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	MINUTES

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BOARD
July 10, 2019 AT 6:00 P.M.

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
116 FIRST STREET
NEPTUNE BEACH, FLORIDA 32266


	
	Pursuant to proper notice a public hearing of the Community Development Board for the City of Neptune Beach was held July 10, 2019 at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers.

	
	

	Attendance
	Board members were in attendance: 
Christopher Goodin, Chair
Ryan Dill, Vice-chair             
Bob Frosio, Member

Diana Kelly, Member

William Randolph, Alternate Member

Charley Miller, Alternate Member

Lauren McPhaul, Alternate Member
	

	
	
	

	
	The following staff members were present:

	
	
	Terrell K. Arline, City Attorney
Piper Turner, Code Compliance Supervisor

	
	

	Call to Order/Roll Call
	Chair Goodin called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

	
	

	Swearing in 
	Mr. Arline asked anyone appearing before the board to raise their right hand and sworn in. 

	
	

	Disclosure of 

ex-parte communications
	Every member disclosed that they had communication with Mr. Stein of 
301 Atlantic Blvd. citizens and merchants for the same application. 

	
	

	Minutes
	Made by Kelly, seconded by Dill.

	
	

	
	MOTION:

TO APPROVE THE JUNE 12, 2019 MINUTES AS SUBMITTED.       

Roll Call Vote:

Ayes:

7-Kelly, Frosio, McPhaul, Randolph, Miller, Dill, Goodin
Noes:

   0
MOTION CARRIED



	
	

	
	

	
	

	CDB 
SE19-07 Application for a special exception
301 Atlantic Blvd 
off-site parking & outdoor seating
	CDB SE19-07 Application for a special exception as outlined in Chapter 27, Article 3 of the Unified Land Development Code of Neptune Beach for Huron-Sophia, LLC for the property known as 301 Atlantic Blvd. (RE#172982-0000). The application is for off-site parking within 400 feet and outdoor dining for a new restaurant. 

	
	Ted Stein, Business owner, addressed the board. Has a signed an agreement with Regions Bank to lease 13 spaces. The agreement is signed by A1A Valet and Scott Riley, Vice President of Regions Bank. Stated that if for any reason the agreement was ever revoked, he would be willing to give up the seats. There are 13 spaces within 37 feet of the back of the building available. The lease is through the Valet company for insurance purposes. If something would happen and the if Valet was no longer involved, then we would have to secure our own insurance.
The exit from the parking lot to Atlantic Blvd. is going to be closed off to be safer and add 3 onsite parking spaces. Bike racks will be added to accommodate 30 bikes. 

Would be willing to take 2 onsite parking spaces and make them into 4 golf cart parking giving us 27 spots with the off-site spaces. Having the outdoor seating will allow for an SRX license and would be willing to make the seats permanently fixed to avoid them being moved for a dance floor and close earlier than 2 am to avoid the bar type crowds. The patio would be a family area for all ages. Kids like to eat outside for some reason. 

The approval would allow funds to become available to add a mural to the Second St. side of the building, repave the parking lot and create a functional piece of art out of the bike rack.

All the other restaurants have SRX licenses. 
Chair Goodin opened the floor for public comments. 
Ray Grass, 512 Davis St, impressed with the design. Jax Beach is a party atmosphere this is a blue shirt type of establishment. Staff commitment is great.

J.R. Pitcairn, owner of the Starbucks property, there is a lot of stuff in a small space. Concerned about how people will get from the off-site parking to the outdoor seating. The fence across the back of the building and the bank will cause people to cut through his drive thru area to get to the outdoor seating. This could be dangerous.  

Rachel Cassosla, 1212 First St Jax Beach, concerned about the liquor license. Violent crime is up 26% in Jax Beach. Additional licenses will add to this. 

Shellie Thole, 217 Oleander St, this is a self-created hardship. Why did they pick this property? Did they know that the code already gives them a 50% discount for parking?
Matt McGarvey, 313 North St, enjoys biking to the local restaurants to eat. 

Chris Reiman, 236 Florida Blvd., will reduce the wait time for a restaurant. The original local is different, full of families. 

Paul Helow, 204 Davis St, supports the Local, it is a welcome addition. 

Julio Esteban III, 140 Sand Castle Way, does not think it will be for locals only. The new BBQ place in Atlantic Beach is using the old Kmart property for parking now. 

John Goelz, 1359 Beach Ave Atlantic Beach, owns 218 First St and is favor. The in-town restaurant is kid friendly.

John Baker, 810 Oceanfront, echoes the other folks in favor. Town Center is very crowded, so he walks or bikes to eat. Plans look fantastic. 

Kelly Harrell, 810 Oceanfront, supports and love the in-town restaurants. 

Omar Brown, 2265 Mayport Rd Atlantic Beach, does not support the variance for parking. 
Ken Brown, 42 3rd St Atlantic Beach, supports the concept.
Mary Frosio, 1830 Nightfall Dr., supports the restaurant. The San Marco one serves beer and wine with great food. Does not see a compelling reason to give off-site parking, when the code already gives a 50% disconnect in parking in CDB. They need 150 seats to service alcohol. Against the exception for parking. Paid for parking rolls out in 11 days, we need to get a handle on the parking situation and unravel all the agreements in place first. We don’t know who is double dipping and who is triple dipping. Other restaurants that don’t serve liquor is Doro, Fancy Sushi, Joseph’s, M-shack and others. The Local will have great food and will be successful. 
Ingrid Smalling, 1708 Strand, and Ginny Thurson, 1200 7th St, sent emails to the board asking them to deny the request. 

Adam Rigel, Neptune Beach, and Alexander Sifakis, Atlantic Beach, wrote letters in support of the request. 

There being no comments, the public hearing was closed. 

Questions from the Board to the applicant: 
Ms. Kelly asked the following: 
What are the hours of operation? Hours have not been set yet. Open to discussing the closing times on Fridays and Saturdays based on the board’s approval. 
The lease agreement does not start till 5:00pm. How do you a handle the daytime parking? Dinner and brunch makes up the majority of the sales. 

What is the previously approved outdoor seating? The Dreamette had outdoor seating. It is not a new special exception just an expansion. 

How many employees will you have? We conservative have said 12, it could be as low as 6. 

Where will the employees park? Onsite, at the Church or across Third Street. 

Mr. Randolph: What is the current percentage of revenue made at your other location from beer and wine? 11%.

Ms. McPhaul asked the square footage of the building? 3526
Has the FDOT given you approval to close off the entrance from Atlantic? To close the north side which is our parking lot we don’t need their permission. If the south side is to be closed the City would need to connect FDOT. I could not put in a curb without the City’s approval, but I could put up  bollards to stop traffic and create the parking spaces on my property. 

How will a patron coming to the restaurant for the first time know where to go and where to park? There will be signs put up with Local signage at the valet area and there will also be signs inside of the building. There will be an employee assigned to monitor the off-site parking and give people directions. 

Where will your employees be parking before 5pm? In our lot. 

Why are you adding the awning? The awning is to give the neighborhood a covered area. 

How many people can you fit inside? 150 seats. The gem is the outdoor area. They are the first to fill up. 
Mr. Miller asked how the patrons will get from the off-site parking at the bank to the front of the restaurant. There is a sidewalk at Third Street to travel north then east on Atlantic Blvd. We are in talks with the City to add a sidewalk on the Second Street side. There is grass to walk on but most people walk down Second on the west side to avoid the Police Department. We can have an employee who hands out the validation tickets point then towards the Third Street sidewalk.

Is there a walkway from the Atlantic side into the restaurant? That would be a good idea.  
Questions for Staff:
Section 27-548(g) states code states “the developer supplies a written agreement, approved in form by the city attorney, assuring the continued availability of the off-site parking facilities for the use they are intended to serve.” How does a lease with time restrictions meet that? Mr. Arline stated that there was testimony from the applicant that the hours of operation will be accommodated at the bank. You can conclude there is continuous availability. It is not a legal issue but a factual issue. The agreement is attached and for at least the next 12 months are provided for by that agreement. If it was concluded down the road and this was approved, and there was not off-site not provided during the leased time, then it would become a code enforcement issue. They would either find additional spaces or reduce the number of seats. 
The attorney reminded the board that they were looking at 2 items tonight, outdoor seating and off-site parking. Each one has their own required finding of facts. 
FINDING OF FACTS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION

SECTION 27-160 REQUEST #1 SECTION 27-548 

OFF-SITE PARKING WITHIN 400 FEET
1) The proposed use is consistent with the comprehensive plan.

Goodin: Consistent. 
Dill: Inconsistent with comprehensive plan. 
Kelly: Yes. Redevelopment is consistent with enhancing the CBD. 
Miller: Several other restaurants nearby.  

McPhaul: Central Business District. 
Frosio: It is consistent. 
 Randolph: Redevelopment of vacant business. 
2) The proposed use would be compatible with the general character of the area, considering the population density; the design, density, scale, location, and orientation of existing and permissible structures in the area; property values; and the location of existing similar uses;

Goodin: Compatible with area. 
Dill: The site is not adequate to hold the required parking. The offsite parking seems viable but not proven. 
Kelly: No, it would not be compatible as design requests for additional offsite parking. 
Miller: Yes. 
McPhaul: CBD.
Frosio: Beautiful addition. 
 Randolph: Restaurant fits character. 
3) The proposed use would not have an environmental impact inconsistent with the health, safety, and welfare of the community;

Goodin: Similar to neighboring properties. 
Dill: Not impacting health & welfare. 
Kelly: No. There is an impact on parking  & public safety with pedestrian traffic.
Miller: No other way to access entrance of building on Second St and there is no walkway from Atlantic Blvd. to the building. 

McPhaul: There are no sidewalks (valet) to get to location. Parking is to dense. Where will cars park if the current Regions space is gone. 
Frosio: No impact. 
 Randolph: Exasperate parking problem. 
4)  The proposed use would not generate or otherwise cause conditions that would have a detrimental effect on vehicular traffic, pedestrian movement, or parking inconsistent with the health, safety, and welfare of the community;       
Goodin: Additional parking is available at bank. 
Dill: Would cause mare parking in consistencies. 
Kelly: No. It would cause issue with pedestrian and vehicular traffic including bicycles.
Miller: Same comment as #3.
McPhaul: Increase in vehicle needing plans to park during hours that off -site plan doesn’t account for. Before 5 pm. 
Frosio: The special exception requirements area met. 
Randolph: 50% CDB parking discount already in effect. 
5) The proposed use would not have a detrimental effect on the future development of the area as allowed in the comprehensive plan;

Goodin: Consistent with comp plan and neighboring feel. 
Dill: may contribute to the parking shortage. Offsite parking seems viable plan by not tested. 
Kelly: No. It would have an effect. If Regions redevelops or sells leases would be lost short/or long term.
Miller: Yes.
McPhaul: In the future we open ourselves up to compounding the parking problem by granting special exception. 
Frosio: It raises the bar. 
Randolph:  Restaurant is consist with area. 
6) The proposed use would not result in the creation of objectionable or excessive noise, light, vibration, fumes, odors, dust or physical activities inconsistent with existing or permissible uses in the area;

Goodin: 
Dill: No extra noise, light, etc. 
Kelly: No. Its hours for business are not curved it will affect residential. 
Miller: Consistent with setbacks. 
McPhaul: By creating parking spots that area currently used by another business where will the cars that normally park there, park? Driving around to find spots. 
Frosio: None.  
 Randolph: Would not create additional fumes. 
7) The proposed use would not overburden existing public services and facilities; and

Goodin: 
Dill: Offsite plan form parking is an existing lot. 
Kelly: No, it would overburden existing traffic/parking situation. 
Miller: Over burden existing parking. 
McPhaul: Was already a business there.
Frosio: All requirements met.  
 Randolph: Exasperates parking problem. 
8) The proposed use meets all other requirements as provided for elsewhere in this Code.

Goodin: 
Dill: As far as discussed and brought forward in this evening’s discussion. 
Kelly: No, parking lot yet to be determined with vehicle or golf cart spaces. 
Miller: Yes.
McPhaul: 27-548(a)(1) g. assuring continued availability of off-site parking. 
Frosio: No impact. 
 Randolph: Meets other requirements. 
CONCLUSION ON REQUIRED FINDINGS #1
PURSUANT TO SEC. 27-160, ORDINANCE CODE
Sec. 27-160(1)

Sec. 27-160(2)

Sec. 27-160(3)

Sec. 27-160(4)

Sec. 27-160(5)

Sec. 27-160(6)

Sec. 27-160(7)

Positive  6-1
Positive  6-1
Positive  3-4
Positive  2-5
Positive  4-3
Positive  5-2
Positive  4-3
Sec. 27-160(8)

Positive  5-2
Made by Dill, seconded by Frosio.

MOTION:

TO APPROVE THE FINDING OF FACTS.
APPROVED BY CONSENSUS
Made by Randolph and motion failed died due to the lack of a second. 
MOTION:
TO RECOMMEND DENIAL OF THE SPECIAL EXCEPTION CDB SE19-07 OFF-SITE PARKING WITHIN 400 FEET. 
Made by Frosio, seconded by Goodin.
MOTION:
TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE SPECIAL EXCEPTION CDB SE19-07 REQUEST #1 FOR OFF-SITE PARKING WITHIN 400 FEET. 
Roll Call:
Ayes:

2-Frosio, Goodin

Noes:

5-Kelly, Randolph McPhaul, Miller, Dill
MOTION FAILED AND RECOMMEND DENIAL TO CITY COUNCIL.
FINDING OF FACTS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION

SECTION 27-160 REQUEST #2 SECTION 27-227

OUTDOOR SEATING
1) The proposed use is consistent with the comprehensive plan.
Goodin: Consistent. 
Dill: Consistent with the plan. 
Kelly: Yes, City has approved. Restaurants with outdoor seating. 
McPhaul: Consistent. 
Frosio: Is consistent. 
Randolph: Outdoor seating consistent. 
2) The proposed use would be compatible with the general character of the area, considering the population density; the design, density, scale, location, and orientation of existing and permissible structures in the area; property values; and the location of existing similar uses;

Goodin: Similar to neighboring properties. 
Dill: Very compatible and fit with existing similar uses. 
Kelly: Yes. Compatible without extra seating that requires extra parking. 
Miller: Same as other businesses in the area. 
McPhaul: None.
Frosio: Compatible. 
Randolph: Compatible
3) The proposed use would not have an environmental impact inconsistent with the health, safety, and welfare of the community;

Goodin: Consistent with adjacent properties. 
Dill: No environmental impact that is inconsistent. 
Kelly: No. There is concern with safety of pedestrian and vehicle including (bicycle) safety. 
Miller: No negative impact. 
McPhaul: None. 
Frosio: No impact. 
Randolph: No environmental impact. 
4)  The proposed use would not generate or otherwise cause conditions that would have a detrimental effect on vehicular traffic, pedestrian movement, or parking inconsistent with the health, safety, and welfare of the community;       
Goodin: No effect for outdoor seating. 
Dill: Will not cause any detrimental effects on movement. 
Kelly: No. There is concern with safety of pedestrian and vehicle (bike) safety. 
Miller: Not enough parking. 
McPhaul: None. 
Frosio: No detriment.
Randolph: Outdoor seating would. 
5) The proposed use would not have a detrimental effect on the future development of the area as allowed in the comprehensive plan;

Goodin: Consistent with comp plan. 
Dill: Will not cause detrimental effect on future development.
Kelly: yes, it would not have a detrimental effect. 
Miller: Incompatible with city plan. 
McPhaul: None. 
Frosio: No detriment. 
Randolph: No determinate effect. 
6) The proposed use would not result in the creation of objectionable or excessive noise, light, vibration, fumes, odors, dust or physical activities inconsistent with existing or permissible uses in the area;

Goodin: Similar to surrounding uses.   
Dill: Not create excessive noise to neighbors
Kelly: No, unless hours are curbed. 
Miller: Consistent with permissible uses. 
McPhaul: None.
Frosio: No excess. 
Randolph: No excessive noise.
7) The proposed use would not overburden existing public services and facilities; and

Goodin: No overburden.
Dill: Not overburden existing services. 
Kelly: Yes, without additional seating would not overburden. 
Miller: Would overburden parking. 
McPhaul: None.
Frosio: No overburden. 
Randolph: No overburden. 
8) The proposed use meets all other requirements as provided for elsewhere in this Code.

Goodin: Consistent. 
Dill: Meets all requirements as provide in this meeting.
Kelly: Yes, it meets other requirements. 
Miller: See #7 & #4.
McPhaul: None.
Frosio: Yes, all requirements. 
Randolph: Meets requirements. 
CONCLUSION ON REQUIRED FINDINGS #2
PURSUANT TO SEC. 27-160, ORDINANCE CODE
Sec. 27-160(1)

Sec. 27-160(2)

Sec. 27-160(3)

Sec. 27-160(4)

Sec. 27-160(5)

Sec. 27-160(6)

Sec. 27-160(7)

Positive  6-0

Positive  7-0

Positive  6-1
Positive  5-2
Positive  7-0

Positive  6-1
Positive  6-1
Sec. 27-160(8)
Positive  6-1
Made by McPhaul, seconded by Miller.

MOTION:

TO APPROVE THE FINDING OF FACTS.
APPROVED BY CONSENSUS
Made by McPhaul, seconded by Kelly.
MOTION:
TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE SPECIAL EXCEPTION CDB SE19-07 REQUEST #2 FOR OUTDOOR SEATING. 
Roll Call:

Ayes:
5-Frosio, McPhaul, Randolph, Dill, Goodin
Noes:

2- Kelly, Miller
MOTION APPROVED AND RECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL IS APPROVAL OF THE SPECIAL EXCEPTION FOR OUTDOOR SEATING.


	
	

	CDB V19-07 

Application for variance
301 Atlantic Blvd. Fence height
	CDB V19-07 Application for variance as outlined in Chapter 27, Article 3 of the Unified Land Development Code of Neptune Beach for Huron-Sophia, LLC for the property known as 301 Atlantic Blvd. (RE#172982-0000). The request is to vary section 27-330(a) (1) for the height of a fence. The applicant is proposing to install a fence that is a total of 10 feet tall with an 8-foot opaque surface and 2-foot open area with posts connecting to a 
3-foot overhang to provide shade. 

	
	

	
	The 10-foot-tall fence would be only on the west side next to the Starbucks drive thru isle. 
Chairperson Goodin opened the floor for public comments. There being no comments, the public hearing was closed.
Board questions and comments: 
The board asked Mr. Stein to speak with the owner of the Starbucks to discuss a solution for patrons who may try cutting through the Starbucks drive thru area to get to his restaurant. He agreed to do that. 


	
	Made by McPhaul, seconded by Dill.

	
	

	
	MOTION: 

TO DO THE FINDING OF FACT FOR CDB V19-07. 

APPROVED BY CONSENSUS.

MOTION CARRIED
STATEMENT OF FACTS
1) The property has unique and peculiar circumstances, which create an exceptional and unique hardship. For the purpose of this determination, the unique hardship shall be unique to the parcel and not shared by other property owners in the same zoning district. 

Goodin: Drive through next door. 
Dill: Unique hardship as It is up against the property with a drive through. 
Kelly: No, not unique as Mezza and Fly Iguana have parking that backs up to outdoor seating. 
Miller: Is unique as a drive thru land with outside dining next door. 
McPhaul: Lines up to drive thru where hundreds of cars a day go through. 
Frosio: Limited space & parking. 
Randolph: Unique circumstances due to Starbucks drive through lane 
2) The proposed variance is the minimum necessary to allow the reasonable use of the parcel of land.

Goodin: Stops lights from neighboring cars. 
Dill: Yes, this is a minimum request.
Kelly: No, 6 ft is the minimum.
Miller: Height needed to block vehicle noise, lights and emissions. 
McPhaul: Safety, purposes & shade for outdoor seating. 
Frosio: Expand the seating with a beautiful covered area. 
Randolph: Design is. 
3) The proposed variance would not adversely affect adjacent and nearby properties or the public in general.

Goodin: No affect. 
Dill: Will not adversely affect the adjacent property. 
Kelly: Will not adversely affect the adjacent property. 
Miller: No negative affect adjoining property. 
McPhaul: Yes, it would not adversely affect adjacent properties. 
Frosio: Improve it. 
Randolph: Fence should not interfere with other businesses. 
4) The proposed variance will not substantially diminish property values in or alter the essential character of the area surrounding the site. 

Goodin: Improve the areas. 
Dill: Will not diminish property values. 
Kelly: Yes, it would not diminish property values. 
Miller: Will not. 
McPhaul: It will enhance. Currently chain link fence. 
Frosio: It will increase them. 
Randolph: Should not negatively affect property values. 
5) The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of the ULDC and the specific intent of the relevant subject area of the ULDC.

Goodin: Harmony with area & intent of ULDC. 
Dill: Yes, in harmony with the ULDC this is making a community enjoyable space. 
Kelly: Yes, in  harmony with special intent. 
Miller: In harmony. 
McPhaul: It provides privacy & safety from thrive through.
Frosio: Encloses the area. 
Randolph: Fits ULDC. 
6) The need for the variance has not been created by the actions of the property owner or developer nor is the result of mere disregard for the provisions from which relief is sought. 

Goodin: Created by neighboring drive through.
Dill: No, not created by the actions of the property owner. The adjacent property crates a unique situation. 
Kelly: No, it has been created with desire for privacy. 
Miller: Was not created by applicant. 
McPhaul: The property lines up to drive though. Unsafe for customers without it or shade family space. 
Frosio: Drive thru adjacent. 
Randolph: Necessary for propose use. 
7)  Granting the variance will not confer upon the applicant any special privilege that is denied by the ULDC to other lands, buildings, or structures. 

Goodin: Unique property. 
Dill: No special privilege. 
Kelly: Yes, it will confer special privilege. 
Miller: No special privilege due to uniqueness. 
McPhaul: Each situation is unique. 
Frosio: It will not. 
Randolph: No special privilege. 
CONCLUSION ON REQUIRED FINDINGS

PURSUANT TO SEC. 27-147, ORDINANCE CODE
Sec. 27-147(1)

Sec. 27-147(2)

Sec. 27-147(3)

Sec. 27-147(4)

Sec. 27-147(5)

Sec. 27-147(6)

Sec. 27-147(7)

Positive  6-1
Positive  6-1
Positive  7-0
Positive  7-0
Positive  6-1
Positive  6-1
Positive  7-0


	
	Made by Dill, seconded by Frosio.              

	
	
	

	
	MOTION:
TO APPROVE VARIANCE REQUEST CDBV09-07 FOR 10-FOOT-TALL FENCE AT 301 ATLANTIC BLVD. 
Roll Call Vote:

Ayes:

6-Frosio, McPhaul, , Miller, Randolph, Dill, Goodin
Noes:

1-Kelly
MOTION APPROVED AND REQUEST RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL.                            


	CDB 19-06 An application for a development permit
301 Atlantic Blvd
	CDB 19-06 An application for a development permit as outlined in Chapter 27, Article 3 of the Unified Land Development Code of Neptune Beach for Huron-Sophia, LLC for the property known as 301 Atlantic Blvd. (RE#172982-0000). Proposing to construct a 12’ by 40’ awning on the western face of the building, fence and an 8’ by 16’ service bar for outdoor seating for a new restaurant. Pursuant to the approval of CDB SE19-07 and V19-07.

	
	

	
	The awning would be attached to the west side of the building. The service bar would be constructed between the awning and fence structure. 

	
	

	
	Chairperson Goodin opened the floor for public comments. There being no comments, the public hearing was closed.

	
	

	
	Made by Dill, seconded by Frosio.              

	
	

	
	MOTION:
TO APPROVE THE PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT ORDER  FOR CDB 19-06 AT 301 ATLANTIC BLVD. TO  CONSTRUCT AN AWNING, SERVICE BAR AND FENCE FOR A NEW RESTAURANT.  

Roll Call Vote:

Ayes:

6-Frosio, McPhaul, , Miller, Randolph, Dill, Goodin
Noes:

1-Kelly
MOTION APPROVED AND RECOMMENDING TO CITY COUNCIL TO APPROVE THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT ORDER.                            


	
	

	
	The applicant was informed that all requests would be forwarded to the City Council for final approval on August 5, 2019 at 6:00 pm and that someone should attend that meeting.

	
	

	CDB V19-02

823 First Street

Roger & Jane Park
	CDB V19-02 Application for a replat as outlined in Chapter 27, Article 3 of the Unified Land Development Code of Neptune Beach for Mr. and Mrs. Roger Park for the property known as 823 First St (RE #172691-0000) North 50 feet of Lot 1 Block 17 of Neptune. The applicants are requesting to vary sections 27-229-1 and 27-247(4) in order to construct a 1st floor porch addition, 2nd floor balcony, roof top deck and enclosed storage. This application was tabled at the January 9th meeting.

	
	

	
	Ms. Jane Park, property owner of 823 First St. addressed the board. Had appeared before the board previously and the decision was appealed. Spoke to the neighbors and they were in agreement with the new design. The front porch has been reduced to 5 ½ wide. The contractor is looking at several ways to remodel second floor. It would be more expensive to keep the old framing then it would be to remove the entire second floor and build a new one with a pitched roof.  Only the concrete block first floor would remain. Either by taking it down entirely or by removing and replacing each board one a time. The code requires the applicant to come into compliance with the current setbacks. 
Chairperson Goodin opened the floor for public comments. There being no comments, the public hearing was closed.

	
	

	
	Member Frosio asked the removing of the second floor in order to rebuild would allow the construction to be done quicker and safer.  

The board discussed the reason why the code would require someone must come into compliance if the second floor was removed. 

Board Discussion: 

The board discussed placing a condition on each of the request that the lot coverage must be reduced to not exceed 50%. 

The new porch will be 5 ½ by 18’ 11 ½ inches. A variance required of 9.5 feet to the minimum front yard setback leaving 5.5 feet to the front property line in lieu of the required 15 feet. 


	
	

	
	Made by Randolph, seconded by Frosio.

	
	

	
	MOTION: 

TO DO THE FINDING OF FACT FOR CDB V19-08 REQUEST #1 TO THE FRONT YARD SETBACK.
APPROVED BY CONSENSUS.

MOTION CARRIED
1) The property has unique and peculiar circumstances, which create an 
exceptional and unique hardship. For the purpose of this determination,
the unique hardship shall be unique to the parcel and not shared by other 
property owners in the same zoning district. 

Goodin: Unique sized lot and location. 
Dill: Unique parcel in a unique location. 
Kelly: Yes, it does have a unique circumstance as it is a non-conforming lot. 
Miller: Is unique in size compared to other lots in in the area.  
McPhaul: Small lot. 
Frosio: Non=conforming creates the hardship. 
Randolph: Due to small lot size that is non-conforming. 
2) The proposed variance is the minimum necessary to allow the 
reasonable use of the parcel of land.

Goodin: Cannot build given today setbacks. 
Dill: Allows reasonable use. 
Kelly: The porch does not have to be 5’5”.
Miller: Very small porch. 
McPhaul: Front porch on 1st St. 
Frosio: Small porch to enjoy the front yard. 
Randolph: A 5’ 5” foot porch is not unreasonable. 
3) The proposed variance would not adversely affect adjacent and 
nearby properties or the public in general.

Goodin: Would not affect. 
Dill: Would enhance the nearby properties as upgrade to look and feel of 

First Street. 
Kelly: No, it would adversely affect adjacent properties by being close to the road. 
Miller: Would not adversely affect adjacent properties. 
McPhaul: Would not affect other homes. 
Frosio: It will not adversely affect. 
Randolph: A small porch should not adversely affect adjacent properties. 
4) The proposed variance will not substantially diminish property values 
in or alter the essential character of the area surrounding the site. 

Goodin: Improved areas to existing structures. 
Dill: Will not diminish property values. 
Kelly: It will change the site line of houses/neighbors. 
Miller: Is in character with surrounding hoses. 
McPhaul: Wouldn’t alter character. 
Frosio: It will improve property value. 
Randolph: Will improve house values. 
5) The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent
 of the ULDC and the specific intent of the relevant subject area of the 
ULDC.

Goodin: Consistent with the code. 
Dill: Inharmony of ULDC as it enhances the neighborhood look & feel of 
1st Street. 
Kelly: No, it is not in harmony.
Miller: See #4.
McPhaul: Porches are all throughout NB.  
Frosio: In harmony. 
Randolph: In harmony with ULDC.
6) The need for the variance has not been created by the actions of the
 property owner or developer nor is the result of mere disregard for the 
provisions from which relief is sought. 

Goodin: Not created, inherited by lot size being non-conforming. 
Dill: Unique parcel.
Kelly: It has been created by homeowner
Miller: Is created by owner. 
McPhaul: There currently is not a front porch. Is it a need/want
Frosio: Non-conforming lot not created by owner. 
Randolph: Not created by homeowner but  by the non-conforming lot. 
7) Granting the variance will not confer upon the applicant any special 
privilege that is denied by the ULDC to other lands, buildings, or
 structures. 

Goodin: Unique property. 
Dill: Not a special privilege as the structure is unique. 
Kelly: It will crate special privilege. 
Miller: Will not due to unique building. 
McPhaul: Others would likely want front porches on 1st, etc. 
Frosio: No special privilege. 
Randolph: No special privilege. 
CONCLUSION ON REQUIRED FINDINGS REQUEST #1
PURSUANT TO SEC. 27-147, ORDINANCE CODE
Sec. 27-147(1)

Sec. 27-147(2)

Sec. 27-147(3)

Sec. 27-147(4)

Sec. 27-147(5)

Sec. 27-147(6)

Sec. 27-147(7)

Positive  7-0
Positive  6-1
Positive  6-1
Positive  6-1
Positive  6-1
Positive  5-2
Positive  5-2


	Made by Frosio, seconded by Dill.              

	

	MOTION:

TO APPROVE OF CDB V19-08 REQUEST #1.
Roll Call Vote:

Ayes:

5- Miller, Frosio, Randolph, Dill, Goodin 
Noes:

 2- Kelly, McPhaul
MOTION APPROVED AND REQUEST GRANTED.                            
Made by Frosio, seconded by Miller.

MOTION: 

TO DO THE FINDING OF FACT FOR CDB V19-08 REQUEST #2.
APPROVED BY CONSENSUS.

MOTION CARRIED
The board discussed add a condition to the variance. The condition would be to remove enough concrete from the property in order to comply with the 50% maximum lot coverage requirement. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS-REQUEST #2
TO SECTION 27-703, REMOVAL AND RECONSTRUCTION
OF THE SECOND FLOOR ON THE SAME FOOTPRINT  WITH THE
ADDED CONDITION THAT THE MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE IS NOT
TO EXCEED 50%
1) The property has unique and peculiar circumstances, which create an 
exceptional and unique hardship. For the purpose of this determination, the 
unique hardship shall be unique to the parcel and not shared by other property
owners in the same zoning district. 

Goodin: Unique sized lot and location.  
Dill: Yes, property has a peculiar circumstance not shared by many properties. 
Kelly: It has unique characteristics due to lot size. 
Miller: Is unique and would require more time and money. 
McPhaul: Small lot, if structure was torn down & rebuilt. She wouldn’t be able to build house the same size per code. 
Frosio: Non-conforming lot. 
Randolph: Non-conforming lot size. 
2) The proposed variance is the minimum necessary to allow the reasonable use of 
the parcel of land.

Goodin: Cannot build given today setbacks.
Dill: Minimum to make the project efficient & effect for owner. 
Kelly: Owner creates hardship to save money and time. 
Miller: Will decrease time for construction. 
McPhaul: Would save $10k for same outcome also less distracting for neighbors. 
Frosio: It is the same results just a different process. 
Randolph: Reasonable to allow more efficient demolition option. 
3) The proposed variance would not adversely affect adjacent and nearby properties 
or the public in general.

Goodin: Would not affect.
Dill: Would not adversely affect adjacent properties. 
Kelly: Other non-conforming lots will follow. 
Miller: Will not.  
McPhaul: It would be better for neighbors to not have continued construction. 
Frosio: It will be much quicker & much less disruptive. 
Randolph: Would not adversely affect neighbors. 
4) The proposed variance will not substantially diminish property values in or alter
 the essential character of the area surrounding the site. 

Goodin: Improved areas to existing structures.
Dill: Will not diminish property values. Will enhance. 
Kelly: It will not diminish property values. 
Miller: Will not. 
McPhaul: Will enhance property values. 
Frosio: Increased values. 
Randolph: Will not diminish property values. 
5) The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of the 
ULDC and the specific intent of the relevant subject area of the ULDC.

Goodin: Consistent with the code.
Dill: Is in harmony with ULDC. Beautifying a dilapidated home.
Kelly: No, it is not within general intent rather created by owner. 
Miller: Will be in harmony with general intent. 
McPhaul: She wouldn’t be able to rebuild a new house per code due to lot size. 
Frosio: In harmony. 
Randolph: In harmony with ULDC.
6) The need for the variance has not been created by the actions of the property 
owner or developer nor is the result of mere disregard for the provisions from 
which relief is sought. 

Goodin: Not created, inherited by lot size being non-conforming.
Dill: Not created by owner nor disregard. 
Kelly: Need created by owner. 
Miller: Was created by applicant. 
McPhaul: Small lot. May not have enough space for dumpster for longer period of time. 
Frosio: She did not create the variance, it is the process. 
Randolph: Property owner is trying to effectively upgrade residence. 
7) Granting the variance will not confer upon the applicant any special privilege that
 is denied by the ULDC to other lands, buildings, or structures. 

Goodin: Unique property.
Dill: Not a special privilege. A unique property. 
Kelly: It will create a special privilege. 
Miller: No special privileged by owner. 
McPhaul: It is a unique situation. 
Frosio: Process only same results. 
Randolph: Same outcome as other options. 
CONCLUSION ON REQUIRED FININGS

PURSUANT TO SEC. 27-147, ORDINANCE CODE
Sec. 27-147(1)

Sec. 27-147(2)

Sec. 27-147(3)

Sec. 27-147(4)

Sec. 27-147(5)

Sec. 27-147(6)

Sec. 27-147(7)

Positive  4-3
Positive  4-3
Positive  5-2
Positive  6-1
Positive  4-3
Positive  4-3
Positive  4-3
Made by Frosio, seconded by Randolph.

MOTION:

TO APPROVE OF CDB V19-02 PART B FOR FRONT YARD SETBACK WITH THE CONDITION OF MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE OF 50%.
Roll Call Vote:

Ayes:

6- Miller, Randolph, Frosio, McPhaul, Dill, Goodin 
Noes:

 1- Kelly 
MOTION APPROVED AND REQUESTS GRANTED WITH CONDITIONS.                            
CDB 19-06
Development Order 
1425 Atlantic Blvd
CDB 19-06 An application for a development permit as outlined in Chapter 27, Article 3 of the Unified Land Development Code of Neptune Beach for Community First Credit Union of Florida for the property known as 1425 Atlantic Blvd. (RE#177392-0000). 
Christopher Noel, 4290 Great Lakes Lane, architect addressed the board. The property is not asking for any exception, the parking complies. The property was formerly a bank and the plan are to add two architectural fixtures and the entrance would be moved to the west side of the building. The ADA parking spaces would be modified to be closer to the new entrance. The red brick building will be painted white. The inside will be a more modern look with beach accents. One palm tree has removed and will be replaced. 
Chairperson Goodin opened the floor for public comments. There being none the public comments were closed. 

Made by Kelly, seconded by Randolph.
MOTION:
TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT ORDER FOR 1425 ATLANTIC BLVD.  
Roll Call Vote:

Ayes:
Noes:

  6- Kelly, McPhaul, Randolph, Frosio, Miller, Goodin

  1- Dill
MOTION APPROVED.                      
The applicant was informed that the request would be forwarded to City Council for their final review on Monday August 5, 2019 at 6:00 and that they should attend that meeting.
Adjournment

The next board meeting will be August 14 at 6:00om. There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:17 p.m.

      Chairperson Christopher Goodin 

ATTEST:

    Piper Turner, Board Secretary




