must 
be licensed under this chapter unless exempted from licensing as provided in this 
section. 

11. A facility licensed under s. 394.875 as a crisis stabilization unit. 

WHEREAS, Florida Statute 397.6774 requires the Department ofChildren and Families to 
provide each municipality and county public safety office with a listed of licensed hospitals, 
detoxification facilities, and addiction receiving facilities including the name, address, phone 
number and the services offered by a licensed service provider; 

WHEREAS, the City of Saint Augustine Beach is an oceanfront community which is only 1.9 
square miles in total area, and it has a unique development that does not have, nor allow, many 
high intensity uses within its City limits for example the City does not have a school or hospital 
within its jurisdiction and relies upon those services to be located within the neighboring areas of 
unincorporated Saint Johns County; 

WHEREAS, the City Commission finds that all business licensed under Florida Statute Chapter 
397 - Substance Abuse Services are not the highest and best uses of real property within the City 
limits; and 

WHEREAS, the City Commission hereby finds that adoption of this ordinance serves the best 
interest and welfare of the residents of the City of St Augustine Beach. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF SAINT 
AUGUSTINE BEACH: 

SECTION 1. Recitals Adopted: The recitals set forth above are true and correct and 
incorporated herein by this reference. 

SECTION 2. Amend Section 3.02.03 of the City's Land Development Code Section 3.02.03 as 
follows: 

Ordinance No. 
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Sec. 3.02.03. - Prohibited uses. 
A. In addition to the uses prohibited under section 3.02.02 and Table 3.02.02, and 

other provisions of this Code, the following uses are prohibited: 
1. Keeping, breeding, or raising of bees, insects, reptiles, pigs, horses, cattle, 

goats, hogs, or poultry. 
2. The sale, offer for sale, rental, storage or display of any merchandise, 

outside of an enclosed building on the premises of any business except as 
provided herein. 

a. As used herein the term "outdoor" shall mean any area which is 
outside of the heated or cooled area of a building and visible from 
a public street. Provided, however, that the outdoor display or sale 
of merchandise shall be permitted: 

(1) In conjunction with and pursuant to any outdoor sale or 
display of merchandise authorized in conjunction with a special 
event pursuant to section 3.0 2.05 hereof: 

(2) When the display is limited to merchandise identical to that 
actually in stock and available for purchase on the premises where 
the display is maintained, the display is limited in size to an area 
no greater than five (5) feet high, three (3) feet wide, and three (3) 
feet in length and is not located within six (6) feet of any other 
such display. No such display may be located within any public 
right-of-way, mandatory building setback under this chapter or so 
as to interfere with any fire exit required under any building code 
of the city. Any display rack, shelves or other device used in 
conjunction with the display of merchandise shall be made of 
wood which shall have either a natural finish or shall be painted 
only in colors which have been approved by the comprehensive 
planning and zoning board as a part of the supplemental criteria 
for community appearance standards or shall be made of brass, 
copper, bronze, nickel, tin or iron; provided, however, that 
painted, polished, anodized or chromed metals shall be prohibited. 

3. The sale, offer for sale, or rebuilding ofsecondhand merchandise on any 
business premises, including secondhand house1;10ld and commercial 
goods, such as but not limited to: refrigerators, stoves, sinks, plumbing 
fixtures, carports, tents, air conditioners, windows, vehicle parts, and the 
like. 

4. The manufacture, assembly or preparation of any merchandise, food or 
beverages outside of an enclosed building on any business premises. 

5. The sale, offer for sale, or rental of any merchandise, food or beverages 
from a motorized or nonmotorized vehicle or trailer of any type on any 
business premises. 

6. The operation of a business from any temporary quarters, such as but not 
limited to: tents, pushcarts, sheds, carports, motor vehicles, and trailers. 

7. Package stores; provided, however, that package stores having an area of 
less than eight thousand (8,000) square feet and located within a 
shopping center having greater than fifteen thousand (15,000) square 

Ordinance No. 
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feet under roof and package stores operated in conjunction with a 
restaurant having a 4-COP license as of the effective date of this section 
shall be an authorized use within commercially zoned areas. 

8. Pawn shops. 
9. Sewer treatment plants. 
10. Car wash, unless ancillary to a service station. 
11. Wireless communication towers in all districts; provided, however, that 

such towers may be allowed as a conditional use in commercial districts 
at locations more than three hundred (300) feet from residential uses 
upon a ·showing by the applicant that wireless telephone signals will not 
otherwise be adequately available within the corporate limits of the city 
from a site outside the corporate limits of the city. Nothing in this section 
shall be deemed to prohibit towers for governmental use such as fire, 
police and public works. To protect the vision and scenic beauty of AlA 
Beach Boulevard and the beaches, as set forth in various studies and 
reports conducted by the city, including the Visioning Plan, no tower 
greater than forty ( 40) feet in height may be located within three 
hundred (300) feet of the western houndary ofAlA Beach Boulevard or 
east ofA1A Beach Boulevard unless this requirement would result in a 
prohibition of communication service to a particular area of the city. 

12. Transient lodging establishments within low density residentially zoned 
areas. 

13. Any business or organization which is required to be regulated under Fla. 
Stat. Chapter 397 -- Substance Abuse Services. 

8. The preceding paragraph A. does not prohibit the following uses when in 
conformity with all other provisions of this Code and with required city permits: 
1. A temporary construction trailer is allowable in accordance with section 

7.03.01 of this Code. 
2. Farmers markets, seasonal sale of Christmas trees, merchandise not visible 

from a public right-of-way, and nursery stock in containers, garden supplies 
and equipment, lawn and patio furniture and ornamental articles for use in 
garden or patio area, shall be permitted as a conditional use, provided 
further that the items are within an area other than the required setback or 
parking area and that such displays are accessory to a permitted use and 
adjacent to a permitted structure. All existing display or storage not 
permitted as a conditional use shall conform with this provision within six 
(6) months of the effective date hereon. 

C. Notwithstanding any provision within the definition of "Conditional Use Permit" 
as contained in section 2.00.00, any provision contained in section 10.03.02, or 
any provision of table 3.02.02, all of these land development regulations, a 
conditional use permit shall not be permitted for a residential use, multifamily, 
or a residential condominium use within a commercially zoned district without a 
specific finding by the city commission that, due to the size or configuration of 
the property for which residential use is sought, a commercial use is not 
economically viahle. The burden ofproof of showing lack of economic viability 
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shall be upon the applicant and not upon the city, there being a presumption of 
such viability. 

(Ord. No. 18-07, § 1(Exh. 1), 5-7-18; ______) 

SECTION 3. All ordinances or parts ofordinances in conflict herewith are repealed to the 
extent of such conflict. 

SECTION 4. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, word or provision of this 
ordinance is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, then said 
holding shall not be so construed as to render invalid or unconstitutional the remaining 
provisions of this ordinance. 

SECTION 5. This Ordinance shall take effect ten (10) days after passage, pursuant to Section 
166.041( 4), Florida Statutes 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the City 
Commission of the City of Saint Augustine Beach, Florida this __day of _____ 
2021. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

EXAMINED AND APPROVED by me this_ day of________, 2021. 

MAYOR 

Published in the ________________on the __day of 
______. 2021. Posted on www.staugbch.com on the __ day of_____ 
2021. 
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Meeting O.ate 6- 7-21 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres / -~·~ 

FROM: Max Royle, City Manar,.,..,...-

DATE: May 25, 2021 

SUBJECT: City Meeting Facilities: Consideration of Converting Space to Office Needs 

INTRODUCTION 

Originally, this topic was to be only about opening the City's meeting facilities for limited use by the public 

and proposed new policies and fees for that use. However, after discussions with the Building Official and 

Finance Director, we are changing the topic to the need for additional office space in city hall. That need 

has arisen because of growth and development in the City. To meet it, we propose converting part of an 

existing meeting space to an office for the Communications and Events Coordinator and remodeling the 

building adjacent to the city hall parking lot for an IT staff office. 

BACKGROUND 

The city hall was designed over 20 years ago and built in 2000-01. City staff moved into it in early April 

2001. 

The 10,000-square foot building was designed to fit within the space limitations of the site and with what 

the City Commission at the time decided would be sufficient interior space for current staff as well as 

future staff growth. The building's design also included additional meeting space for citizen groups, such 

as homeowners' and condo associations. This public meeting space was in addition to the room used for 

Commission and City board meetings. The public meeting space in city hall is the room in the building's 

southwest corner. It has a center folding partition that can be used to divide the room into two separate 

spaces, so that two simultaneous meetings can be held, though the partition has seldom been used. 

Later, additional public meeting space was developed in an outbuilding on the west side of the south city 

hall parking lot. When the city hall was built, that building was used for storing equipment for the 

maintenance of the city hall grounds. However, in 2004, when the contract for the post office in a business 

on AlA Beach Boulevard was not renewed, the City Commission offered the maintenance building to the 

U.S. Postal Service for a post office. The Postal Service used the building until 2007, when it opened a new 

post office in the Sea Grove Town Center. The City's building was then converted for use as a meeting 

room for small groups. 

GROWTH 

What has occurred since the city hall was built in 2001 is that the City has grown in land area, population, 

residential and commercial development, and the use of technology for City operations, all of which has 
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created the need to hire additional staff. For example, the City's population in 2000 was 4,687. In 2021, 

its population is an estimated 6,749. Contributing to the population growth has been the development of 

four major subdivisions since 2000: Sea Colony, Sea Grove, Anastasia Dunes/Makarios, and Ocean Ridge. 

The growth in population and development has resulted in an increase in the staff based in the city hall, 

as shown by the following: 

Finance and Administration Department: In 2001 the Finance/Administration staff numbered 

four. It now numbers 7½. The additions are two full-time IT employees, a full-time 

Communications and Events Coordinator and a part-time clerk. We proposed that this number 

will be increased in FY 22 by one new employee, an IT Specialist becau<;e the City's reliance on 

technology continues to grow and additional staff is needed for IT operations. In 2001, the Finance 

Director by herself handled all of the City's IT operations. 

Building Department: In 2001, the Building Department had four employees who doubled on a 

number of tasks, such as the Code Enforcement Inspector who was also the department's 

secretary. The department now has six employees because with population growth and new laws 

and codes related to building permitting, plan review and code enforcement has come increased 

specialization of duties and volume of tasks. For example, the Code Enforcement Inspector no 

longer does secretarial work but concentrates on handling code enforcement complaints, which 

have increased as the City's population has grown and as new uses of property, such as for 

vacation rentals, has occurred. The Department's Director, the Building Official, now foresees the 

need for 1 ½additional staff persons: a permit technician and a part-time inspector/plan reviewer. 

It needs to be noted that since 2001, growth has also caused an increase in the number of employees in 

the Public Works and Police Departments. 

Public Works: 16 employees in 2001; 20 in 2021 

Police: 14 employees in 2001; 23 in 2021. 

PROPOSED Of-FICES 

There are two proposed changes: a new office in city hall and the conversion of Building C from meeting 

space to an office. 

1. New Office in City Hall 

The first change is converting the west side of the city hall southwest meeting room to an office for the 

Communications/Events Coordin.itor. This would leave the east side available for the public to hold small 

group meetings. The Communications/Events Coordinator currently shares an office in the Building 

Department with the Code Enforcement Inspector. 

The reason for this change is that the Building Official needs office space for the additional staff he wants 

to hire under his reorganization of the Building Department. Mr. Law proposes that his department be 

reorganized into three divisions: planning, building and code enforcement. He says this division is needed 

to better track the money received by the department from certain sources and to ensure that certain 
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income is spent only for purposes allowed by law. For example, building permit revenue cannot be spent 

on expenses related to planning and code enforcement. 

The new employees Mr. Lc1w needs are a permit technician and a part-time building inspector/plan 

reviewer. He proposes that moving the Communications/Events Coordinator to her own office will make 

her current office available for us1c by the senior planner. 

Attached concerning this proposal is the following: 

a. Pages 1-3, a memo of explanation and an organization chart from Mr. Law with three divisions 

and the personnel that will be in each of the divisions. 

b. Page 4, the current dimensions of the public meeting room and the proposed dimensions of the 

new office for the Communications/Events Coordinc1tor and the dimensions of the public meeting 

space. The dimensions were drawn by Mr. Law. 

On page 4, the top of the page shows the west side city hall that faces the state highway. The western half 

of the current meeting room would be divided by a permanent wall from the eastern half. In the western 

half, would be two separate areas: an office for the Communications and Events Coordinator and another 

area that could be used as another office or as a conference room by the Coordinator. 

The east side of the current meeting room would remain for use by groups, such as condo associations or 

HOAs, that could number from 29 to 89 persons, depending on how many tables and chairs are in the 

room. 

2. Converting Building C to Office 

Currently, the work area of the two members of the IT staff is an upstairs room that was designed to be 

used for storage, not as an office. At this time, many files are stored there until the City is able to have 

them shredded in accordance with State law. 

The proposa I is that the JT staff would be moved from that room to Building C, where the staff would have 

more room to work on equipment. There also would be room in Building C for the third IT staff person. 

The current former storage room doesn't have space for that person. The equipment to operate the 

Commission room cameras and for the live streaming of City meetings would remain in the upstairs room, 

where there is space for the two employees who operate the cameras and do the live streaming. 

Attached concerning this proposal is the following: 

a. Page 5, a memo from Mr. Anthony Johns, the Information Technology Manager, in which he 

explains the City's IT staffing needs and why he is requesting an additional full-time employee. 

b. Page 6, a memo from Mr. Johns, in which he explains the conversion of Building C to an IT office. 

c. Page 7, a floor plan of Building C, which shows the dimensions of the proposed office. These 

dimensions were also drawn by Mr. Law. 

ACTION R[QUEST(D 

It is that you discuss this proposal and provide direction to the City staff as to whether to proceed with it. 

Cost estimates then will be developed for inclusion in the FY 22 budget. 

C 
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TO: Max Royle 

FROM: Brian Law 

SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 22 staffing 

DATE: S-11-2021 

Max 

Currently the Building and Zoning Department performs all state building inspections 

and plan reviews as directed by state statute in addition the responsibilities of planning, zoning 

and code enforcement. Currently this is handled with two individual budgets as the 553.80 

statute prohibits the use of Building Department revenue from being used for other 

governmental activities not related to the implementation of the Florida Building Code. As 

discussed in the March 2021 workshop the need for an additional person in the Planning & 
Zoning Division effective 10-1-2021 will be filled by Jennifer Thompson. This will help with the 

transition of Bonnie Millers retirement which is set to occur in no later than July pt 2024 or 

sooner as she is currently in the Drop program. In addition, an additional person in the 

Planning & Zoning Division could possibly be able to apply for grants pertaining to that 

division's responsibilities. Jennifer currently has a bachelor's degree in public administration 

and is scheduled to receive a master's in public administration this December. The Bachelor's 

degree should allow her with 4 years of verifiable experience in Planning & Zoning to achieve 

AICP certification. With the reallocation and modification of the current fee schedule to support 

the Planning & Zoning division account there would be quite an increase in Planning and Zoning 

revenue which would offset a portion of the additional staff member. As of 5-11-2021 the 

Zoning fees account has received $28,503 dollars for services rendered with only $9,000 

anticipated for the fiscal year. 

With the Planning and Zoning budget stabilized utilizing an appropriate fee schedule and 

succession planning we must now look towards the Code Enforcement budget and staffing. 

Currently the Code Enforcement officer salary, benefits and equipment is paid for under the 

Building Department budget. This is problematic as it could call the 553.80 statute into 

question with the spending of Building Department revenue. The Code Enforcement Officer 

traditionally enforces zoning regulations, BTR inspections and transient rental inspections. Of 

these three items none are Florida Building Code related thus the issue with spending Building 

Department revenue to fund the code enforcement position. It is my recommendation that a 

separate budget be created for code enforcement operations solely. This would be funded by 

transient rental fees which generated approximately $24,328 dollars in fiscal year 20 and 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Max Royle, City Manager 

From: • Anthony Johns, Information Technology Manager 

Date: 5/19/2021 

Subject: FV22 staffing needs 

I am requesting one additional full-time employee for the IT department beginning in the FY22 budget 

year. Increases in FTEs, users, and computers in the City have contributed to the need, but it's primarily 
been driven by additional compliance requirements and the adoption of best practices. The position would 
be utilized full-time and could potentially increase the availability of IT staffing and reduce some overtime 
needs. 

Adding the additional employee will allow IT staff to move forward with several initiatives from the IT 
strategic plan, such as the removal of administrative rights from users. This is a best practice that should 

already be implemented and was one of the findings from our NIST self-assessment survey. The change will 

result in a significantly higher volume of support cal1s, which would currently overwhelm existing staff. 

In addition to allowing us to move forward with strategic plan initiatives, like correcting our deficiencies 

from the NIST survey, the additional staff member would allow us to complete backlogged requests, meet 
increasingly stringent compliance requirements, and reduce the impact ofstaffutilizing earned leave time. 

Our compliance requirements have increased considerably, with many previous suggestions changing to 
requirements and frequencies increasing from annually to weekly. For example, the suggested best practice 

to review several log files on each computer, without a frequency suggestion, has changed to the 
requirement to review several log files on every computer each week. While I would argue that the 
increase to our employees, computer users, and computers isn't the driving factor, it does increase the need 

of all facets of support. For the now required weekly review of logs, we supported 41 devices in 2013, but 
will review logs on 100 devices this year. 

If approved, the new FTE would be utilized in the capacity of additional support staff. The duties assigned 
would include event log capture, review and archival for CJIS compliance, other CJIS compliance 
documentation, backup maintenance and restoration testing, backup recovery tasks, documentation for 

quotations and bids, vendor communications and basic IT support both on phone and in-person. Since the 
duties include most basic clerical tasks the position has been mentioned, and even budgeted, previously as 

an TT Clerk. The position will assume some clerical tasks but will be a skilled position. Although the 
position has appeared in budget drafts since at least 2019, it has been removed at my request prior to budget 

meetings. Although I felt that we needed the additional staffing at the time, I didn't feel that J could fully 
articulate justification for that need. At this time, IT needs the additional staff member to keep up with the 

growing compliance requirements and to progress with Security improvements. 

- 5 -



MEMOfV~NDUM 

To: Max Royle, City Manager 

From: Anthony Johns, Information Technology Manager 

Date: 5/19/2021 

Subject: Building C - Use by IT 

I am requesting that IT staff be allowed to utilize Building C for office space, and to renovate the building to be 
used for that purpose and as the datacenter for the City. The current space that's occupied by IT staff is too 
small, needs repair, and the City's Building Director has stated that it doesn't meet occupancy requirements. 
Building Chas been in the IT strategic plan as a goal for datacenter distribution for several years now and 
datacenter operations distributing from that building is a long-term goal for increasing resiliency and 

simplifying our network. IT staff being located within the City's datacenter is efficient, meets our need for 
more space, and simplifies support of the datacenter. 

The current space that IT staff occupies was originally built as a storage room for records. The room was later 
fitted with the equipment to remotely control video production of events within the City Commission 

chambers. The room now houses financial records for the City, the video production equipment, IT staff, and 
all IT equipment that hasn't been issued or has been returned for any reason. The space accommodates a 
single desk for both Russell and I, and our assigned computers. We've outgrown the space even at our current 
staffing levels, and we have a need for additional staffing. To make matters worse, the mechanical equipment 
in the existing space is beginning to fail again, and temperatures are now reaching excessive levels by the 
afternoon in the room. The failing mechanical equipment has also caused water damage to the attic-adjacent 
wall, which will need to be demolished and reconstructed. 

The inclusion of Building C in the IT strategic plan originated in discussions with the City's former network 

engineer and former Public Works Directors. It was discussed that data and electrical distribution would have 
been vastly simplified if they supplied the middle building (Building C), and then fed the other two buildings 
from that location. The electric, for instance, would have only needed a single automatic transfer switch if it 
were routed this way. The order in which the buildings were completed was what dictated the location of 

supplied service endpoints such as the network demarcation point. The relocation of the network equipment 
was added to the long-term ff goals due to this discussion, as well as the ability to add supplemental/failover 
cooling to the building relatively cheaply, and the increasing requirements of CJA/non-CJA entity data 
mingling. Feeding the CJA (Criminal Justice Agency) an outside feed, and not being fed through the CJA, 
simplifies our network settings, our requirements, and our network diagram. 

Relocating the datacenter (all server and network infrastructure) to Building C would require the installation of 

a new fiber circuit between building C and the main building. Adding one additional fiber circuit to the second 
building, connecting both PD and City Hall to Building C, would allow us to have a full ring circuit within the 

complex. This would add a layer of resiliency to layer 1 and 2 of our network, providing a backup in the 
instance of wire damage or a port failure. This ring connection was also a goal of our long-term strategic plan, 
although it isn't required to relocate the datacenter. Having staff located immediately at the datacenter also 
rewards us with immediate feedback in the event of failures, and faster discovery of physical issues in the 
datacenter. 

- 6 -



1

I 
I 
I 

t 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 

.JO-+---+-----¥---..-z.---+,-,,j(.-1-

1 
f 

' I 

I 

![ I I 

q) 
I ....J 

t ' I ·-

• 
-~-.-..------

.......! 
"-.) 
... 

I 
~ -

'-.'il I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
t 
I 

'I -- I 
I 
t 
I 

U"l 

fl\,.,- ,~ 

___.,, __ _ 

I 

..... 

' 

\ 

...... - "/
flV I • 

-------- 7 
....;-------lo-

• ,0------, 
. •.. - I 

I 

\ 
L.J. 

• 

a 

0 
I 

(\/ 

l lf>t-

, ~-J--,-,g-~--,<:>----

I 

-
('() 

l-
;J 

-

l { 
~ 
~ 

-HI-.J. 1 
. ('\J@ ' 

'-

I " I 

-
__,._ 

• 

----:_--fl 

I I ~ ___,I II II 
I ,
L'I 
I 

I 
I -

L -~ ...... ~- .... ----~--

,10-,0110-,0I 

'I:: 

0 
-I 

a ~ , 



8 Aecnda Item JJ:----·-
Meeting Oate 6-7-21 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres ~ 

FROM: Max Royle, City Manp~ 

DATE; May 24, 2021 

SUBJECT; Chapter 16 of the City Code Regarding Law Enforcement 

Updating Provisions 

Department: Consideration of 

Attached as pages 1-2 is a memo from Chief Carswell and Article Ii (Pages 3-10), law Enforcement 

Department, of Chapter 16. At your June 71
h meeting, Chief Carswell will explain in more detail his request 

that the Article needs to be updated. 

If you agree with his request, then the City Attorney can prepare and ordinance for your July meeting. 

A 



St. Augustine Beach Police Department 

Daniel Carswell, ChiefofPolice 

TO: 

RE: 

FROM: 

DATE; 

Memorandum 

Mayor Margret England 

Vice Mayor Don Samora 

Commissioner Undine George 

Commissioner Dylan Rumrell 

Commissioner Ernesto Torres 

Proposed Chy Code Update 

Daniel Carswell, ChiefofPolice 

May 24th, 2021 

After a review of Chapter 16 of the city code entitled "Police," I am proposing a number of updates antl 

deletions to this section, Excluding a few sections, this portion of our city code was established in 1963, prior 

the fonnal governmental slructure and law enforcement agency we have in place currently. There is a large 
portion of this code that dictates policy and procedure for law enforcement. Some of these policies and 

procedures conflict with current SABPD policy and procedure which is in accordance with the Commission for 
Florida Law Enforcement Accreditation (CF A) standards. 

The following is a submission of the proposed updates. I have included current SABPD policy that is in 

place that should replace the lined-out sections of this code. Other sections [· believe should stay in place but 
need the suggested updates. 

ARTICLE 11- Law Enforcement Department 
l 6-21- General Definitions 

16-22- General Duties (See attached updates) 

16 23 O~m-at1d mainteAAA~~rt-mettl--atui-pmem-(Replaced with SABPD policy 5.0 Assigned 
Vehicles) 

l6-24- General Responsibilities of Officers 
16-25- Off-Duty Hours 

~4-2€i------Gt:defs.,ttf 81;1perior Otlicers (Replaced with SABPD policy 11.0 Code of Conduct) 
16 27 L)ut-tes-40-Mat1'ltatR---H>Rltttl+----wtlh-t-ke-S-Aefi+f(No longer relevant) 

-16 28 Ranking Offiuers at the Scene (Replaced with SABPD policy 8.1 Police Sergeant Duties) 
16 29 J,"it=es (Replaced with SABPD policy 17.0 Patrol Function) 

~-6--W-l•rl!; ef I h:imiL"½des-(Rcplaced with SABPD policy 18.0 Investigations) 

16 ) I lttk~'tiefls-eF-Epidett»c Dim:m:teS-(Replaced with SABPD policy 29.0 Exposure Control) 

- 1 -



l6-3~J.i,•ulgiRg ll~!-H»t-(Replaced with SABPD policy l LO Code of Conduct) 

+6- 33 Use ofFireamrn (Replaced with SABPD policy 11.0 Code of Conduct) 
~4-Rewards, PFe!;en1s, Grah.1ilies, ane MoRey (Replaced with SABPD policy 1 1 .0 Code ofConduct) 

Hi 35 Arrests (Replaced with SABPD policy 4.2 Arrests and involuntary Examinations) 

ARTICLE III- Police Reserve 
Io 46 Police Rtisar¥es Tiile (Replaced with SABPD policy 6.0 Part-Time Police Officers) 

16 47 Defieitiens (Replaced with SABPD policy 6.0 Part-Time Police Officers) 
16-48- Established (See attached updates) 

+6-4-~d--U-y-la~(Replaccd with SABPD policy 6.0 Part-Time Police Officers) 

16 50 Ji\motions (Replaced with SABPD policy 6.0 Part-Time Police Officers) 

ARTICLE IV- Law Enforcement User Charge 
16-100- Charge Imposed (See attached updates) 

16-101- Definitions 

16-102- Computation ofCharges 
16-l 03- Invoices, Payment (See attached updates) 

16-104- Failure to Pay Invoice (See attached updates) 
16- t05- Appeal ( See a ttached updates) 

\~~~ 
I Carswell, ChiefofPolice 

- 2 -



Chapter 16 - POLICEc11 

ARTICLE I. - IN GENERAL 

Sec. 16-1-16-20. - Reserved. 

ARTICLE II. - LAW ENFORCEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Sec. 16-21. - Definitions. 

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this article, shall have the meanings ascribed to 
them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning: 

Civil rights means an American citizen's individual rights as defined by the Constitution of the United 
States of America. 

Duty means action required of a law enforcement officer and that which a person is morally bound to do. 

General order means a permanent order issued by the chief of police not relating to a specific instance or 
circumstance. 

Leased motor vehicle means a vehicle owned, maintained and insured by a person and leased to the city 
when additional vehicles are required. 

Off duty means that period during which an officer is free from routine duties. 

Officer means every sworn member of the law enforcement department regardless of sex or rank. 

On call means that period during which an officer, while not actually on duty, is available for immediate 
duty. 

On duty means that period during which an officer is at his assigned station, normally in the police vehicle, 
performing the routine duties of a law enforcement officer. 

Order means instructions given by a superior officer to a subordinate. 

Police vehicle means a vehicle used for police related duties that is owned, maintained and insured by the 
city. 

Reporl means a written communication. 

Special order means an order issued by the chief of police to cover some particular circumstance or 
situation. 

Superior officer means any officer having super~i~i~n, either temporarily or permanently, over officers of 
lower rank. 



(Ord. No. 21, § I, 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16-22. - General duties. 

(a)The duties of the individual members of the law enforcement department are as follows: 

(1) Chief ofpolice. The chief of police shall be the head of the law enforcement department. Me He/She 
shall attend the meetings of the city commission and, through the city manager, make monthly reports to 
the city commission concerning all matters pertaining to his department, and shall perform such other 
duties as may be required by the Charter, by the laws and the ordinances of the city. The chief of police 
shall receive such compensation as may be fixed by the city commission and shall be furnished with the 
requisite uniforms. 

(2) Assistant chief ofpolice. The assistant chief of police shall be the assistant head of the law 
enforcement department, and shall, in the absence of the chief of police, perform the duties of the chief of 
police. The assistant chief of police shall receive such compensation as may be fixed by the city 
commission and shall be furnished with the requisite uniforms. 

(3) Police officers. Each police officer is subject to the orders of the chief of police and the assistant chief 
of police. Each police officer shall enforce all laws and ordinances. 

(b}--Vemal--re-por:t&-musl-be-{:;0nfirmed--Hl-Wfiting before going~--d~. (Replaced with SABPD policy 17.0 
Patrol Function) 

(Ord. No. 21, §§ I (a), 111(2), 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16 23. Operation and maintenance of departmental equipment. 

(at-Area-ef--Of}er-atien-s-ef-.poliGe--lff>hiofes, The-peliee-vehisles--shall flOFFna~y--be-eperated-witl=l-ifl-t.J:le 
~orporate-limits-of-the-sltf=--T-he-following-afe e~replions-te-tllis general rule: 

tB--W.J:ien-+R-puF&Wt-of-a -lawbreaker -for-a n-offense-GOmmittee-in---the-Gity-vielatio R-of...st-ate-statute-as 
aefineG-by-~liG'f. 

(2-}-Wtien-an-on-afffaiai business-to-the--coority-iail OF-aflOtl:aer- GOunty-a§eAGlfc 

(3) Wt:len assistaflGe-iS-SJ;>eGifiGaHy-requested, by-a-designatee-au#lerized-law -enforGement-agensya 

(b}-GeReraJ oper-alional mle-ss 

(-1 )-Offkiers-shalI-at-a ll-times-oper-ate-moteF-veh iGles- with d1:1e-Gaution-ami--at-mooer-ate-speeos-. taki~imo 
c::onsi0er ation-the. Gonditions-e~dsti ng. 

f-2-}-No officer--shal~operate--a peliGe-veAiGle-in-exoess-0f- the- legal-speed-J.imit-t:mless-the-natl:lre-of-his 
immediate-duty--0emand s that ti me-be-of-the-essence-. lf-su sh -i s--#le-case, the-emefgeAGy-equipment -shall 
be--tn -oper-ation-aAd-the-omwr-shall e-xercise-extreme caution-and-not endangef tt~e lives-of-Gthef&. 

(3}-0ftieeFS--shall-aveiEI establishiAg-a set patteFfl-as--to-times-and routes- when conductin§-fOHtine-patrols. 

(4) Except-fol'-persons-taken into-Gustoey-a nd persons authori-zed-by-the-mayor-commiss+onef--Chief-ef 
Polioo,-oA-ly-authorfzed offk:ei:s-peFsonAel or-Gity Gemmissioners-,- on duty-shall be-permitted to ride- in 
poliGe vehicles-. 

(a}-Jn-case of an accident. regardless of the--amount-of damage. the-officer driving-the-vehiGle-shall submit 
a report in WFiting tG the city commission, giving-chmplete-details. 



(-6)----0ffieers-dri-viRg-peliGe--vernG!es-shall-refrain from oodue-r-oogA-tffi~, 

E-7)---Wtclen-an -offiGeF ts-operating--a-J:)o~ce-vehicle-, Re l:!e/she-sRaU-€10--so-in--a-manAer-.that--would---refleGt 
or edit-to a--seAsible---aF1d--safe--arivef,and-he hetshe---shall--beaHR--mim:l----lhat-tle-is--tt-iey-are--Gemoo-stratm940 
the-f}Ublis--th~GFIBGt--maRnef--of-df~ving and• he---they--stlal-l--oot--dewate-fr-om -tBis-llnless-GeRditioAS-warrant 

(G}·-bea6ed---ve-hiGles.-T---he--fee---t0---be-paid ta-th e--ewAef---Gf-#le---1easea-poliGe--vefHGl~U--be 
determinee--13y--the-Gity--oommissi~an~t--af-sucll leased---police vehisles shall-tle-oothoriree 
by the mayGF--oommissiGAer•, 

(oj----Spei;;ial--eqaif)mer-1-t.-AU---eff+sefS--Shall--hanale-speGia-1---e~if:}mem--with----e)(treme-•O\::le-Gaution--and--Gare:
Wl:!en-aA--OffiwF--Aa&-kftowleege--that-any -pieGe--of-#le--s~ipmeAt-needs-reyairs or rep1-asement-, -he 
sf:ial-l---immeeiatel-y--€Jive--tRe-f.aGts---to--tl:!e-stclief-o~--polisewho--shall in--t1Jm-ootffy---the---£ity-~rnmission-, 

(Replaced with SABPD policy 5.0 Assigned Vehicles) 

(Ord. No. 21, §§ 1(8), IV, 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16-24. - General responsibilities of officers. 

Officers shall at all times: 

(1) Preserve the peace; 

(2) Protect life and property; 

(3) Apprehend criminals; 

(4) Prevent crimes; 

(5) Enforce city, state and federal laws. 

(Ord. No. 21, § 11(1), 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16-25. - Off duty hours. 

Officers are held to be always on duty although periodically relieved from the routine performance of it. 
They are at all times subject to orders from superior officers and to calls from civilians. Being technically 
"off duty" does not relieve officers from the responsibilities of taking proper police action in matters coming 
to their attention. 

(Ord. No. 21, § 11(2), 11~4-63) 

Sec. 16 26. Orders of superior officers. 

Officers--shaH peFferm-all-auties--required--M-tAem--1:>y---#leif-superior-offiGefS-r-e§-8Fdless--of--wJ:ietfief-oF---f1ot 
s1Jeh--dHties--ara--s13es¼fisally--assigF1eG--to--illeffic--#--sush--an-order-GOrnlicts with afl-Y previaus-0roor:-issuee--ey 
the--superioF-offic;er-oF-WitA---a---QeRernl o-r-speciaI oraeF-;--the-offiGer-to--whom--s1:.1Gh--oreeHS--isslJea--shall 
r-espeotfully call atteflti eA--ta- sush conflk,t. If the-superior-effiGer-€jiVi ng-su6h• an--oFdeF-dees-net sha n ge -suGh 
oroer---s-0--as--to-elimiflate-suoh GonfliGt,tRe---9F<::feF--Shall £ta nd-arni-tt:ie-respoRsitl ~-ity--stclall rest upon-the 
superiof---Officer-,- It ~s-suffiGient--for- the--offiGef--obeying tRe ordeF-k>-kAow-that--the--persoH giv-ing- tl:!0--{}fdef----is 
iA- proper ror-omaoo. Should-a n-ora er appear -unj HStOf-i~Foper --to-the-officer- to whom----it--ts--dir-e6tee-;--he 
shaU-..peFfeFm--the-er-def-.-AfteF oompleHng-the-or-deF;--tRe officer may same--and--afteiwards-eall-H to -the 
attentiOfl---Of--t-he- mayor-comm issioneF-th FGlJgh- offiisa I -Ghannels, · 



(Ord. No. 21, § 11(3), 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16 27. Duty to maintain contact with sheriff. 

Gffi£eFS-OA-tltity--ei:-when--on Gall shall-at-all times-maintaiA-GOntaGt-with the- sheriff.s--0ffiee. ~f-sent-eA-afl 
iAvestiQatiOA-WRish-fequires ar,. uAus1:1ally-long-time,--#l~eF-s-RaU-notify #le-Sflefiff'.&-effise -of. ™HOGatioo 
ano--#le 6ifsumstanre&-aAd--shall--notify-#le-ef&patcher:-wt-len-4Ae-investigatieR-i-s-oompleted-shalJ..main-tain 
GOAtaGt witll-oispatGt:lc~ll-flotify---0ispatcl+-upGR ar-r+va Iand--wmpletiGA--Gf-a.Ay--iflvest½Ja-t~en-s-c 

(Ord. No. 21, §§ 1(6), 11(4), 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16 28. Ranking officers at scene. 

+he-faRking-offiser shaU-always-take-shai:Qe at-fires, Fiots,-or-seriGus cr,imes 

(Ord. No. 21, § 11(5), 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16 29. Fires. 

An-offk:er di-sGovering a-4-ife-sl-lall-pFompt+y--turn fA· a ri -alarm..fr.om -the-nearest-teleplleAe-Hnless-he-·GaA-Qive 
t-l:1e alarm more quickly by r-aElio notify oispatGh-ano;equest-assistaAse-~rom-tRe-f.re--eeJ}ar-tme-At-S~ol-1 
effiGef--ShaU-fffiffleoiata~y-se{;ure tl-le-safety-ef-al 1-f:)eople--m-tt:le buildifig, +f-safe--t-o -do-s0c-At-fl.i9hl-l-le--wall 
see-#½at-aU--p0f500&-+0-bumiRg-or thFeatened-bu-ileiAgs-a-re □'l,'akene4-GffiGeFS-St=!a(~-post-tRemsel-ves-~ A-tile 
street-kl lhe-viGinity of the-fire and shall oiveft-vel-licula-F-traffic. Toe---Gffioor.+11-command at the-fife-st:lall 
establiSfl-fire-.liRes •aAd-sA-al!-~p----all-tln-at1th0rized-f)er-s0AS•eey0Ad <ilaAgeF-aAd---prevent--ttiem--fr-0m 
iFlteffeFing---witti•~Ae-w0rk--of th~ire-departmeR~e--ranklng•offiGer -of...tt-le--f-ir-e--depaFlmeAt----i-s-i-R-oommane-at 
the scene of a fire. 

(Ord. No. 21, §§ (6), 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16 30. Reports of homicide. 

AU deatl"ls resu !ting-fr.em ether tt-laA natbJral-causes-shall -he- re130Ftea----tG--tl-le-sfleriff's--0ffk:e, 

(-Gr4-No~1. § 11(7), 1-4-63) 

Sec. 16 31. Infections or epidemic diseases. 

G-fficer-s-shal1-1::ie-vigilant-i Frthe matteF---ofcases-of-infeGtious -or epidem io--diseases Aot-kRown-to--the • health 
department-and--sha11 promptly-make -a-report of---s1:1BA-sases---tG----the- t-leal-th aepart~ent, WheneveF-aF1---0ffiGer 
has 1-eaSGA to believe-that -a-;;ieFSG11--is-infected with a -oontagi0us d isease,he-shall-m ake -a repo rl-of same 
to-tl=le-Aealth---tfepartment. 

(Ord. No. 21, § 11(8), 11-4-63) 

Sec. 16 32. Divulging police information. 

All poli£e inf01mation- shall be treate4---as---wnfidential-and--shall n0t-be- divulged-except-when-author~zoo.by 
tile Ghief-of-poJise-. 

(Ord. No. 21, § 11(10), 11-4-63 
. 6. 

https://n0t-be-divulged-except-when-author~zoo.by
https://ting-fr.em


SeG. 16 33. Use of firearms. 

Qfficers shall A0klisplay-FevelveFS--Unnecessarily-. 

(Ord. No. 21, § 11(11), 11-4-63) 

SeG. 1 G 34. Rm.-.:ards, presents, gratuities and money. 

Gffi GefS-5AaU-not-rooeive-g ifts -0r--oom!)eAsatien-feF---#le-peFformane&0r omissi0n- of-tl:ieif-mtty-c-Gffisefs 
sh.:Hl--oot- soliG1t---r-ewards,i)r-esents--or gratuities. They-shaU-A ot.f.elleet-0f-feGEHve-8Jllf--fllOfley-ef-afl ythin g 
fr-om sitizeRS-OH>thers,-·Girnulate-su-esG#J}tions,-pal:)efS,book-s-or-sel~tiGkets--ror--an-y-1:)ur-pose-wAatsoeveF 
witl:1 owt--peFfllissien-ef-41:le--0ity--0ommissiofl:---.Gffisas shall -net paft~te-iA-any-pubUe----gift-G8Rrest-ooF---give 
testimOfliaIB-a-

(Ord. No. 21, § 11(12), 11-4-63) 

SeG. 16 35. Arrests. 

(a}-AFr-est8-mtf.st-be-lawfv-l:-I-Hs-t/:le duty-0f.-member-s-of.-tAe-law-oofoFOO!Tleflt-oopartmenHo-eRfG-FGe-eity 
Gr-diA-atlGeS;-Slate and- feder-al• 4aws-0y arrestiAg-peFse A-S-who--llave-commiUed-GRmes defi Red by suGl:1 
erdmaRses-ano- laws, -aut-ns-effiGeF-shaJ.l-ma-ke--aR-aFFest-unless--he has-ttie-lawfu~fi~ffiseFS 
wHl➔Afem1- the-peFSoA-whose-aFFe&t-is-s01:1gllt-ef-tAe+F-authOfity ano-~se-iA-maki.Rg-the-ai:r-est, and· if-the 
offiGer-is-aGtmg-UAder-tRe--aut-AOf~ty-of a-wall-ant. he-will-sf>4AfGrm-tt:ie peFsoR--arid-will-aiso-show-o~ao 
the warr-ant-if-Fe€Jl:Jestee,-WRen--affesttng....a--person w~tl'loot--a-warrant, the-off+eeF-wiI H nfofffl-Sl:l~efSeA-ef 
hi-5--ootheFity-and-the-Gause-et the--arrest:-

( b)--Seamh--et-ar1este4-pefs00:--Yf}GR-fRa k-ing--an---arrest,-offiGefS-Wi~mmernately-seaF-GA-tl'le-pef SoR 

a rrestee-feF-Gensealed-weapoos-so-as--to -aveid-the--1:mssiei.li-t-y-of-assaul!-o~ei~e. 

(er)-l=landliRg-arrestoo ,9ersoR&-Gffi6€fS-IT-lakiflg-aA--ar-rest-shall-oonvey-the-pFiseneF-eF- j;)efSOrls-taker:i -into 
GIJ&tody or caU:Se-them te be conveyed-tG-the-oounty--j afl-withoot-Ufldue delay-:-A n--offiGeF-may-AGt 
aC60mpany-aiffiSG-AeF-to-A is• home, -a -room--0r-el-sewtier-e-,-ffiWept-foF the pufpose 0f irwesti9ati-OA--OF-to 
ebtai-A-evidoose, 

{d)-Use--of leroo-,-h-1--mak-ing--aH-aFrest. offiwr-s-Will -use-on-!y sucil---foFSe---as is -neGeSsary-and--1a1roper--to-take 
11:ie-peraon--into-custody aAd- if.afly fOfce- is-neGesSclfY,tAe-subjeGt w+ll--be -Gh-ar.geo-with resistiAg-arfest--ane 
the-a ffioor-shall- mport-oiroomstaAees--ane-astiGA-tak€fHfl--detail. l f s1.1Gh--persoA--taken➔nto-wstoey-is 
ir,fYree, it--will-be the{!uty.~-4/:le-aFFesti.Rg-offioor to-sewr-e nesessary-medi-G-al-sare-fGf.4he--subjeet. 

fe-}--Promise-s -to-arrested-perSGR&.-No offfeeF-SAaJt-..be-direetl-y or indir.eGUy....wnGernea--ifl any conwr-omise--or 
ag-reemeflt--between-e-ne--a<,e~me-and-ihe pefS011-or-peFSoA-S-wRe-flave-sl:lffefee ffom criminal 
actioRS,witA--t-Re-purpose-e-~allowing the--aG£used--te-essape-punishment 

(.ft· SeRiority....regaFGing-a-rrests. WheA -twe-{2-}--0F-mere officer-s--aFe-eA~gee--iA--tt:ie-appreAensi0n-of a I aw 
11i0later-the-sooiGf-GffiseF-W~i-make-the-arrest-and -the--0theF--Offisers wi11-be-lIBted -0n -the-arrest• as 
1A'itACSSCSc 

Eg-)---SeaFG/:iing-female-s,•All-arrested females--will-be-seaFGAed-by-a-policew0mallc 

(h) Civil right-s.-llooeF-Ae-siFGl.:lFRStaooes-shall-an -arrested pefS€1W5--Gfvil-Fights-be violated -aFJd it shall be 
the-F~oRsibilfty of-eaGh aoo-evefy offiGer-to--8Gtluaint-t:iimselfwith--sUGh laws governing-sUGh-rights. 

(~)-Offieers-ma-y summons-a-ssislaf16&.-A-Ay.oijiG~ing a- lawf1:1 l -arrest--may-e ra r!y--summons as many 
pefsons-as-he-deeff1s-AeoossaFy-t0 aid-h+m:--Ever~ peFSon when-so-re{l1:1ested-by--an--officer--is required by 
state law fo-assist-tt:ieoffiser in making-an arrest-, -



(Ord. No. 21, § V, 11-4-63) 

Secs. 16-36-16-45. - Reserved. 

ARTICLE Ill. - POLICE RESERVE 

Sec. 16-46. • Short title. 

Trns-ar-tiele-ma y-be-kAsWfl--as-the--$2oliGe-Resefve- 0 rdi Aam,e-a-" 

Sec. 16 47. Definitions. 

The foUswiAg-wsFG&;-teFmS and-phrases, when used-ir-i this ar-ticie, -sha~ -have-the-meaAi-Ags-asGribed-to 
them in, this sectioo, -ex-cept-wtiere-tJ1e-BOnteM clearly-indicates a different-meaRing; 

13ylaws-mear1s-t-hose-r1cJles-and regulati0r1s-wtiisA--sl'lall-be-estabkshed to contrnl---and maintain-the 
of)8fation----aAd--aeti-vities-of--»te--poliGe-reserve, 

P0liGe-reserve-shall----meaA--afl-awcHiary.-unit of n0A-empl0yed per.son&wl'lo-will---a6SfSt---tRe--4w-y...-GOAstituted 
chief-of Poli6e--and his- pslise-GffiGeFS-iA---#le--peFformance--of-nsrmal poiiG&·-dl:¼ty. 

(Ord. No. 54, § 2, 5-3-76) 

Sec. 16-48. - Established .. 

There-is-established-a-poltre---re-sewe--1:1Ri-t. All Reserve, Part-time, and Auxiliary police officers employed 
by the St. Augustine Beach Police Department are required to complete the same selection process, basic 
law enforcement training and Field Training Program as any full-time member. These members will be 
governed by departmental policy and be selected by the Chief of Police or his/her designee. 

(Ord. No. 54, § 4, 5-3-76) 

Sec. 16 49. Members and byla•JJS. 

Ea}----M embefs -0f--#ie-police-feserve-unit-s l'lal l--serve-wi#lout---Gompe1-1sation--oF-remuf.lemtion,-in -aerordanee 
with--tl'le-----1::)ylaws---of--ttle---Of9arnzatioA • 

(-b-)---+he-Gflief -of-poliGe--t0gether with-the rommissioner iA-Ghar9e-of-police-aGtlvities- sllall-ad opt--and 
~mmulgate--neoossar.y--bylaws consfstiRg-of.-rules aAci regulations geveming--tAe--ashvities-of---the 
or-ganii!OOOA·, 

(G} Ne person-si=lall be deR-ied--member-shi~A---the-police reserve- by v-irtue of raGe,se~-eli9i0n--0r national 
orig in. Membership shatl-ee----1imiteo--oAiy-by---ralm~f---pefSoR&-afld----sl:laU -consist ef -persons-nawn9-gooci 
moral-Gflar-aGter witl'lout aff~st reGOfGS or wnvictions-of-Grime, wtletheHRIBGemeanor or fek>ny; mfnor 
traffio-violations -exeeptee-. 

fd)---The- Ghief-of police -may terminate any member of-the or-gani2atio11-fGr--SU£h cause as may be deemed 
to-be in the--best-inteFest-of-tl'le-publis-safetY-.---Welfare-, interest of ~e--ctty and peeple-sf-the--Gity,-oF-for suoh 
ott:ier reasen as may be deemed appropriate- in the--sole---45oretion of ltie--Ghief -0f---police. 

- 8 .. 



(~e maximum number of members-of-U:ie-peliGe--Feserve shal~-be-eetefmi-lleG---ey--the--ayla~-tAe 
organiz.ation. 

(Qrd-:-No, a4, § 4, fr3--76) 

Seo. 16 SO. Functions. 

+J:le-pHFf)Gse-of-tAe-p01iGe--resei:ve-i.mit-is--t0 reA(jef-va-11:¼tl-tary .assistartGe· to-the-shief-o~lire--aml-l=lis 
police-~f.fiGeFs--in-..t-he-J.=)er.formaMe-of-1-10Fm-al--poliGe duties-and ac-tivities. 

(Ord. No. 54, § 4, 5-3-76) 

Secs. 16-51-16-99. - Reserved. 

ARTICLE IV. - LAW ENFORCEMENT USER CHARGE 

Sec. 16-100. - Charge imposed. 

A law enforcement user charge-fs may be imposed upon every unit of real property for the consumption of 
law enforcement services in excess of four (4) incidents of service in any monthly period or in excess of 
ten (10) man hours of service in any monthly period, whichever occurs first, at the discretion of the Chief of 
Police. 

(Ord. No. 94-4, § 1, 4-4-94) 

Sec. 16-101. - Definitions. 

Consumption of law enforcement services means the presence of one or more certified law enforcement 
officers employed by the city in response to an event, occurrence, activity or condition on a unit of the 
property. The presence may be caused by request of any person upon the property or information 
developed by the police department from any source warranting a response to the property. Excluded 
from this definition are courtesy inspections, criminal investigations of matters not occurring on or 
connected with the property, paid outside details of police officers, responses caused by false reports from 
third parties with the intent of harassment, and responses arising from the conduct of persons who are on 
the property without the express or implied consent of a person in control or possession of the property. 

Consumption of law enforcement service shall also include preparations of written reports in connection 
with the furnishing of law enforcement services and transportation of suspects to the St. Augustine Beach 
Police Department and the St. Johns County Corrections Facility. For purposes of computing the 
threshold ten ( 10) manhours of service, and for computation of charges, the time spent includes the 
preparation of written reports and matters directly arising out of the response. 

Incidents of service means each time one (1) or more law enforcement officers commences and 
completes a response to a unit of real property. An incident of service must be recorded by a written 
report of a law enforcement officer and contain the time of one (1) or more officers have expended as a 
direct result of the response. 

Manhour of service means the consumption of law enforcement services of one ( 1) certified law 
enforcement officer of the city for a one-hour period of time. 

Monthly period means any thirty-day period. 

Unit of real property means any lot or parcel of lsBd, including the buildings or structures thereon. 



(Ord. No. 94-4, § 1, 4-4-94; Ord. No. 97-16, §§ 1-3, 5-5-97) 

Sec. 16-102. - Computation of charges. 

The user charge shall be computed by multiplying the average hourly base salary of the law enforcement 
officer by two hundred (200) percent and by multiplying that product by time, computed in one-tenth-hour 
segments rounded to the nearest one-tenth ( 1/10 ), of each certified law enforcement officer responding 
to the incident in excess of four (4) incidents of service or ten (10) manhours of service in any thirty-day 
period, whichever comes first. 

(Ord. No. 94-4, § 1, 4-4-94; Ord. No. 97-16, § 4, 5-5-97) 

Sec. 16-103. - Invoices; payment. 

The police department shall determine tAe any law enforcement user charge§. due the city in every 
mooth~y--peFiod--for--eaGA--w1ti--0H-e-al-·J:)FOJ:)eft.y at the end of each monthly period. Within the twenty (20) 
days from the end of each monthly period, the police department shall furnish by certified mail, return 
receipt requested, or by hand delivery, an invoice to each owner of a unit of real property which has 
incurred a law enforcement user charge. If the unit of real property is leased, the police department shall 
also furnish an invoice to the tenant. The owner and tenant shall be jointly and severally liable to the city 
for payment of the user charge. Such invoices shall be paid in full within thirty (30) days of the date 
thereon..a,n invoice shal! not be issued when a user charge is less than ten dollars ($10.00}. 

(Ord. No. 94-4, § 1, 4-4-94) 

Sec. 16-104. - Failure to pay invoice. 

If any invoice is not paid in full within thirty (30) days of the date thereon, a lien is hereby created in favor 
of the city upon the unit of real property in the amount of the invoice plus recordation and foreclosure 
costs, including attorneys' fees. The Gity--manager city attorney shall record a notice of lien in the official 
public records maintained by the clerk of the circuit court of St. Johns County, and mail a copy of the 
recorded notice of lien by certified mail, return receipt requested, to the owner of the property. After 
recording the notice of lien, interest shall accrue on the lien at the rate of one (1) percent per month. Such 
lien shall be prior to all other liens on such lands ex:cept the lien of state, county, and municipal taxes, and 
shall be on a parity with the lien of such state, county, and municipal taxes. Such lien, when delinquent for 
more than ninety (90) days, may be foreclosed by the city as provided by- the laws of Florida or in the 
manner provided by law for the foreclosure of mortgages on real property. As an additional remedy, the 
city may enforce the collection of the user charge by filing a civil action against the owner and/or tenant for 
the amount due the city, including the city's attorney fees in bringing the action. The person paying a user 
charge after the recording 9f a notice of lien shall also pay for the cost of recording a satisfaction of lien in 
the public records. The city manager may waive the collection of interest when the amount thereof is less 
than five dollars ($5.00). 

(Ord. No. 94-4, § 1, 4-4-94) 

Sec. 16-105. - Appeal. 

Within thirty (J0)-day-s-of the date of an iflvoiGe; the-owner. a1'1d/-0r tenant of a-UAit-ot real- property may- fi.le 
with-t-11e--0ffi60---0f.-the--Gity-Fnanager-aA-awea!--Of tll~mposttieA--of the--user-sA-arg~The--ci-ty-Gomm lssion 
sha ll-Gonsi€ler the-a ppeal-an€1 i:eview the eorreotA-e-SS- of-the-wmp1:1tatiol'l o:f--tl'!~A-IJ-Gi6e-afl€1--vaHaity--of-t-he 
determination of the-incidents of service an€! manhours. Ability of the owner and/or-lenaflt-to- l'}ay tile user 
sllarge-is Rot-a basis for -adjustment of the invoice-. The-city commission's decision- upholding ,--modifying. 
or rever-sing th~nvoiee-st-1-all constitute--fillal adminfstrative action.,.AII user charge appeals will follow city 
guidelines listed in section 10 "Appeals." _ _10 

https://may-fi.le
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St. Augustine Beach Police Department 

Daniel Carswell, ChiefofPolice 

Memorandum 

TO: Mayor Margret England 

Vice Mayor Don Samora 

Commissioner Undine George 

Commissioner Dylan Rumrell 

Commissioner Ernesto Torres 

RE: lnterlocal Agreement with St. Johns County 

FROM: Daniel Carswell, ChiefofPolice 

DATE: May 18th, 2021 

On May I8
111

, 2021, the St. Johns County Board of County Commissioners authorized the County 

Administrator to execute a local agreement with the City ofSt. Augustine Reach that would provide funding for 
law enforcement activities on the beach, within our city limits. The funding will reimburse the city for any costs 

incurred for providing law enforcement services on our city beach during the dates of March 1st through 

September 301
h. The funding, not to exceed $113,193 annually, will cover city costs for two full-time beach 

patrol officers and necessary additional coverage during our beach season's holidays. 

This is a five-year agreement, and it is contingent upon the St. Augustine Beach Police Department 

providing adequate resources and personnel to enforce local, state, and federal laws governing our city's beach. 



INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 
BY AND BETWEEN 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY 
AND 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH 
PROVIDING FOR 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ON LOCAL BEACHES 

THIS INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT (Agreement) is made and entered into on this 
___ day of May, 2021, by and between ST. JOHNS COUNTY (the "County"), a political 
subdivision of the State of Florida, with administrative offices located at 500 San Sebastian View, 
St. Augustine, Florida 32084 (the "County"), and the CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH (the 
"City"), a municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida, 
with administrative offices located at 2200 A1A South, St. Augustine Beach 32080. 

WHEREAS, the County is authorized to enforce local ordinances, rules and regulations 
as well as applicable state laws on the beaches situated within the unincorporated portions of 
the County and within its jurisdictional boundaries; and 

WHEREAS, the City is authorized to enforce local ordinances, rules and regulations as 
well as applicable state laws on the beaches situated within its corporate and jurisdictional 
boundaries; and 

WHEREAS, the County and the City mutually seek to make the most efficient use of their 
respective powers by cooperating to provide law enforcement and other services as specifically 
described herein on local beaches situated within the City's jurisdictional boundaries in efforts to 
best. serve the public safety needs of citizens and visitors. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements 
contained herein, the parties agree as follows: 

Section 1. Authority 

This Agreement is entered into pursuant to the Florida I nterlocal Cooperation Act of 1969, 
Section 163.01, et seq., Florida Statutes (hereinafter referred to as the "Act"), and pursuant to 
powers granted by law to the County and to the City. 

Section 2. Duties 

A. The County. For the duration of this Agreement, in exchange for the City's performance 
of the Duties described herein, the County shall reimburse the City the actual costs 
incurred in completing the work in an amount not-to-exceed one hundred thirteen 
thousand one hundred ninety three 00/100 dollars ($113,193) annually. 

1. Such payment shall be made by the County to the City in a single, lump sum 
payment at the end of each County Fiscal Year (September 30), unless the parties 
mutually agree otherwise in writing. 

2. In the event of a declared emergency or other unforeseen circumstance that 
causes the need for increased services or additional resources provided by the 



This Agreement contains the entire understanding between the County and the City 
regarding performance of their respective duties and obligations described herein. 

Section 5. Amendment 

This Agreement shall not be amended, revised or otherwise modified in any manner, 
except by written instrument, properly executed by duly authorized representatives of each 
respective party. 

Section 6. Headings 

The headings of any sections or paragraphs of this Agreement are for convenience or 
reference only and are not intended to affect the meaning of this Agreement. 

Section 7. Execution in Counterparts 

This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts all of which when taken 
together shall be considered one and the same agreement. 

Section 8. Authority to Execute 

Each party covenants to the other party that it has the lawful authority to enter into this Agreement 
and has authorized the execution of this Agreement by the undersigned. 

Section 9. Filing 

A certified copy of this Agreement, and any amendments hereto, shall be filed with the St. 
Johns County Clerk of Court and with the Clerk for the City of St. Augustine, Florida. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the County and the City have caused these this 
Agreement to be executed by their duly authorized officials on the dates set forth below. 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH 

By:_ _______ By: 
Hunter S. Conrad, County Administrator Max Royle, City Manager 

Date: Date: 



AR,il/Jda Item~ 10 . ·1 

Meeting Oald 6- 7- 21 , 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH 

Date: April 161 2021 

To: Mayor England 
Vice Mayor Samora 
Commissioner George 
Commissioner Rumrell 
Com missioner Torres 

From: Beverly Raddatz, MMC, City Clerk ·fl(l.... 

Subject: Amending Sections XI Through XIV of the Personnel Manual 

Background: 

Resolution 21-17, Section Xl.l, has minor changes regarding shift work for the Police Department. 

) Resolution 21-18, Section XIII the Standards of Conduct of Discipline, has been modified with some minor 

changes. Resolution 21-19, Section XIV the Disciplinary Action, deletes employees making personal long

distance telephone calls on a City phone and changing the sequence of numbers. Resolution 21-20, Sections 

Xl.6 and Xl.17 Sick Incentive and Holidays, deletes sick incentive and adds a birthday holiday. Resolution 21-

21, Section Xl.7 Sick Time Donations, has changes in the criteria of employees who can donate their time 
and who can be a recipient of the donation. 

I reviewed these policies with Assistant City Attorney Taylor and all the Department Heads. 

Staff Impact: 

None. 

Budget Analysis: 

Attached to this memorandum is the budget analysis for Resolution 21-20. It shows that the costs for a 

birthday holiday is $12,020.69. The cost for the sick incentive plan in FY20 shows $17,065.18. In FY21 to 

date the cost of the sick incentive plan is $7,860.70. It would save the City approximately $5,045 to delete 
the sick incentive plan and add only one birthday holiday. 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends to the Commission to approve the proposed resolutions. 

A 

https://7,860.70
https://17,065.18
https://12,020.69


Employee Cost per Holiday 
12 Hours-PD 

RATES 8 Hours 

DEPT LI\STN/\ME RATE DEPT LAST NAME fuill. 
521 ABEL 28.8609 346.33 521 KELLY 27.9808 335.77 

513 ADAMS 22.0754 176.60 534 LARGE 25.7518 206.01 

521 ADERHOLD 16.2482 129.99 524 LAW 40.7582 326.07 

534 ANDREWS 17.8636 142.91 521 LEWIS 21.9744 263.69 

521 BROWN 28.9951 231.96 521 MARTINEZ 25.4490 305.39 

524 BRYANT 20.4708 245.65 515 MCNETT 20.2404 242.88 

521 CADWALLADER 16.7714 134.17 513 MILLER 30.3459 242.77 

513 CARSWELL 43.2692 346.15 534 MOORE 13.6981 109.58 

521 CLINE 26.4033 316.84 521 MUDRICK 16.4892 131.91 

521 COLBERT 14.9038 119.23 521 ORLANDO 26.3306 210.64 

534 CONLON 18.8083 150.47 524 PARRISH 22.0673 176.54 

513 CROSS 16.1505 129.20 534 PIEROTTI 20.6880 165.50 

521 DOUYLLIEZ 35.5341 284.27 534 PINDZIA 15.0688 120.55 

534 EVANS 20.3266 243.92 521 PORTER 15.6156 124.92 

513 FITZGERALD 17.2739 138.19 513 POWELL 20.4327 245.19 

534 FOWLER 13 4824 107.86 534 RADDATZ 33.4819 267.86 

534 GAMBILL 20.7186 248.62 512 RAYMOND 19.6304 157.04 

521 GATCHELL 37.3472 298.78 521 ROYLE 58.8564 470.85 

521 GIANNOTTA 21.7297 260.76 534 SIMPSON 13.6881 109.50 

534 GILLESPIE 30.1041 361.25 524 TEDDER 17.7050 141.64 

521 GRAY 26.3536 210.83 534 THOMPSON 19.1530 153.22 

534 GREEN 21.0579 252.69 534 TICHY 19.7326 157.86 

521 HAMMONDS 29.0951 349.14 534 TIMMONS 18.2325 145.86 

521 HARRELL 36.5385 292.31 513 TREDIK 48.6179 388.94 

521 HASKINS 20.4840 163.87 524 VAN NEST 13.6881 109.50 

534 JENSEN 28.1250 337.50 534 0.00 

521 JOHNS 32.1985 257.59 521 0.00 

513 JONES 25.7498 206.00 521 0.00 

534 KAMMER 18.9904 227.88 

6,710.97 5,309.72 

lrotal Cost of 1 Floating Holiday $12,020.69 j 

- 1 -



-
FY20 SLIP COST 

FY20 Expenses YTD FV21 Expenses 
l Zl31£2019 3/31[2020 §[30[2020 9/30/ 2020 12/31/2020 3/31/2021 

Abel 214.32 Abel 214.32 Abel 214.32 Aderhold 121.45 Adams 176.60 Abel 230.89 

Andrews 138.67 Adams 171.50 Adams 171.50 Andrews 138.67 Aderhold 129.99 Cline 211.23 

Brown 222.02 Aderhold 121 .46 Aderhold 121.46 Brown 22.2.02 Andrews 142.91 Fitzgerald 142.52 

Cadwallader 130.23 Andrews 138.67 Brown 222.02 Bryant 154.08 Bryant 159.15 Gambill 165.75 

Cline 205.21 Brown 222.02 Cline 205.21 Fitzgerald 138.19 Cline 211.23 Gillespie 240.83 

Cross 125.18 Cline 205.21 Fitzgerald 138.19 Giannotta 163.99 Cross 129.20 Hammonds 232.76 

Fitzgerald 138.19 Fitzgerald 138.19 Giannotta 163.99 Gillespie 229.79 Fitigerald 142.52 Jensen 225.00 

Gianotta 163.99 Glannotta 163,99 Gillespie 229.79 Green 158.70 Fowler 111,32 Kelly 223.85 

Gillespie 229.79 Gillespie 229.79 Green 158,70 Hammonds 221.46 Giannotta 159.22 Large 206.01 

Green 1S8 .70 Green 158.70 Hammonds 221.46 Jensen 170.46 Gillespie 235.99 l ewis 175.80 

Hammonds 221.46 Hammonds 221.46 Jensen 170.46 Kelly 193.03 Gray 210.83 Martinez 203.59 

Jensen 170.46 Kelly 193.03 Kelly 193.03 Large 200.45 Hammonds 228.53 Miller 242,77 

Kelly 193.03 Large 200.45 Large 200.45 Martinez 194.03 Jensen 225.00 Orlando 210.64 

Lewis 170.46 M artinez 194.03 Martinez 194.03 Miller 236.07 l<elly 223.85 Pierotti 165.50 

Martinez 194.03 Miller 236.07 Miller 236.07 Orlando 205.01 Large 206.01 Pindzia 120.55 

Miller 236.07 Orlando 205.01 Orlando 205.01 Padgett 208.08 Martinez 199.75 Porter 124,92 

Orlando 205.01 Padgett 208.08 Padgett 208.08 Pierotti 153.59 Miller 242.77 Raymond 157.04 
N Padgett 208.08 Parrish 138.28 Parrish 138.28 Porter 121.24 Orlando 210.64 3,279.66 

Parrish 138.28 Plndzia 111.4S Pierotti 153.59 Thompson 144.62 Padgett 214.93 

Pindzia 111.45 Preston 163.99 Pindzia 111.45 Tichy 153.06 Pierotti 157.81 

Porter 121.24 Thompson 144.62 Porter 121.24 Wright 170.63 Pindzia 120.55 

Preston 163.99 Tichy 153.06 Tedder 137.61 Youngblood 154.08 Porter 124.92 

Tedder 137.61 White 111.45 Thompson 144.62 3,852.70 Thornton 111.32 

Tichy 153.06 Wright 170,63 Tichy 1S3.06 Tichy 157.86 

Youngblood 154.08 Youngblood 154.08 Wright 170.63 Wright 175.99 

4,369.54 . Youngblood 154.08 Youngblood lfild1 
4,304.61 4,538.33 4,581.04 

!Annual Expense-FY20 $17,065.181 

YTD Expense-FY21 7,860.70 

!Annual Savings Est imate 5,044.491 



RESOLUTION NO. 21-17 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH RE: AMENDING SECTION XII, WAGES AND 
COMPENSATION TO THE CITY ST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH PERSONNEL 
MANUAL 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY 

The City Commission of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida, in the 

regular meeting duly assembled on May 3, 2021, resolves as follows: 

To amend Section XII, Wages and Compensation, to the Personnel Manual for the City of St 

Augustine Beach is hereby added as shown in Exhibit A of this resolution and such language shall 

be incorporated into the Personnel manual. 
~- ·~ ( . .. ·:· ~ . . 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Commission of the City of St. 

Augustine Bea~h; Stjo_hn,s County, Florida Section XI I, Wages and Compensation, to the City of St. 

Augustine Beach Personnel M~nual to read as shown in Exhibit A, ·with the remainder of the 

policies remaining as adopted previously. 

RESOLVED AND DONE, this 3rd day of May 2021, by the City Commission of the City 

of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida. 

Margaret England, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Max Royle, :City Manager 
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EXHBIT A 

XII WAGES AND COMPENSATION 

Xll.1 CHANGES IN REGULAR PAYROLL DATES 

Changes in regular payroll may be required by holidays. In such cases, the Finance Office Qty 

MaAager/Chief of Police will inform the various departments as to any change in the payroll dates. 

Xll.2 PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS 

The City CommissioA City has authorized the following deductions along with federally mandated taxes: 

1. IAcome WithholdiAg Ta>< MaAdatory 

2. Social Security (F.I.C.A.) MaAdatory 

3. Florida Retirement System - Mandatory 3% 

4. City-Sponsored Employee Group Medical, Dental and Vision Plans paid by the City and employees. 

5. Any authorized legal or court ordered garnishments - Mandatory attachmeAt. 

6. Employee portion of.dependent coverage for group insurance plan. 

7. Cre-dft union deductions. 

8. Optional insurance plans not paid by the City. 

9. Optionql~dental,_;1ccident, legal or other insurance plans not Cit·,i sponsored, but appro·,ed by the 

City for pa•,•roll deduction with emplo•,•ee authoricatioA. 

10. Credit union deductioAs and other plans authori2ed by the City ComrnissioA. 

Xll.3 WORK WEEK 

1. The normal work week for non-police employees is forty (40) hours worked in a period from 

midnight Wednesday through midnight Wednesday. Those police employees who have 12-hour 

shift schedules will instead have a work period consisting of eighty (80) hours eighty-four 84 hours 

worked in a fourteen-day period from midnight Wednesday through midnight Wednesday. 

2. 8. A work day will ee defined as the employees' regularly assigAed shift, e.g., for police 
employees ·uorking a 12 hour shift, the work day •Nill be t1,veI..,e (12) hours. 

3. G,. Each department is required to keep an accurate record ,of all hours worked by each 
employee. 

4. -9-. Leave records shall be processed, checked for accuracy, and kept for all departments in a 

the Finance Office central place, the City MaAager's office, except Police Department records, 
which V\,'ill be kept in the Police Department. 

5. ~ Work hours of shift employees shall be calculated in accordance with the Fair Labor 

Standards Act. 

6. ~. Employees may be allowed to work a flextime schedule upon approval of the City 

Manager/Chief of Police, provided the flextime scheduled causes no inefficiencies or loss of City 

services or otherwise does not violate the requirements of the Fair Labor Standards Act. 
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Xll.4 Bl-WEEKLY PAYROLL 

1. All employees in the departments administered by the City Manager/Chief of Police shall be 

paid bi-weekly. 

2. All employees shall record their hours of work by means of time sheets. 

3. City Department Heads departments or indi>.1idual emplo•,rees who use time sheets instead of a 

time clock for the recording of worlc hours shall be responsible for reviewing and tabulating 

approving the hours worked _by the employees. The time sheets shall then be submitted to the 

City Manager's office Finance Department for verification and payroll purposes. 

XII.S OVERTIME PAY 

1. All overtime shall be authorized in advance by the appropriate department head or by the City 

Manager/Chief of Police. However, this provision shall not apply in instances of emergencies or 

when overtime needs cannot be foreseen. Claims for emergency and/or unforeseen use of 

overtime will be reviewed by the City Manager/Chief of Police and must be approved in writing 

before pay for such overtime is issued. 

2. Non-shift employees eligible for overtime who are required to work in excess of their normal forty 

(40) hour work week shall be compensated for all hours worked in excess of forty (40) hours at a 

rate equal to one and one-half (1 ½) times the employee's regular hourly rate of pay. 

3. Shift employees who work 12-hour shift schedules shall be compensated for all hours worked in 

excess of eighty (80) hours during one (1) fourteen-day work period at a rate equal to one and 

one-half (1 ½) times the employee's regular hourly rate of pay. 

4. In computing overtime, only those hours actually worked or charged as appro,.•ed lea¥e with pay 

will be used to satisfy the basic requirement of eighty (80) hours eighty-four (84) hours for 12-

hour shift workers as defined in Section Xll.3.A and forty (40) hours for all others. Pay will be 

computed by the quarter hour. Hov.«e•1er, sick lea¥e will not be used to satisfy any part of the basic 

requirernent (-Res 12 5). Holiday hours will count towards hours worked for City sponsored events. 

5. Temporary full-time, reguiar, and regular and ternporarv part-time and seasonal employees shall 

be entitled to overtime pay only if they work more than forty (40) hours in a regular pay period. 

6. Salaried employees shall not be entitled to overtime pay. 

7. Overtime hours for shift employees shall be calculated in accordance with the Fair Labor 

Standards Act. 

Xll.6 CALL BACK PAY 

1. Whenever an employee, having completed his scheduled work time and departed the workplace 

is called back to work for unscheduled overtime, he shall be paid for a minimum of two (2) hours 

at the overtime rate. 

2. Regular and temporary part-time employees called back to work after having completed their 

work schedule and departed the workplace, will be paid a minimum of two (2) hours at straight 

time rate. 

Xll.7 COMPENSATORY TIME 

1. Each department head is authorized to give employees compensatory time off in lieu of 

immediate overtime pay at a rate of not less than one and one-half (1½) hours for each hour 
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of overtime worked. The maximum compensatory time which the City Manager/Chief of 

Peirce or department head may authorize any affected employee to accrue without prior 

consent of the City Commission is forty-eight (48) hours. In the event of a city-wide 

emergency, the City Commission may grant affected employees the ability to accrue up to a 

maximum of four hundred eighty (480) hours of compensatory time. 

2. An employee shall be permitted to use accrued compensatory time within a reasonable 

period after it is requested by the employee, if to do so would not unduly disrupt the 

operations of the City. 

3. Pa)'FAent for accrued coFApcnsatorv tiFAe upon terFAination of eFAployFAcnt shall be 

calculated at ti:te average regular rate of pay for the final three (3) years of eFAployment, or 

the final regular rate received b)' the emplo•tec, whiche'<'er is the higher. 

4. Salaried employees shall not be entitled to compensatory time. 

Xll.8 PROMOTION OF EMPLOYEES 

1. The following procedures shall be followed in the promotion of employees to positions in a 
hig_hEi!r,pay. grade_: 

Th~ 'department head shall determine that the employee being ·considered for the 

·promotion possesses t'he minimum required education and/or experience set forth in the 

:P·ositioA Description Job Description for the position to which the promotion is being made. 

Thi~_prome>tion is to be approved by the City Manager/Chief of Police. 'Ni:to sl=lall inforFA the 

,Ci~y Go.n:imission at the nCJct FAeeting.) 
ln ·an em·ergehcy, tne City Manager/Chief of Police may approve chan~es in responsibilities 

for an employee. and 'Nill inform the City Cornmission at the next meeti'ng·. 

Promoted employees shall, upon assuming their new duties have appropriate adjustments 

made to their salary. Said adjustments to be made by the City Manager/Chief of Police only 

after verification that said increase in salaries is within authorized budget limits. 

Xll.9 INTERIM PAY INCREASES 

1. ~o pai; raises for full and part time regular emplo)•ees are to be granted during the fiscal 

i;ear, unless promoted '<'.'ithout prior Commission appro•.•al. 

2. Full and part~time regular employees shall not be eligible to receive merit pay during their 

probationary period. However, they shall be eligible to receive merit pay if they complete 

their_prooationary period satisfactorily. 

Xll.10 POLICE INCENTIVE PAY 

1. Police incentive pay shall be provided to the City's police officers in accordance with 

Section 943.22, Florida Statutes. 

2. Police incentive pay is not to be considered a raise in pay. and does not reeiuire City 

Commi!;sion approval. 

3. Upon approval by the Chief of Police, incentive pay can begin retroactive to the date of 

certification and/or when the officer is entitled to receive it and can be forwarded 

monthly. 
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4. Incentive pay shall be included in the regular rate for purposes of computing overtime 

rate for police officers to which it is applicable. This provision is in accordance with Section 

7 of the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act. 

Xll.11 EMPLOYEE PAY 

Pay increases for City employees shall be based on the following: 

1. The Consumer Price Index (CPI) for all urban consumers in the South from June 1st to May 
31't. 

2. Work performance as determined by a score on the work performance evaluation form 

for the employee's, department. Pay increases based on performance. Will be as 
determined by the City Commission. 

M
A 

, When an eA'lplovee reaches the top of the pay range for his or her position, then 

he or she shall be entitled to a bonus offroffi 0%to 4% of the efflplo•ree's current 

pay, with the bonus to be deterFAined b•r the score on the emplovee's .....erk 

perforFAance ei.•aluation. 

B. By August 20th of each year, each department head and the Police Chief and City 

Manager shall evaluate the work performance of each employee under their 

supervision. The resuits of the evaiuations shaii be given to the City ivianager, who 

will use them to determine the amount of money that is to be provided for the 

raises in each department's budget. 

Xll.12 MERIT PAY FOR PROBATIONARY EMPLOYEES 

Full and part tiffle regular emplo•,•ees shall not be eligible to recei¥e merit pay during their probationary 

period. Ho•.ve•,mr, full and part time regular eFAplo•ye·es who complete their probationary period 

satisfactorily shall be eligible to recei•.«e merit pay. 

XII.H 12 MERIT PAY 
I 

The pay plan as adopted by the City Commission was formulated in accordance with the following 

criteria: 

1. Provide for pay rates comparable to those of other Florida municipalities of similar population. 

B. Establish minimum and maximum starting salaries. 

C. Assign a pay range for each position. 

D. Described the basic duties and required education, skills, and experience for each 

position. 

E. Apply impartially to all municipal employees regardless of department status, race, 

creed, origin, age, or sex. 

F. Establish precise implementation procedures with proper documentation. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-18 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH RE: AMENDING SEqlON XIII IN THE CITY ST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH PERSONNEL MANUAL 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY 

The City Commission of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida, in the 

regular meeting duly assembled on May 3, 2021, resolves as follows: 

To amend Section XIII of the Personnel Manual for the City of St. Augustine Beach is hereby 

amended as shown in Exhibit A of this resolution and such language shall be incorporated into the 

Personnel manual. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Commission of the City of St. 

Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida amended Section XIII to the City of St. Augustine Beach 

Personnel Manual to read as shown in Exhibit A, with the remainder of the policies remaining as 

adopted previously. 

RESOLVED AND DONE, this 3rd day of May 2021, by the City Com mission of the City 

of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida. 

Margaret England, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Max Royle, City Manager 
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EXHIBIT A 

XIII. STANDARDS OF CONDUCT AND DISCJPLlNE 

XIII.5 NO POLITICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

No recommendations for or against any applicant, competitor, or person eligible for employment 
which involves the disclosure of his political opinions or affiliations shall be received, filed, or 
considered by the C ity Commission, Chief ofPolice and/or City Manager. 

XIII.7 COOPERATION OF CITY EMPLOYEES 

All City employees shall cooperate with the City Commission, ChiefofPolice and City Manager in 
conducting the inquiries specified in these rules; shall permit inspection by the City Commission, 
Chief of Police, and City Manager of all books, papers and documents belonging, or in any way 
concerning their respective positions and duties; shall also produce said books, papers; and shall 
attend and testify before the City Commission, the City Manager or the Chief of Police when 
required to do so. 

XIII.9 POLITICAL ACTIVITY 

D. No employee shall solicit any contributions or services for any political party from 
any City employee while on duty. 

XIII.12 EMPLOYEE CONDUCT 

A. Employees of the City are expected to keep in mind that they are public employees 
and to conduct themselves accordingly. Every employee should have a deep 
commitment to serve the City and make every effort to be loyal to the City and its 
programs. This means loyalty to the employee's fellow workers, superiors, the City 
Commission, and the geneFal public. 

B. While on duty, either in or out of uniform, employees shall not consume alcoholic 
beverages unless required in performance of their duty. 

XIII.13 DRESS AND APPEARANCE 

A. Dress shall be appropriate for proper performance ofassigned duties. When uniforms 
are provided for an employee, they will be required to wear the uniform when on duty 
unless otherwise directed by their department head. Safety is the uhnost concern for 
all City employees and for this reason. flip flops are not permitted. 
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Xill 15 OFFICE AND WORK HOURS 

A. City Hall will be open Monday through Friday from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., except 
for announced holidays or closures. 

B. All other City offices and departments will maintain the hours and work schedules 
required by the ·city Commission the City Manager / Chief of Police to serve the 
public. These hours and work schedules are the responsibility ofthe department head. 

C. Time records will be maintained on each employee. At the end of each work week, 
the employee will sign a time sheet, which will be certified by the department head. 

D. Absence or unavoidable late arrival must be reported to the supervisor or City 
Manager's office prior to 8: 15 a.m. or within 15 minutes of the beginning of the 
employee's scheduled workday. 

XTIT 17 C1TY PR OPERTY USAGE 

A. Telephone Usage: 

1. Long distance calls in any department will only be made by personnel 
authorii:ed by the department head. ) 

'..b L Excessive personal telephone calls of an emplqyee will not be permitted, or 
disciplinary action will be taken. 

~ 2. The City's telephone number shall not be used in any advertising media for 
the benefit of any employee. 

4. In the event of an emergency, personal long dlstance telephone calls vlill be 
allowed. The employee ·.vill notify the City immediately of the call or 

calls, and ·Nill reimburse the City . 

.➔.. 3. Use of City-owned cell phones is intended to help the employee perform his 
or her work responsibilities. However, limited personal use of a City cell 
phone is permitted so long as such use does not interfere with City business 
or create expense to the City. 

6" 4. Use ofa cell phone while an employee is operating equipment, or a vehicle is 
prohibited. 

7. Because of reported health concerns regarding extended use of cell pboaes, 
employees s,hould restrict the use ofGity cell phones to essential business and 
should use earphones ·••thCfler,'erp ossible. 
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B. Assignment of City Vehicles 

City vehicles may be assigned to City employees and used by the employees for both 
City business and to commute to and from the employee's residence. Such 
assignment ofvehicles shall be subject to the following restrictions: 

1. At the discretion of the Police Chief/City Manager, City employees who live 
within a forty (40) mile radius of the City. (Res. 07-19, 12-3-07). 

2. Only the employee is to drive the vehicle. 

3. No non-City employees or offieials are to be in the vehicle as passengers 
except in cases of emergency. 

4. The vehicle is not to be used for personal errands or purposes. 

5. The employee shall keep the vehicle and its· equipment locked when the 
vehicle is not being used. 

6. If the employee is absent because of vacation or illness, the vehicle is to be 
returned· to city hall or the Public Works garage for use b~,7 other employees. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-19 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH RE: AMENDING SECTION XIV IN THE CITYST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH PERSONNEL MANUAL 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY 

The City Commission of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida, in 

the regular meeting duly assembled on May 3, 2021, resolves as follows: 

Tb amend Section XIV of the Personnel Manual for the City of St. Augustine Beach is 

hereby amended as shown in Exhibit A of this resolution and such language shall be 

incorporated into the Personnel manual. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Commission of the City 

of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida amended Section XIV to the City of St. 
. . 

August'ine Beach Personnel Manual to read as shown in Exhibit A, with the remainder of 

) the policies remaining as adopted previously. 

RESOLVED AND DONE, this 3rd day of May 2021, by the City Commission of 

the City of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida. 

Margaret England, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Max Royle, City Manager 
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EXHIBIT A 

XIV. DISCIPLINARY ACTION 

XIV.I INTENT 

XIV.2 TYPES OF OFFENSES 

The three (3) groups ofoffenses and a guide for standard penalties recommended are as 
follows: 

A. GROUP 1 OFFENSES 

11. Failure to report an accident orpersonal injury in which the employee 
was involved immediately while on the job. 

B. GROUP II OFFENSES 

~ Making a personal long distance telephone eall on a City phone, 
except ia an emergency, subject to Seotioa XIII.17(A)(4) of thls 
maHual. 

1-: .6.,_ Carelessness which affects the safety of City personnel and/or the 
public, and which causes damage to City and/or private equipment, 
tools, or property. 

&- 7. Making false or malicious statements concerning any City 
employee, supervisor, elected official, the City or its operations. 

9:- 8. Distributing or causing to be distributed, during normal working 
hours, written matter ofany kind on City premises, unless authorized 
by the City Manager/ChiefofPolice. The purpose ofthis provision is 
to prohibit employees interfering with the work of other employees 
and/or with the City's operations. 

+G; 9. Provoking or instigating a fight on City property. 

+4-; lQ,_ Absent without permission or taking leave without permission 
(AWOL). 

C. GROUP III OFFENSES 
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29. Driving a motor vehicle while on duty without a valid State ofFlorida 
driver's license, or failure to report the loss or suspension ofa driver's 
license when an employee is required to drive while on duty to his 
department head or supervisor. 

) 
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RESOLUTION 21-20 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH RE: TO REMOVE PART OF SECTION X1.6 AND ADD TO 

SECTION Xl.17 IN THE PERSONNEL MANUAL OF ST. 
ST. JOHNS COUNTY AUGUSTINE BEACH 

The City Commission of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida, in the regular 

meeting duly assembled on May 3, 2021, resolves as follows: 

That Sections Xl.6 and Xl.17 of the Personnel Manual for the City of St. Augustine Beach 

is hereby changed as shown in Exhibit A of this resolution and such language shall be incorporated into 

the Personnel Manual. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Commission of the City of St. Augustine 

Beach, St. Johns County, Florida changed Sections Xl.6 and Xl.17, to the City of St Augustine Beach 

Persdnnel Manual to read as shown ~n Exhibit A, with the remainder of the policies remaining as adopted 

previously. 

RESOLVED AND DONE, this 3rd day of May 2021, by the City Commission of the City of St. 

Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida. Effective date begins October 1, 2021. 

Margaret England, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Max Royle, City Manager 
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EXHIBIT 1 

IX.1 TYPES OF LEAVE 

A. Xl.6 SICK LEAVE 

C. As a reward to those em13loyees ....·ho accrue siclE lea¥e but do not use 
it within a three month 13eriod, the City will prol>'ide a short term sick 
lea·.•e incenti>we a•,vard. This award will be subject to the rollo•1,1ing 
conditions: 

1. If an employee does not use any sick lea·.·e w,ithin a consecutll>'e three 
month period for himself/herself or to care for a family member in 
accordance with Section Xl.e.A.3 of the Personnel Mantia!, the 
emplo•ree shall be entitled to eight (8) hours of lea·.•e or eight {8) hours 
,lRes. 12 S) pay. 

2. If the cmplo·rec elects to use eight (8) hours (Res. 12 S) of lem.ie, the time 
off must first be appro•,ied by the employee's super>wisor before it is taken. 
The time off must be scheduled within the three month period following 
the period dt1ring which the award ,...,as earned. 

3. EA'lplo•rees must be cm13loyed b·t the City during the entire three 
A'lontl=ls. Emplo·rees who arc on lea>we without pay status at any time 
during the three month period shall not be entitled to this benefit. 

4. Neith~r probationary nor salaried emplo·rees sl=lall be entitled to 

Xl.17 HOLIDAYS 

The City shall consider the days listed below as paid holidays but reserves the right to schedule 
work on these days when required by City business. Employees who work a holiday will be paid 
at their norma! straight time rate of pay for the actual hours worked on the holiday. 

All floating and birthday holiday~ must be approved by employee's supervisor prior to-taking this 
holiday. Floating and birthday holidays must be used annually and will not be carried over to the 
next calendar year. 

A. New Years' Day - January 1 

Martin Luther KingJr.'s Birthday - As Established by Federal 
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Presidents Day 

Good Friday 

Memorial Day 

Independence Day 

Labor Day 

Veterans Day 

Thanksgiving Day 

Day After Thanksgiving 

Floating Holiday 

Christmas Eve 

Christmas Day 

Birthday Holiday 

- As Established by Federal 

Policy 

- Friday Before Easter 

- As Established by Federal Policy 

-July 4 

- First Monday in September 

- November 11th 

- Fourth Thursday in November 

- For all other Employees 

- For Public Works Employees 

- December 24th 

- December 25th 

- Approved Time Off by Supervisor 
Yearly 
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-21 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH RE: AMENDING SECTION Xl.7 IN THE CITY ST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH PERSONNEL MANUAL 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY 

The City Commission of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida, in the 

regular meeting duly assembled on May 3, 2021, resolves as follows: 

To amend Section Xl.7 of the Personnel Manual for the City of St. Augustine Beach is hereby 

amended as shown in Exhibit A of this resolution and such language shall be incorporated into the 

Personnel manual. 

r\JOW, THE~EFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Commission of the City of St. 

Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida amended Section Xl.7 to the City of St. Augustine Beach 

) Personnel Manu·a1 to read as shown in Exhibit A, with the remainder of the policies remaining as 

adopted previously. 

RESOLVED AND DONE, this 3rd day of May 2021, by the City Commission of the City 

of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida. 

Margaret England, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Max Royle, ·City Manager 

) 
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EXHIBIT A 

Xl.6 SICK LEAVE 

B. Seasonal employees and temporary full and part-time employees and regular 
part-time employees shall not be entitled to sick leave with pay and shall not 
be covered by the City's health insurance. 

7. Any regular full-time employee, in good standing determined by the 
City Manager or Chief of Police, who has used all ef-l:H5 his/her accrued 
sick leave, or has not accrued sufficient sick leave. but who is otherwise 
entitled to sick leave due to illness or injury and who requests it, shall 
be allowed to use any accrued vacation leave. Once this is exhausted, 
the sick employee shall be entitled to use up to two hundred forty 
(240) hours (Res. 12-5) of additional paid sick leave, which shall be 
taken as donated leave from other City employees. Such donated leave 
for a sick employee must first be approved by the Cit'{ Gofflmission City 
Manager or Chief of Police. The donated sick leave must be from the 
accrued sick leave of other City employees who have a balance of 300 
hours or more. An employee can only give up to 100 hours ofdonated 
sick leave, and the donated sick leave can be used by the sick or injured 
employee only for a personal illness or injury (and not for taking care 
of a sick or injured family member) and can be used only for a 
particular purpose, which must be stated in writing by the employee 
when applying for the donated leave. If circumstances change so that 
the donated sick leave is not needed for the particular purpose 
specifically requested, then the donated leave automatically is 
returned to the donor employee(s). Once the donated leave is 
exhausted, and should the sick employee require additional leave, he 
shall be placed on leave without pay status, if he so requests, for up to 
six (6) calendar months. Beyond six (6) months, if a state licensed 
medical doctor states that the employee cannot return to work, then 
the employee shall be terminated. 
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Aeemfa Ueii1ff.. 11 

Meeting Oat~- 6-7-21 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torr~~~ --

FROM: Max Royle, City Mappr• , -

DATE: April 21, 2021 

SUBJECT: Long-Range Financial Plan: Review of Report 

Section 2-106 of the Generai City Code requires that a long-range financial plan be prepared and 

submitted to you at your May regular meeting each year. 

Attached as pages 1-3 is an explanation prepared by the Finance Director, Ms. Douylliez, followed by pages 

4-8, which provide an overview of revenues and expenditures for the past five fiscal years and the 

projected revenues and expenditures for the next five fiscal yea rs. 

Ms. Douylliez will explain the report and answer your questions. 

A 



City of St. Augustine Beach Long-Range Financial Planning 
Fiscal Year 2021 

Introduction 

Per City's Code, in May of each year, a financial plan is to be submitted to the City 
Commission and is to contain estimated revenues and proposed expenditures for a 
minimum of five (5) years. The following information will illustrate where the City has 
been for the-past five years, and where we project the City to be over the next five years. 

The revenues and expenditures are broken down into groups also known as functions. 
Below is an outline of what is comprised of each group or function. 

Revenues 

• Taxes 
o Ad Va!orem Taxes 
o Utility Taxes 
o Telecommunication Tax 
o Business Tax Receipts 
o Local Option Gas Tax 

~ Licenses & Permits 
o Building Permits 
o Other Permits 
o Franchise Fees 
o Impact Fees 

• Intergovernmental Revenue 
o Grants (State, Federai & Local) 
o State Revenue Sharing 
o ½ Cent Sales Tax 
o Alcoholic Beverage Licenses 
o County Business Tax Receipts 
o Fuel Tax Refund 

• Charges for Services 
o Zoning Fees 
o Plan Review/Plat Fees 
o Sales of Maps 
o Impact Fee Administrative Charge, 
o Solid Waste Disposal Fees 
o Beach Patrol 
o Police Reports 
o Certification and Copying Fees 

• Fines and Forfeitures 
o Court Fines 
o Parking Tickets 
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o Other Fines and Forfeitures 
o Code Enforcement Fines 

• Miscellaneous 
o Scrap Sales 
o Discounts Earned 
o Refunds of Prior Year Expenditures 
o Other Miscellaneous Revenues 
o Contractor License/Special Permits 

Expenditures 

• General Government 
o City Commission 
o City Manager 
o Finance/Administration 
o Comprehensive Planning 
o Other Governmental Services 

• Public Safety 
o Police 
o Building (Protective Inspections) 

• Physical Environment 
o Garbage/Solid Waste 
o Infrastructure 

• Economic Environment 
o Advertising in conference programs/community publication 

• Human Services 
o Dog registration tags 

• Culture & Recreation 
o Maintenance of Parks 
o Park Projects 

With planning for the future, the capital improvements plan is incorporated into the 
projected expenditures, as well as the actual debt service payments. As stated above we 
begin with the past and move into the future on the following pages. 

Historical 

The graphs on the next three pages depict historical revenues, expenditures and fund 
balance. Taxes, mainly property taxes, are the City's primary source of revenue used to 
provide its services. Over the prior five years there has been a steady income from 
licenses and permits, reflecting the permit and impact fees from the building department. 
Intergovernmental revenues have also been steady, with the exception of FY18, which 
included money from FEMA for storm reimbursement. 

Expenditures also so slow but steady growth over the same time. There is a large spike 
with the Capital Outlay function in Fiscal Year (FY) 16 which is the lease/purchase of the 



remaining 4.5 acres of the Maratea property. The debt function also saw an increase due 
to the refunding of the two bond issues. 

Fund Balance has been a concern for the City over the past few years. As the third slide 
shows, improvements are being made to bring this balance back into compliance at 20%. 
As of the FY20 audit, we are 19.5%. 

Projected 

The last two pages are illustrating the projected revenues and expenditures from FY21 
through FY25. Only slight growth is expected on the next five years in both revenues and 
expenditures. This growth curve was calculated using historical data as well as known 
economic factors. While tax revenues are estimated to increase steadily over the next 
five year!:i, H1ere is c:1 significant increase projected in lntergovermnental revenues corning 
from grant proceeds for projected capital projects. 

There is a large increase in the expenditures for capital projects based on the five-year 
capital plan piesented to the Commission on March 8, 2021. Many of tllese projects wili 
be offset by grant funds and impact fee reserves. 

The information presented are one of the many tools utilized when preparing the annual 
budgets, however, it should be noted that most of the revenue estimates are provided to 
the Finance Office from the Florida State Office of Economic and Demographic Research 
in June and July of each year. 
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Meeting D.ate 6-7-21 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres 

FROM: Max Royle, City Manag~L--··· 

DATE: May 13, 2021 

SUBJECT: St. Johns CoLinty 200th 

2021, Time Capsule De

Capsule 

Anniversary: Request for City Representative to Attend July 21, 

dication Ceremony and Designation of Item from City for the 

Attached is a letter to Mayor England from Mr. Jeremiah Blocker, Chairman of the Board of County 

Commissioners. 

In his letter, Chairman Blocker asks that the City designate a representative to attend the time capsule 

dedication ceremony and designate an item to be put in the capsule. 

We suggest that Mayor England be the representative. As to what should be put in the time capsule, 

Chairman Blocker describes the desired dimensions and that the item could be documents, photos, coins, 

or similar objects. 

The basic question may be: What object do you think best represents our City during the year of the 

County's 200th anniversary, 2021? Perhaps there's a local artist who has created a small painting of 

something iconic concerning our City. Or maybe there's a photograph, piece of sculpture, or some other 

object that highlights something unique about our City. Please, your creativity and imagination are 

needed. 

By the way, a Google search reveals that St. Johns County was foLinded on July 21, 1821. 

A 



St. Johns County Board of County Commissioners 

"(, 1821 Chair/District 4 

May 6, 2021 

Ms. Margaret England 
Mayor 
City of St. Augustine Beach 
2200 A 1 A South 
St. Augustine, FL 32080 

Dear Mayor England: 

St. Johns County is commemorating its 200th anniversary throughout2021 with a variety ofspecial 
events and programing. Signature events will include St. Johns County's Then, Now, and the 
Future Public Library Syrnposimn, a dedicated public photography exhibition, and a time capsule 
dedication ceremony on July 21, 2021. 

l would like to personally invite the City ofSt. Augustine Beach to help us celebrate this milestone 
by participating in the time capsule dedication ceremony from 10 a.m. to 12 p.m. on Wednesday, 
July 21, 2021, at the County Administration Building, 500 San Sebastian View. 

Participating organizations are invited to identify a dignitary to introduce an item and place it into 
the time capsule during the ceremony. Time capsule items should be compact and lightweight, and 
may include documents, photos, coins, or olher similar objects. Three-dimensional items should 
not exceed three inches in length by three inches in wid lh by three inches in height. 

Tt would be an honor to have the City of St. Augustine Beach participate in this important, historic 
event. Please contact Michael Ryan, St. Johns County Director of Commw1ications, at 
mryan@sjcfl.us or 904.209.0549 by June 4, 2021, to confirm your participation, provide the name 
ofa dignitary, and identify the object you would like to include in the time capsule. 

1rr~1· fi 0
'/4,1 ij~ t:f:, . 
!jrem1ah ay Blocker, Chairman 
Board o : ounty Commissioners 
St. Johns County, Florida 

-SO_O_Sa_n_S_e_b_as-ti_a_n-V-ie_w_,-St-.A-ug-u-st-in_e_,-F-L-32_0_8_4_I_P_:-9-04-.-2□-9-.0-3_0_0_____-tilt-it-r--!_~~~~~1!:~..;.._.,;;u;,..s..;E=-,fn 
M1.\ 1 n?l f!J 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH 

mailto:mryan@sjcfl.us
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21Meeting Date G-7-

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor England 

Vice Mayor Samora 

Commissioner George 

Commissioner Rumrell 

Commissioner Torres 1J{(_, 
FROM: Max Royle, City Man{gj1' d'f ' 
DATE: May 20, 2021 

SUBJECT: Commission Meetings: Discussion of Possibilities to Reduce Number of Topics on 

Agendas, Changing Times of Meetings, When to Hold Continuation Meetings and Setting 

Dates for Certain Upcoming Meetings 

INTRODUCTION 

In light of comments by some of you at recent meetings about certain aspects of your meetings, we 

suggest that now may be an opportune time for you to discuss possible changes about the meetings and 

the agenda. We provide here four topics. You may have others that you think also merit discussion. 

1. Reduce Number of Agenda Topics 

a. By delegating decisions to the Planning Board 

As the agendas seem to be growing longer and longer, one key way to reduce the number of topics is for 

the Commission to delegate decisions concerning certain matters to either the Planning Board or the City 

administration. 

For example, for many years, the Commission apprnved all special event permits: road and beach races, 

shows/concerts at the pier pavilion, etc. Then, in 2010, the Commission passed Ordinance 10-07, which 

delegates to the City Manager the authority to issue permits for events, unless they are of "significant 

impact." These are defined as events that require more parking than is available on the site where the 

events are to be held. However, the Manager can issue a permit for an event of a significant impact if the 

event has occurred in the City for a minimum of three prior times. Thus, the Manager now issues the 

permit for the Santas on the Loose 51< Run each December and the Civic Association's annual Spring and 

Summer Concert series. However, the Manager would bring to the Commission a permit request for a 

significant event that hasn't occurred three times in the past in the City or involves the closing of public 

streets. 

At your recent May 1gtn workshop meeting with the Planning Board and SEPAC, the Building Official 

suggested you delegate the authority to approve conditional use permits to the Planning Board. You 

responded by proposing that the delegation of approving such permits for outside serving of food and 

beverages be considered first. The Planning Board will discuss this at its June 1511 ' meeting. 

A 



b. By eliminating redundancy 

Another way to reduce the nurnber of topics on the agenda is to eliminate procedures that may be 

redundant. An example is the review of a request to vacate an alley or street. Each step listed below is 

done at a separate meeting: 

Review of the vacation application by the Planning Board, which makes recommendation to the 

Commission. 

Commission holds a public hearing on the request and usually has the City Attorney prepare to 

ordinance. 

Ordinance has first reading. 

Ordinance has public hearing and then final reading when it is approved. 

We suggest deleting the second step listed above: the public hearing by the Commission. It is redundant 

because the Commission must hold a public hearing for the ordinance to vacate any alley before the 

ordinance can be passed on second and final reading. 

ACTION REQUESTED: It is that you continue your May 18th discussion of whether there are items or topics 

you think can be delegated to the Planning Board or the City administration for approval, to reduce the 

number of topics on your meeting agenda, and that you discuss whether there are requirements in the 

Land Development Regulations or the general City Code that could be changed because they're redundant 

or otherwise not needed. 

2. Cfornging Times of the Commission Meetings 

There is no requirement in the City Charter or the general City Code that the Commission must meet on 

the first Monday of the month at 6 p.m. Nor is there any requirement in the Charter or elsewhere that 

Commission meetings must end at 10 p.m. 

The only reference to Commission meetings in the City Charter is in Section 1-5 {a), which states: "The city 

commission shall meet at such times as may be prescribed by ordinance, resolution, or as otherwise 

permitted by Florida Law." 

Over the years, the Commission by simple motion and vote or by consensus has changed the day and time 

of the meetings. For example, on January 11, 1960, the Commission of whcJt was then the Town of St. 

Augustine Beach held their first meeting since incorporation in 1959 and decided that their meetings 

would be held on the first Monday of the month at 7:30 p.m. On December 1, 1969, the Commission 

changed the day for their meeting to the second Monday of the month. On February 26, 1970, the day 

was changed back to the first Monday at 8:00 p.m. because the second Monday was a conflict for the 

Town Attorney because the Town Commission of Hasting, far which the St. Augustine Beach Attorney cJlso 

provided legal counsel, met on the second Monday. Then in November 1974, the Commission changed 

the meeting time from 8:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. Nowhere in the record is there an ordinance that sets the 

day of the week and the time Commission meetings are to start. 

In the City Commission's Policies and Procedures Manual, under the heading of "Meetings," there is a 

simple sentence: "Commission meetings are to begin at 7:00 p.m." The Manual's provisions are adopted 

8 



by resolution, not by ordinance, and thus can easily be changed by one motion and vote at any meeting. 

The decision that the meetings are to end by 10:00 p.m. is stated in Resolution 18-01 (copy attached). 

A review of when the governing bodies of some northeast area cities meet shows the following: 

St. Augustine: 2nd and 4th Monday, 5:00 p.m. 

Flagler Beach: 2nd and 4 th Thursday, 5:30 p.m. 

Bunne!I: 2nd and 4th Monday, 7:00 p.m. 

Palm Coast: 1'1 Tuesday at 6:00 p.m., 3 rd Tuesday at 8:00 a.m. 

Green Cove Springs: 1-'1 and 3rd Tuesday, 7:00 p.m. 

Jacksonville Beach: 1'1 and 3rd Monday, 7:00 p.m. 

Neptune Beach: r 1 Monday, 6:00 p.m. 

Atlantic Beach: 2"" and 4th Monday, 6:30 p.m. 

Daytona Beach: l't and 3rd Wednesday, 6:00 p.m. 

However, what days and times the governing body of other cities meet may be immaterial. You can decide 

the meeting schedule that best suits you collectively. 

ACTION REQUESTED: It is that you discuss whether you want to change the day of the week and the time 

Commission meetings are to begin, keeping in mind your respective work schedules and obligations and 

overtime costs to the City for the personnel who run the cameras and provide the streaming video. 

3. When to Hold Continuation Meetines 

A couple of years ago, the consensus of the Commissioners then in office was to have a continuation of 

your Monday meeting done on the following Tuesday. However, with new Commissioners now in office, 

the holding of a continuation meeting on the following Tuesday may be a conflict for some. 

ACTION REQUESTED: It is that you discuss whether there is a day ofthe week when continuation meetings 

can be held that won't conflict with any obligations some of you have because of your employment or 

other reasons. 

If Mondays are the day suitable for your continuation meeting, then we suggest you set the second 

Monday of the month as the day for such meetings. 

4. Setting Dates for Upcoming Meetings 

Two dates are needed: one in June for a workshop and one in July for your regular meeting. 

The City staff requests the workshop in June to discuss with you having a stormwater utility fee. As the 

City's drainage infrastructure grows, a dedicated funding source to pay for its maintenance and 

improvements is needed. A stormwater utility could be that dedicated funding source. It would be similar 

to the non-ad valorem assessment you have approved to pay the costs to collect and dispose of solid 

waste. As the implementation of the assessment takes a number of months, it wouldn't go into effect 

until Fiscal Year 2023. 

C 



The second date concerns your July regular meeting. The first Monday in July, the 51
\ when you would 

normally hold your meeting, is a holiday for City em ptoyees. Section Xl.19.C of the City's Personnel Manual 

states that when a holiday falls on a Saturday, the Friday before will be taken as the holiday by the 

employees, and when the holiday falls on a Sunday, then the employees will observe the following 

Monday as the holiday. 

ACTION REQUESTED: It is that you set a date and time in June for the works~op on the stormwater utility 

fee and that you decide the date when you want to hold your July regular meeting. 

D 



RESOLUTION NO. 18-01 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH RE: TO AMEND THE CITY 
ST. JOHNS COUNTY COMMISSION'S POLICIES AND 
FLORIDA PROCEDURES MANUAL BY 

UPDATING POLICIES IN AGENDA 
FORMAT AND COMMISSION 
MEETINGS SECTIONS 

The City Commission ofSt. Augustine Beach, St Johns County, Florida, in regular meeting 
duly assembled on Saturday, January 6, 2018, resolves the following: 

WHEREAS, the City Commission would like to change the procedures ofthe Policies and 
Procedures Manual under sections Agenda Fonnat and Commission Meetings; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission discussed what items should be changed at their Regular 
Commission meeting in December; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE RESOLVED BY, the City Commission of the City of St. 
Augustine Beach, St. Johns County, Florida adds to the City Commission's Policies and 
Procedures Manual under Commission Meetings the following: 

AGENDA FORMAT 

1. The City Commission has adopted the following format for the agenda of regular 
Commission meetings. 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Ill. ROLL CALL 
IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
V. ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS OF THE AGENDA 
Vl. CHANGES TO ORDER OF TOPICS ON THE AGENDA 
Vil. PRESENTATIONS 
VIII. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
IX. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
X. CONSENT 
XI. OLD BUSINESS 
XII. NEW BUSINESS 
XIII. COMMISSIONER/ STAFF COMMENTS 
XIV. PENDING ITEMS 
XV. ADJOURNMENT 



5. Upon receipt of a request by a member of the public or an organization to place a 
presentation upon the agenda, the office of the City Manager shall advise such member 
of the public or the organization that presentation is limited to ten minutes in length and 
must pertain to the City of St. Augustine Beach or its residents. Requests for greater length 
of time shall be addresses to the discretion of the Presiding Officer of the City 
s.Qommission. Public Comments for each agenda item will be two minutes per speaker. 
Under Agenda Format, Item VIII. Public Comments will be three minutes per speaker. 

7. "Pending Items" is to list items that are not resolved and would have to be continued to 
another meeting. 

Agenda and Commission books shall be distributed to the Commission seven days prior to the 
Regular Commission meetings. Submission of items on the agenda must be given to the City 
Manager ten days prior to the meeting for book preparation and distribution or the agenda item 
will be postponed. 

COMMISSION MEETINGS 

3. Commission meetings are to begin at +:-00- 6:00 p.m. and will end at 9:30 p.m. unless a 

vote to extend the meetings is approved by the Commission until 10:00 p.m. Regular 

Commission meeting will be on the first Monday of every month and if necessary will 
continue to the next business day. Standard length ofCommission meetings shall be 3 ½ 
hours. unless a vote to extend the meeting is anprovedby the Commission for an additional 
30 minutes. 

4. Special Meetings: Topics for the agendas for special meetings will be determined in 
advance by the City commission, and no additional topics may be added to the agenda 
unless the topic or topics are of an urgent or emergency nature. Special meetings shall be 
scheduled for agenda items for which discussions would be over one hour in length. 
Special meeting notices will be posted at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. 

"Urgent" shall be defined as an unexpected or overlooked action that needs to be taken 
care of prior to the next regular meeting. 

~Emergency" shall be defined as a reasonable, unforeseen breakdown of machinery, 
development of a dangerous condition, threatened termination of an essential service, or 
the development of an unforeseen circumstance which could result in curtailment or 
reduction of an essential service or cause possible liability or harm to the public, the City 
or its employees. 

15. AGENDA: 



A The AgendaJ. wruGR will be-+6 sent to all Commissioners and will be posted at City 
Hall for the public. shall be tho nerrnal operating preoedt1FO However, the Presiding 
Officer shall have the authority, during any meeting, and after approval by the City 
Commission, to change the order of business and the Agenda if the circumstances 
so warrant. 

B. That any item to go on the Agenda must be s1:1b~ittee ey Weelnosaay 12:00 neon 
distributed to the Commission seven days prior to the meeting. pFesedin9 the ne:xt 
mornt:lly meeting. Tt:lis is Items are to be directed to the City Manager in writing. 
Inclusion of any item for the Agenda must be submitted to the City Manager ten 
days prior to the meeting and will depend upon the completeness of information 
and on the time element for the meeting. Otherwise. the item will be postponed 
until the next scheduled meeting. 

RESOLVED AND DONE, this 6th day ofJanuary, 2018, by the City Commission of the 
City of St. Augustine Beach, St. Johns County Florida. 

ATTEST: 
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Meeting Oati 6-7- 21 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: May 27, 2021 

To: Max Royle, City Manager 

From: William Tredik, Public Works Director 

Subject: Amendments No. 36 and 37 to the Contract between the City of St. 
Augustine Beach and CMT for Engineering Services for Drainage and 
Paving Improvements for 11 th Street and Oceanside Circle 

BACKGROUND 

Oceanside Circle and 111h Street are both in need of pavement improvements to correct 
deficiencies in the roadway structure. Both locations are programmed for resurfacing, 
but require drainage improvements and environmental resource permitting through the 
St. Johns River Water Management District. Each roadway has unique needs which 
must be addressed prior to resurfacing. The following paragraphs describe the 
condition of both roadways and the appropriate restoration required. 

Oceanside Circle 

Oceanside circle is an approximately 900-foot roadway located north of Versaggi Drive 
in the southern portion of the City. Oceanside Circle was an existing dirt/shell road prior 
to its surfacing several years ago. In lieu of construction of a traditional roadway section 
(i.e. stabilized subbase, base and asphaltic concrete surface course), Oceanside Circle 
was chip-sealed. Chip sealing is a relatively inexpensive technique to provide a hard 
surface on existing roadways, and involves spreading of hot tar or asphalt, then 
embedding finely graded aggregate into the asphalt or tar surface. Chip sealing 
provides an inexpensive alternative to traditional paving for rural/ low volume surfaces, 
however its life expectancy is short compared to traditional asphaltic concrete surfaces. 
Due to this limitation, and its course texture, chip seal is not generally used for 
residential roadways. 

The chip seal pavement on Oceanside Circle has reached the end of its life. The lack of 
a traditional compacted stabilized base and sub-base, in conjunction with the frequent 
turning movements incurred by traffic turning into and out of driveways has accelerated 
its deterioration. In order to bring the pavement up to City standards, pavement 
reclamation is required and the project was thus programmed into the City's resurfacing 
program. 

As Oceanside Circle was never an engineered roadway, it lacks a working drainage 
system. This lack of a drainage is becoming an increasing problem as buildout of 
homes continues. Flooding now occurs on a recurring basis and has gotten into the 



garage (and almost into living area) of one of the homes atong the roadway. The 
increasing impervious surface area and the lack of a drainage system exacerbates this 
worsening condition. 

In order to correct the flooding problems, an appropriate drainage system must be 
designed, permitted and constructed. This work must be done prior to or in 
concurrence with the roadway paving to ensure an effective solution for the 
neighborhood. 

11!t! Street 

11 th Street currently has a large diameter old reinforced concrete pipe running under the 
pavement from 2nd Avenue to the 11 th Street ditch. The joints of this pipe have leaked 
over time causing subsidence of the roadway at eight foot intervals (the length between 
pipe joints). This pipe at one time drained the 2nd Avenue watershed, but became 
obsolete when the 2ri<1 Avenue piping system was constructed and a large diameter 
stormwater gravity pipe was installed in 10th Street. This newer 10th Street stormwater 
pipe now drains to the large pipe along the east side of Ocean Ridge (formerly the 
Runk ditch), which drains to 11 th Street, thus bypassing the older concrete 11 th Street 
Pipe. 

Stormwater calculations conducted by the City's continuing contract engineering 
consultant GMT show that the old pipe on 11th Street is no longer necessary and can 
be removed. 11 th Street drainage can be safely conveyed by the 10th Street pipe, with 
minimal rise in water stages, thus allowing the complete removal of the failing 11th 

Street Pipe. The work will require the reconfiguring of the drainage along 2nd Avenue 
between 11 th Street and 10th Street and will require an environmental resource permit 
from the St. Johns River Water Management District. The Public Works Department 
began the design process by conducting survey and geotechnical investigation of the 
area. Public Works, however, does not currently have the available staff time to 
complete the design and permitting process in an expeditious manner. As with 
Oceanside Circle, drainage improvements must be done in advance of or concurrent 
with roadway improvements. 

DISCUSSION 

Due to the required time and effort to complete design and permitting - in conjunction 
with the other construction projects which Public Works is undertaking in the next few 
months - it is necessary to utilize an engineering consultant to complete the design 
and permitting work for these projects. GMT (formerly Stone Engineering), the City's 
continuing contract engineering consultant is familiar with the locations and has 
conducted stormwater analysis for both areas (i.e. 11 th Street drainage and the 
Versaggi Stormwater Pump Station). Per the City's request, CMT has provided a 
scope and fee (Amendments Nos. 36 and 37) which details the effort and fee to 
complete the design and permitting as well as provide post design engineering services 
for the projects. Utilizing CMT for this work will allow these projects to move to 
construction in an expeditious manner. 



Specific tasks included in Amendment No. 36 (11 th Street) include: 

50% Design of Drainage Improvements $ 5,980 
50% Design of Roadway Rehabilitation $ 5,490 
90% Design $11,700 
Permitting $ 2,900 
Bid Documents and Bid Assistance $ 2,700 
Construction Admin/Inspection $ 3,800 
TOTAL FEE $32,570 

Specific tasks included in Amendment No. 37 (Oceanside Circle) include: 

50% Design $ 4,400 
90% Design $ 5,950 
Permitting $ 2,600 
100% Plans and Specs $ 3,400 
Bid Assistance $ 2,400 
Construction Admin/lnspection $ 3,300 
Geotechnical Engineering $ 2,300 
TOTAL FEE $24,350 

Staff has reviewed the proposed amendments and fees and determined that they are 
consistent and reasonable with the work proposed. Staff therefore recommends 
approval of Amendments 36 and 37 to the continuing contract with CMT 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve Amendment No. 36 to the Contract between the City of St. Augustine Beach 
and CMT for Engineering Services 11 th Street Storm Sewer Abandonment & 11th 

Street Pavement Rehabilitation 

Approve Amendment No. 37 to the Contract between the City of St. Augustine Beach 
and CMT for Engineering Services Oceanside Circle Drainage and Paving 
Improvements 



AMENDMENT NO. 36 

Engineering Services 
11 th Street Storm sewer Abandonment 
& 11th Street Pavement Rehabilitation 

THIS AMENDMENT is made as of ___________ ___ _ , 2021, by and between 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH (City) and, CRAWFORD MURPHY & TILLEY, ENGINEERS AND 

CONSULTANTS (formerly known as STONE ENGINEERING GROUP, INC.). This Amendment to the 

City / CMT Agreement for Professional Engineering Services is in connection with the City's efforts to 
abandon the failing storm sewer on 11 111 Street. 

SECTION 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Based upon the results of the ICPR modeling scenarios performed on the City Master Stormwater Model 
it was concluded that abandoning the existing failing 29inch x45 inch pipe in 11th Street and rerouting the 
small area stormwater flows would only have a minor effect on the staging of stormwater in the area 
during the 25-year storm event. The proposed project will consist of abandoning the existing failing storm 
sewer and rerouting existing drainage to existing City drainage system. 

St. Johns County right of way work is not anticipated. Any SJCUD water and sanitary sewer conflicts will 
be identified and resolved. Right of Way boundary surveys are not anticipated. Jurisdictional Wetland 
boundaries or boundaries of waters of the state will be identified. Wetland impact permitting is not 
anticipated. The project is considered a conveyance project and the master stormwater permit will be 
modified as a general permit to reflect changes to the master drainage conveyance system. The master 
permit may also be modified to address the elimination of the stormwater treatment retention area as 
duplication of the master stormwater treatment Stormwater. 

Specifically, the scope of services would include several separate drainage areas or parts to the project 
as follows, 

1.Abandon, plug and fill the (primarily) 29-inch x45 inch conveyance pipe section of the 11 th street 
pipe from 2nd Ave to the Ocean Ridge subdivision drainage easement on the east side of the 
subdivision. Repair the existing street and mill and resurface approx. 540 If of pavement 

2. Remove from the existing failing 11th Street pipe system the contributing 11th Street drainage 
area to the east of 2nd Ave toward Beach Boulevard by rerouting the two curb inlets on 11 th Street 
into 2nd Avenue bypassing the small stormwater treatment system. Phase out the small 
stom,water treatment system at the southeast corner of 11 th Street and 2nd Avenue in 
consideration of the master stormwater system having compensated for this roadway section in 
the ICPR model. 

3. Phase out the existing approx.180 If of conveyance ditch from 11th Street and 2na Ave to 10th 

Street and 2nd Avenue by piping the ditch area to structure S-31. 

4. Provide a stormwater inlet and connect to structure S-38 at Ocean Ridge eastern easement 
(previously referred to as Runk's Ditch), thereby conveying stormwater from 11th Street between 
just west of 2No Ave to the Ocean Ridge drainage easement. Remove the existing edge of 
pavement flume. 
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SECTION 2: SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Our services will be provided in the following Tasks: 

Task1: ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES & PRELIMINARY 50% DESIGN OF DRAINAGE 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Secure and coordinate the services of an Environmental Biologist to identify and flag jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters of the state within the project City Right of ways. 

Create Preliminary design plans to include plan view of the existing pavement, widening of the pavement 
and curb and gutter and a typical pavement cross-section 

Provide an order of magnitude Project wide cost estimate to include estimated construction. This task to 
include a submittal to and review of the progress drawing set by the City. 

Task 2: PRELIMINARY 50% DESIGN OF 111h STREET REHABILITATION 

Create Preliminary design plans to include plan view of the existing pavement, and typical existing 
condition of the pavement in a cross-sectional view as found as part of Geotechnical investigation 

Provide an order of magnitude construction cost estimate. This task to include a submittal to and review 
of the progress drawing set by the City. 

Task 3: DESIGN 90% AND FINAL COMPLETION 

This Task to include incorporation of the City's 50% review comments. 

Develop 90% design plans, plan and profile with stationing, geometry plan, any stormwater drainage 
relocations, and a typical cross section, general and special notes, detail sheets and erosion control 
Develop draft of limited specifications as needed. 

Stormwater treatment swale system design or compensatory adjustments in the City stormwater master 
plans prior approved impervious increase for new pavement. 

This task to include a submittal and review of the 90% progress set by the City. 
Finalize the specifications and develop bid documents. This task to include one review by the City and 
revision for bidding purposes. 

Task 4: REGULATORY AGENCY REVIEW AND GENERAL PERMIT MODIFICATION APPLICATION 

Develop and submit a SJRWMD general permit application for modification of the master permit for the 
proposed drainage conveyance system and to recognize the master permit has superseded the prior 11 1h 

Street treatment permit with supporting 90% design plans. 

The scope to include response to one Agency RAI related to the scope of the design. 
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Task 5: BID DOCUMENTS AND BID ASSISTANCE 

Prepare, and distribute the bid package in support of the City. The City will provide any formal 
advertisement. Provide assistance to the City as follows: 

Prepare Addenda; prepare a maximum of three (3) addenda addressing clarifications of the documents 
or contractor request for information. 

Attend bid opening, 

Review bid submittals and provide a recommendation of award/rejection. 

TASK 6: CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION AND LIMITED INSPECTION/OBSERVATION 

The services will be based upon time and materials expended with the indicated amount considered a 
maximum not to be exceeded without prior authorization. The services include: 

(1) Construction Administration services for: attendance at a pre-construction conference, 

shop drawing reviews, responses to four contractor requests for construction clarification 

and review of four contractor pay requests and review of as-built drawings. 

(2) Limited to two progress field construction observation/ inspections, and attendance at 

substantial and final project construction inspections. Develop punch list and verification of 
completion. 

(3) Construction Completion Certifications for SJRWMD (Based upon contractor's 
construction completion documentation) 

SECTION 3: PROFESSIONAL FEES 

Our fee is outlined below: 

Task 1: Environmental & Preliminary 50% Design Drainage $5,980 
Task 2: Preliminary 50% Des 11 1h St. Rehab $5,490 
Task 3: Design 90% and Final Completion $11,700 
Task 4: Regulatory Agency Review & General Permit Modification $2,900 
Task 5: Bid Documents & Bid Assistance $2,700 
Task 6: Construction Administration & Limited Inspection/ Observation $3,800 

Total Lump Sum Fee $32,570 
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CONDITIONS AND LIMIT A TIONS OF THE PROPOSAL 

1. This proposal, if not authorized by the city, will remain in force only until June 30, 2021, unless 
otherwise agreed in writing. 

2. ClienUOwner will furnish any field determined supporting information for the existing storm 
sewer. 

SERVICES EXCLUDED 

The above seivices and professional fees do not include consideration for the following: 

County coordination or review and approval processes 

Land Ownership or Easement Identification or Acquisition Assistance 
Wetland Impact Permitting 
Landscaping Conceptual Design 
ICPR Computer Model Runs 

Survey and Geotechnical Services 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have made and executed this Amendment, the day month and year 
first above written. 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, FLORIDA 

By:____________ 

Its: Mayor 
ATTEST: 

By: ________ ______ 

Its City Manager 

Crawford Murphy &Tilly, Inc. 

~:~ Sneddon 
cc: Contracts File 
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AMENDMENT NO. '37 

Engineering Services 
Oceanside Circle 

Drainage and Pavement Improvements 

THIS AMENDMENT is made as of _ _ _____________...., 2021 , by and between 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH (City) and, CRAWFORD MURPHY & TILLEY, ENGINEERS ANO 
CONSULTANTS (formerly known as STONE ENGINEERING GROUP, INC.). This Amendment to the 

City/ CMT Agreement for Professional Engineering Services is in connection with the City's efforts to add 

a drainage system and improve the pavement of Oceanside Circle. 

SECTION 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The City of St Augustine Beach is considering improving drainage and upgrading the substandard 

pavement on Oceanside Circle I Oceanside Drive east of Beach Boulevard. 

The proposed project consists of adding approximately five (5) stormwater Inlets and 800 If. of 15-inch 

diameter RCP and replacing 950 If. of chip and seal pavement with an asphalt cement inverted crown 22-
foot-wide rural section road. This project was not identified in the City of St. Augustine Beach 2004/2006 

Drainage Master Permit and Plan; however, permitting should be limited to a SJRWMD general permit 

modification for conveyance as there is no anticipated change to the impervious surface of the road. 

Topographic and Right of Way Survey has been provided by the City. We wifl also secure Geotechnical 

asphalt cores to confirm existing pavement and base thickness and limited soil boring to support the road 

structural design. Jurisdictional wetlands are not anticipated. Utility adjustments other than sanitary sewer 

line conflict and services are not anticipated. SJCUD may wish to independently upgrade the 2- inch dia. 

watermain currently serving the residences for fire protection. Stormwater flooding in the area has been 

described as isolated ponding primarily west of the curve of the street and drainage improvements will be 

limited to this area. No area wide stormwater flood assessment evaluation is anticipated within the scope. 

The discharge rate of the stormwater pump station at Versaggi Drive will remain unchanged. 

SECTION 2: SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Our services will be provided in the following Tasks: 

Task 2.1 - Development of a Preliminary 50% Design Plan 

Create Preliminary design plans to include plan view of the proposed drainage, existing pavement and 
proposed pavement and a typical pavement cross-section 

Provide an order of magnitude Project wide cost estimate to include estimated construction. This task to 
include a submittal to and review of the progress drawing set by the City. 

Task 2.2 - Design Plans to 90% 

This Task to include incorporation of the City's 50% review comments. 
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Develop 90% design plans, plan and profile with stationing, geometry plan, stormwater drainage, and a 
typical cross section, general and special notes, detail sheets and erosion control. Develop draft of 
limited specifications as needed. 

This task to include a submittal and review of the 90% progress set by the City. 

Task 2.3 - SJRWMD Review for Permitting 

Develop and submit a SJRWMD general permit application for conveyance with supporting 90% design 
plans. 

The scope to include response to one Agency RAI related to the scope of the design. Payment of Permit 
Review fees are not included in the scope of services. 

Task 2.4 - Final 100% Plans and Specifications 

Based upon 90% plan review comments, finalize the design plans to 100% and update the 50% 
construction cost estimate. 

Finalize the specifications and develop bid documents. This task to include one revlew by the City and 
revision for bidding purposes. 

Task 2.5 - Bid Assistance 

Prepare, and distribute the bid package in support of the City. The City wiU provide any format 
advertisement. Provide assistance to the City as follows: 

Prepare Addenda; prepare a maximum of three (3) addenda addressing clarifications of the documents 
or contractor request for information. Attend the bid opening and Review bid submittals and provide a 
recommendation of award/rejection. 

Task 2.6 - Post Design Construction Inspection and Administration 

The limited scope services will be based upon time and materials expended with the indicated amount 
considered a maximum not to be exceeded without prior authorization. The services include: 

(1) Construction Administration services for: attendance at a pre-construction conference, 
shop drawing reviews, responses to four contractor requests for construction clarification 

and review of four contractor pay requests and review of as-built drawings. 

(2) Limited to two progress field construction observation/ inspections, and attendance at 
substantial and final project construction inspections. Develop punch list and verification of 
completion. 

(3) Construction Completion Certifications for SJRWMD (Based upon contractor's 

construction completion documentation) 
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Task 2.7 - Geotechnical Engineer 

Secure and coordinate the services of the Geotechnical Engineer in identifying the thickness of the 
asphalt and base and the quality and suitability of the soils for road pavement design. Approximately a 
total of 3 cores of the pavement and to a depth of 5 feet. Report to be provided. 

SECTION 3: PROFESSIONAL FEES 

Our fee is outlined below: 

3.1: Prelim 50% Design $ 4,400 
3.2 Design Plans to 90% $ 5,950 
3.3 SJRWMD Review for Permitting $ 2,600 
3.4 Final 100% Plans and specifications $ 3,400 
3.5 Bid Assistance $ 2,400 
3.6 Post Design Construction inspect & Administration $ 3,300 
3.7 Geotechnical Engineer $ 2,300 

Total Fee: $ 24,350 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have made and executed this Amendment, the day month and year 
first above written. 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, FLORIDA 

By: _____ _________ 

Its: Mayor 
ATTEST: 

By:______________ 

Its City Manager 

Crawford Murphy &Tilly, Inc. 

cc: Contracts File 
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BOARD AND DEPARTMENTAL REPORT FOR CITY COMMISSION MEETING 
JUNE 7, 2021 

CODE ENFORCEMENT/BUILDING/ZONING 
Please see pages 1-20. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD 

The minutes of the Board's April 20, 2021 meeting are attached as pages 21-35. 

SUSTAINABILITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY PLANNING COMMITTEE 

The minutes of the Committee's April 14, 2021, meeting are attached as pages 36-49. 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Please see page 50. 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Please see pages 51-55. 

FINANCE/ADMINISTRATION 

Please see page 56. 

CITY MANAGER 

1. Complaints 

A. Persons in Lakeside Park at Night 

A resident who lives near the Park complained about persons being in it at night, vehicles parking at night 
in the parking lot, and persons fishing from the lake's bank north near her home. She asked that No Fishing 
signs be posted in that area. However, the City Manager responded that the Park is open to the public, 
access cannot be restricted, and if persons using the park caused noise, the resident could call the Police 
Department. 

B. Sign Nailed to Palm Tree 

A Whispering Oaks resident made the City aware that a company had nailed an advertising sign to a palm 
tree. The resident asked that the City criminally charge the company. City staff explained that the company 

was notified that it cannot nail its signs to trees. City personnel removed the sign near the entrance to the 
Whispering Oaks entrance from the Boulevard. 

C. Removal of Tree 
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A resident complained that a large oak tree had been removed from a lot being cleared for a house on 3rd 

Street. The complaint was forwarded to the Code Enforcement Officer for investigation. 

2. Major Projects 

A. Road/Sidewalk Improvements 

1) Opening 2nd Street West of 2nd Avenue 

There has been no action by the owners of the lots on 2nd Street west of 2nd Avenue to open that street. 
The owners would have to sign an agreement and pay in advance the costs to construct the utilities and 
the road, just as the owners of the lots adjacent to 8th Street between the Boulevard and 2nd Avenue did. 
The Public Works Director has sent a letter to the owners of the lots along this section of 2nd Street, asking 
them if they would support the opening of 2nd Street and providing the utilities, knowing that they would 
be assessed the costs for the project. Thus far, the owners of 11 out of 16 tots have agreed to pay the 
costs, the owners of two lots have said no, and the remaining three owners haven't responded. A possible 
solution may be for the City to construct the road and charge the property owners a special assessment 
in accordance with the long-standing policy that adjacent property owners must pay the cost of a new 
road that will benefit their properties. The Commission discussed this option at its September 14, 2020, 
meeting as well as the ;equest of two property owners that their lots have a dedicated conservation 
easement on them administered by the North Florida Land Trust. Though the Commission did not approve 
a motion, the general consensus was for the City to proceed with plans for opening this section of 2nd 

Street, with the lot owners paying two-thirds of the cost and the City paying the remai(ling third. On 
October 2P\ the City Manager met with representatives of the North Florida Land Trust about the 
conservation easement for the three lots. The representatives brought the proposal to their Board of 
Directors in November. It declined to provide the easement for the lots. At its November 9th meeting, the 
City Commission passed a resolution stating the City's intent to levy a non-ad valorem assessment as the 
means to get money from the lot owners to pay their share of the costs to open the street. At its December 
7th meeting, the Commission reviewed cost estimates and other information provided by the Public Works 
Director and decided to have a hybrid plan: some lot owners could pay their share of the costs now or in 
the near future; owners of other lots would pay the costs by means of an assessment on their yearly 
property tax bills. The public hearing for the assessment was advertised for the Commission's December 
7th meeting and the resolution stating the Commission intent to levy the assessment was passed again. At 
the Commission's February 1, 2021, meeting, the Commission approved an amendment to the contract 
with the City's civil engineering consultant for it to do design work and approved a budget resolution to 
appropriate money for the consultant's services. The design phase was started in March and will be 
completed by the end of September or earlier. 

At its May 3rd meeting, the Commission discussed the City administration's request to approve the levying 
of a non-ad valorem assessment, approved the recommended dollar range for the assessment and holding 
a public hearing on the range at 5:30 p.m. on June 7, 2021. 

2) Sidewalk on A Street 

A resident has suggested that a sidewalk is needed on A Street between the beach and the Boulevard 
because of the traffic and number of pedestrians and bicyclists along that section of A Street. This project 
may become part of the one to solve the flooding problem along the north side of the street. The last 
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report from the County staff is that planning work is proceeding and should be completed by the end of 
June. County and City staffs will meet on July 7th to discuss the plan and when construction can be started. 

B. Beach Matters 

1) Off-Beach Parking 

As the City Commission has decided for the time being not to have paid parking in the City, the focus 
concerning off-beach parking has shifted to improving the City's existing rights-of-way and plazas to 
improve the rights-of-way and areas where people can park. At its March 2, 2020, meeting, the 
Commission reviewed a report prepared by the Public Works Director of City-owned streets and plazas 
where parking improvements could be made. The Public Works Director and the City Manager asked the 
Tourist Development Council at its March 16th meeting for funding to improve three parking areas. 
However, as one TDC member said, revenue from the bed tax will likely decline significantly because of 
the coronavirus pandemic and the City is not likely to receive at this time any bed tax funds for the 
improvements. Possibly, road impact fees may be used for improving the right-of-way of certain streets 
for visitor parking. At a workshop in the spring of 2021, the Commission will again discuss a parking plan 
and whether to have paid parking. In the meantime, in response the resident requests, the City staff 
posted No Parking signs along the east side of 2nd Avenue between 3rd and 7th Streets. 

At its May 24th continuation meeting, the City Commission discussed locations for a five-year parking 
improvements plan and requested that the Planning Board develop a list of prioritized projects for a five
year plan. The Board will discuss this request at its June 15th meeting. 

Also, the County was asked about its plans from several years ago to have parking along the north side of 
Pope Road between AlA Beach Boulevard and the driveway to the YMCA. It responded that it had no 
plans for the project at this time. 

C. Parks 

1) Ocean Hammock Park 

This Park is located on the east side of AlA Beach Boulevard between the Bermuda Run and Sea Colony 
subdivisions. It was originally part of an 18-acre vacant tract. Two acres were given to the City by the 
original owners for conservation purposes and for where the boardwalk to the beach is now located. The 
City purchased 11.5 acres in 2009 for $5,380,000 and received a Florida Communities Trust grant to 
reimburse it for part of the purchase price. The remaining 4.5 acres were left in private ownership. In 
2015, The Trust for Public Land purchased the 4.5 acres for the appraised value of $4.5 million. The City 
gave the Trust a down payment of $1,000,000. Thanks to a grant application prepared by the City's Chief 
Financial Officer, Ms. Melissa Burns, and to the presentation by then-Mayor Rich O'Brien at a Florida 
Communities Trust board meeting in February 2017, the City was awarded $1.5 million from the state to 
help it pay for the remaining debt to The Trust for Public Land. The City received the check for $1.S million 
in October 2018. For the remaining amount owed to The Trust for Public Land, the Commission at public 
hearings in September 2018 raised the voter-approved property tax debt millage to half a mill. What 
remains to be done are improvements to the Park, such as restrooms. The Public Works Director is applied 
to the state for a Florida Recreation Development Assistance Program grant to pay half the costs of the 
restrooms. The City has received the grant. Construction of the restrooms will be done in the summer of 
2021. 
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The City also requested money from the County's $15.5 million surplus. However, the County Commission 
at its November 5, 2020 meeting decided to use the surplus money for County capital projects that have 
been delayed from previous fiscal years. For other improvements to the park, the City has applied for 
funding from a state grant and from a Federal grant from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. The Public Works Director's master plan for improvements to the Park was reviewed and 
by the Commission at its October 5, 2020, regular meeting. The plans for the interior park improvements 
(observation deck, picnic pavilion and trails) are now in the design and permitting phase. 

2) Hammock Dunes Park 

This 6.1-acre park is on the west side of AlA Beach Boulevard between the shopping plaza and the 
Whispering Oaks subdivision. The County purchased the property in 2005 for $2.5 million. By written 
agreement, the City reimbursed the County half the purchase price, or $1,250,000, plus interest. At its 
July 26' 2016, meeting, the County Commission approved the transfer of the property's title to the City, 
with the condition that if the City ever decided to sell the property, it would revert back to the County. 
Such a sale is very unlikely, as the City Charter requires that the Commission by a vote of four members 
approve the sale, and then the voters in a referendum must approve it. At this time, the City does not 
have the money to develop any trails or other amenities in the Park. 

D. Changes ta land Development Regulations 

There are two. The first concerns reducing building setbacks in the older subdivisions and to delete the 
overlay district from the Regulations. An ordinance for these changes was on the agenda for the 
Commission's April 5th meeting. The Commission made several amendments and passed Ordinance 21-04 
on first reading. Other changes were made at the ordinance's first public hearing on May 3rd 

• As the 
Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board at its April 20th meeting did not recommend approval of the 
ordinance, it was discussed at the Commission's May 18th workshop with the Planning Board and 
Sustainability and Environmental Planning Advisory Committee. The outcome of the discussion was no 
suggestions for changes to the ordinance. Ordinance 21-04 will have its second public hearing and final 
reading at the Commission's June 7th meeting. 

The second change amends Section 3.02.03 by adding to the list of prohibited uses in the City any business 
or organization that is required to be regulated by the State of Florida's Substance Abuse Services law. 

3. Finance and Budget 

A. Fiscal Year 2021 Budget 

FY 21 began on October 1, 2020 and will end on September 30, 2021. April 30, 2021 marked the end of 
the seventh month of the Fiscal Year. The April monthly financial report shows that for the General Fund, 
the City had received $6,129,197 and had spent $3,721,415. The year-to-date surplus of revenues over 
expenditures is $2,407,782. A year earlier at the end of April 2020, the surplus was considerably less at 
$666,777. Though a significant amount, the surplus at the end of April 2021 will gradually diminish over 
the remaining months of the fiscal year as money from the City's major revenue source, property taxes, 
declines. The City receives most of the revenue from property taxes between November and April. By the 
end of April 2021, the City had received $3,354,874 from property taxes, or 98% of the total projected for 
the entire fiscal year. At the end of April 2020, the amount received from property taxes was $2,841,146, 
or $513,728 less than was received by April 30, 2021. Also, other significant sources of revenue by the end 
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of April 2021 were communication services tax ($409,227), electric utility tax ($322,801), building permits 
{$207,277), half-cent sales tax ($206,314) electric franchise fee ($168,780) and solid waste fee ($459,234). 

B. Alternative Revenue Sources 

The City Commission has asked the administration to suggest potential sources of money. At its October 
5th meeting, the Commission discussed a preliminary proposal from the Public Works Director to levy a 
stormwater fee. The Commission decided not to levy the fee but to review the proposal again at a 
workshop in the spring of 2021. At the October 5th meeting, a Commissioner suggested considering paid 
parking again. No date has been set for a workshop on this topic. 

C. Preparations for Fiscal Year 2022 Budget 

City staff has begun the preparations. In July, meetings will be scheduled with individual Commissioners 
for a preliminary review of revenues and expenditures and to answer Commissioners' questions about 
the proposed budget. 

4. Miscellaneous 

A. Permits for Upcoming Events 

In late April, the City Manager approved the permit for the Civic Association's Concerts by the Sea from 
May 26th to September 1, 2021. In May, the City Manager approved the following permits: a. for the 
Willow Drive block party on May 23, 2021; b. for the Santas on the Loose SK Run on December 11, 2021. 

B. Strategic Plan 

The Commission decided at its January 7, 2019, meeting that it and the City staff would update the plan. 
The Commission agreed with the City Manager's suggestions for goals at its June 10th meeting and asked 
that the Planning Board and the Sustainability and Environmental Planning Advisory Committee be asked 
to provide their suggestions for the plan. The responses were reviewed by the Commission at its August 
5th meeting. The Commission decided to have a mission statement developed. Suggestions for the 
statement were provided to the Commission for consideration at its September meeting. By consensus, 
the Commission asked the City Manager to develop a Mission Statement and provide it at a future 
meeting. This has been done along with a Vision Statement, a Values Statement, and a list of tasks. The 
City Commission reviewed the proposed plan at its January 14, 2020, continuation meeting, provided 
comments and asked that the plan be submitted for another review at the City Commission's April 6th 

meeting. However, because of the need to shorten the Commission meetings because ofthe pandemic, 
review of the strategic plan was postponed. The Commission reviewed the plan at its February 8th 

continuation meeting. Commissioner George suggested changes to the Vision Statement. She will work 
with the City Manager on the wording. 

In the meantime, the City administration will propose from time to time that the Commission review 
specific strategic plan goals. The first goal, Transparent Communication with Residents and Property 
Owners, was reviewed at the Commission's April S, 2021, meeting. The Commission discussed having 
residents sign up for information, authorizing the use of the City's phone system for event information, 
purchasing an electronic message board to replace the old-fashioned manual sign on the west side of the 
city hall by State Road AlA, and the costs of mailers and text messages, etc. to residents. 
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C. Workshops 

On March 8, 2021, the Commission held a workshop on the following topics: 1) review of employee 
salaries and pay ranges, 2) restructuring of the Building Department; 3) history of the Police Department 
budgets; 4) repair and replacement of City assets, such as vehicles; 5) succession planning for the 
departments and for the positions of Police Chief and City Manager. At its April 5th meeting, the 
Commission approved the City administration's proposal to bring up the pay of those employees that a 
study showed were below the average for comparable cities in the northeast Florida area. The 
adjustments will go into effect on July 1, 2021. At its May 3rd meeting, the Commissioned discuss whether 
the pay for the Commission needs to be adjusted and decided to leave the current pay unchanged. Also, 
at that meeting, the Commission decided to hold in May two workshops: a joint one with the Planning 
Board and the Sustainability and Environmental Planning Advisory Committee on May 18th and a 
workshop to review options concerning the City's solid waste/recycling operations on May 24th 

• Both 
these meetings were held. At its June 7th regular meeting, the Commission will be asked to schedule a 
workshop in June to discuss adopting a storm water utility to provide funding for the maintenance of the 
City's drainage infrastructure. 

F 



.! ' COSAB NEW CONSTRUCTION SFR LIST.,. 

....lllldi:CI .. PnlpenyU!raltM ........ ........... ....Dllli. ~,,,., Dllulplb, u..rc--1 
SJ.4 612 OCEAN PALM WAY P191S252 SFR-D 9/10/2019 NEW SlNGlf FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
924 1088TH ST Pl915316 SFR-D 9/23/2019 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
1341 1000I ISLAND WAY P2000359 SFR-0 2/4/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
1619 77 HIGH DUNE DR P2000615 SFR-0 2/27/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
1775 lDl SPANISH OAKS LN P2000766 SFR-0 6/15/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
1955 522A ST P2000944 SFR-D 10/!i/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
2095 138WHISPERING OAll:S CIR P2001973 SFR-D 12/18/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
2221 24.EWINGST P2001260 SFR-D 7/17/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIO~NCE-~UILDING RES 
nn 26 SABOR DE SAL RD P2001362 SFR·D 8/6/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
2480 145TH STREEi P2001691 SFR-D 10/15/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
2598 7 6TI-I ST P2100089 SFR-0 1/28/2021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
2826 138RIDGEWAY RD P2001927 SFR-D 12/4/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
2827 394OCEAN FOREST DR P2001!l21 SFR"D 12/4/2020 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
2956 31 VERSAGGI DR P2002022 SFR-0 1/26/202.1 NEwSINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
3066 484 OCEAN FOREST DR P.2100066 SFR-D 1/21/2021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
3070 115DST P2l00133 SFR-D 2/4/2021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUiLOtNG RES 
3073 105 3RD ST P2100541 SFR-0 4/23/2021 NEW SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
3173 534RIDGEWAY RD P2100306 SFR•D 3/16/i021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
3319 736 OCEAN PALM WAY P2100390 SFR-D 3/26/i021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
3372 957 DEER HAMMOC~ CIR P.2100397 SFR-0 3/30/2021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCf-BUILOING RES 
3510 315 RIDGEWAY RD P2100462 SFR-D 4/13/2021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY kESIDENCE·BUILDING RES 
3676 104 lRD ST P2100S98 SFR·D S/7/m21 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 
3693 370 OCEAN FOREST DR P2100618 SFR-D 5/18/2021 NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE-BUILDING RES 

Application Id Range; First to Last 
Issue Di'.111!! Ran8e: 10/01/18 to 05/25/21 upir~tion Date Range: First tD O'J/29/22 Applied For: Y Open: V 

Application Date l\i'.lnge: First tD 05/25/21 Use Type RangP: First to last Hold: Y 
Building Code Range: BUILDING to BUILDING Contnlctor Range: First to Last Compll!\l>d: Y 

Work Type RangP: SFR-A to SFR-D User Code Range: RES to RES Denied: Y 

vo·1d:Y 
Customer Range: First In Lan IncPermits With Permit No: Yes Inc Permi~ With Certificate: Ves 

Wai~d Fee Status to lndude: None: Y All: Y User Selected: Y 

P~ge 1 of 1 



COSAB COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION LIST;-.· -- .:;: 

........,_............. ........... -!'IP U-Godet 
594 12 13TH STIIEET P191SlA2 COMMEROAL N~W 9m201g M IXED U5E BUILDING-2 omcE SUITES BOTTOM FLOOR WITM 2 RESIDENTIAL SUITES ON TH~ ~ECOIIO FLOOR COM 
1740 116 SEA GRO\IE """IN ST P200090G COM BUILDOUT 6/9/2020 cm,U,!ERCIAL INTERIOR ~UIL~UT FOR OFFICE SPACE/FUTURE TENANT SPACE CDM 
1827 681 AlA BEACH BLVD P20008'l3 OOMMEROAI.NEW 4/7/2020 BUILDING-aJMMERCIAL NEW &UILOING- SREWERY 1ST FLOOR ANO STOIIAGE 2ND FLOOR CDM 
18<1.Z 500 AJA BEACH BLVD ?20019'2 OOMMEROAI. NEW 12/14/2020 LATEIIAL ADDmON FOR 41 ROOMS TO AN EJCISTING 175 UNIT OCEAN FRONT HOTEL CDM 
:?:141 3930 AJA 50LJTH nool3S3 COMMEROAI.NEW 8/7/2020 BUILDING ADDITION - SHELL CD~STl!UCTION491!7 !,QUARE FEET 6 UNITS COM 
271;6 300 AJA BEACH BLVD P200l7Z5 COMMEROAL NEW 10/23/2020 DEVELOPMENTOF !OUT~ !:AST PA~Kl~G WT5 ~ND OTHER IMPROVEMENTS M PER FINALDf\lElOPMrNTORDER 2019-02 CDM 

.l.i:;iplieilticn Id R.1111:e: Fim: to ~st 

• l"u• Doti! 11.1"80: 10/01/U! IQ 05/25/~1 '°'!>plied For: y Open: y 
Applle.ation Date Range-: !=1,stto 05/25/21 Uw fypa Rani•: f lr,.t a:, Last Holo, r 

SuUdinc CDd,@-R~nel!: BUILDING t:D BUILDING C.nntr11t::tt,r Rang~· r-in1 to l.1111 Complt!Wd:V 
Work Type Range; WM BUIW OUT lo OOMMERCIAL NEW Us•r rDde Ronp. COM ti> CDM • Oit!:ni«I: V 

Void; Y 
CwbJmerlbn•: First to Lut iinc Petl)'l"s With Pvm,i\ Nt;i; l'H Inc: Pwrmia With CRrtffica1e: Ves 

Wa!wd Fee 5atus lo Include: Nonie: '1 All! V U.w,r 5el11rtad: Y 

N 



J.. COSAB FY'21 ZONING REeBRT ......... 
.:.o~-~ -~.... 

-■ llcc1M 
,... ... Ptaparty.._,_ a.--. ....Code ~!P --- .,_ s-s 

2577 16911900]80 165TKST COLLIER MICHAEL SR CTAL VOi.iNG WAI Y ZONING Z-CONOUSE BONNIE M 10/13/2020 APPROVED 
2577 1698900180 16 5TH ST COLLIER MICHAEL SR CTAL YOl/NCi WAI Y ZONING Z-COND use BONNIE M ll/9/2020 APPROVED 
2625 1674000000 1713TH 5T ANCIENT cm VENTI.JRES LLC ZONING Z·CONDU5E BONNIE M 10/13/1020 APPROVED 
262S 1674000000 17 l3fH ST ANCIENT cmVEl'lruRES LLC ZONING Z-CONDUSE 9ONN IEM 11/9/201.0 APPROVED 
2626 1674000000 1713TH ST ANCIENT cmVEl'fl\JRES LLC ZONING Z-VARIANCE 8ONN IE M 10/l3/i020 APPROVED 
2627 1674000000 1713TH 5T ANCIENT cmVEl'lruRES lLC ZONING Z·VARIANCE BONNIE M 10/13/2020 APPROVED 
2735 1677800001 ALLEY BETWEEN 13TH 5T &l4TH ST MINORCA SUBDIVISION ZONING Z·VACATE ALLEY SONNIE M 12/15/2020 APPROVED 
2735 167780000] ALLEY BETWEEN 13TH 5T &14TH ST MINORCA Sl/BOIVISION ZONING Z•VACATE ALLEY BONNIE M 1/4/2021 APPROVED 
2753 1699000000 7 4-TH5T MAIIZIANI PAYL J,CHERYL ZONING Z-VARIANCE BONNIE M ll,117/2020 APPROVED 
2762 1698800000 76TH5T PAUL DONALD,LINDA ZONING Z-VAR...NCE BONNI[ M 10/19/2020 APPROVED 
2847 1629610940 455 HIGH TIDE DR Cl/UOTTA PETER D, LAURIE L ZONING 2-VAR...NCE BONNIE M 12/15/2020 APPROVED 
2897 1676600000 400 AJA BEACH BLVD H\/G PROPERTIES LLC ZONING Z·CONDU5E BONNIEM 12/15/20iO APPROVED 
2897 !_6,?6600000 400 AlA BEACH BLVD 11\/G PROPERTIES Llt ~-· ZONING Z-CONOUSE BONNIE M 1/A/201.1 APPROVED 
2908 1629610950 159 HIGH TIDE DR TAr.,MS ERIC VICTTJR ZONING 2-1/ARkANCE BONNIEM li/15/2020 APPROVED 
2981 1641730020 23 OCEAN PIN ES DR RHYS MARK AND KELLYRENEESLAUGlfTER ZONING 2-TIIEE REMOVAL DONNJEM 12/15/iOlO APPROVED 
3001 1700400001 ALLEY BElWEEN BAND C SfflEETS COQUINA GAB LB SUBDMSION NO l ZONING 2-VACAT£ALLEY BONN IE M 3/16/202 1 APPROVED 
3001 1700400001 ALLEY BElWEEN BAND CSTREETS COOUINA GAB LB SUBDIVISION NO l ZONING Z-VACATE ALLEY BONNIE M 4/5/2021 APPROVED 
3044 1684000000 911TH ST KLJNG PROPERTIES LLC ZONING 2-VARIANCE BONN IE M 1/19/2021 DrnlED 
3071 1693800100 1053RDST lEHAN, BRADLEY D. ZONING Z·CONDUSE BONN IEM - 1/19/2021 APPROVED 
3071 1693800100 !OS 3ROST lEHAN, BRADLEY D. ZONING Z·CONOU5£ BONNIE M 2/1/2021 APPROVED 
3073 1693800100 1053RDST LEHAN, BIIADLEY D. ZONING 2-VARIANCE BONNIE M- l/19/2021 DENIED 
3175 1631510351 2 QUAIL CT GLASGOW.JAMES LESLIE,CATHERINE JANE ZONING Z-TREEREMOVAL BONNIE M 2/16/2021 APPROVED 
3261 1687700000 12 6TH ST kAIN JEFl'REY,MARCIA ZONING Z-CONDUSE 80NNIEM 3/16/ 2021 APPROVED 
3261 1687700000 12 6TH 5T KAIN JE~l'REY,MARCIA ZONING Z-CONDUSE BONNIEM 4/S/2021 APPROVED 
3W8 1693000090 l(),ll 3RO ST BP.ADLEY LEHAN IAA/DEBORAH RODRIGUES ZONING Z·CONOU5E BONNIEM 3/16/2011 APPROVED 
3298 16930000'!0 104 3RD ST BRADLEY LEHAN IAA/DEBORAH RODRIGUES ZONING Z-CONDU5E BONNIE M 4/5/202 l APPROVED 
3308 1709300000 103 E STREET ANO 104 f STREET LEONARD AND RENEETRINCA ZONING Z-CONDUSE BONNIE M 3/16/2021 APPROVED 

LU 3308 1709300000 103 E STREET ANO 104 FSTREET LEONARD AND RENEE TRINCA ZONING Z-CONDUSE 80NNIE M 4/S/2021 APPROVED 
3316 1700400001 ALLEY SElWEEN A ANO B STREETS COQLIINAGABLES SUBDIVISION NO 1 ZONING Z·VACATE ALLEY SONNIE M 3/16/2021 APPROVED 
3316 1700400001 "LLEY BETWEEN A AND 8 STREETS COQl/ I NAGABLES SUBDIV1510N NO l ZONING Z-VACATE ALL£'( BONNIE'M 4/S/2021 APPROVED 
3:IA7 1628201030 109 KINGS QUARRY LN PAWlDWSKI MICHELS ZONING Z· VARIANCE BONNIE"M 3/16/2021 DENIED 
:!ASS 1705200010 2-8 f ST CAN EHCAPffAL GROUP LLC ZONING Z-1/ARIANCE aONNIE M 4/lD/2021 DENIED 

Applicallon Id Range: fir,t to Last Range of Building codes: ZONING b:>ZONING 
Activitsf D.t.e Range: l0/01/20 to Dc/30/21 "ctivlly Type Range: Z·APPEAL to Z·VARIANCE 

lnspectar Id Range: First m Last 

Included A<tiVitsf Type.: Beth Sent l riter: Y 

P1ge 1 cf l 



COSAB FY'21 TREE INSPECTIONS -· 

Aspbdo..ld Plqlertylaallall llllSCllptlai,.J/l'WGrk1 ....,. Disa-~
2754 1144 OVEROALE RD TREE RESIOENTIAL--TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 10/16/2020 RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 
1802 3900 AlA SOUTH TREE TREE AEMO\IAL INS?ECTION 
2803 1200 MAKARIOS DR TREE RESIOENTIAL--TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 
2900 685 POPE RD TREE 19 INCH OAK TREE AND 18 INCH MAGNOLIA 
3167 11514TH ST TREE RES\DENTIAL••TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 
3460 407 OCEAN DR TREE RESIDENTIAL•-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 
3-%5 703 POPE RD TREE RESIOENTIAL--TAEE REMOVAL INSPECTION 
3481 24 DEANNA OR TREE RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 
3786 lSEAOAKS DR TIIEE RESIDENTIAL- TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 

T«a 

Application Id Range: first to Last 

Issue Date Range: 10/01/20 to 09/30/21 Expiration Date Range: First 10 09/f:13/22 Applied For: Y Open: Y 

App1ication Date Range: First to 05/2.5/2.1 Use Type Range: First to Last Hold: Y 
Building Code Range: TREE to TREE Contractor Range: First toLast Com,>leted: Y 

Work Type Range: First to Last User Code Range: Fie,ttoLast Denied: Y 

Void:Y 

Customer Range: Firstto Last Inc Permits With Permit No: Yes Inc Permits With Certificate: Yes 

Wai""d Fee Status to Include: None: Y All: Y user Selected: Y 
Activity Date Range: First lo 05/25/2.l Activity Type Range: First to Last 

ln$pector Id R&nge: Fim to l,,st 
'SENT LETTER': Y Open With No Date: N 

11/1/2020 RESIDENTIAL-TREEREMOVAL INSPECTION 

10/29/2020 RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 
11/16/2020 19 INCH OAK TREE ANO J.8 IN MAGNOLIA 

1/15/2021 RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 

S/19/2021 RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 11 inch oak tree 
3/23/2021 RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INS?ECTION 

3/23/2021 RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 

5/21/2021 RESIDENTIAL-TREE REMOVAL INSPECTION 2 oak trees 14" and 24" rear ofhame 

Pagelofl 



May 25, 2021 CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH Page NO: 1 
09:19 AM Custom violation Report by violation Id 

Range: First to Last 
_violation Date Range: First to 05/25/21 
,, ordinance Id Range: Fi rs t to Last 

use Type Range: 
user code Range: 

First to Last 
First to Last 

open: Y 
completed: N 

void: N 

Customer Range: First to Last Inc violations With waived Fines: Yes 
Activity Date Range: First to 05/25/21 Activity Type Range: First to Last 

Inspector Id Range: First to Last 
'SENT LETTER': Y Open Wittt NO Date: N 

Pending: N 

Violation Id: Vl900065 Prop Loe: 720 AlA BEACH BLVD 
viol Date: 07/30/19 

comp Phone: 
Status: open 

comp Email: 
comp Name: 

ordinarice Id Description 
LOR 3.09 sec. 3.09.00. - Transient lodging establishments within medium density land use 

districts. 

6.07.06 sec. 6.07.06. - care of premises. 

FBC 105.1 PERMITS 105.1 Required. 

Description: This violation(s) was generated through code enforcement relative to multiple complaints 
concerning specific building violations as specified below. These violations which are 
outlined within the International Property Maintenance Code (section304) and the FBC are 
specific to structural maintenance and requirements of an exterior structure. 
The following needs to be addressed: 
1. Remove the blue tarp on the top of the structure. 
2.Execute the roof permit (P1914794) and repair the same.(presently the permit has 
expired). " 
3. Obtain proper p'e rmi ts (roof, stairs and landing etc and determine the possibility of 
enroachment of the raised deck/landing. Building Inspector Glenn Brown has conversed with 
Ms. Johnson in the many months prior relative to correction of this stair and deck landing 
modification sceriario. 
4. Modify the conditional use permit to include use of the ground floor for residential 
use.see conditional use permit dated Aug 4 2003. 
5. Bring into compliance the violations as specified. After the building compliance is 
met, complete those requirements pretaing to a transient lodging facility renewal (Code
3.09). . 

created Modified Note 
03/29/21 03/29/21 The number Liv called from on 3-29-2021 was different from what we have on file, 904-788-9522 

03/29/21 03/29/21 Debra af~Livaf Johnson called the office of 3/29/2021. she stated that she just picked up the 
certified mail today regarding the code Enforcement Board Meeting on Wednesday, March 31st . 
she stated that her daughter is having surgery tomorrow and she will be taking care of her and 
will be unable to make it to the meetirig. She asked if I could put her on the agerida for 
Aprila€™s meeting instead, however, I told her that decision would be up to the code board. I let 
Ms. Johnson know that I had hand delivered the notice to appear on March 15th and I sent her an 
email with the notice to appear on March 24th. she stated that she does not usua11 y check' her 
email and is not great with computers. I told her that if she wanted to write a letter 
explainirig to the code board why she cana€™t make it and what her plans are, to go ahead and drop 
it off prior to the meeting and I will include it in the board packets. 

03/15/21 03/15/21 certified Mail, regular mail, arid hand delivered letter sent 3/15/21 Notice to appear for 

- 5 -



May 25, 2021 CITY OF ST, AUGUSTINE BEACH Page No: 2 
09:19 AM custom violation Report by violation Id 

March 31st, 2021 meeting. Attached. 

12/11/20 12/11/20 The copy of the lien was returned as unclaimed on 12/11/2020. 

11/17/20 11/17/20 Acopy of the lien was sent via certified mail 7018-1130-0002-0083-3427 and regular USPS mail 
on 11-17-2020 

11/16/20 11/16/20 Alien in the amount of 22,250.00 was recorded with St. Johns county clerk of the courts office 
on 11-16-2020@. 1:32 PM. See attachments. 

06/01/20 06/01/20 5-27-2020 The CEB made a motion to file a lien for $22,500 (the roof fine total). Other fines 
will continue. 

05/20/20 05/20/20 Notice to appear emailed 5-20-20. 

05/19/20 05/20/20 Notice to appear sent on 5-18-2020 and hand delivered, see attached, 

05/06/20 05/20/20 Ms. Johnson called and left a voicemail on 5-5-20, to say that she is planning on applying for 
a permit on Monday May 11th. In the message, she stated she was having trouble finding ari 
architect to design the deck. 

05/04/20 05/04/20 certified Mail sent 5-1-20 
Letter, hand delivered on 5-4-20. 
Ms. Johnson was at the home when I delivered the letter. she told me that rather going to the 
post office to pick up the letter, she would just sign for it in person. 
See attached. 

04/27/20 04/27/20 EMAILED MS, JDHNSDN 4/27/2020 TO REMIND HER OF THE CODE BOARD MEETING SCHEDULED FOR 4/29/20 AT 
2PM. SEE ATTACHED. 

04/22/20 04/22/20 HAND DELIVERED &MAILED CERTIFIED MAIL CITATION TO APPEAR, SEE ATTACHED. 
WHILE I WAS DELIVERING THE LETTER, I SAW Sr>1E REMOVED SIDING, AND AREMOVED WINDOW. SEE 
ATTACHED PICTURES. --JT 

04/16/20 04/16/20 FINAL INSPECTION FOR ROOF PERMIT WAS APPROVED BY GLENN BRO\rlN ON 4-15-2020 (SEE ATTACHED 
CERTIFICATE OF CCJl,1PLETION) 

04/02/20 04/02/20 certified Mail signature card received on 4-1-20. Signed by Crystal. See attached. 

03/26/20 03/26/20 certified Mail and a Hand Delivered letter were sent to Ms. Johnson regarding the code 
enforcement board meeting on 3/26/20. The letter and a photo of it being hand delivered to her 
residence are attached. 

03/16/20 03/16/20 Spoke with Ms. Johnson this am relative to the circumstances of events that sourround her code 
enforcement case. There were excuses presented by Ms. Johnson concerning the compliance issue 
but no resolution was given. we reaffirmed the next code enforcement meeting (3/25@ 1400hrs) 
in order to discuss the matter(s) pending. I advised Ms. Johnson to attend the meeting. 
A certified mailing was issued prior on 3/10 to Ms. Johnson@ her private address. Aseparate 
reg mailing was issued on 3/16 and a copy of that doc (notice to appear) was also emailed 
accordingly. 

03/10/20 03/10/20 certified mail sent relative to Citation to Appear for 3/25 to follow-up on non-compliance. 

02/10/20 02/10/20 Staff notified the code enforcement officer this morn that Ms. Johnson inquired about 
permitting fri day of last week. The staff advised Ms. Johnson of the pending code enforcement 
action against her and further stated that she contact this office. As of 0340 hrs this date, 

- 6 -



May 25, 2021 CITY OF ST, AUGUSTINE BEACH Page No: 3 
09:19 AM custom violation Report by violation Id 

no contact has been made. 

02/10/20 02/10/20 certified mail dated 12/18 was returned by the USPS as undelivered. Last service attempt was 
1/16/2020. certified mail# 7018 1130 0002 0083 2918. 

'01/29/20 01/29/20 As of this date, no communication has been rec'ed from Ms Johnson. Muliple letters have been 
issued concerning the scenario(s), 

01/22/20 01/22/20 contact Info for the contractor that Ms. Johnson hired: 
Richard Sean Construction@ 352 639-1060 

01/22/20 01/22/20 Spoke with the contractor, Richard Fulmer on 1/21 relative to pulling permits on the deck. He 
advised that a building permit would be aquired. This is the second request. Also requested was 
info pretaining to the re-roof. Mr. Fulmer also stated that this project had a current estimate 
for the roof and the roofer (unk) was to pull their own permit. No action has occured. 
As of this date there has been no communication with the property owner (Liv Johnson) to answer 
for the code enforcement action. The penalty phase sanctioned by the code board went into 
effect midnight 1/19@ 250.00/day for non-compliance to violations of the SAB Building Code. 

12/19/19 12/19/19 LETTER HAND DELIVERED ON 12-19-19 AT 245PM, LEFT IN DOOR. -JT (SEE ATTACHED PHOTO) 

12/17/19 12/17/19 As of this date, no communication has commenced relative to compliance of this scenario 
concerning the building'violatios. 
Ms. Johnson further has ignored a correction her conditional use permit relative to the 
multi-use property@ the stated address. Bonnie Miller (Building Dept Admin sec) offered 
assistance to Ms. Johnson in weeks past relative to appling for a revision through the PZB. Ms. 
Johnson never responded. 

12/02/19 12/02/19 Ms.Johnson contacted this office@ 0830hrs to relay info concerning needed repairs relative to 
code enforcement case. Ms. Johnson asdvided that a contaractor was being hired to complete all 
issues. Permits are pending TBA. If permits are not aquired prior to the Dec board meeti~g, a 
notice to appear will be issued. 

10/29/19 10/29/19 certified Mail notice sent this date 

08/26/19 08/26/19 second notice sent this date. Regular mail. 

08/26/19 12/17/19 cerified Letter issued Aug 1st returned. 

violation rd: v2000043 Prop Loe: 645 AlA BEACH BLVD 
viol Date: 03/23/20 Status: open comp Name: city Manager's office 

Comp Phone: Comp Email: 

ordinance Id Description 

Description: complaint was called in to the city Manager's office regarding Drifters bike rentals 
operating without a conditional use permit. 
on 3-13-20 code Enforcement hand delivered a CUP application to the business owner Ian 
Guthrie. He was informed that he had 30 days to apply for the permit. 

on 3-25-20, Mr. Guthrie's lawyer contacted the city. (see attached) 
The letter was forwarded to the city attorney Lex Taylor. 

created Modified Note 
03/25/20 03/25/20 see attached email, sent to the City on 03/25/2020 

- 7 -



May 25, 2021 CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH Page No: 4 
09:19 AM custom violation Report by violation Id 

03/23/20 05/15/20 LDR SEC 3.02.03 PROHIBITED USES A. 2. DISPLAY OF MERCHANDISE OUTSIDE. 

Violation Id: V2000141 Prop Loe: 2572 AlA s 
viol Date: 12/07/20 status: open comp Name: Building Department 

comp Phone: comp Email: 

ordinance rd Description 
SEC.5.00.00 Removal of Trees 

Description: The Building official drove past the property on 12/7/2020 and noticed that the lot to the 
south was being cleared, parcel #1668200000. The owners at 2572 AlA sown this property. 

The Building official and code Enforcement later visited the property. 
Florida's Tree Masters is the contractor removing the trees. They stated that they were 
unaware that they could not clear the lot and stated that they had an arborist on staff 
who will provide us a letter regarding the trees. Florida Tree Masters will provide the 
building department with a tree survey and arborist's letter. 

Created Modified Note 
04/05/21 04/05/21 Homeowner also sent over an email with an update of her plans. 

04/05/21 04/05/21 Fees paid on 4-5-2021 see attached receipt. -JT 

04/01/21 04/01/21 code Board Met on 3-31~2021, and made a motion to fine the Smiths $4,000. And requires them to 
complete tree planting within 60 days. 

03/15/21 03/15/21 certified Mail sent 3-15-21 to appear a second time for code Enforcement Board Meeting on 
3-31-21 
Attached email also sent to owner Laura smith. 

03/10/21 03/10/21 Attorney's Letter to Florida Tree Masters Attached. 

03/01/21 03/01/21 code Board Meeting on February 24th. Board Motioned to meet agqin March 31, 2021 for the owners 
to give an update on their progress. 
The City Attorney, Lex Taylor will be sending a letter to Florida's Tree Masters revoking their 
City license. 

on 3/1/2021, JT sent Laura Smith an email with the replacement tree list. 

02/17/21 02/17/21 The fees for the trees removed have been calculated. see attached spreadsheet. 

02/09/21 02/09/21 code Enforcement case set for February 24, 2021 at 2pm. 

02/08/21 02/08/21 Certified mail sent 2-8-2021 Notice to appear. See attached. Mail also sent regular USPS. 

02/05/21 02/05/21 contacts: 
Laura smith (homeowner)- 317-402-8426 
Chris smith (homeowner)- 317-557-1312 
John (Florida's Tree Masters)- 386-444-0428 
Jason (Florida's Tree Masters)- 412-477-4743 
Chris Abdalla (Florida's Tree Masters)- 386-307-5048 

02/05/21 02/05/21 on 2/4/2021 Laura smith, the other homeowner called to inquire what exactly was needed in order 
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May 25, 2021 CITY OF ST, AUGUSTINE BEACH Page No: 5 
09:19 AM custom violation Report by violation rd 

to resolve the code enforcement case. I let her know that we needed: 
1. Asite plan with the type and size of the trees that were removed. 
2. An arborists letter (that Florida Tree Masters claims to have) that explains why certain 
trees were removed. 
OR 
If the arborists letter could not be provided, the city would go ahead and asess what trees 

needed to be replaced &the cost of the mitigation fees. 

02/02/21 02/02/21 on 2-2-2021 at 4pm, Chris smith, the homeowner called. He stated that he did not know that 
Florida's Tree Masters did not pull proper permits etc. He stated he would call Floridas Tree 
Masters and ask them to reach out to us. I let him know that if we do not receive a site plan 
and arborists letter that we will have to take him to the code board. 

01/28/21 01/28/21 certified Mail sent on 1-28-2021 See attached. 

01/15/21 01/15/21 Florida Tree Masters has yet to submit a survey or arborists letter. However, John came in and 
applied fur a City license. 1/15/2021 

01/12/21 01/12/21 Florida Tree Master's called on 1/12/2021 and said that he would be sending in a tree survey 
and an arborists letter later today. 

violation Id: V2100011 Prop Loe: 31 OCEAN TRACE RD 
viol Date: 01/06/21 status: open comp Name: Building official 

Comp Phone: comp Email: 

Ordinance Id Description 
IPMC SEC 303 SWIMMING POOLS, SPAS, AND HOT TUBS 

Description: on 12-31-2020, the Building official performed a roof inspection at the property. while 
there, he noticed that the swimming pool on the property did not have any barrier or 
fence. 

IMP( 303.2 ENCLOSURES- SWIMMING POOLS SHALL BE COMPLETELY SURROUNDED BY AFENCE OR BARRIER 
NOT LESS THAN 48 INCHES IN HEIGHT. 

Created Modified Note 
02/05/21 04/13/21 Apermit was obtained for a screen enclosure P2100099. 

the case will be closed. 
once the inspection has been completed, 

01/12/21 01/12/21 Home owner called on 1-12-2021, she stated that her screen contractor had the permit 
application and was going to apply for a permit soon. 

01/07/21 01/07/21 certified Mail sent on 1-7-2021 / 7018-1130-0002-0083-3397 

Requests correction be made by 1-17-2021 

violation rd: v2100016 Prop Loe: 721 AlA BEACH BLVD 
viol Date: 01/25/21 Status: Open comp Name: Building Dept 

comp Phone: Comp Email: 

ordinance rd Description 
IPM SEC 304 EXTERIOR STRUCTURE 
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09:19 AM custom violation Report by violation Id 

6.07.02 Structural Requirements 

Description: while on site fnr a change of business/Fire Dept inspection, code Enforcement noticed the 
exterior east wall of the property was in disrepair. see attached. 

According to a tenant, Action Management Group manages the property. code enforcement 
located their facebook page and found information for April Johnston. Her email is 
ajohnstonmgr@outlook.com and her phone is 904-377-9605. code Enforcement emailed on 
1/25/2021 and is awaiting an email or call back. 

created Modified Note 
02/08/21 02/08/21 John Flint from SJC Fire has also been trying to reach the property management company, when 

conanct is made, give John Flint's info: jflint@sjcfl.us / 904-829-7212 

02/05/21 02/08/21 code enforcement has not received an email or phone call from ~ction Management. 

According to Sunbiz website, FORD SURF PLAZA, INC's registered agent is: 
Stephen D. Hinkle 
721 AlA Beach Blvd Ste 4 

code Enforcement sent cert mail to Mr. Hinkle on 2-8-21. 
cert Mail: 7018-0360-0002-1999-2100 

02/05/21 02/05/21 Diane Leonardi 904-540-0314 

violation Id: V2100020 Prop Loe: 731 AlA BEACH BLVD 
viol Date: 02/05/21 Status: open comp Name: 

comp Phone: comp Email: 

ordinance Id Description 

Description: while on an inspection next door, code Enforcement noticed the signage for 731 AlA Beach 
Blvd was in disrepair and may exceed the sign height of 12 feet. 

created Modified Note 
04/26/21 04/26/21 Permit issued on 3/19/2021 for full remodel of building. (P2100342) Sign permit to be applied 

for. 

violation Id: V2100032 Prop Loe: 2 LEE DR 
viol Date: 04/15/21 Status: Open comp Name: city Managers office 

comp Phone: Comp Email: 

ordinance Id Description 

Description: on Tuesday April 13th, code Enforcement received an email from the city Manager's office 
regarding a business that is advertised at 2 Lee Drive as a an assisted living facility. 
The website that advertises this business had a phone number for a Cindy Gilbert: 
217-493-1127 
See attached emails and snippets of website. 
Code enforcement and the Building official called Cindy on 4/15/2021. she stated that the 
business is not currently operating and that she is working on obtaining all licensure. we 
let her know that she would need to apply for a conditional use permit to operate a group 
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home in the low density residential area. 
she stated she would submit the application ASAP. 

code enforcement will continue to monitor the situation. 

Violation Id: V2100033 Prop Loe: 207 8TH ST 
viol Date: 04/16/21 Status: open comp Name: Todd Alexander 

comp Phone: (904)703-2191 comp Email: wtajax@yahoo.com 

ordinance Id Description 

Description: on February 12, 2021, an anonymous complaint was filed regarding a travel trailer at 207 
8th St in the driveway. 

Later, Todd Alexander sent an email 4-8 to let me know that he was the complaitant. See 
attached. 

Code Enforcement drove past the property and confirmed that the travel trailer was there. 
It is located in the front driveway, 

Created Modified Note 
05/03/21 05/03/21 Certified Mail Received APRIL 22, 2021 -- SEE ATTACHED 

05/03/21 05/03/21 Notice of violation Sent 4-16-21, removal of trailer requested by May 1st, 2021. 

violation Id: v2100037 Prop Loe: 641 AlA BEACH BLVD 
viol Date: 04/22/21 status: open comp Name: Josh Patterson 

comp Phone: (904)557-5252 comp Email: jpatterson@kleinfelder.com · 

ordinance Id Description 
10-3 PLACEMENT GARBAGE &TRASH-PLACEMENT 

Description: Josh Patterson sent a complaint to the city clerk on 2/17/21. see attached. 

The complaint is regarding commercial dumpsters at Kookaburra and Tides which are not 
enclosed. 

Created Modified Note 
05/10/21 05/10/21 Felicia, the business owner called to say that she was having someone come out tomorrow to 

build the enclosure. 904-669-9966, she said she would call me tomorrow with a status update. 
5-10-21 

05/03/21 05/03/21 The property owner called on 4-30-2021 to let code enforcement know that the letter was 
received. The owner Kevin Vahey (471-6719) stated that the business owner Felicia was going to 
construct a dumpster enclosure. 

04/22/21 04/22/21 Notice of violation sent on 4/22/2021. see attached. dumpster enclosure to be erected by 
5/10/2021 

Violation Id: V2100039 Prop Loe: 8 ATLANTIC OAKS CIR 
viol Date: 04/29/21 

comp Phone: 
Status: Open 

comp Email: 
comp Name: code enforcement- Airbnb 

-11-



May 25, 2021 CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH Page No: 8 
09:19 AM Custom violation Report by violation rd 

ordinance Id 
LDR 3.09 

Description 
sec. 3.09.00. - Transient lodging establishments within medium density land use 
districts. 

Description: While looking for other properties on Airbnb, code enforcement found 8Atlantic oaks 
circle advertised as a 4 night stay minimum. see attached photos. 
8 Atlantic oaks circle is in the Medium Density zone and all of these permits are 
currently in use. 

Created Modified Note 
05/11/21 05/11/21 Hilly Zee also requested the notice to appear to be sent to her emai, hillyzd@yahoo.com PHone 

908-295-5484 see attached email. 

(Alternate name for Hilly Zee , Hillary Atzori?) 

05/10/21 05/11/21 Homeowner Hilly Zee hand delivered a letter to the building department. see attached. code 
Enforcement then passed on the letter to the city Manager's office because the letter was 
addressed to the city commission. 
The letter asks for permission to continue renting through the end of the year because Ms. Zee 
has rentals booked through that time. 

since it appears that Ms. Zee plans to continue renting, she will be on the agenda for the next 
code enforcement board meeting. Alegal ad is to run on 5/12/2021 and the notic to appear was 
sent out on 5-11-2021 

05/06/21 05/06/21 Homeowner Hilly zee called again on 5-6-21 she asked if there was someone else she could speak 
to regarding transient rentals, and wanted to know if there was any way she could continue 
renting. 
I told Ms. Zee that the next step would be the Code Enforcement Board and if she wanted to she 
could reach out to them or the City commission. She stated that she would be reaching out to 
the boards and I let her know that if she was still advertising and renting as of Monday May 
10th that I would have to initiate the process of convening the code enforcement board on this 
case at the end of the month. 

05/05/21 05/05/21 Homeowner Hilly Zee called on 5/5/21. she stated that she has her Florida state License, and 
submits taxes to the tax collector's office. I told Ms. Zee that the City of st. Augustine 
Beach only allows 100 transient rentals in the medium density zoning district and that number 
of rentals has been met for years. Ms. zee asked if there was any way to perrmit her to 
continue renting as a vacation rental. I told Ms. zee that as the code Enforcement officer, I 
can not deviate from City Codes or Ordinances. She said she believes she spoke to someone who 
said she was in the transient rental program and would look in her files. I asked for her to 
call me back tomorrow. Her number is 908-295-5484 

violation rd: v2100042 Prop Loe: 3 ATLANTIC OAKS CIR 
viol Date: 05/21/21 Status; open comp Name: Todd Alexander -Oi'lner 43 Atl oaks 

comp Phone: (904)703-2191 Comp Email: wtajax@gmail.com 

ordinance Id Description 
6.07.06 sec. 6.07.06. - care of premises. 

Description: Todd Alexander (904-703-2191) emailed on May 1, 2021 a complaint regarding a disabled 
vehicle on the Aside of 3Atlantic oaks circle. 
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The vehicle has a damaged front bumper and is backed into the property, so that the 
license and registration sticker is not viewable from the road. 

The truck may or may not be driveable. 
so this may be a code violattion only if the car is not driveable or does not have current 
registration. 

created Modified 
05/24/21 05/24/21 certified mail sent 5-21-2021 see attached. 
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

FY 19 FY ZO FY 21 
$24,139.90 

FY 22 
OCT $51,655.01 $34,277.62 
NOV $20,192.42 $21,844.58 $15,910.52 
DEC $16,104.22 $14,818.54 $76,639.68 
JAN $40,915.31 $37,993.58 $30,011.51 
FEB $28,526.70 $38,761.13 $14,706.76 
MAR $22,978.53 $15,666.80 $37,447.22 
APR $42,292.91 $19,092.61 $34,884.49 
MAY $20,391.12 $10,194.02 
JUN $26,445.26 $34,939.40 
JUL $41,120.86 $23,555.36 
AUG $32,714.82 $41,455.38 
SEP $49,543.66 $17,169.56 
TOTAL $392,880.82 $309,768.58 $233,740.08 

BUILDING PERMIT FEE REPORT 

MECHANICAL PERMIT FEE REPORT 
FY19 FY ZO FY Z1 FY22 

OCT $4,819.09 $3,593.67 $2,574.62 
NOV $2,541.44 $2,160.00 $1,963.00 
DEC $2,633.64 $2,409.62 $2,738.04 
JAN $3,338.69 $2,768.47 $1,891.99 
FEB $2,601.00 $2,044.08 $5,505.00 
MAR $2,515.33 $2,237.73 $3,163.00 
APR $3,801.26 $1,716.00 $2,784.79 
MAY $2,736.33 $1,809.00 
JUN $3,844.54 $3,417.00 
JUL $3,286.00 $2,917.93 
AUG $2,663.49 $3,430.11 
SEP $1,579.42 $1,621.00 
TOTAL $36,360.23 $30,124.61 $20,620.44 
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

ELECTRICAL PERMIT FEE REPORT 
FY 19 FY 20 FY 21 FY22 

OCT $1,860.32 $1,765.00 $1,718.00 
NOV $1,872.66 $1,475.00 $2,115.00 
DEC $1,622.32 $1,495.00 $1,770.00 
JAN $2,151.66 $1,380.00 $2,418.00 
FEB $1,425.32 $1,375.00 $1,413.00 
MAR $1,203.33 $1,843.00 $1,740.00 
APR $743.00 $600.00 $1,553.00 
MAY $1,805.00 $1,215.00 
JUN $1,065.00 $955.00 
JUL $690.00 $1,443.00 
AUG $1,460.00 $1,910.00 
SEP $1,310.00 $895.00 
TOTAL $17,208.61 $16,351.00 $12,727.00 

!--' 
\.J1 PLUMBING PERMIT FEE REPORT 

FY 19 FY20 FY21 FV22 
OCT $3,016.37 $2,786.00 $1,844.00 
NOV $3,867.41 $2,221.00 $1,133.00 
DEC $2,783.10 $1,869.00 $1,062.00 
JAN $3,031.40 $3,256.00 $628.00 
FEB $2,440.44 $1,395.00 $3,449.00 
MAR $2,037.24 $1,125.00 $2,579.00 · 
APR $3,015.00 $1,430.00 $1,411.00 
MAY $2,110.00 $1,459.00 
JUN $1,590.00 $1,432.00 
JUL $1,525.00 $1,218.00 

AUG $1,550.00 $1,356.00 

SEP $1,706.00 $2,270.00 

TOTAL $28,671.96 $21,817.00 $12,106.00 
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CllY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

ALTERATION COST 

FY 19 FYZO FYZ1 FYZZ 
OCT $3,657,414.56 $2,313,298.53 
NOV $2,242,421.52 $1,440,841.88 
DEC $1,449,915.40 $9,160,479.89 
JAN $3,789,363.81 $3,088,758.57 
FEB $5,519,900.00 $2,010,259.40 
MAR $1,321,570.04 $4,010,607.80 
APR $6,338,617.35 $1,803,157.19 $3,939,394.49 
MAY $2,731,410.75 $1,003,140.58 
JUN $2,792,442.43 $3,519,844.50 

JUL $4,717,293.00 $2,300,478.87 

AUG $3,393,250.74 $5,175,949.96 
SEP $4,502,737 .63 $1,475,857.57 

TOTAL $24,475,751.90 $33,259,014.00 
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ALTERATION COST 

FY19 FYZO FY 21 FY22 

OCT $1,247.45 $973.01 

NOV $845.65 $729.40 

DEC $569.37 $2,225.95 

JAN $1,277.63 $1,006.45 

FEB $1,079.31 $776.87 
MAR $623.46 $1,417.90 
APR $666.54 $1,250.09 
MAY $881.45 $537.83 
JUN $972.50 $1,093.02 

JUL $1,230.25 $928.44 

AUG $1,141.48 $1,437.49 

SEP $1,303.66 $740.55 
TOTAL $5,529.34 $11,046.74 
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

FY 20 INSPECTION RESULTS 

OCT 

NOV 

DEC 

JAN 

FEB 
MAR 

APR 
MAY 

JUN 

JUL 
AUG 
SEP 
TOTAL 

PASS PASS REINSPECT FAIL FAIL REINSPECT 
210 34 49 3 

238 46 44 12 
165 41 58 7 
230 56 65 15 
204 60 58 17 
204 31 43 10 

169 28 28 7 
169 46 52 12 
174 38 42 9 

177 29 28 12 
162 25 32 2 

183 36 S1 7 
2285 470 550 113 

RESULTS DO NOT INCLUDE CANCELLED/PERFORMED INSPECTIONS 

FY 21 INSPECTION RESULTS 
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I II I III
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FY 21 INSPECTION RESULTS 

,I 1 I 1II 
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■ PA5iS PASS REINSPECT If FAIL FA il REINSPECT 

OCT 
NOV 

DEC 

JAN 
FEB 
MAR 

APR 

MAY 

JUN 
JUL 
AUG 
SEP 
TOTAL 

PASS PASS REINSPECT FAIL FAIL REINSPECT 

170 35 40 5 
157 36 41 5 
216 25 56 6 

200 39 49 6 

187 46 57 3 
240 35 55 3 
270 35 44 5 

1440 251 342 33 
RESULTS DO NOT INCLUDE CANCELLED/PERFORMED INSPECTIONS 
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

# OF PERMITS ISSUED 
FY 19 FY20 FY21 FY22 

OCT 158 174 147 
NOV 140 127 137 
DEC 129 129 128 
JAN 167 134 110 
FEB 139 122 124 
MAR 129 126 184 
APR 195 98 142 
MAY 155 114 
JUN 120 126 
JUL 132 139 
AUG 143 163 
SEP 122 131 
TOTAL 1729 1583 972 

~ 
00 # OF INSPECTIONS PERFORMED 

FY 19 FY20 FYZl FY22 

OCT 424 298 268 
NOV 255 341 250 
DEC 262 272 315 
JAN 426 383 311 
FEB 334 348 293 
MAR 377 294 360 
APR 306 246 367 
MAY 308 289 
JUN 288 288 
JUL 312 259 
AUG 275 225 
SEP 250 281 
TOTAL 3817 3524 2164 
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

# OF INSPECTIONS PERFORMED BY PRIVATE PROVIDER 

FY19 FY 20 FY21 FY22 
OCT 0 0 
NOV 0 4 

DEC 0 3 
JAN 0 1 

FEB 0 2 
MAR 5 17 
APR 12 14 

MAY 0 
JUN 1 
JUL 6 

AUG 0 

SEP 0 

TOTAL 0 24 

# OF INSPECTlqNS PERFORMED BY PRIVATE PROVIDER 
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I .... 
I.D # OF PLAN REVIEWS PERFORMED BY PRIVATE PROVIDER 

I 

FY19 FY20 FY 21 FY22 

OCT 0 a 0 

NOV 0 0 1 

DEC 0 0 0 

JAN 0 0 0 
FEB 0 0 0 

MAR 0 0 2 
APR 0 0 1 

MAY 0 a 
JUN 0 0 

JUL 0 0 

AUG 0 0 

SEP 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 4 
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CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

# OF PLAN REVIEW ACTIVITIES PERFORMED BY BLDG. DEPT. 
FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 

OCT 0 72 73 
NOV 0 67 72 

DEC 0 37 71 

JAN 0 62 50 
FEB 0 63 55 
MAR 0 57 77 
APR 0 49 77 
MAY 45 57 

JUN 40 72 

JUL 89 62 
AUG 42 47 
SEP 39 51 
TOTAL 255 696 475 
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MINUTES 
PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING 

TUESDAY, APRIL 20, 2021 6:00 P.M. 
CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, 2200 AlA SOUTH, ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, FLORIDA 32080 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Chairperson Kevin Kincaid called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Ill. ROLL CALL 

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairperson Kevin Kincaid, Vice-Chairperson Berta Odom, Dennis King, Chris Pranis, 
Victor Sarris, Senior Alternate John Tisdale, Junior Alternate Scott Babbitt. 

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: Larry Einheuser, Hester Longstreet. 

STAFF PRESENT: Building Official Brian Law, City Attorney Lex Taylor, Recording Secretary Lacey Pierotti. 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING OF MARCH 16, 2021 

Motion: to approve the minutes of the March 16, 2021 meeting. Moved by Ms. Odom, seconded by Mr. Tisdall, 
passed 7-0 by unanimous voice-vote. 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment on any issue or item not on the agenda. 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Land Use Variance File No. VAR 2021--04, for reduction of the minimum rear yard setback requirement of 10 feet 
granted per Variance File No. VAR 98-07 to 4.2 feet and reduction of the minimum north side yard setback 
requirement of 7.5 feet granted per Variance File No. VAR 98-07 to 7 feet, to bring an existing 480-square-foot 
attached garage into compliance with its existing 4.2-foot rear yard setback and 7-foot north side yard setback 
and to add a second-story addition over the existing garage on Lot B, Block 38, Coquina Gables Subdivision, at 2-
B F Street, James G. Whitehouse, Esquire, St. Johns Law Group, Agent for Caneel Group LLC, Applicant 

Mr. Law said this application for 2-B F Street is a unique variance request a little out of the norm that will require 
the Planning and Zoning Board to look at everything as a whole to steer the City in its best available path. In 1998, 
a variance was granted for a detached garage with specific reduced setbacks. It recently came to light that the 
garage was not built in accordance with the setbacks granted by the 1998 variance. He obviously cannot speak 
about City policy in the late 1990s, but the applicants are requesting a variance with two different problems, first, 
that the existing garage is not in compliance with the variance granted in 1998, and second, they are also 
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requesting to build a second-story addition over the non-conforming garage. Another issue is that the 1998 
variance was granted for a detached structure, and the garage is currently connected to the house by a breezeway. 
He cannot define what a detached structure was in 1998, but in looking at the aerial imagery of 2-B F Street as 
provided by St. Johns County, he would not consider the existing garage to be a detached structure based on its 
location seaward of the Coastal Construction Control Line (CCCL) and its structural connection to the house. A 
building permit application was submitted to the Building and Zoning Department several months ago that 
included a second-story addition over the garage, which was flagged in the zoning review, as it was found upon 
research of the variance granted in 1998 that the garage that was built does not reflect the variance granted for 
a one-story, detached structure with specific setbacks. If a variance is granted to make the non-conforming garage 
conforming, there may be implications down the road in the event of a disaster. The Board could potentially say 
if it is decided to grant the v;;iriance that it applies only to the current garage structure, and that in the event this 
structure fails or is destroyed, a permit will not be issued to rebuild it. However, he does not recommend this. As 
the garage was built 22-23 years ago, his recommendation is that it be left as it is, and that no attempt be made 
to bring it to a conforming status. A building permit application has been submitted for renovations to the main 
structure, which include interior renovations and the removal and replacement of the existing roof. In the event 
this variance is granted for the second-story addition over the garage, this addition will be issued as a separate 
permit from the current renovation permit. The agent for the applicants, Mr. James Whitehouse, is here to 
demonstrate the hardship in accordance with the City's Land Development Regulations (LDRs). 

Mr. Pranis asked if, when the current owners purchased this property fn 2020, it was not noticed at the closing 
that the existing garage was not in compliance with the variance granted to allow it. 

Mr. law said as he is not a real estate agent, he has very limited knowledge in this area. There are non-conforming 
structures throughout the City, some of which were built before the City existed and others that became non
conforming with changes to City Code. Non-conforming structures are allowed to continue as they are, but if a 
calamity occurs and they are destroyed, permits will not be issued to rebuild them unless variances are granted. 

Mr. Kincaid said he has ex parte communication to disclose, as he has been contacted by several neighbors of 2-
B F Street. Three letters have also been sent to the Board members' email addresses, which he copied and gave 
to the Board members to read. He asked if any other Board members have ex parte communication to disclose. 
There was no ex parte communication disclosures from any other Board member present. 

James Whitehouse, Esquire, St. Johns Law Group, 104 Seagrove Main Street, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, 
said he represents the current owners of the property at 2-B F Street, the Averdicks, who plan to renovate it to 
make it their family beach house. Any renovations or improvements to this property will have to compty with all 
state and local building codes, regulations, and requirements. Everybody's viewpoint is different as to the status 
of a house or a structure or how a house should be built to fit a family, and as Mr. law alluded, the way the 
structures on this property have been built is kind of a strange situation, because this is a property that actually 
was granted a variance back in 1998 to build the garage in a certain fashion. Since the garage was built 23 years 
ago, there have been no complaints about it. He tried to go back and find m,it how the garage got built with a 4.2-
foot rear yard setback instead of the 10-foot rear setback granted by the va~iance, but he could find no history on 
this. In researching the history of the variance, the minutes ofthe meeting 1at which the variance was granted in 
1998 reflect that the Planning and Zoning Board at that time made some findings that clearly state the application 
met the criteria necessary for the granting of the variance. Fast forward to 2020, when the current owners 
purchased the property, and began making plans to renovate it in a fashion that will suit their needs as a family 
beach house. The physical status of the lot, and the fact that it is a smaller lot located behind another lot, is 
different from a lot of other lots around it. It is a fact that a previous Planning and Zoning Board looked at this 
property, went through a full hearing including public comment, and granted a variance for the garage. The 
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current owners are not here to ask for more encroachment, they are just asking to renovate what is currently built 
and refurbish the house in a manner suitable to their family. They are asking to build an addition above the garage, 
but there is no intention to build up to 35 feet in height, as this second-story addition will be a step down from 
the current height of the main structure, so it's not going to block any more views from what is already there now, 
and it will not be anything like the existing three-story houses that have bee.n built along this same side of FStreet 
in the last few years. The requested variance to bring the garage with its existing setbacks into conformity and 
allow a second-story addition to be built over the garage will not have any adverse effects or impact on traffic 
congestion, nearby trees, or the danger of fires, because the garage is already there now. 

Mr. Kincaid asked for public comment. 

Betty Carvellas, 4 F Street, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said she and her husband live behind and next 
door to the property at 2-B Street. She sent a letter to each of the Board members, stating she and her husband 
have no objections to the current owners of 2-B F Street continuing their interior renovations to the existing and 
functional single-family home and garage. However, she does have some concerns about the fact that many times 
in the variance application, the house is referred to as an old, damaged structure that has endured severe 
deterioration and wind and water damage from hurricanes. A look at the listing on the website that listed this 
house a year ago calls this same property pristine, completely renovated, and a property that has only been used 
as a single-family beach house. That seems to be in conflict with the variance application, as the previous owners, 
who only used the property as a single-family home, worked to keep it in a full condition. 

John Carvellas, 4 F Street, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said he and his wife bought their home, which was 
built in 1942 and is now 79 years old, eight years ago, and when they saw the way the house at 2-B F Street was 
built and wedged in so close to their property and the Alexanders' property at 2 F Street, his comment was that 
the structures at 2-B FStreet must have been built before there were any regulations. They have since come to 
learn that indeed there were regulations and agreements that were not followed, which is either misfeasance or 
malfeasance on somebody's part, or on the part of a group of people. In Vermont, he knows exactly what would 
be done, because he has seen it happen many times. If the regulations are not followed, property owners are told 
to rip whatever is not in compliance down. He is not proposing that, he proposes that the new owners be allowed 
to keep the garage as it is, because it would be unfair to the new owners to make them change it. However, they 
knew what it was when they bought it, as they are smart people, so he does get offended with them asking for a 
new variance which would allow them to add to what was not built in conformance with the regulations because 
it is only a little "step-down" addition. He is not saying the current garage structure should be torn down, but he 
does not think the current owners should be rewarded with a new variance for something that was built before 
they bought it. The first thing they should have thought of was how the structure got built the way it did. The 
new owners deserve to keep the property the way it is, but he hopes the Board will not allow them to build a new 
addition on the garage. The lawyer for the new owners referenced several big new houses that have been built 
on F Street, but he would like to remind everyone that this Board, he believes, was ignored by the City Commission, 
as one of these buildings was off by less than a foot, and it was questionable as to whether that was even accurate. 
After discussion by the Commission as to whether it should be torn down and rebuilt, it was decided to allow the 
building to stay as it was, but the owner was fined $25,000 to make a few people happy. 

Linda Ringwood, 8 F Street, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said she lives three doors down from the property 
at 2-B F Street, and has been curious because there has been a large dumpster there for several months, but she 
never saw a permit posted so she does not know exactly what has been going on there. You cannot fault the 
current owners for something that was built out of Code several years ago. She is concerned because when she 
read through the variance application there is so much in there that makes it seem like the house is just this pitiful 
hovel that has been damaged by hurricanes, though it was beautiful when it was advertised and when the new 
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owners bought it last summer. She does not understand what has caused damage to that building to make it such 
a hardship since the new owners purchased it last year. Her concern is the deceptive language in the variance 
application, the work that has been going on with no apparent permit, and the proximity of a second-story 
addition over the garage to the neighboring property behind it to the west. 

Mr. King asked if there is room to build an addition in compliance with the setbacks granted by the 1998 variance. 

Mr. Law said the variance granted in 1998 was for a rear yard setback reduction to 10 feet and a side yard setback 
reduction to 7.5 feet. Based on a survey done in 2020 by Nicholas Franklin, the garage is currently 4.2 feet from 
the rear property line, and the measurements of the breezeway connecting the garage to the house are not shown 
on the survey. To move the garage 6 feet to the east, so that it is 10 feet off the rear property line, would 
potentially make it attached to the house. However, even if the existing garage was brought into compliance with 
the setbacks granted by the 1998 variance, this variance was very clear that it was granted for a detached, one
story garage. In the event the existing garage was to suffer an unfortunate fate, a permit to rebuild it would not 
be issued. The garage would have to be rebuilt to comply with the terms of the variance, which is binding in alt 
aspects and any deviation to it would require a new variance application and the approval of this Board. 

Mr. King asked if the applicants could take the garage down and build a two-story addition in compliance with the 
current code and setback requirements, and if the garage would be allowed to be rebuilt as it currently exists, if 
something were to happen to significantly damage it. 

Mr. Law said this is an oceanfront property, so the eastern side of the property is recognized as the front, which 
defaults the western side as the rear. The current minimum rear yard setback fur an addition, detached or 
attached, is 25 feet. Any deviation from the setback requirements per the LDRs or from the setbacks approved 
by the 1998 variance for a one-story, detached garage would require new variance approval from this Board. If 
the garage were significantly damaged, it would not be allowed to be rebuilt as it currently exists, because it was 
not built in compliance with the 1998 variance approval. How the building was built is not really in debate, 
because it was built and has existed for 23 years, so it is an existing, non-conforming structure, and that is where 
it will stay, unless the Board sees fit to take other action with the new variance application under consideration. 

Mr. Kincaid said he thinks the first part ofthis variance request is asking to bring the garage into conformance by 
issuing a new variance to accommodate what was done when the terms of the 1998 variance were violated. If 
the Board approves the new variance as requested, it will make the existing garage conforming, and allow the 
current owners to build a second-story addition over the garage. He cannot speak for the Board, but if the garage 
did not exist as it is at this point, and the current owners applied for a variance to build a garage or an addition to 
their house with a 4.2-foot rear setback, he would not be in favor of approving that, as he would have a problem 
with it, especially on an oceanfront lot, and especially without the demonstration of a hardship. 

Mr. Law said he would advise that the Board not go down that hypothetical situation in the event there ever is a 
variance that comes in front of the Board with the same situation. To stay on point, the Board needs to decide 
whether or not it wants to grant a new variance to modify the existing variance to allow the existing garage 
setbacks, which are 4.2 feet bff the rear property line and 7 feet off the north side yard property line, and for a 
second-story addition to be built over the garage within these same setbacks. 

Mr. Whitehouse said it is a little confusing, as part of this is an existing garage that has already been built in a 
certain place, which the current owners, who had nothing to do with how or where the garage was built, want to 
renovate. That is in itself a reasonable request, especially since a previous Planning and Zoning Board granted a 
variance for the garage to be built on the property. What is next to the property at 2-B F Street should also be 
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taken into consideration, as the property at 4 F Street has two single-family residences on it, so the second-story 
addition and renovations to the existing structures on his clients' property at 2-B F Street will not overshadow 
anybody else's yard or block their views. He would discern that this is the reason the variance was granted in 
1998, and whether or not the current Board would grant this same variance now is not the question. The question 
is, number one, whether or not the current owners should be granted the ability to be able to renovate the existing 
structures and number two, whether or not they should be able to build a second-story addition over the existing 
garage. If the Board finds that the current setbacks or height of the structures are not appropriate and that the 
proposed second-story addition should be set back a little, his clients are willing to entertain that, even though 
this is not what they are requesting in their variance application. The fact of the matter is they want to take 
guidance from this Board because the Board is very important in trying to regulate the LDRs, City Code, etc. His 
clients want to be able to renovate the existing house and garage and want to be able to fix and/or rebuild the 
existing structures if they get knocked down or something happens to them. They should not be punished or 
prevented from renovating the structures that exist on their property because the garage is now considered by 
the Building Department to be an attached structure, instead of the detached structure approved by the 1998 
variance. They should also not be punished because it sticks out six inches from the 7 .5-foot side yard setback 
that was granted by the 1998 variance. They want to add a small room and bathroom above the garage for one 
of their kids, and if the Board does not feel comfortable about allowing them to build this addition in line with the 
existing 4.2-foot garage rear setback, they can talk about cutting some of the proposed second-story addition off 
so that it has an 8-foot or a 10-foot rear setback, as variances can be considered for all or part of what is requested, 
and conditions can also be put on variances. He asked the Board to look at all of that and discuss what they think 
is reasonable, as he and his clients are willing to talk about and go through everything they are requesting. 

Mr. Kincaid said he wants to remind everybody that they are not here to judge what happened in the past or how 
it happened, or what has actually gone on in the past few months as far as construction is concerned. All they are 
here to look at tonight is the variance request. He has a problem with the way the variance has been presented 
and requested as it lumps the second-story addition and renovation into the same application. He thinks it is 
perfectly fine to renovate the interior of a house, but building an addition is not necessarily part of a renovation. 
A previous Planning and Zoning Board did grant a variance and discussed, per the minutes of the meeting at which 
this variance was granted, their reasons for finding that the application met the seven criteria that are to be 
considered for the granting of a variance, but he does not know that this is relevant if the conditions and specifics 
of the variance were not followed many years ago when the existing garage was built. He thinks the current 
owners should be able to renovate their home, but again, that can happen without an addition being added to 
the garage. The problem that has been raised here with the public comments from the neighbors and the variance 
application itself is with the addition, as he thinks a second-story addition to a structure 4.2 feet off the rear 
property line is more imposing to the neighbors than a one-story structure 4.2 feet off the rear property line. 

Mr. Pranis agreed they are not here to judge or assume what the property owners want to do with their home, 
they are here to maintain the integrity of the Code. The challenge he has is that when a house like this is 
purchased, and the sale goes through closing, how does something like the existing non-conforming garage fall 
through on surveys? Typically, the seller would have to fix any non-conforming issues before selling the property. 

Ms. Odom said the seller and the buyer both have to sign off on the survey, which could have been done. 

Mr. Kincaid asked if it is a requirement that prospective buyers be told the garage was built outside of the 
conditions and terms of the variance granted in 1998. 

Ms. Odom said she cannot speak for the title company that handled the closing, but yes, this should have-been 
disclosed. She does not think any of them want the new owners to have to demolish the garage and start over 
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with a building in compliance with the variance that was granted. But the owners also want to modify the garage 
with additional space, and she agrees that adding a second-story to the garage would be intrusive. However, Mr. 
Whitehouse did mention that the proposed addition could be modified so that it is not a full second-story addition 
over the garage. This is the part of the variance request that she is mulling over in her head because she would 
not agree to granting the variance to allow a two-story addition over the entire garage. 

Mr. Law said even the interior conversion of the garage to habitable space would be a violation of the variance 
that was granted in 1998, because this variance was granted for a detached, one-story garage. 

Mr. Sarris asked, hypothetically, if the current owners decide to sell the property and a title search and survey is 
done, could they potentially run into a problem with the sale, because the garage is not in compliance with the 
setbacks granted by the variance? 

Ms. Odom said she is not an attorney, but yes, she thinks this could present a problem for the sellers. 

Mr. Sarris said he asked this question because part of the variance request the Board is being asked to consider is 
to grant a variance for the setbacks of the existing garage, so the current owners do not have a nonconforming 
structure that is in violation of the Code and the previous variance granted in 1998 for construction of the garage. 

Mr. Law said the Board is here to judge the validity cf the variance and the variance alone, notto anticipate future 
sales of the property or future legal actions. He recommends the Board stay on point and look at the task at hand. 

Mr. Kincaid said he also thinks the actual variance tool they have is probably not to rescue people from past 
occurrences with the building. 

Mr. Taylor said the issue is not titled to the land but involves potential civil suits with previous owners as to the 
ability to reconstruct what is already there, and whether the current owners knew when they bought it that they 
might not be able to reconstruct the garage. Some amount of repair is allowed, but if it becomes a total repair, 
they are not going to be able to do it, because the garage as it exists is not in compliance with the variance granted 
for it. So, it is not an issue with the ownership of the land, the issue is that they may have initial civil suits to past 
owners, and whoever now buys it may assume they might not be able to repair or replace the existing structure. 

Mr. Law said the LDRs are very clear on the discontinuation of non-conforming structures. Per Section 2.00.00, 
the definition of non-conforming development is "Development that does not conform to the land use regulations 
in Article Ill and/or the development design and improvement standards in Article VI." This basically says non
conforming development is that which does not adhere to the design phase and current regulations in the LDRs, 
which address the termination of non-conforming structures and reconstruction of the principal structure after 
the structure has been substantially destroyed by fire or another calamity. Section 10.01.03 of the LDRs says a 
structure is "substantially destroyed" if the cost of reconstruction is 50% or more of the assessed value of the 
structure before the calamity, and if there are multiple principal structures on a site, the cost of reconstruction is 
compared to the combined assessed value of all the structures. As the garage at 2-B F Street is an existing non
conforming structure, if it had an unfortunate fate, the owners would not be permitted to rebuild it as is, because 
it is not in compliance with the existing variance. They could, however, apply for a new variance to rebuild it. 

Mr. Kincaid said Mr. Law mentioned earlier that the owners would also not be able to get a permit to convert the 
garage to habitable space. 

Mr. Law said that is correct, as the existing variance was granted for a garage, which is not habitable space. The 
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owners have not proposed this to the best of his knowledge, but if they did want to convert the garage to habitable 
living space, they would have to apply for a new variance. Keep in mind this structure is seaward of the CCCL, and 
well below the 17.4-foot Department of Environmental Protection {DEP) re~erence monument. Right now, as the 
building probably predates the current Code, it gets grandfathering status under the Code, but there could 
potentially be a conflict with the Florida Building Code (FBC) to make the non-habitable garage a habitable space. 

Mr. Whitehouse said the new variance is requested because the garage is already there. There are some issues 
with the garage, number one, it has a 4.2-foot rear setback instead of a 10-foot rear setback, as granted by the 
1998 variance. Number two, the garage is attached, and the 1998 variance was granted for a detached garage. 
At the very least, the applicants are asking for a modification of the 1998 variance with the wording changed to 
allow an attached structure with the layout and setbacks of the existing garage. The owners do not want to 
convert the garage into living space, they want to keep it as a garage, but they have applied for this new variance 
because they cannot do anything to the garage to renovate it or add a second-story above it with a 4.2-foot rear 
setback. They could tear all the existing structures on the property down and build a new three-story house on 
the property, which would have to meet all DEP and FBC requirements, but they are not seeking to do that. They 
are not trying to build higher, or block anyone's views. They are just trying to renovate the current house and 
garage, and at the very least, modify the existing variance with a new variance to allow an attached structure with 
the current garage layout and setbacks, so they can fix that non-conformity. And they would really like to have a 
second-story addition over the garage for a bedroom and bathroom for their children. 

Mr. Kincaid asked for Mr. Law's input as to whether or not the Board should grant a variance to approve the 
existing garage structure where it is now with the current setbacks, which would be a modification to the variance 
granted in 1998. Also, if the Board does approve this, he asked for staff's input as to whether or not the Board 
should also grant a variance to allow a second-story addition over the garage, and what the actual purpose of the 
variance is and what the benefit of granting both of these things as requested by the applicants would be to them. 

Mr. Law said he tries very hard never to give direct answers on what the Board should and should not do, because 
he would then be steering the Board outside of the answers to the technical aspects, which he will give. If 
everything stays as it is, without any kind of variance granted by the Board, the City will take no code enforcement 
action against the property owners and will never order the removal of the non-conforming garage because in all 
probability, if the City were to do this, the owners will probably sue the City and win, so there would be no benefit 
to the City in doing this. However, he would like to ask the City Attorney to weigh in on the possible future 
ramifications of granting a variance to allow the non-conforming garage, because this kind of decision could come 
back in 15 years or at some point in the future. For the record, the garage roof is attached to the main structure, 
which is the house, as evidenced by the aerial imagery from the County, by a breezeway that goes all the way 
through and connects the garage to the house. As the breezeway is structurally connected, he would consider 
the garage and house to be one building under the FBC. It would make no difference at this point, as the owners 
are not proposing any development of the garage into habitable space, but to approve the setbacks as they 
currently exist could have future implications. If the Board sees fit to modify the previously granted variance to 
allow the garage to be attached, this will allow the full enclosure of the breezeway. As Building Official, he would 
have no true opposition to that, but that is for the Board to decide. If the Board grants the variance and allows 
the garage to be attached, this adds another layer of security for the owners to be able to pull into their garage 
and enter directly into the house from the western side of the property, with little impact on the City. 

Mr. Taylor said his advice to the Board would be to make as few requirements as necessary and only those that 
are important and appropriate to the Board and the City because the Code Enforcement Department has to 
enforce all of the different terms and conditions put into a variance. So, if there is a height requirement the Board 
wants to impose or if they want the second-story addition over the garage to be set back and layered like a 
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wedding cake or go straight up to two stories or they don't want to allow a second-story over the garage at all, 
these things need to be recorded exactly as the Board wants them but the Board should not add anything extra 
because the more conditions added in, the more there are for Code Enforcement to enforce. The Board is also 
supposed to look at precedence, and what happened in the past. There is definitely a garage and a house there, 
and the Board can also take into consideration that the garage was not built to the terms and conditions of the 
existing variance granted in 1998 and hold whoever the owners were who built it that way accountable. Each 
variance gets its own scrutiny, but every time the Board grants a variance, it creates a precedent for which the 
Board should try to use the same principles when considering future variance applications. The Board has a lot of 
discretion, and he understands how the Board might see it is very important to allow someone to build in the 
same footprint they currently have. On the other hand, the Board may decide it does not want people building in 
the same footprint because they are trying to create a new footprint for all the buildings in an area and upholding 
the current setback requirements is important. It is the Board's decision, so he would advise them to look at 
precedent and the whole package that has been presented and decide if the application meets all the criteria for 
the granting of a variance. The Board can definitely take into account the variance granted in 1998 by a previous 
Planning and Zoning Board for a garage on this property. The Board has the freedom to do al of these things and 
needs to look at the variance application before them with their own fresh set of eyes to make that decision. 

Mr. Pranis asked if the variance is not approved, what happens at this point to the existing attached garage that 
is supposedly a detached garage, as far as Code Enforcement is concerned? 

Mr. Law said the Building and Zoning Department will take no action against the owners, as this building has 
existed for a long time, and there would be ramifications to the City of an attack on that building. 

Mr. Pranis asked ifthere would be ramifications to the City if the building is not compliant. 

Mr. Law said it has vested rights, and property owners have been paying taxes on it. 

Mr. Taylor said if the City does not do something after a certain amount of time, it may be five years or possibly 
seven, but if the Building Department or Code Enforcement does not enforce a non-conformity after a certain 
amount of time, it is grandfathered because nobody has attacked those rights and they are kind of accepted. 

Mr. Whitehouse said that goes to the question as to what the purpose of the variance is. The variance granted in 
1998 was for a detached garage with a 10-foot rear setback, but what was built and what currently exists is an 
attached garage with a 4.2-foot setback. The current owners and applicants cannot do any renovations to this 
part of their property if a new variance to modify the 1998 variance is not granted. As Mr. Law said, the Building 
Department does not have a problem with the garage being attached or detached or enclosed or not enclosed, as 
this has little effect upon the City or the people living around the property. At the very least, this is important to 
the current owners, because granting a variance to allow the attached garage with the existing 4.2-foot rear 
setback will allow them to renovate that part of their property. If the majority of the Board members do not have 
any interest in approving the other part of the variance which requests to build a second-story addition over the 
existing garage, at the very least, there is a reason for the first part, as the owners want to renovate the entirety 
of their property and refurbishing the garage along with the rest of the property will only make it better. 

Mr. King asked if the applicants would be able to repair the garage as it now exists without a new variance. 

Mr. Law said as Building Official and the Director of Building and Zoning, it would be his opinion that if there was 
a structural failure, such as a component of the roof system that needed to be repaired or replaced or if the garage 
doors did not work and needed to be repaired or replaced, or something of that magnitude, he would allow 
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reconstruction of the affected parts to allow the structure to be maintained in its current condition. He would 
never not allow, or ask, a property owner, to not maintain their building. He would prohibit any future expansion 
at 2-B F Street based on the previously granted variance without a new variance to modify the existing variance, 
which is why the applicants are here, but he has no intentions of letting buildings in the City fall into disrepair. 

Mr. King asked if changing, as opposed to repairing, something would be allowed. Mr. Whitehouse used the term 
"renovate" when he stated the applicants cannot do any renovations to their property without a variance. 

Mr. Law said that would depend on the scope of work. If the scope of work exceeds the terms of the existing 
variance and the intent of the building it was granted for, the Building and Zoning Department would determine 
whether to approve or disapprove the proposed work. Keep in mind, all zoning decisions made by his staff are 
subject to appeal to this Board, so if they cannot rectify this, as it is a unique. situation, the City Attorney would be 
involved in the appeal decision process. He can comfortably say the building can be maintained, as he would have 
no opposition to that ever, but he would not allow it to be expanded based on zoning, not the building code. 

Mr. Whitehouse said if the building got knocked down, however, the owners would not be able to put it back up. 

Mr. Law said if the building were destroyed, the discontinuation of a non-conforming structure would take 
precedence with the City Attorney's recommendations. The applicants could apply for a new variance to either 
rebuild or to modify the terms and conditions of the previous variance granted in 1998. 

Mr. Whitehouse said that is another reason for this variance application, because if something happens to the 
existing garage building, the applicants would be required to apply for a variance to rebuild it within the same 
footprint and setbacks. If a hurricane came through and knocked half the building down and the applicants 
wanted to rebuild it as it was, he thinks the Board would probably be considerate to that. If that is the case in 
that situation, then letting the applicants fix what they have now should not be any different. 

Mr. Tisdale asked if the Board approves the variance, could the garage then be converted to living space? 

Mr. Whitehouse said he does not think it is the intent of the applicants to do this. The minimum variance 
requested is for the current garage layout and setbacks and to allow it to remain attached to the house, as it is. 

Mr. King said he is not in favor of this, because if this variance request came before the Board today, the Board 
would not allow the applicants to build the garage where it is to start with. And if it does get damaged or knocked 
down, they owners would be required to build it back the way it was originally approved per the 1998 variance. 

Ms. Odom said the 1998 variance was granted for a 10-foot rear yard setback. It was the previous property owners 
who did not comply with this and built the garage with a 4.2-foot rear setback. 

Mr. Kincaid said he does not think there is any appetite to punish the current owners at all. Nobody wants anybody 
to tear anything down, or to not maintain or renovate what is currently there, as it helps keep the City beautiful 
to keep houses maintained. They all have not only the opportunity but the obligation to maintain their houses 
and keep them nice. He has a difficult time finding the hardship here, as he does not know that the property has 
been destroyed by hurricanes and storms, and he does not think the lot size and lot configuration prohibit the 
reasonable economic use of the property. The way the Board has addressed variances, at least in the recent past, 
requires applicants to come up with a hardship to make sure the next variances that come before them are not 
similarly affected by the decisions of this Board. He recognizes that it was not the current owners and applicants 
who created the issues that are causing the problems they are dealing with now, but he also does not think it is 
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the City's issue to rescue these problems and grant a variance to allow something just because a previous owner 
overstepped the boundaries. He thinks this would set a bad precedent, as they do not want property owners to 
just build without following the rules and regulations and then ask later for a variance. He also has an issue with 
what the application requests and then with Mr. Whitehouse saying that even though this is what the applicants 
want, they are willing to discuss getting something less, as he thinks this basically puts the Board into a position 
to negotiate with themselves over the rules, which is not something he is comfortable with. He would be happy 
to discuss what has been put forward and requested in the variance application, and if the applicants want to 
change that request, it is reasonable for the Board to consider whatever the different request is. But to have the 
Board sit here and negotiate a different outcome probably is not fair. He asked for any other comments. 

Ms. Odom said her only comment is that the applicants are not asking for permission to do something. They are 
asking for forgiveness for what has already been done, which they did not do. 

Motion: to deny Variance File No. VAR 2021-04 as requested, based on the Board's determination that a hardship 
has not been demonstrated, and that there is no benefit to the City to bring the existing non-conforming building 
into compliance or conformance. Moved by Mr. Kincaid, seconded by Mr. King, passed 4-3 by roll-call vote, with 
Mr. Kincaid, Mr. Sarris, Mr. Pranis, and Mr. King assenting, and Ms. Odom, Mr. Tisdale, and Mr. Babbitt dissenting. 

B. Ordinance No. 21-04, passed on first reading by the City Commission at its regular monthly meeting held Monday, 
Aprll 5, 2021, to amend Section 6.01.03 of the City's Land Development Regulations (LDRs), pertaining to building 
setback requirements, and repeal and removal of Section 3.08.00 of the LDRs, pertaining to overlay districts 

Mr. Law said at its regular monthly meeting in February of lhis year, the City Commission asked that the 2019 
proposal for reduced setbacks be brought back up. This was not a staff-generated proposal, staff is simply 
following the orders given by the City Manager at the direction of the Commission. The Commission revisited this 
again at its March regular monthly meeting with two draft options, one of which proposed reduced setbacks with 
a 27-foot height maximum, coinciding with the reduced setbacks allowed in the mixed use district. The 
Commission declined pursuing this draft, and instructed staff to proceed with the second draft, which proposes 
setback reductions for the small-platted lots in the City and the deletion of the overlay districts, as with the 
reduced setbacks proposed, the overlay districts would no longer serve a useful purpose. During its April regular 
monthly meeting, the Commission made a couple of more changes resulting in the latest draft, Ordinance No. 21-
04, which gears the setback reductions for single-family, 50-foot-by-93-foot small-platted lots to 20 feet front and 
rear, 7.5 feet on the sides, and 12 feet for street sides. The Commission felt strongly about keeping the flexible 
setbacks to save trees, even with these reduced setbacks, and also agreed to keep the architectural feature bump
outs currently allowed to encroach into the setbatks for architectural profiling. All of the different scenarios for 
setbacks are accommodated in the tables in Section 6.01.03.A of Ordinance No. 21-04. This Board is now tasked 
with reviewing the ordinance for a recommendation to the Commission to approve, disapprove or modify it. 
When the setback reductions were proposed in 2019, the Board recommended approval by a vote of 5-2. 

Ms. Odom asked why the proposed setback reductions have come back up at this time. 

Mr. law said he cannot speak for the Commission, but he knows there has been some communication regarding 
the number of variances that have been applied for and approved since the setbacks were last changed in 2018. 
For this or whatever other reasons, the Commission has decided to bring the issue back up. 

Mr. Sarris said the last time the Board discussed this, they talked about a conflicting challenge with impervious 
surface ration (ISR) coverage and the currently allowed minimum setback requirements per the LDRs. 
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Mr. Law said for the record, he thinks the terminology Mr. Sarris is referring to is lot coverage, not ISR coverage. 
The current minimum setbacks required for SO-foot-by-93-foot lots only allow building footprint lot coverage of 
27%-28%, while the maximum lot coverage allowed for residential construction is 35%. So, there is a discord in 
the Code, as the current setbacks do not allow property owners to build to the maximum lot coverage allowed. 
The Commission is aware of this and has discussed it, and this may be a possibility as to why the Commission 
ordered that the setbacks be brought back up. There is a discrepancy as to what can be built and what the Code 
allows, and with the currently required minimum setbacks, you cannot build to what the Code allows on SO-foot
by-93-foot lots. With the reduced setbacks proposed for these small lots, you would be able to build a bigger 
building footprint up to the maximum 35% lot coverage allowed per Code. A 50-foot-by-93-foot lot is4,650 square 
feet total, which times 35% calculates to a 1627.5-square-foot covered building footprint, which is lot coverage. 
Right now, with the current minimum 25-foot front and rear and 10-foot side setbacks, you can only build a 
building footprint up to 1290 square feet, which constitutes 27.74% lot coverage, but the Code allows maximum 
35% lot coverage for residential construction. Lot coverage is the first basis of any ISR coverage calculations. The 
proposed setback reductions for the small-platted lots will not increase maximum lot coverage, ISR coverage, or 
building height allowed on these lots, it will simply give these smaller lots more room for larger building footprints. 

Mr. Sarris said he thinks in general it is a lot easier to design a home with 7.5-foot versus 10-foot side setbacks, 
but if the setbacks are reduced as proposed, will they then be setting themselves up for more conversations with 
people applying for variances because they cannot fit their house on their lot because of lot coverage issues? 

Mr. Law said if he may provide his opinion as Building Official and Director of Building and Zoning, he would say if 
the City Commission decided to pass this ordinance, this would negate alinost any hardship for a variance for 
reduced setbacks for construction of a new structure with the exception of certain lots that have niches taken out 
of them. The Board saw one such lot last year, with a niche carved out of part it that is owned by the St. Johns 
County Utility Department, which has a lift station on it. Also, there are a lot of odd-shaped lots around the old 
City well and old electric trolley lines, and these lots may require variances and attention and consideration from 
the Planning and Zoning Board. However, for the most part, there would just be no reason or hardship for a 
variance for setbacks even more reduced than those in the proposed ordinance. The policy of the Building and 
Zoning Department is to encourage people seeking variances to apply, so this Board, which is a panel of the 
applicant's peers, can make the decision. The Building and Zoning Department has no desire to wield that much 
power, as this power must come from this Board. Citizens may apply for a variance to anything in City Code. 

Mr. Kincaid asked for public comment. He said he got an email from Mr. Craig Thomson, a member of the City's 
Sustainability and Environmental Planning Advisory Committee (SEPAC), asking that members of SEPAC be 
allowed to speak for more than the standard three minutes. 

Lana Bandy, 150 Whispering Oaks Circle, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said she is the vice-chairperson of 
SE PAC, which has several members here, including Craig Thomson, who is passing out fliers to the Board members. 
SEPAC has authorized Mr. Thomson to speak on its behalf and fully supports his presentation to the Board. 

Craig Thomson, 6 D Street Unit A, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said _SEPAC met last week and discuss this 
proposed ordinance to reduce setbacks at some length. What he handed out to the Board members is a series of 
environmental concerns SEPAC has identified. These include preservation of the urban tree canopy, protection 
of natural water bodies and groundwater conservation, and flood protection due to climate change, storm surge 
and stormwater runoff. SEPAC takes exception to the statement in the ordinance that states the City Commission 
reviewed the setbacks and finds that providing more flexibility with the setbacks may save trees. SEPAC believes 
this might reduce the trees on these small lots that make up about a third of St. Augustine Beach, because on the 
eastern side of AlA Beach Boulevard, there is a very small tree canopy area to consider, so this is a critical 
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protection zone for trees. The definition for a critical protection zone for trees comes out of the City's Urban 
Forestry Management Plan, which defines this as a zone to protect trees of a certain size and their roots, not just 
the tree canopies. They understand there is a drive to have larger houses, which sets a competition with SEPAC's 
environmental concerns for the smaller lots. SEPAC's number one concern as a tree board is how they can help 
preserve the tree canopy, and they would just like to caution the Board that reducing the setbacks on these small 
lots will most likely diminish the tree canopy. The ordinance also states the City Commission is not changing its 
protection for the environment and drainage management, as all property is still required to comply with height 
and impervious surface ratio maximums as established by the Commission. The ISR maximum for the small
platted lots in the City is 50%, and the reduced setbacks create larger buildings, let alone the fact that decks and 
bump-outs are allowed to extend outside the building footprint envelope, which represents a maximum 35% lot 
coverage footprint. This sets up an inconsistency right away, as City Code does not take into consideration decks, 
bump-outs, and overhangs that are allowed to extend and encroach into the setbacks. What happens when you 
enlarge a building that has overhangs that extend 18 inches from the building wall? The water comes off the roof 
and moves at a much faster pace. SEPAC is concerned that the amount of run-off being generated by what is 
currently being built on raised grades is typically directed straight to the roadways in front, as there are no swales 
or anything to control the water run-off. SEPAC has looked at Comprehensive Plan policies and asks the Board to 
consider ways to help conserve this run-off, which is going to create poor water quality in addition to flooding. It 
is interesting that they are in the midst of a vulnerability study and at the same time, coming up with this idea of 
changing the setbacks to allow an increase in building size and water run-off for a third of the lots in the City. The 
City's major retention pond on Mize!! Hoad failed two or three years ago, due to a flooding event during hurricane 
season, and while it is currently under repair and being rebuilt, it is very limited as to how much water can get out 
of the City. The City has said there will be times during high tides and storms when the water run-off will back up 
because it has nowhere to go, as the engineers studying this pointed out there is sort of a dike system with the 
oceanfront dunes and the raised section of the City adjacent to AlA South that makes the center section of the 
City very prone to flooding with sea level rise, climate change, and more intense storms. This is what they should 
be focusing on, not just how to get a bigger building footprint on small lots. SE PAC takes exception with how this 
ordinance will protect the environment and whether it will create a worse situation in regard to flooding. If 
homeowners are going to be allowed to build larger buildings, SEPAC proposes this City follow what other cities 
are doing in studying how to build infrastructure that controls water run-off by creating more on-site retention, 
as there has to be somewhere for excess water to go. Solutions may include creating stemwalls, raising buildings, 
capturing rainwater by use of rain barrels, French drains, or cistern systems, etc. This City has to come up with 
solutions, otherwise, new construction is going to flood out the older construction. Creating roadside swales and 
rain gardens is also a very big program the City should be looking into. In a perfect world, he would not be making 
this presentation without the City planner, and it would be great to have a workshop meeting to discuss these 
things with the ordinance on the tonight's agenda, to look at these issues in more detail, as SEPAC feels the 
ordinance is in conflict with the current environmental concerns and goals that are important for the City's future. 

Mr. Kincaid said he sees the concerns and agrees that a workshop, or a series of workshop meetings, would be 
appropriate and very helpful in ensuring everybody is working on the same level on the same page. He asked Mr. 
Thomson if he has a specific set of recommendations to address SEPAC's concerns that the Board could put into 
a motion or convey to the City Commission on behalf of the Planning and Zoning Board. 

Mr. Thomson said a lot of the recommendations he has referred to have come out of studies including the 
vulnerability study SEPAC has been researching and which lists a number of land development regulation code 
changes that would not only help save trees but also protect against water run-off and flooding. SEPAC's 
recommendation is that creating bigger buildings on small lots without mitigation is a serious problem, and SE PAC 
is very clear in suggesting that the Planning and Zoning Board not recommend approval of Ordinance No. 21-04. 
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Mr. Law said regarding the tree canopy, the City works very hard to save trees during development and 
construction. Currently, City Code only requires one tree in the front setback area. There was talk in 2018 to 
bring in a tree credit program based on required tree inches per lot square footage, but this was not adopted by 
the City Commission. In regard to swales, water run-off, etc., that is actually currently being handled and utilized 
by the City's Public Works Director, Bill Tredik, who spends quite a bit of time reviewing every new construction 
site plan for lot grading and drainage. The retention pond weir that was breached and failed is currently being 
improved and strengthened, along with the City's master pumping station and drainage system, which will help 
manage a higher volume of water run-off with a greater outfall capacity. The City currently has 121 structures in 
special flood hazard areas. The majority of structures within the City do not lie in a special flood hazard area, per 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance maps, which are beyond reproach. 

Mr. Kincaid asked for any other public comment. 

Linda Ringwood, 8 F Street, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said she would also like to ask the Board to not 
recommend the changes proposed by this ordinance to the City Commission, as buildings are just getting bigger 
and bigger, and most are being built as short-term rentals. It used to be if you followed school buses down AlA 
Beach Boulevard, you would see it picking up and dropping off kids heading to the east side of the Boulevard, but 
now, all the kids getting on and off the buses go to the west side of the Boulevard, as there are no families living 
on the east side of the Boulevard. There are starting to be more and more short-term rentals on the west side of 
the Boulevard as well, and one of the big issues residents have to deal with are the parking problems these short
term rentals cause, which include people parking on other people's property, blocking driveways, and so on. 
There is not enough parking on the alphabet and number streets to being with, so why allow bigger buildings that 
house more people and have more cars when there is not enough room to park vehicles on properties that have 
already been built? The City does not need more hotels with no managers and no parking. 

Tom Ringwood, 8 F Street, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said he and his wife are permanent residents living 
in a two-story house on a street with five rentals and several three-story homes. This is not the neighborhood 
they thought they would be living in when they retired here. Luckily, the three-story buildings all have 10-foot 
side setbacks, and a couple of them have 12-foot side setbacks, so they can sit on their porch and have a private 
conversation. He cannot imagine having any privacy at all with buildings that only have 7 .5-foot side setbacks and 
bump-outs, particularly if they are short-term rentals occupied by people on'vacation. The current setbacks allow 
a 3500-4000-square-foot house, which should be plenty for the size of these lots. He implored the Board to not 
approve 7.5-foot side yard setbacks with bump-outs, as this would not allow residents to have any peace or be 
able to sit on their porches to have an evening meal without being subjected to neighbors who are very close. 

Craig Thomson, 6-A D Street, St. Augustine Beach, Florida, 32080, said individually, as a resident, an architect, and 
a planner, in addition to conflicting with environmental policy and regulations, the proposed ordinance also 
disrespects established neighborhood setbacks. This creates an inconsistency with the original land development 
regulations that have been in place for some 60 years, and disadvantages homeowners who built to the current 
setback regulations. There just seems to be no reason other than monetary gain for new developers to create 
bigger structures, and the enforcement of this is very complicated, as ISR coverage is one thing, and lot coverage 
and building bump-out calculations are another. Allowing building areas to expand does not make any sense to 
him, and allowing structures to be built closer to their neighbors is not something the neighbors are going to like, 
as this cuts off light, air, etc. He has seen this happen in his neighborhood on the east side ofAlA Beach Boulevard. 
With the overlay districts in place, property owners could apply for reduced setbacks, and if a neighbor were 
adversely affected, they could discuss it with this Board. This ordinance not only reduces setbacks on small lots 
but removes the overlay districts, thereby eliminating any possible discussion of adverse effects upon neighboring 
properties. He thinks it would be a better situation to keep aspects of the overlay district regulations and extend 
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them to the west side of the Boulevard, instead of doing a blanket removal of the overlay districts and stilt allow 
reduced setbacks and bump-outs and all the other things it has been demonstrated are not going to save trees. 

Mr. Sarris said to get a clearer understanding of what the ordinance proposes, the reduced setbacks will allow 
bigger buildings, but construction will still have to meet the same lot coverage and ISR coverage requirements. 

Mr. Kincaid said the reduced setbacks will allow bigger houses, because the current setbacks only allow 27%-28% 
total lot coverage on 50-foot-by-93-foot lots. Reducing the setbacks on these lots will allow owners to build to 
the maximum 35% residential lot coverage allowed per City Code. So, this ordinance basically reduces the setbacks 
to allow the house size the Code already allows, were it not for the currently required setbacks. 

Mr. Law said he would agree with that statement, as Section 3.02.04 of the LDRs is very clear that maximum lot 
coverage for residential properties shall not exceed 35% of the lot size. A conversation this Board should have is 
the construction of single-family residences in commercial land use districts per conditional use permits. 
Applications to build single-family homes on commercial lots are typically granted with the stipulation that 
regulations for medium density residential be applied, to avoid the additional ISR and lot coverage allowed for 
commercial property and to avoid any confusion regarding setbacks. But if this is not specified in the motion to 
approve the conditional use permit, houses that are built on commercial lots via conditional use permits would 
be allowed to have the same lot coverage, ISR, setbacks, etc., allowed per the LDRs for commercial properties. 

Mr. Kincaid said if he is correct in his knowledge of the history of the setback changes, the current setbacks are 
the original setbacks, which are larger than the reduced setbacks that were passed by City ordinance a few years 
back. The ordinance before the Board tonight for the Board's recommendaliun Lo Lhe Cily Commission would 
once again reduce the setbacks back to what they were a few years ago. 

Mr. law said right, and this is, once again, a Commission directive. The Board is tasked with making any 
recommendations it sees fit to the Commission, which will then consider the Board's recommendations when the 
ordinance comes back before the Commission in May for a final reading. 

Mr. Pranis said he is not really in favor of changing the setbacks to make them smaller. He does not know if this 
stems from the Board's decision a month or two ago to not approve the variance for reduced setbacks on 11th 

Street, or what started this, so he is not really understanding the concept, but he thinks they should probably have 
a workshop meeting to discuss the reasoning and thoughts behind this move to change the setbacks once again. 

Ms. Odom said the variance for reduced setbacks on 11th Street came before the Board in January. She has respect 
for SEPAC, as it is a City-drive·n committee, and she thinks they should pay attention to all the research SEPAC has 
done, as she thinks it has a lot of value to the environment that she hopes would carry through to the Commission. 
The State Legislature right now is going through sea level rise issues, so this is not just something St. Augustine 
Beach is dealing with. She has been a resident of this City since before it was incorporated as a city in 1959, so 
she has been here a long time, and her family moved here because it was a small little town and a neighborhood 
town. Her profession is to sell houses, but she still thinks there is a reason to sell a house in a community, and it 
is not for the economic gain she believes they are helping promote in this little community that they have. For 
those reasons, she agrees with Mr. Pranis that the Board should not recommend this change in the setbacks. 

Mr. Sarris said the people who have spoken here tonight have brought up a big and important conversation, so 
he thinks the mention of having a workshop meeting is a good one, as he is not insensitive to what they have said, 
and he does not know that he can vote either way on the proposed ordinance or the setbacks until he learns more 
about all the issues that are involved here. It is not just about a 7.5-foot setback, there are tree issues, drainage 
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issue, and many other issues from people who are concerned about this community which they all live in. It is not 
an easy answer that he feels comfortable voting on right now. 

Mr. Law said the Board is required to make a motion. The Board may very well make a motion to table this and 
have a workshop meeting. The proposed ordinance comes from a directive from the Mayor to bring the setbacks 
issue back up resulting from the variance applications for reduced setbacks that came before the Board earlier 
this year, one of which was part of a conditional use permit to build a single-family home that came before the 
Commission in February. This was not staff-generated. Staff presented the proposed setback changes presented 
to the Commission and the Planning and Zoning Board in 2019, which included some of his proposals regarding 
building height and not allowing bump-outs with reduced setbacks, not allowing flexible setbacks for trees on the 
small-platted lots, etc. This was debated at length at several Commission meetings. Ultimately, the City 
Commission is the agency that generates City policy, and the City's zoning code is a reflection of the Commission. 
A motion from this Board is needed to recommend approval or disapproval of the ordinance as drafted, or the 
Board may recommend disapproval pending a workshop, or the Board may approve parts of it, such as the 
reduction in rear setbacks, or whatever recommendations the Board wants to make, but a motion must be made. 

Mr. Pranis said he will make a motion to recommend the City Commission not approve this ordinance. 

Mr. King said he would like the motion to include the recommendation that further study be done on the issues, 
as he also is not ready to make a decision at this time. 

Mr. Kincaid asked if the Board would be comfortable recommending that a workshop be held for further 
discussion. The Board agreed, by general oral consensus. 

Motion: to recommend denial of Ordinance No. 21-04 to the City Commission, with a strong recommendation 
that a workshop meeting be held with the City Commission, Planning and Zoning Board, and SEPAC to further 
discuss and study the amendments to the LDRs as drafted in the ordinance. Moved by Mr. Pranis, seconded by 
Ms. Odom, passed 7-0 by unanimous voice-vote. 

VII. OLD BUSINESS 

There was no old business. 

VIII. BOARD COMMENT 

There was no further Board comment. 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:lS p.m. 

Kevin Kincaid, Chairperson 

Lacey Pierotti, Recording Secretary 

(THIS MEETING HAS BEEN RECORDED IN ITS ENTIRETY. THE RECDRDING Will BE KEPT ON FILE FOR THE REQUIRED RETENTION PERIOD. COMPLETE 

AUOIO/VIOEO CAN BE OBTAINED BV CONTACTING THE CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE AT 904-471-2122.) 
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MINUTES 
SUSTAINABILITY & ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 14, 2021, AT 6:00 P.M. 

CITY OF ST. AUGUSTINE BEACH, 2200 AlA South, St. Augustine Beach, FL 32080 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Vice Chair Bandy called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Committee recited the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ill. ROLL CALL 

Present: Chair Sandra Krempasky, Vice Chair Lana Bandy, and Members Craig Thomson, Lonnie 

Kaczmarsky, C. Michel Cloward, and Karen Candler. 

Member Ann Palmquist was absent. 

Also present: Deputy City Clerk Dariana Fitzgerald and Grounds Foreman Tom Large. 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MARCH 10, 2021. REGULAR MEETING 

The Committee noted a few typographical errors. 

Motion: To approve the minutes of March 10, 2021, with suggested corrections. Moved by: 
Member Cloward, Seconded by: Member Thomson. Motion passed unanimously. 

Vice Chair Bandy noted that she is filling in for Chair Krempasky today, who has a sore throat, and 

she asked the members to introduce themselves since Member Kaczmarsky was in attendance 

again. 

Vice Chair Bandy moved on to Item 1. 

V. PRESENTATION OF REPORTS: 

1. Lowe's 100 Hometowns Project Proposal 

Vice Chair Bandy advised that the proposal is due April 19th 
. She said that she is submitting 

the proposal as an individual and not as a Committee member. She advised that the proposal's 

estimated cost is $1,500 and that the Mickler Boulevard walking trail would be a good use of 

the funds to add three areas of plants and benches. She asked for Member comments. 

Member Kaczmarsky suggested using native plant choices. 

Grounds Foreman Large said that those choices were strictly u,sed for a cost estimate and that 

the Members can make any plant choices that they want. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised 
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that the plant choices would also be determined by what plants are available at that time. 

Member Candler said she thought that the proposal had already submitted. Vice Chair Bandy 

advised that it had not been submitted yet. 

Member Candler advised that she met Foreman Large at the site. She said she atso went to 

Southern Horticulture asking for suggestions of plants that would work for the Mickler 

Boulevard area (Exhibit A). She said that the suggestions are: six variegated schefflera at 

$12.95 each (using two at each of the three sites), three dwarffirebush at $12.95 each (using 

one at each of the three sites), and to possibly use a small pygmy date palm at each of the 

three sites for height at a cost ranging from $19.95-$59.95 (Exhibit A). She said that the City 

gets a discount from Southern Horticulture. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Member Kaczmarsky for his comments. 

Member Kaczmarsky advised that the Firebush is a good choice because it is a native plant, 

and it is salt-tolerant. He said that the other suggested plants are not native, and that there 

are other native plants that could be used instead. He suggested using Simpson's Stopper {it 

has a red berry, and it does not get very big), and beautyberry (it has a purple berry 

throughout the year). He said that since the number of plants is not limited, he would like to 

see a larger variety of plants to help support the ecosystem at the beach. 

Member Candler said that there is not much space south of 16th Street to do landscaping and 

she recommended putting one of the benches close to 16th Street. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Member Kaczmarsky if the pricing of the native plants is comparable. 

Member Kaczmarsky advised that they should be similar in price. Vice Chair Bandy said that 

even if it does cost more, that it should not matter because of the small amount of money 

being applied for on the "100 Hometowns" application. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised 

to overestimate the cost. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if there were any other suggestions to add to the estimate. Member 

Candler asked about covers over the benches. Foreman Large said that the benches created 

by Public Works do not have the ability to have a cover and that other benches could be 

purchased that have the option for covers. 

Member Candler asked about creating arbors over the benches that could be in the concrete. 

Foreman Large advised that Building Foreman Tichy would need to advise the Committee 

regarding the building of the arbors, and he suggested adding the cost of the arbors to the 

proposal. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald suggested that the proposal could have an Option A 

without arbors, and an Option B including the cost ofthe arbors. 

Member Candler said that Home Depot probably sells a kit to build arbors that we can use to 

estimate the cost from. Vice Chair Bandy asked if Member Candler wanted to have plants on 

the arbor or just use them for shade. Member Candler said use them for shade. Chair 

Krempasky asked if there would be concerns that the arbors would blow around. Foreman 

Large advised that they could be in the concrete. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald suggested a 

pergola instead since they tend to hold up better under high winds. 

Vice Chair Bandy advised that she could get pricing for three small pergolas. She agreed that 

the proposal could have an Option A and Option B. She said that having the pergolas would 

make the sites more usable throughout the day. 
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Vice Chair Bandy asked if the members approve the proposal with the changes from Member 
Kaczmarsky to use his suggested native plants. 

lt was the consensus of the Committee to approve the proposal with the changes. 

Vice Chair Bandy said that one of the questions on the application asked if there was a project 

leader and that she specified it to be Grounds Foreman Large. She said that she would make 
the updates to the proposal and submit it. 

Vice Chair Bandy moved on to Item 2. 

2. 2021 Anastasia Island Environmental Stewardship Awards 

Vice Chair Bandy advised that there was only one nomination received and that there had not 

been much publicity. She said that SEPAC has several options. It could decide to give the 

individual award, it could possibly recognize the previous year's runner-up nominees, or it 
could re-open the nominations for a few more months. 

Member Kaczmarsky said that the lack of nominations could have been due to the pandemic. 

He advised that this could be an opportunity for SEPAC to recognize last year's runner-up 

nominees. He said that the best press is after the award is given because people will realize 

that others are doing things to help sustain the environment. 

Chair Krempasky suggested to take advantage of any interest that is received during the City's 

Arbor Day event and extend the deadline to the fall. She said she would like the opportunity 

to recognize the 2020 2nd place nominees because it was very hard to choose winners. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked when SEPAC would be able to honor them. Chair Krempasky asked if 

she should start writing something for Ms. Conlon to use for the winners. Vice Chair Bandy 

asked if all three winners would be in attendance on April 28th • Member Kaczmarsky said that 

he thought the awards were usually given at the City Commission meetings because it is easi_er 

for working people to attend and it also might get better recognition. Chair Krempasky said 

that the City might have more interest and coverage at the Arbor Day event. 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that the event is not exclusively the City's Arbor Day, it is 

also the Wednesday Farmers Market, which already draws a large crowd. She said that having 

the Arbor Day event during the Wednesday Farmers Market couid possibly attract people that 

otherwise might not have known about the City's Arbor Day event. She advised that if the 

2020 winners are not present, that their names could still be announced, and the awards 
could be given later at a Commission meeting. 

Discussion ensued regarding photos during the event and Ms. Conlon's submittal tci the St. 

Augustine Record and for her to emphasize to the Record the need to reference SEPAC and 
not the Tree Board. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if all Members are in favor of going back to last year's nominees for 
the 2021 Environmental Stewardship Awards. 

Discussion ensued regarding the presentations at the Arbor Day event. 
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Member Cloward said she is not in favor of using last year's nominees because things could 

have changed. She would like to open it back up for another month or two to try to get more 

nominations. 

Member Candler asked if something could be announced at the Arbor Day event stating that 

the 2021 Environmental Stewardship Awards have been extended and ask for nominations 

during the event. 

Discussion ensued as to whether to announce the extension of the 2021 nominees during the 

2020 awards ceremony and to have the nomination forms available to handout at the City's 

booth during the Arbor Day event. 

Vice Chair Bandy said that if the nominations for the 2021 awards is opened back up, it is 

crucial to have publicity from the St. Augustine Record (the Record). 

MemberCan.dler said that if the Record does an article about the 2020 winners from the Arbor 

Day event, to ask if they would add information about nominations for the 2021 awards. She 

said that she was confused why the 2020 winners are being announced so c!ose to ask,ing for 

2021 nominees. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked the members for a suggested deadline date for the 2021 nominations. 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that SEPAC's next meet!ng is May 12th 
, so it wouid depe{]d 

on whether they would want to close the nominations before that date or keep it open until 

the June 9th meeting. Vice Chair Bandy suggested keeping it open longer. Chair Krempasky 

suggested May 31'\ 2021 as the cut-off date for 2021 nominations. 

Discussion ensued regarding May 31st being a holiday and to choose another day close to that 

date. Several Members indicated possibly not being able to attend SEPAC'sJune 9th meeting. 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald said that there is no set date for the 2021 awards, and they could 

be eictended to Ju!y. She said that she anticipates giving the 2021 awards in the fall and then 

starting the 2022 award nominations. 

Vice Chair Bandy said that she would like to have the nominations extended to July. 

Chair Krempasky asked ifJune 30th could be the deadline and then pick the winners at SEPAC's 

July meeting. Deputy City Clerk advised the deadline could be the end of June with 

presentations at the September Commission meeting. Vice Chair Bandy said that the June 30th 

deadline would leave ample time for more publicity and hopefully more nominations. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald if she would print more nomination forms 

to have at the Arbor Day event, and if posters could also be done. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald 

said that poster size flyers could not be done, but that she could do letter size flyers. Deputy 

City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that she would ask Ms. Conlon for her input. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if the City was ready for the Arbor Day event. Deputy City Clerk 

Fitzgerald said that Ms. Conlon may need volunteers to help stuff the bags with the handout 

information, etc. Chair Krempasky asked Deputy City Clerk to provide contact information for 

Members to reach Ms. Conlon. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if there were any further comments. Being none, Vice Chair Bandy 

moved on the Item 3. 
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3. Update on Vulnerability Study from Public Works 

Vice Chair Bandy introduced Item 3 and asked Grounds Foreman large for his staff report. 

Foreman large advised that he spoke with Public Works Director Tredik today and he advised 

that the update on the Vulnerability Study will be presented at the May 3rd Commission 
meeting. 

Member Thomson said that he was asked at the last SE PAC meeting to make a list of questions 

regarding the Vulnerability Study that could be answered by Director Tredik or the engineer 
(Exhibit BJ.~ l:-

Chair Krempasky advised that she emailed the Commission and the Comprehensive Planning 

and Zoning Board (Planning Board) about SEPAC's concerns regarding the setbacks for small 

lots. She received a response from City Manager Royle advising her that SEPAC is always 

welcome to review and provide recommendations, and that the Planning Board will be 

reviewing the ordinance on Tuesday, April 20th 
. She advised that if SEPAC wants to take an 

official position, then it could nominate someone to give a presentation to the Planning Board. 

She also advised that Director Tredik will be making a presentation on the Resiliency Study at 

the Commission meeting on May 3rd 
. She recommended that SEPAC Members should watch 

the May 3rd Commission meeting or attend the meeting if they choose to. 

Discussion ensued regarding the topic of the setback ordinance at the upcoming Planning 

Board and Commission meetings, and whether someone from SEPAC should attend, give a 
presentation, etc. 

Vice Chair Bandy said that Member Thomson is the logical member to speak on behalf of 

SEPAC. Member Thomson advised that he would speak at a Comm,ission meeting, but he 

would not speak at a Planning Board meeting. He said that he would try to attend the May 3rd 

Commission meeting. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if any other Member would speak at the April 20th Planning Board 

meeting. Member Cloward said that she would not mind attending the meeting, but that she 
is not comfortable making a presentation. 

Member Thomson asked why SEPAC is not being asked for comments on Land Development 

Regulations that are going to affect the environment. Chair Krempasky advised that City 

Manager Royle said that he would keep her informed of Commission agenda topics that 

SEPAC might want to address. City Manager Royle also suggested that a SEPAC Member 

should attend the upcoming Planning Board meeting on April 20th • Member Thomson advised 

that it has been his experience that when one designated Member makes a recommendation, 
it is not seen as an advisory committee recommendation. 

Discussion ensued regarding the need to include SEPAC's mitigation suggestions to the 

Planning Board for them to make their recommendations to the Commission. Attendance at 
City meetings was encouraged. 

Member Cloward suggested that several SE PAC Members should attend the meeting, and one 

Member could be designated to speak on behalfof the Committee. 
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Member Thomson advised that if the City had a Planner, that that person would present the 

recommendations. He said that SEPAC is not an advisory committee to the Planning Board. 

Discussion ensued regarding SEPAC giving recommendations to the Commission and the 

Planning Board.· 

Chair Krempasky said that it was requested at the last meeting that she give SEPAC's 

suggestions for mitigation of any Land Development Regulation changes that might adversely 

affect the environment to the Commission and the Planning Board. 

Discussion ensued regarding if the email between Chair Krempasky and City Manager Royle 

would be included in the minutes and what specific SEPAC mitigation suggestions Chair 

Krempasky conveyed to the Commission and the Planning Board. 

Member Thomson said that Chair Krempasky gave the Commission and the Planning Board 

SEPAC's recommendations straight from the minutes. 

Chair Krempasky advised that City Manager Royal's suggestion is for SE PAC to go through the 

Planning Beard first with its recommendations. 

Member Thomson said that going to the Planning Board only allows for a one- or two-minute 

speech. He suggested that since the Building Official has proposed the ordinance, that he 

should explain it by describing the benefits and any adverse effects might be. 

Discussion ensued regarding which existing and future lots in the City would be affected by 

the changes in this setback ordinance. 

Member Cloward asked if Member Thomson has ever had success advising the Planning 

Board. Member Thomson said yes, when the City hired a planner, and now three years later, 

we are talking about reducing the setbacks again. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Member Thomson why he is opposed to going to the Planning Board 

meeting to speak on behalf of all the Committee Members. 

Member Thomson said because it is only a two-minute speech. He suggested SEPAC should 

have a workshop and invite the Building Official and the Public Works Director to discuss the 

pros and cons of the ordinance to see if there is an environmental concern that needs to be 

addressed. 

Chair Krempasky said that she thought that her email to the Planning Board would have 

suggested to them the need to consider mitigating the effects of this ordinance. She said that 

the Planning Board has a few new members, and some of them are builders and contractors. 

Member Thomson said that some of the Planning Board members have very little 

environmental interest. Chair Krempasky said that there are at least four Planning Board 

members that might be interested in the idea of trying to mitigate the adverse effects. 

Member Cloward advised that if no one from SEPAC attends these meetings, then the 

recommendations and concerns of the Committee will not be known. She said that making 

the public aware could help with making changes. 

Member Thomson said he does not want to be the designated person to speak at the 

meetings. 
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Chair Krempasky said that the ordinance is on the Commission's May 3rd agenda. She advised 

that SEPAC could ask Building Official Law and City Manager Royle to allow a SEPAC Member 

to give a 5-minute presentation on behalf of the Committee. She said that since it will be a 

Presentation, it would not have a time limit like a Public Comment would. She advised letting 
City Manager Royle know now because the May 3rd agenda is still being prepared. 

Vice Chair Bandy advised that she and Member Cloward would both attend the meeting. 

Member Thomson asked if the May 3rd Commission meeting is when he should ask to give a 

presentation. Vice Chair Bandy advised that he should also ask to make a presentation at the 

Planning Board meeting on April 20th. Deputy City Clerk Ffhgerald advised that the Planrring 

Board meeting should be the main meeting to make his presentation because they will then 

be making their recommendations to the Commission, so then it may be two boards 

presenting the same opinion instead ofone. Chair Krempasky s.lid that she cannot attend the 

April 20th meeting. She advised that she would contact City Manager Royle and the Planning 

Board's Secretary, Ms. Bonnie Miller, to advise them of SEPAC's intent to attend and give a 
presentation. 

Discussion ensued regarding which Members would be able to attend which meetings. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Member Thomson if he would like to talk about the questions he has 

for the upcoming meetings. Member Thomson advised that during a Vulnerability Study there 

are several phases. The first phase is to collect the data, the second phase is to analyze the 

data, and the third phase is to recommend solutions to resist flooding. He said that the Zoom 

meeting in April was how Phase II was presented. He read and discussed the questions from 
the list he provided (Exhibit 8). 

He said that the City's current stormwater system is 30+ years old. The retention pond is 

breeched during high tides, and when that happens, the rainwater cannot leave the City. The 

redesign of the retention pond does not detail the specifics,as to what the new system would 

resist as far as high tides and rainfall events. He advised that part of the mission of SEPA( is 

to research, advise, and inform the City as to sustainability and flooding issues. These are all 
pertinent questions to ask. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if the next step would be to send the questions to Public Works 

Director Tredik. Member Thomson advised that the questions should first be approved by 

SEPAC, and then forwarded to the engineer, the Public Works Director, the City Manager, the 

Commission, and the Planning Board. Chair Krempasky said that Member Thomson was given 

permission at the last SE PAC meeting to ask questions of the Public Works Director on behalf 

of the Committee. She said that she is surprised that he did not do so. Member Thomson said 

that he called the Public Works Director and left a message, but he did not receive a call back. 

Chair Krempasky said that Members Thomson and Kaczmarsky are more knowledgeable 

about this subject, and if they believe these are the right questions to ask, then she is in favor 

of them. Member Candler asked Member Thomson if he wanted the other Members to 

formally respond. Member Thomson said yes. Submitting as a group is much more effective 
than from one Member. 

Discussion ensued regarding how best to formally submit SEPAC's questions as a group. 
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Chair Krempasky said that approval was given by SE PAC at the last meeting to have Member 

Thomson submit questions to Public Works Director Tredik and that Mr. Tredik or the 

engineer would answer the questions. She advised Member Thomson to send Director Tredik 

an email and to copy it to City Manager Royle. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that 

Member Thomson could ask Director Tredik to forward the emaii questions to i:he engineer. 

Member Thomson said that his email will be ignored. Chair Krempasky said that Director 

Tredik has been very responsive. Member Thomson advised that Director Tredik already has 

a copy of the questions. Member Candler suggested to add a sentenc;_e inviting Director Tredik 

to the next SEPAC meeting to address the questions. Member Thomson said that Director 

Tredik has been invited to past meetings to address the Vulnerability Study, and he has not 

shown up. Member Cloward said that maybe Member Thomson should follow up with 

Director Tredik. 

Member Thomson said that he would like to make a motion to approve the questions tonight 

and forward them to the Commission and ask that the questions be included in the 

Vulnerability Study presentation to be considered for the final report. He would like to have 

official approval from SEPAC stating that the Committee wants these questions to be 

considered. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised Membe; Thomson that he already had that 

approval from the last SEPAC meeting to ask Director Tredik. 

Member Thomson replied that the questions should be asked of the Commission instead of 

Director Tredik because he has no authority. Vice Chair Bandy asked if it could be noted that 

the email is copied to the Commission from the Committee. She asked if Foreman Large could 

follow up with Director Tredik. 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that because the questions were not sent earlier in April, 

that it may _be too late, because the final presentation is at the Commission meeting on May 

3rd • The be.St way to possibly get answers to the questions, is to send then to Director Tredik 

to forward to the engineers. 

Member Thomson said that if Director Tredik were here, SEPAC couid ask the questions. 

Chair Krempasky asked Member Thomson to send the email to City Manager Royle and copy 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald. She said to ask to have the questions answered prior to the 

presentation on May 3rd 
• 

Member Thomson said that he wants these to be questions asked by the Committee and 

would like to have them answered as part of the Vulnerability Study. Chair Krempasky agreed. 

Vice Chair Bandy moved on to Item 4.a 

4. Reforestation and Landscaping Projects 

Vice Chair Bandy introduced Item 4.a and asked for discussion. 

a. Mickler Boulevard 

Member Candler asked when the Lowe's project is due. Vice Chair Bandy advised the 

du~ date is April 19th , but that she does not know when the ~elections will take place. 
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Member Candler asked if SEPAC is going to wait to hear if its application is selected 

before starting the project themselves. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that there 
is no dedicated funding at this time. Chair Krempasky asked if there is money for the 

benches since they are made by Public Works. Foreman Large advised that there are 

extra benches already made. He suggested waiting to hear from the Lowe's project 
before moving forward. 

Vice Chair Bandy said that some of the projects selected were high profile and the 
City is only asking for a small amount of money. 

Vice Chair Bandy moved on the Item 4.b 

b. Urban Forestry and Planning Projects 

Vice Chair Bandy introduced Item 4.b and asked Foreman large for his update on the 
Adopt-A-Tree program. 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that while SE PAC was working on this project, the 

City received an early press release from the City of St. Augustine stating that they 

were working on an identical program. She advised to wait and see what the City of 
St. Augustine does and then our program can piggy-back off of theirs. 

Foreman large advised that he went to the City of St. Augustine meeting on March 

22nd 
, and that their tree program is piggy-backing off of the City of Orlando. He 

provided handout information that was presented at that meeting (Exhibit C). He 

advised that the City of St. Augustine has not completed the application process yet, 

but that the handout contains some of the things they are working on and that our 

City could get ideas from it. He said that he also provided information from the City 

of Orlando. He advised that when the City of St. Augustine's application process is 

done, that he would bring that update information back to SEPAC. He said that the 

first thing that the City of St. Augustine did was to a'sk their City Attorney for a draft. 

Chair Krempasky said that one of the things that was discussed in prior SEPAC 

meetings was to have the City Attorney review the Pine Crest information. Deputy 

City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that since the City of St. Augustine's application was 

drafted by their attorney, that she was hoping to piggy-back off of their application 

and thereby avoiding the need for our City Attorney to have to duplicate the same 

thing. She said unfortunately, the City of St. Augustine's application was not ready in 
time for this meeting. 

Foreman Large asked the Members to review the information and let him know if 

they have any ideas. He said that next month he might have more information from 

the City of St. Augustine to bring back. He advised that the City of St. Augustine and 

the City of Orlando both have separate departments that handle these types of 

projects from data entry, tracking the information, etc. He said that the City of St. 

Augustine Beach only has the Public Works Department and that they do not have 

the means to handle the project on that scale. He advised keeping the City's program 
simple and smaller. 

Chair Krempasky asked if there was a way to use the.City's tree database and add this 

into that data. She said that it will be in the right-of-way and should be considered 
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part of the City's inventory. Foreman Large advised the Director Tredik is not sure at 

this time if he wants to use the right-of-way, because the City would still be legally 

responsible. He said that Director Tredik is thinking of giving the trees to the private 

property owners for them to take care of. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Foreman Large to provide more details on the subject. 

Foreman Large advised that if the tree is in the City's right-of-way, even though the 

homeowner agreed to take care it, that the City could still be held liable. If it is planted 

a few feet over onto private property, then the City would not be responsible. He said 

that Director Tredik is not sure how he wants to handle it yet. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if the City of St. Augustine is planting in resident's yards. 

Foreman Large said yes. He advised that there are a few options they are doing. He 

said that Ms. Glabra Skipp, the City of St. Augustine's Environmental Program 

Coordinator, is working on it. He said that it has been approved by their Commission 

for $5,000 to start the program. Deputy City Clerk Fit,gerald advised that the City of 

St. Augustine has a landscape architect and a planner involved, so that could be 

another advantage to piggy-back from their program. 

Chair Krempasky asked if the same fall planting dates would work for our City. 

Foreman Large said that the tity of St. Augustine chose the dates because they were 

the best for their Public Works Department to have time for the project. He advised 

that fall could work if the City limits the number of trees. 

Vice Chair Bandy said that the City of St. Augustine's applications are due in the 

summer and it could be posted on their website soon. Member Cloward said that she 

created an application based on the City of Pinecrest's information. She said that she 

condensed it by removing the items that would not be applicable, and then forwarded 

it to Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald. Vice Chair Bandy advised waiting until the City of St. 

Augustine's is ava'-ilable and compare the two and update the application if necessary. 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald said that the City of St. Augustine has a multitude of 

resources available for their project, which could be beneficial for the City to piggy

back from. 

Chair Krempasky asked Foreman Large if the Public Works Director has this in the 

budget for next year o~ should SEPAC budget for it. Foreman Large advised that it is 

too early and that nothing has been budgeted yet. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald 

advised that more budget information should be available by the summer. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if any Member had suggestions to rename the term "adopt

a-tree". Member Cloward said she used the name "plant-a-tree" for the application 

she created. Chair Krempasky said that she liked the name "Free-Street-Tree" used 

by the City of Orlando. 

Member Candler asked if the City is planting the trees. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald 

advised that normally the City's Public Works employees are not allowed on private 

property. She said that hopefully the City can get more information on how the City 

of St. Augustine is planning to handle the planting part of the program. 

Vice Chair Bandy moved on to Item 5. 
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5, Education al Programs 

Vice Chair Bandy ad\iised that s;he did not have any update information at this time. 

Vlce Chair Oandy asked Deputy Clerk Fitzgerald for update information for Survey Monk€y. 

Deplrty City Clerk. Fitzgerald advised that sMe now has access to the account She said that the 

account expired over a year ago, s□ she can sec. that there were previou_o; surveys, but she 

cannot _see the responses. She advi!ii!d that the invoice wa.s paid last Friday, and that once ft 

fs processed, she should be able to retrleve the responses. She advl.sed that .she should have 

updated information for the next meeting, 

Vice Chair Bandy advi_sed that after the survey is obtained, it could be publicized that it is 
a...ai!able. She .said th-at there was previous discu~ion abaut Member Cloward volunteering 

to help with the survey. 

Deputv City Clerk Fitzgerald advised that il would be better to have a Clty employee handle 

the survey. She advised that it would be best ta wait to see the results of the survey and then 

determine how to continue. She said that reading the previous results may determine that 

changes i!!'e needed to the new survey to get the responses they are looking for. 

Vice Chair Bandy i!sked Deputy City Clerk, Fittgera1d if she would be able to provide a summary 

of the resuJts for the next SE PAC meeting. Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald said yes. 

Member Kaczmarsky ask.ed if the results or a summary would be posted on the Citv's website. 

Vice Chair Bandy advised that posting the results on the website has not been determined 

yet. Chair l<rempa5ky said that a presentation coutd be made to the Commf.ssion or pos."iibly 

have Communications and Events Caordfnator Conlon put it on the City's Facebook page, 

Member Cloward said that she would be slad to help with the survey. 

Vice Chair Bandy moved on to Item 6. 

6. Development of a Committee Strategic Plan 

Vice Chair Bandy advised that there ls no update, 

Vice Chair Bandy moved on to Item 7. 

7, Environmental Policy & Planning Rec □ mmendutl □ ns 

Vice Chair Bandy Introduced Items 7.a, 7.b ,:md 7.c and asked Member Thomson for his report 

a. Sea Level Rise and Adaptation Plans 

Member Thomson ad._.fsed that las;t month, SEl'AC discussed possibly looking at what 

other coastHI cities have done in their Vulnerability Studies and Adaptation Plans. He 

asked if there were any Members that would volunteer ta gather th@ information 

from the other coastal cities. 

Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald advi,sed that for the record, there w.is a brief power 

outa@e. The recording was temporarily stopped and is now beginning again. 
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Vice Chair Bandy advised that Member Thomson left the room in the interim. In 

Member Thomson's absence, she then asked if any other Members had comments 

on Items 7.a or 7.c. Being none, Vice Chair Bandy asked for any comments on Item 8. 

Foreman Large asked to move on to Item VI. In the interim. 

Member Thomson said that after a Vulnerability Study, there should be Adaptation 

Plans. How will the City resist sea level rise? He asked to have Adaptation Plans added 

to the next agenda. As a sustainability board, these types of studies and 

recommendations have become a major part of our duties. He said that all Members 

could.start gathering information. We need to compare our City to other cities. 

b. Climate Change Initiatives 

Member Thomson advised that the Climate Change Initiative is part of the survey 

from Survey Monkey which was discussed in Item 4. 

c. Right-of-Way Ordinance 

Member Thomson advised that he did not have updated information on the right-of

way ordinance. Chair Krempasky asked if the ordinance was still being worked on. 

Deput•t City C!erk F1tzgera!d sa!d that she was riot surP of thP current status. Member 

Thomson asked that SE PAC Members be provided a copy of the ordinance when it is 

available. 

Member Kaczmarsky asked Member Thomson if he contacted Director Tredik about 

St. Johns County's right-of-way plan. Member Thomson said that he has tried several 

times in the past six months to talk with Director Tredik about the ;ight-of-way plan. 

He advised that if there is something in the works, then SEPAC could make 

recommendations to the ordinance to make it coincide with the County's plan. 

Chair Krempasky said that she thought it had been put aside because the County had 

put it aside. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked if there were any further comments or questions. 

[Discussion resumed at the end of "Other Committee Matters."] 

8. Sustainable Stormwater Management Research 

This Item was not discussed. 

VI. OTHER COMMITTEE MATTERS 

Foreman Large asked to speak on Item VI in the interim of Member Thomson's absence from the 

room during the discussion of Item 7 .a, and after the recording had been restarted. 

Foreman Large advised that Arbor Day is April 28th and that the trees were ordered for the City's 

tree give-a-way during the event. He advised that upon delivery of the trees, that some oaks and 

dahoon hollies looked dead. He said that he called the tree company, and they advised that 

dahoon hollies will have a shock reaction sometimes during transportation, potting, etc. The 

company agreed to send the City another 150 dahoon hollies if the City paid for shipping. He said 

that the shipping cost was paid. With the additional hollies, the City now has 300 dahoon hollies, 
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and only 50 have recovered. He advised against using dahoon hollies in the future. He said that 

the oaks seem to be coming back and that the beautyberries are very nice. He said that he is 
hopeful that more of the trees will recover from the shock before the day of the event. 

Chair Krempasky asked if the City still anticipates having 400 trees for the event. Foreman Large 

said probably not. He advised that there are 600 trees at the Public Works shop and that 

approximately 450 trees are still in shock. He said that Public Works will continue to care for thE! 

trees in the interim and hopefully more will be able to be used for the give-a-way. 

Member Cloward asked where the tree company was located. Foreman Large said that Superior 

Trees is located Lee, Florida, which he believes is in the Tallahassee area: He advised that he wou,la 

provide an update report on the number of trees from the Arbor Day event at the May SEPAC 
meeting. 

Chair Krempasky asked Forman Large to provide her with an updated tree count next week. She 

advised that she will be ordering the garden calendars, and she wanted to order an amount as 

close to the same number of trees that are available for the give-away. Foreman Large said that 
he would provide the tree count to Deputy City Clerk Fitzgerald. 

Discussion ensued regarding possible uses for the trees that are not used at this year's Arbor Day 
event. 

Member Thomson asked Foreman Large to comment on why sable palm trimming is done this 

time of year. He said it has been questioned as to whether it is considered excessive trimming. He 

said that the Urban Forestry Manual specifies how to trim the palms. Foreman Large said that 

Director Tredik gave a response to that question, and that he did not know what that response 

was. Member Thomson said that Director Tredik's response was aired on Channel 4 News. He said 

that Director Tredik stated that the City was under contract by the Florida Department of 

Transportation (FDOT) to do the trimming. Member Thomson said that he knows there is a 

problem with the seed pods dropping, but tha_t they will not be dropping for another two months,:, 

The trees are trimmed close tO a "hurricane cut", which is against Land Development RegulatioriS' 

(LDR). The timing for this trimming is way off. 

Foreman Large advised that the palm trimming is usually done in December. It could not be done 

this past December because of other pressing projects. 

Member Thomson asked if Public Works would be coming back to trim the seed pods when 

needed. He said that the news program also asked an arborist, and he said that the trees are over

trimmed and that it could harm the trees. Foreman Large advised that he did not see the 
interview. 

Member Thomson asked Foreman Large if he is the superintendent overseeing this. Foreman 

Large advised that he is the Grounds Foreman for Parks and that Foreman Troy Jones oversees 

streets and sidewalks. Member Thomson asked if this was Foreman Jones' first time because it 

looks so different. Foreman Large said the difference is that it is usually done in December. 

Member Thomson said that the difference is that much more is being trimmed and he requested 

to have Director Tredik state what the City's policy is. Foreman Large said that he would ask 
Director Tredik. 

•.,,' 
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Discussion ensued regarding other areas of St. Augustine that are over-trimming palm trees, that 

tree trimmers should have to follow the LDRs or there would be a violation, and that it is important 

for the public to know the acceptable standard. 

Discussion continued after Item 7.c and was added below. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Foreman Large if she should include a dollar figure for labor on the Lowe's 

100 Hometowns submission for the Mickler Boulevard project. Foreman Large advised that labor 

would be at a minimum. He said that if the amount is raised from $1,500 to $2,000, it could cover 

buying better benches, labor, etc. 

Vice Chair Bandy asked Chair Krempasky if she would be able to attend the Arbor Day event. 

Chair Krempasky advised that she would only be able to help with the tree give-away. She said 

that Vice Chair Bandy would be presenting the awards. 

Vice Ch air Bandy asked if the re we re any further comments. 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

Vice Chair asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

Motion: to adjourn the meeting. Moved by Member Thomson. Seconded by Chair Krempasky. 

Motion passed unanimously. 

Vice Chair Bandy a0Journed the meeting at 8:U'.> p.m. 

Sandra Krempasky, Chair 

ATTEST 

Max Royle,, City Manager 
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COMMISSION REPORT 

May 2021 

TO: MAYOR/COMMISSIONERS 

FROM: DANIEL P. CARSWELL, CHIEF OF POLICE 

DEPARTMENT STATISTICS April 18, 2021- May 23, 2021 

CALLS FOR SERVICE 1474 
OFFENSE REPORTS 76 

CITATIONS ISSUED 89 
LOCAL ORDINANCE CITATIONS 77 

DUI 4 
TRAFFIC WARNINGS 216 

TRESSPASS WARNINGS 30 
ANIMAL COMPLAINTS 13 

ARRESTS 18 

• ANIMAL CONTROL: 

• St. Johns County Animal Control handledR__complaints in St. Augustine Beach area. 

MONTHLY ACTIVITIES: 

May 11Th: Blood Drive- 33 units collected 

May 11th : St. Augustine High School Visit to Law and Homeland Security Class 
May 14: Trinity Episcopal K-9 School Visit 
May 19: Coffee with a Cop at 711 

-50-



MEMORANDUM 

Date: May 27, 2021 

To: Max Royle, City Manager 

From: Bill Tredik, P.E., Public Works Director 

Subject: May 2021 - Public Works Monthly Report 

Funding Opportunities 

Public Works is managing the following active grants: 

• City of St. Augustine Beach Vulnerability Assessment 
Florida Resilient Coastlines Program - Resilience Planning Grant 
Grant amount - $72,500; no match required 
Status - Revenue agreement has been executed. Task 2 completed in February 
2021. Final Report was presented to the City Commission on May 3. 

• Mizell Pond Weir and Stormwater Pump Station - Construction 
Districtwide Cost Share - St. Johns River Water Management District 
Grant amount $632,070; FEMA HMGP money as match 
Status - Revenue agreement has been executed. Contractor agreement is 
executed. Construction pending. 

• Mizell Pond Weir and Stormwater Pump Station - Construction 
HMGP grant - FEMA/FDEM 
Grant amount $2.58 Million; SJRWMD Districtwide Cost Share as match 
Status - Grant agreement executed by City. Awaiting fully executed agreement 
from FDEM. Construction pending. 

• Ocean Hammock Park Phase 2A - Construction 
Florida Recreation Development Assistance Program 
Grant amount - $106,500; $35,500 match required 
Status - The Grant Agreement has been executed. SJRWMD permit received 
Bidding pending 
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• Ocean Hammock Park Phase 2B - Design & Permitting 
Coastal Partnership Initiative Grant - NOAA funded 
Grant amount $25,000; $25,000 match required 
Status - The Grant Agreement has been executed. Design underway. 

Public Works has also applied for the following grants for Ocean Hammock Park: 

• Ocean Hammock Park Phase 2B - Construction 
Coastal Partnership Initiative Grant - NOAA funded 
Grant amount $60,000; $60,000 match required 
Status - Grant Applied for on 9/24/2020. Forwarded to NOAA for consideration. 
Decision pending 

• Ocean Walk Drainage Improvements 
Legislative Appropriation Request 
Appropriation Request Amount - $694,000 
Status - Decision expected in June 2021 

• Hazard Mitigation Grant Program - Dorian 
HMGP grant - FEMA/FDEM 
Projects Applied for: CRA1A Storm Surge Protection $550,000 

Ocean Walk Resiliency $694,000 
Status - Grants Applied for on 5/24/2021. 

Maintenance Activities 

Rights-of-way and Parkettes - Public Works continues to provide essential maintenance 
services on rights-of-way and parkettes. Restrooms on 10th St. and A St. are open all day 
and are regularly cleaned and disinfected. Seasonal is increasing as we move into the 
growing season. Additional trash cans have been deployed along A 1A Beach Boulevard 
due to the additional beach visitation related to the holiday and summer season. 

Splash Park - Splash Park is operational. 

Mickler Boulevard Landscaping - Design of landscaping along Mickler Boulevard 
between Pope Road and 16th Street is being coordinated with 'SEPAC. 
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Fleet - The Public Works Department continues to do minor fleet maintenance on our 
larger trucks, heavy equipment and regular work trucks, to reduce outside repair costs. Two 
of our older vehicles (#76 - Grapple Truck and #79 - Garbage Truck) were out of service 
during May due to mechanical problems. #76 was out of service for approximately 10 days 
and is now back in service. #79 was out of service for almost one month and is now back 
,n service. As the fleet continues to age, downtime of key vehicles will likely continue to 
increase. 

Lakeside Park Dock Repair [DESIGN] - A Request for Proposals to construct repairs to 
the Lakeside Park dock was advertised on Demandstar. The city received no responses to 
the bid and is investigating options for contracting, including piggybacking of existing local 
government projects to complete the work. Construction remains scheduled for Summer 
2021. 

Capital Improvements 

Mizell Pond Outfall Improvements (HMGP Project No. 4283-88-R) [CONSTRUCTION] -
The project includes repairing and improving the damaged weir, replacing stormwater 
pumps and improving the downstream conveyance. Phase 1 (design and permitting) is 
complete and the city has received reimbursement from the Florida Division of Emergency 
Management (FDEM). FEMA has authorized Phase 2 (construction) and the grant 
agreement with FDEM is now fully executed. Bids were approved on April 5, 2021, and the 
Commission awarded the construction contract to Sawcross, Inc. The construction contract 
has been executed construction will commence by mid-June. FEMA will reimburse of 75% 
of the total construction cost, with $632,070 to be paid by the St. Johns River Water 
Management District (SJRWMD) FY2021 districtwide cost-share program. 

Ocean Hammock Park Phase 2A [PERMITTING/BIDDING] -Public Works has completed 
design and received a SJRWMD permit for Phase 2A improvements to Ocean Hammock 
Park. The Phase 2A improvements include handicap accessible restrooms (including a 
sanitary lift station and force main), an outside shower, water/bottle fountain, an additional 
handicap parking space in the parking lot, two (2) picnic areas near the parking lot, an 
informational kiosk, and a nature trail with interpretative signage. Construction is funded by 
park impact fees and a $106,500 grant from the Florida Recreation Development 
Assistance Program (FRDAP). Construction is scheduled for Summer 2021. 

Ocean Hammock Park Phase 2B [DESIGN] - Survey is complete and design of Phase 
2B is approaching 30% completion. Phase 2B includes additional parking and 
improvements to the interior of the park including, a picnic pavilion, observation deck, 
education center, additional trails with interpretative signage, bike and kayak storage, and 
handicap accessible connection to phase 2A and to the existing· beach walkway. Design 
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and permitting is funded by a park impact fees and a $25,000 grant from the Coastal 
Partnership Initiative. Design is anticipated to be complete in FY2021. The City has also 
submitted a grant application for assistance with construction of the observation platform 
and additional walkway. Construction of these components is planned for FY22. 

Vulnerability Assessment [UNDERWAY] -Work is complete on the vulnerability 
assessment. Task 1 was completed in December 2020. Task 2 was completed at the end 
of February. Project work includes data collection and analysis to identify vulnerabilities to 
storm surge and extreme tides, updating the City's GIS drainage database, updating the 
City stormwater model, public outreach and involvement, development of adaptation plan, 
including conceptual plans for projects which increase resiliency. A public meeting was held 
on February 24th . The final plan was presented to the City Commission on May 3, 2021 and 
has been submitted to the State. 

11 th Street Pipe Repair [DESIGN] - 11th Street is experiencing subsidence in several 
locations due to leaks in existing pipe joints. Public works has installed temporary patches 
to level and improve the safety and drivability of the road\vay and is initiating design of 
improvements which will be constructed in FY21. Construction is anticipated to commence 
in the Summer 2021. 

Roadway Resurfacing [CONSTRUCTION] - Roadway resurfacing for FY21 is underway. 
Mickler Boulevard between Pope Road and 16th Street was resurfaced in January. Tides 
End Drive and Mickler Boulevard from A Street to 11ths Street was paved in late April. 
Paving of the portion of Mickler Boulevard between 11 th Street and 16th Street has been 
delayed due to a failing sanitary sewer line, just south of 16th Street, which is causing 
roadway subsidence. This stretch of roadway will be resurfaced after the line is repaired 
and the roadway base is repaired by St. Johns County Utilities. 

Atlantic Alley is planned for paving in summer FY21, pending remaining paving funding. 
Oceanside Circle paving was scheduled for FY21, however is delayed due to the following: 

• There is no functional drainage system for the roadway. A drainage system must be 
constructed prior to resurfacing 

• The roadway structure is insufficient. A traditional roadway overlay will have a very 
short lifespan due inadequate to base and subbase. Pavement reclamation is required; 
increasing the cost of the resurfacing. 

Public Works is requesting approval of using our continuing contract engineer GMT to 
design and permit the required improvements to Oceanside Circle. 

Public Works is also preparing the FY22 pavement list for the upcoming budget. 
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Streets I Rights of Way / Drainage 

Ocean Walk Drainage Interim Improvements [COMPLETE] - Public Works has installed 
a pump-out structure in the Mickler Boulevard right-of-way, as well installed a backflow 
prevention device to prevent water in the Mickler Boulevard drainage system from backing 
up into the Ocean Walk neighborhood. The installed interim improvements will allow the 
City to more easily pump down the Lee Drive drainage system. 

Ocean Walk Drainage Study [DESIGN] - The City Commission approved a contract with 
Matthews Design Group on March 1, 2021. the contract is executed and preliminary design 
is underway. 

Oceanside Circle Drainage [DESIGN] - Survey is complete on Oceanside Circle to 
determine options for improving drainage in the area. A consultant will be needed to 
design and permit improvements. Roadway paving will be cooi'dinated with drainage 
improvements. Public Works will be installing an interim temporary pump out structure and 
will be ready to mobilize pumps to provide flood protection until the ultimate drainage 
design is complete. 

Street Lighting 

• One additional street remains to be installed at Sevilla. 
• The ten (1 OJ new streetlights on A 1A Beach Boulevard are installed. The new 

streetlight at A Street has been temporarily disconnected until the LED conversion, 
when it will be reduced in wattage and shielded. 

• The Commission approved Phase 1 of the LED Streetlight replacement on May 24th . 

The replacement will utilize 3000K lights in most locations except S.R A1A South, 
which will have 4000K streetlights. 

Electric Vehicle Charging Station - The vehicle charging station has been installed next 
to Building C, and Public Works has modified the area around the charger to accommodate 
handicap accessibility. The station will be activated upon execution of the service contract. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: MAX ROYLE, CITY MANAGER 

FROM: PATTY DOUYLLIEZ, FINANCE DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: MONTHLY REPORT 

DATE: 5/26/2021 

Finance 

The finances of the City are doing well for FY 21 . Expenses citywide are showing 49.3%, with 58.33% of the 
year complete. We will continue to monitor the monthly financials to ensure we are meeting our budget. I do 
anticipate the expenses escalating over the coming months as the weir project moves forward. 

I am continuing to monitor the situation regarding the American Rescue Plan Act and the direction from the 
Federal Government on appropriate use of the funds. More information has been shared and in one of the reports 
stormwater infrastructure projects were specifically mentioned. It has also been disclosed that funds for cities 
with a population under 50,000 will be sent to the State for the funds to be distributed based on population and 

. that some type of agreement may be needed to receive the funds. I am reviewing all information as it is shared 
to stay on top of our share of the funds. As more information is distributed, I will share the suggestions so the 
City can put together a plan of action. 

Communications and Events 

Melinda has been hard at work on our next two events. We hope you can join us for some fun! 

Saturday, May 22nd , 11am-pm, Lakeside Park Friday, June 25t11 , 6-9pm, Pier Park 

Technology: The IT Staff has no updates currently. 
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PENDING ACTIVITIES AND PROJECTS 
Revised May 27, 2021 

1. PERFORMANCE REVIEW OF POLICE CHIEF AND THE CITY MANAGER. The reviews were discussed by 
the Commission at its January 14, 2020, continuation meeting. The Commission directed that it be 
reminded in October 2020 to begin the reviews for the calendar year, with the reviews to be discussed 
at the Commission’s December 7, 2020 meeting. Information for review of the City Manager was 
provided to the Commission in October. As Chief Hardwick has been elected Sheriff of St. Johns 
County, there is no need for the Commission to do his review as he has left his position as Police Chief. 
At their December 7, 2020, meeting, the Commission by consensus decided that each Commissioner 
would meet with the City Manager to discuss his evaluation.  

2. LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS. There are two proposed changes.  

First, the revision to residential building setbacks and abolishing the overlay district. The Building 
Official presented the proposed reduction in setbacks at the Commission’s March 1st meeting. The 
City Attorney prepared an ordinance, which the Commission reviewed and passed on first reading at 
its April 5th meeting. Included in the ordinance was a proposal by the Building Official to abolish the 
overlay district along A1A Beach Boulevard. The Commission made several amendments to the 
ordinance and then passed it on first reading. The ordinance had its first public hearing at the 
Commission’s May 3rd meeting, when the Commission made several revisions to it, passed it on 
second reading, and agreed to discuss it with the Planning Board and the Sustainability and 
Environmental Planning Advisory Committee at a workshop meeting on May 18th. The Board at its 
April 20th didn’t recommend that the ordinance be adopted but be discussed at the workshop 
meeting, though no changes to the ordinance were made at the workshop meeting. The ordinance, 
21-04, is scheduled for its second public hearing and final reading at the Commission’s June 7th 
meeting. 

The other change concerns drug/alcohol rehab and medical facilities. The Commission discussed this 
topic at its May 3rd meeting. In response to that discussion, the City Attorney has prepared an 
ordinance for the Commission’s June 7th meeting. It will add wording to Section 3.02.03 of the 
Regulations that businesses required to be regulated by Chapter 397, Florida Statutes, Substance 
Abuse Services, are prohibited in the City.  

3. UPDATING STRATEGIC PLAN. As its January 7, 2019, meeting, the City Commission decided to do the 
update itself with the City staff. At later meetings in 2019, the Planning Board and the Sustainability 
and Environmental Planning Advisory Committee provided suggestions for the plan. The Commission 
agreed with the City Manager’s suggestions for items in the plan and asked him to include in it parking 
infrastructure. The City Manager has prepared a Mission Statement, a Vision Statement, a Values 
Statement and a list of goals and the tasks each. The Commission reviewed the plan and provided 
comments at its January 14, 2020, continuation meeting. The topic was on the agenda for the 
Commission’s February 1st meeting, but because of time, the Commission scheduled discussion of it 
to the continuation meeting on February 8th. At that meeting, the Commission provided some 
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suggestions for changes and Commissioner George will work with the City Manager on changes to the 
wording for the plan’s Vision Statement. 

At its April 5th meeting, the Commission reviewed the City administration’s recommendation 
concerning the implementation of the plan’s first goal, Transparent Communication with Residents 
and Property Owners, and discussed how to better communicate with residents and businesses, such 
as a text message system. One improvement will be having money in the Fiscal Year 2022 budget to 
purchase an electronic sign to replace the old-fashioned meeting announcement sign that is adjacent 
to SR-A1A on the west side of city hall.  

4. PARKING PLAN. The City Commission has changed the focus of the parking plan from paid parking to 
improvements for parking on City-owned plazas and streets.  The staff will draft a five-year plan and 
the Police Department is to determine the most effective parking regulations for the streets west of 
A1A Beach Boulevard. Proposed locations for parking improvements were provided to the 
Commission at its May 3, 2021, meeting. However, because that meeting ran late, the topic was 
postponed for discussion at the Commission’s May 24th continuation meeting. As that meeting, the 
Commission by consensus asked that City staff present a list of parking projects to the Planning Board 
for it to prioritize. The Board will discuss this request at its June 15th meeting. There was also mention 
of the County providing parking along the north side of Pope Road. Though the County has a 
conceptual plan for parking there, it has no plans at this time to construct parking along Pope Road.  

At its October 5, 2020, meeting, a Commissioner proposed that paid parking be discussed again. No 
date has been scheduled for that discussion.  

5. JOINT MEETINGS:  

a. With the County Commission. No date has yet been proposed by either Commission for a joint 
meeting.  

b. With the Comprehensive Planning and Zoning Board and the Sustainability and Environmental 
Planning Advisory Committee (SEPAC). The Commission held the workshop with these two boards 
on May 18th. Matters discussed included Ordinance 21-04, to change the building setbacks for 
small-platted lots and to abolish the overlay district; and communications/relations between the 
Commission and the two boards. Two outcomes of the discussion were the possibility of giving 
the Planning Board the authority to approve certain conditional use permits, and that SEPAC 
should submit its proposed Land Development Regulation changes to the Planning Board, which 
will then decide whether to recommend the changes to the Commission.    

6. UPDATING PERSONNEL MANUAL. Past updates or changes have included: to designate Christmas Eve 
and Good Friday as holidays for the City employees; to provide compensation to the employees during 
emergencies; revisions to provisions in the Manual concerning equal employment opportunity, 
educational assistance program, Americans with Disabilities Act coordinators, records, 
interpretations, and conflicts of interest. Ms. Beverly Raddatz, the City Clerk, proposed three changes 
to the Manual, which were approved by the Commission at its January 4, 2021, meeting. Three more 
changes were on the agenda for the Commission’s February 1st meeting. The Commission decided not 
to adopt two but did approve a resolution with new policies concerning transfers and categories of 
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leave. At its March 1st meeting, the Commission approved three more changes to the Manual: to adopt 
policies concerning infectious disease preparedness; to amend the Manual regarding types of leave 
for employees and to add provisions concerning employees in the Deferred Retirement Option 
Program; and to amend the Manual concerning workers compensation and leave without pay policies. 
More changes were proposed for the Commission’s May 3rd meeting, but because that meeting ran 
late, the Commission postponed discussion of the additional Manual changes to its June 7th regular 
meeting.   

7. LED STREETLIGHTS. FPL has put seven new lights along State Road A1A. One location, Sevilla Street, 
remains for an LED light. For 10 new lights along A1A Beach Boulevard, an agreement has been signed 
with FPL for them. Also, the Public Works Director presented a plan to the City Commission at its May 
3rd meeting for FPL to convert to LED streetlights the lights on arterial and collector roads in the City. 
However, because that meeting ran late, approval of the plan was postponed to the May 24th 
continuation meeting. At the meeting, the Commission authorized replacing the existing high pressure 
sodium streetlights along the Boulevard with LED lights but with lower illumination power.   

8. GRANTS. The Public Works Director has prepared applications for grants from the following agencies:  

a. Florida Recreation Development Assistance Program, $106,500, for restrooms at Ocean 
Hammock Park. City match would be $35,500. Total project cost: $142,000. The Governor 
approved the appropriation and the contract with the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection has been signed. The restrooms have been designed by a local architect and the Public 
Works Department has done the site design. The St. Johns River Water Management District has 
approved the permit. The City will advertise for bids. Construction will be started during the 
summer of 2021. 

b. Coastal Partnership Initiative: $25,000, to fund planning for other improvements to Ocean 
Hammock Park: picnic pavilion, observation platform, playscape for children, more trails. City 
match would be $25,000. Total project cost: $50,000. Though it is federal money, the grant is 
provided through the state, which has approved it, and the grant agreement has been executed. 
Contract with a parks design firm has been signed. The survey has been completed and the design 
work is underway,  

The Public Works Director has applied for another Partnership grant for $60,000 for additional 
improvements to Ocean Hammock Park. The application was submitted on September 25, 2020. 
The City will not know until June 2021 whether it has received the grant.  

c. Florida Resilient Coastlines Program to do a Vulnerability Assessment and Adaptability Plan.  Total 
amount requested $72,000. No match required. This will involve updating the City’s stormwater 
model, identifying vulnerabilities, and recommending options for inclusion in a future Public 
Works Capital Improvements Plan. The Governor approved the funding, and the civil engineer has 
been hired and work on the study has started. A public meeting to explain the plan, obtain 
feedback and discuss coastal resiliency happened on February 24, 2021. The final report was 
presented at the City Commission’s May 3rd meeting. The report will now be submitted to the 
state.  
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d. St. Johns River Water Management District Cost Share Program: Grant applied for in February to 
provide funds for the new weir at the City’s Mizell Road retention pond. The amount requested 
is $600,000. In April, the City was notified that its project was in line for funding. However, 
whether the money will be provided depends on the District appropriating it in the District’s Fiscal 
Year 2021 budget. District approved the funding for this program in September 2020. The contract 
has been executed. FEMA has approved funding for construction. The City advertised for bids and 
the bid was awarded scheduled to Sawcross, Inc. A Notice to Proceed will be issued in mid-June.  

9. REQUEST TO ST. AUGUSTINE PORT, WATERWAY AND BEACH COMMISSION FOR FUNDING FOR 
PROJECTS. In the spring of 2021, City staff will ask the Port Commission to provide money in its Fiscal 
Year 2022 budget for beach access walkovers.   

10. REQUEST FOR FUNDING FROM TOURIST DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL FOR BEACH-RELATED PROJECTS. 
Requests for funding are on hold because of the significant decline in revenue from the bed tax due 
to the pandemic.  

11. NON-CONFORMING BUSINESS SIGNS. The City’s sign code has a height limit of 12 feet for business 
signs. A number of businesses have signs that exceed that height. According to the code, these signs 
must be made conforming by August 2023. The Building Official and his staff will notify the businesses 
of this requirement and will work with them to bring these signs into conformity.  

12. CHARGING STATION FOR ELECTRIC VEHICLES. The Public Works Director is working with the staff of 
the North Florida Regional Transportation Organization to have a charging station for the public at 
city hall. The Public Works Director met with the company that builds the stations to determine the 
location for the station, which will be two charging stations next to Building C on the west side of the 
south city hall parking lot. In early December, the charging station was constructed. The company has 
provided a proposed contract, which the City staff is reviewing.  

13. FLOODING COMPLAINTS. Citizens have expressed concerns about the following areas: 

a. Ocean Walk Subdivision. The subdivision is located on the east side of Mickler Boulevard between 
Pope Road and 16th Street. Earlier in 2020, the ditch that borders the subdivision’s west side was 
piped. Ocean Walk residents have complained that the piping of the ditch has caused flooding 
along the subdivision’s west side. The Public Works Director has had the Mickler and 11th Street 
ditches clear of debris, so as to improve the flow of water, and will propose that the subdivision 
be surveyed and the City’s civil engineering consultant. CMT, to review the project. At the 
Commission’s September 14th meeting, the City’s civil engineering consultant, Mr. Gary Sneddon 
of CMT, described project and its technical basis for piping the Mickler Boulevard ditch. At its 
October 5th meeting, the City Commission didn’t’ approve an amendment to the contract with 
CMT for an investigation and flood control improvements for the Ocean Walk subdivision and 
asked the Public Works Director to prepare a Request for Qualifications, so that the Commission 
can consider an engineering firm to review the Ocean Walk drainage issues. The deadline for 
responses to the RFQ was November 23, 2020. The Public Works Director prepared an addendum, 
which was advertised before Thanksgiving. The deadline for the RFQ is December 8th. A committee 
of City employees reviewed the three proposals that were submitted and recommended the City 
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be authorized to negotiate with the Masters Design Group of St. Augustine. The Commission 
approved the authorization at its January 4, 2021, meeting. At its March 1st meeting, the 
Commission approved the contract with Matthews. In March, the City was notified that its request 
to the Florida Legislature has appropriate $694.000 for Ocean Walk drainage improvements. The 
funding still faces the Governor’s possible veto.  

b. Oceanside Drive. This street is located in the Overby-Gargan unrecorded subdivision, which is 
north of Versaggi Drive. The Public Works Department is having a survey on the area done, to 
determine the appropriate drainage solutions. The solutions will be done in connection with the 
redesign of the street. 

c. St. Augustine Beach and Tennis Complex and Private Pond between Ocean Trace Road and the 
Sabor de Sal Subdivision. The private retention pond for the Beach and Tennis condo complex is 
too small and floods during periods of heavy rainfall. The flooding threatens the condo units that 
border the pond. The Sabor de Sal subdivision had a pond that is owned by the adjacent property 
owners. It also floods and threatens private property. The area needs a master plan that will 
involve the City, private property owners and the Florida Department of Transportation. The 
Public Works Director plans a town hall meeting the affected parties, to discuss a possible 
private/public partnership. A preliminary step will be the hiring of a consulting engineer to do an 
assessment and develop project alternatives.  

d. A resident of 6th Street east of the Boulevard has complained about flooding on adjacent streets. 
The Public Works Director is investigating the causes.  

e. A Street east of the Boulevard. Vice Mayor Samora spoke of this ongoing problem at the 
Commission’s February 8th meeting.  On February 26, 2021, Commissioner Samora, the Public 
Works Director, the City Manager, the County’s Interim Public Works Director and interested 
citizens met on A Street at the location of the flooding problem. The County will have the 
design/permit work done. City and County staff will meet on July 7th.  Construction of the 
improvements would be done three months after that.  

14. STORMWATER UTILITY FEE. For a funding source to pay for improvements to the City’s drainage 
system, the Public Works Director proposed a stormwater utility fee at the City Commission’s October 
5th meeting. The Commission decided not to levy the fee at this time. However, it might be discussed 
at a workshop in June 2021.  

15. SOLID WASTE COLLECTION AND RECYCLING. The current contract for a private company to pick up 
recyclables in the City expires in May 2022. At its May 3rd meeting, the City Commission decided to 
hold a workshop meeting on Monday, May 24th, to discuss recycling. That outcome of the workshop 
was direction to the staff for the City to seek Requests for Proposals from solid waste companies and 
for the City staff to develop a proposal for the City to provide recycling pickup service with its own 
crews and trucks. However, the Public Works Director will ask for clarification at the Commission’s 
June 7th meeting as to whether the City should prepare the RFP. 

16. REFURBISHING AND HIGHLIGHTING CITY’S CIVIL RIGHTS MONUMENT. The monument is located on 
the south side of pier park and adjacent to the bocce courts. It commemorates the attempt by black 
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citizens to integrate the “whites only beach” in front of the former city hall in the summer of 1964. 
The monument was erected by July 2002 and paid for by the Northrup Grumman Corporation. At its 
September 22, 2020, meeting, the City Commission asked the City Manager to work on a vision for 
the monument, to take pictures of it for the City’s website and social media, to have a picture of it put 
in the city hall corridor, and to seek funding to repair the monument, which has a metal base that’s 
been corroded. At the Commission’s May 3, 2021, meeting, Commissioner George reported she is 
having ongoing discussion with the St. Johns County Cultural Council and that she will bring proposals 
and timelines to the Commission in June.  

17. BEACH RESTORATION. St. Johns County is the local sponsor of beach restoration in the City, as money 
from the bed tax is used to pay the County’s share of the cost for each restoration project. According 
to the County’s Coastal Manager, the next renourishment of the City’s beach is scheduled to be done 
in 2023. In the meantime, the County is discussing whether a renourishment project may need to be 
done sooner because of severe erosion of the beach in the vicinity of the County fishing pier.  

18. QUARTERLY REPORTS ON PROGRESS OF PROJECTS. At its September 22nd budget meeting, the City 
Commission asked the City Manager to provide at the end of each quarter in the Fiscal year a report 
on the progress of projects and expenditures for them. The Finance Director prepared a spreadsheet, 
and the first quarter’s report was provided to the Commission in January 2021. The report for the 
second quarter (January through March) was forwarded to the City Commission in April. The next 
report will be provided in July. 

19. REPAIR OF POPE ROAD. At the City Commission’s February 1st meeting, a resident complained about 
the poor condition of Pope Road. As the street is owned by the County, the City Manager sent a 
request to the County Administrator, Hunter Conrad, that the road be put on a schedule for repair. In 
a February 5th email, Mr. Hunter replied that he had forwarded the City’s request to the County’s 
Interim Public Works Director, Mr. Greg Caldwell. The City Manager also requested that the County 
work with the Florida Department of Transportation on improvements to the intersection of State 
Road A1A and 16th Street, as 16th Street is owned by the County. Mr. Caldwell replied that the repair 
of Pope Road is on the County’s list of projects to do.  

20. NEW YEAR’S EVE FIREWORKS SHOW. Because of the pandemic, the show for December 31, 2020, was 
cancelled. At its February 1st meeting, the Commission discussed whether to have it on December 31, 
2021. The consensus was for the City staff to work on plans for a smaller, scaled down event. At its 
April 5th meeting, the Commission approved the proposal of Ms. Conlon, the Events Coordinator, to 
have a New Year’s Eve event that will benefit local businesses. The next update report will be provided 
to the City Commission at its July regular meeting. 

21. PROPOSAL TO DEED THREE LOTS FOR CONSERVATION. The lots are located along the north side of the 
unbuilt part of 2nd Street, west of 2nd Avenue. The two owners want to deed the lots for conservation. 
In February, the Board of Putnam Land Conservancy informed the City Manager that it has agreed to 
the owners’ proposal to establish a conservation easement on the lots. Any final agreement to do so 
will require review by the City Attorney and approval by the City Commission. 
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22. INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECTS. When the Commission discussed the strategic plan at its February 
1st meeting, more involvement with the County and St. Augustine was mentioned as desirable. Below 
is a summary of the City’s current involvement with various area governmental entities.  

a. Resiliency: On March 22nd, the Public Works Director and the City Manager met with County and 
St. Augustine staff persons to discuss what each government is doing concerning resiliency. The 
County isn’t doing a study. However, the two cities and the County agreed to coordinate on 
resiliency issues. At the Commission’s May 3rd meeting, the Public Works Director will provide 
report on the City’s resiliency study.  

b. Mobility: In March, the Public Works Director contacted St. Augustine for information about its 
mobility projects. The response was an executive summary of St. Augustine’s mobility initiatives. 
It was forwarded to our City Commission. Our City’s staff will meet with St. Augustine’s to discuss 
our City supporting the following: St. Augustine’s request to use our city hall parking lot as a park-
and-ride location for events happening in downtown St. Augustine; and the River-to-Sea Loop 
bike/pedestrian trail that will go through the State Park and connect both cities.  Also, St. 
Augustine’s staff wants to discuss a potential bike-share program and possibly locating a hub in 
our City.  

c. River-to-Sea Loop: This is a Florida Department of Transportation, St. Johns County, St. Augustine, 
and St. Augustine Beach project to construct 26 miles of a paved bike/pedestrian trail as part of 
the 260-mile trail from the St. Johns River in Putnam County to the ocean in St. Johns County. The 
Loop will then go south through Flagler and Volusia counties to Brevard County. This is a long-
term, multi-year project. At this time, the Loop will enter St. Augustine along King Street, go across 
the Bridge of Lions, south along State Road A1A to the State Park, through the Park and into our 
City, then along A1A Beach Boulevard to State Road A1A. Though not feasible in all locations, the 
goal is to have a wide, bike/pedestrian trail separate from the adjacent road.  

d. Transportation Development Plan: The development of the plan involves several agencies, such 
as the County, St. Augustine, our City, the North Florida Transportation Organization, and the 
Sunshine Bus System. On February 25th, the City Manager attended by telephone a stakeholders’ 
meeting for an update on the development of the plan’s vision, mission goals and objectives. Most 
of the presentation was data, such as population density, percentage of residents without 
vehicles, senior citizens and low income and minority residents in the County and the areas served 
by the Sunshine Bus. The next stakeholders’ meeting has yet to be announced. The agenda will 
include transit strategies and alternatives and a 10-year implementation plan.  

e. North Anastasia Island Nature Trail. The City Manager proposes this as an intergovernmental 
project that would include the County, St. Augustine, and St. Augustine Beach. It would be an off-
shoot of the River-to-Sea Loop and could include the State Park, the City’s Ocean Hammock and 
Hammock Dunes parks, St. Augustine’s Fish Island Park, and the City’s Mizell Road retention pond 
and the 10-acre conservation area west of the pond that the City owns. Combined with the River-
to-Sea Loop, this Nature Trail would make accessible to the public natural areas of Anastasia Island 
and provide a combined bicycling/walking trail for exercise and recreation.  
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f. Pedestrian Crosswalk Safety Signals. The County is having a study done of the A1A Beach 
Boulevard crosswalks. It should be completed by the end of June 2021. The purpose of the study 
is to pinpoint the three most heavily used crosswalks where flashing signals could be put to alert 
drivers to pedestrians using the crosswalks. 

23. AMERICAN RECOVERY PLAN. This is the title of the appropriation approved by Congress to provide 
money to states, cities, and counties to help them recover from the pandemic’s effects. Our City is 
eligible to received $2.9 million. However, the money can be spent only for allowable projects and 
will be provided to small Florida cities through the state of Florida. On May 10th, the U.S. Treasury 
Department issued guidelines. Drainage projects appear to be eligible for money from the Plan. The 
City staff will confirm that. The City may not receive the first installment of the money until July 2021.  

24. UNDERGROUNDING OF UTILITIES. At its May 3, 2021, meeting, Commission George ask for 
Commission support to have Florida Power and Light come to a meeting to discuss the 
undergrounding project. The City Manager contacted Florida Power and Light, which owns the electric 
lines, about meeting to discuss the preparation of a presentation concerning costs and scope of work. 
City staff met with FPL staff on May 25th to discuss the preliminary steps, one of the first of which will 
be to provide FPL a list of the areas where the City proposes the lines be put underground. The City 
staff will prepare the list and the company will then provide a preliminary estate of the costs to do 
the project.  
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