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Objective 1.4 The City shall preserve, protect, and stabilize residential
neighborhoods keeping the maximum possible number of dwelling units in the
housing supply, as measured by the implementation of the following policies.

Policies 1.4.1
The City shall emphasize implementation of the following objectives:

a) Demolish backlog of condemned structures.
b) Foreclose on derelict properties with sites suitable for constructing
affordable housing.

c) Increase customer satisfaction with park maintenance.
d) Provide for ongoing revitalization and residential improvement in
city neighborhoods.

e) Reduce criminal activities.
f) Provide new or rehabilitated housing through actions described
above under Objective 1.3.

14.2

The City shall continue to strengthen its ability to investigate Zoning Code and Building
Code violations with an emphasis on maintaining the residential character of
neighborhoods. The City will continue a program to educate neighborhood residents
and organizations to recognize and report Zoning and/or Building Code violations for
action by the Municipal Code Enforcement Board.
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The City's Real Estate Division shall maintain and have available a complete inventory
of parcels of surplus properties and structures. The City shall continue to offer
incentives (which may include land donations and write-downs) to developers of low
income dwellings in all planning districts of the City. The City will continue to donate or
reduce the cost of vacant lots and structures appropriate for in-fill housing to
organizations engaged in providing homes for low income families in established
neighborhoods.
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Commercial and other non-residential uses lying adjacent to residential neighborhoods
shall not be expanded into residential neighborhoods unless such uses enhance or do
not diminish or degrade the residential character of the neighborhood.

14.5

The City's Planning and Development Department shall continue to identify those
incompatible, non-residential land uses within recognized, established neighborhoods
which degrade the residential character of the neighborhood, and that are not in
conformance with the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.

City of Jacksonville 2030 Comprehensive Plan
Housing Element
Revised December 2013
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|, ALONG WITH COUNTLESS COMMUNITY AND NEIBORHOOD RESIDENTS REQUEST THAT THE
LAND USE AND ZONING COMMITTEE GRANT THE APPEAL OF MR. YAHYA SHABAZZ, ITEM
2022-0446. AT THE HEARING CONDUCTED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION A CITY OF
JACKSONVILLE GENERAL COUNCIL CLARIFIED THAT DISTANCE WAIVERS DESCRIBED IN
SECTION 656.133(a) OF THE ORDINANCE CODE ARE DELINEATED BY “MAY” AND NOT
“SHALL”; MEANING THE COMMISSION HAD DISCRETION TO NOT GRANT WAIVER WD 22-13
DESPITE THE FACT THAT THE COMMUNITY DOES NOT WANT ANOTHER LIQUOR STORE ON
SOUTEL DRIVE AT §522 SOUTEL DRIVE. THE PLANING COMMISSION VOTED IN FAVOR OF
“PROPERTY RIGHTS” OF THE LIQUOR STORE OWNER RATHER THAN COMMUNITY RESIDENT
PROPERTY RIGHTS, COMMUNITY SAFETY, AESTHETICS, HEALTH.

TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE HOUSING ELEMENT OF JACKSONVILLE’S 2030
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, THE WAIVER SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN APPROVED. AS A REMINDER,
SECTION 1.4.4 OF THE HOUSING ELEMENT STATES “COMMERCIAL AND OTHER NON-
RESIDENTIAL USES LYING ADJACENT TO RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS SHALL NOT BE
EXPANDED INTO RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS UNLESS SUCH USES ENHANCE OR DO NOT
DIMINISH OR DEGRADE THE RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD".

THE PROPOSED LIQUOR STORE DIMINISHES AND DEGRADES THE DOSTIE
DRIVE/WASHINGTON ESTATES NEIGHBORHOOD IN WHICH LOW TO MODERATE MIDDLE
CLASS PEOPLE OF COLOR, PRIMARILY AFRICAN AMERICAN LIVE. THERE ARE MORE THAN 5
LIQUOR SELLING ESTABLISHMENTS WITHIN A MILE RADIUS OF THE PROPOSED LIQUOR
PACKAGE STORE.

WE NEED WHOLE FOOD, FRESH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES -NOT ANOTHER LIQUOR STORE.

PLEASE VOTE TO GRANT MR. SHABAZZ’'S APPEAL!!!!!!

VANESSA CULLINS HOPKINS — (904) 323-2196 CULLINSHOPKINS@GMAIL.COM

9-20-2022
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRING A CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS (C0A)

A,

Activities requiring only staff review, if determined to be consistent with the
Historic Preservation Guidelines for Riverside-Avondale Historic District.

l. Awning and canopy installation.

2. Deck installation at ground level which is not visible from a public right-of-way
and which does not alter a historic building.

3. Door installations, when replacement is compatible in design, size and material
with the original.
4, Driveway placement.

s. Exterior fabric or feature (stucco, wood siding, shingles) repair and replacement
with same material, including repair of comices using the existing materials and
duplicating the original design and placement of front columns with ones
matching the original style, size and material.

6. Fencing size and placement.
7. Foundation repairs and enclosures.
8. Heating, ventilation and air-conditioning (exterior placement only).

S. Masonry repointing.
10.  Patio or other slab placement.

11.  Porch repair

" 12.  Roof repair or replacement with existing material, except if existing material is

incompatible.
13.  Satellite dish, skylight, solar collector placement.
14.  Window replacement.

15.  Additions to historic buildings or new construction not visible from the public
right-of-way.

ExpiIT D
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Activities requiring Jacksonville Historic Preservation Commission review.

L.

2.

&

Changes to or addition of door and window openings.
Demolition of all or part of historic buildings.

Enclosure of porch, porte-cochere, or garage (visible from the public right-of-
way).

Replacement or addition to porch.

Relocation of historic buildings.

Replacement of roof with material different from existing or change in roof form.
Restoration or replacement of storefronts.

Additions to historic buildings or new construction visible from the public right-
of-way. '
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20F &
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Debra Ward
914 Otis Rd
Jax. Fl. 32220

Copies of Milling Receipts for Otis Rd
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J. B. Coxwell Contracting, Inc.

6741 Lioyd Road West

Jacksonville, Florida 32254-1 200
Telephone (904) 786-1120
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480 Busch Drive
Jacksonville, FL 32218
T (904) 751.6980

F (904) 7516983

ATTORNEYS AT LAW www,bernardlaw.net

September 19, 2022
Hand Delivery

Planning and Development Department
Duval Building Suite 300

214 N. Hogan Street

Jacksonville, F1 32202

Re: Application No. WRF-2022-20; Ordinance No. 2022-612; Location of Property 0 Otis Road
and 914 Otis Road

Dear Ladies and Gentleman,

This office has the pleasure of representing Mr. and Mrs. Robert Tebow regarding the
above referenced matter.

My clients object to the application seeking a waiver to reduce the minimum road
frontage requirements from 140 feet to 0 feet for two lots. Objections are as follows:

L, Although they are seeking the waiver for two lots, it appears that Mr. and Mrs.
Ward intent to subdivide and have three more houses constructed upon the remaining property.

2 As I mentioned at the City Council meeting, there are significant wetlands and
Mr. and Mrs. Ward have caused woodchips to be placed in various areas of wetlands which I
believe is against the law. We have pictures showing same, a copy of which is attached to this
letter. In fact, for several months there was a sign on the main road inviting people to dump their
wood chips at Mr. and Mrs. Ward’s home.

3 Although Mrs. Ward stated at the City Council meeting last week that they had
purchased gravel to repair the road, this is not true. They repaired their own 30-foot road and the
area around their own home but have done nothing to help maintain the 60-foot right-of-way that
Mr. and Mrs. Tebow originally owned themselves. It is acknowledged that Mr. and Mrs. Ward
have a percentage interest in the road but they are doing nothing to help maintain same.

4. As I mentioned at the prior City Council meeting, the deed that Mr. and Mrs.
Ward attached to their application is invalid under Chapter 689, Florida Statutes because it does
not have any witnesses. Two witnesses are required to convey property in the state of Florida
from one individual to another.



3. Mr. and Mrs. Ward previously attempted to operate a business on part of their
property without any permits until such time as the local authorities closed same. During the time
that the business was illegally operating, very heavy trucks went up and down the 60-foot
access/easement and severely damaged the road and the Wards made no attempt to repair same.

Mr. and Mrs. Tebow would appreciate the Committee and the Commission consider
denial of the application submitted by Mr. and Mrs. Ward.

Sincerely,
Lawrence J. Bernard
LIB; sjg

Enclosure

Copy to: Mr. and Mrs. Robert Tebow
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480 Busch Drive
Jacksonville, FL 32218

... T (904) 751.6980
BERNARD & SCHEMER, PA. F (904) 751.6983
ATTORNEYS AT LAW www.bernardlaw.net

September 19, 2022
Hand Delivery
Planning and Development Department
Duval Building Suite 300
214 N. Hogan Street
Jacksonville, F1 32202

Re: Application No. WRF-2022-20; Ordinance No. 2022-612; Location of Property 0 Otis Road
and 914 Otis Road

Dear Ladies and Gentleman,

This office has the pleasure of representing Mr. and Mrs. Robert Tebow regarding the
above referenced matter.

My clients object to the application seeking a waiver to reduce the minimum road
frontage requirements from 140 feet to 0 feet for two lots. Objections are as follows:

1. Although they are seeking the waiver for two lots, it appears that Mr. and Mrs.
Ward intent to subdivide and have three more houses constructed upon the remaining property.

2. As I mentioned at the City Council meeting, there are significant wetlands and
Mr. and Mrs. Ward have caused woodchips to be placed in various areas of wetlands which I
believe is against the law. We have pictures showing same, a copy of which is attached to this
letter. In fact, for several months there was a sign on the main road inviting people to dump their
wood chips at Mr. and Mrs. Ward’s home.

3. Although Mrs. Ward stated at the City Council meeting last week that they had
purchased gravel to repair the road, this is not true. They repaired their own 30-foot road and the
area around their own home but have done nothing to help maintain the 60-foot right-of-way that
Mr. and Mrs. Tebow originally owned themselves. It is acknowledged that Mr. and Mrs. Ward
have a percentage interest in the road but they are doing nothing to help maintain same.

4, As I mentioned at the prior City Council meeting, the deed that Mr. and Mrs.
Ward attached to their application is invalid under Chapter 689, Florida Statutes because it does
not have any witnesses. Two witnesses are required to convey property in the state of Florida
from one individual to another.



2 Mr. and Mrs. Ward previously attempted to operate a business on part of their
property without any permits until such time as the local authorities closed same. During the time
that the business was illegally operating, very heavy trucks went up and down the 60-foot
access/easement and severely damaged the road and the Wards made no attempt to repair same.

Mr. and Mrs. Tebow would appreciate the Committee and the Commission consider
denial of the application submitted by Mr. and Mrs. Ward.

Sincerely,

Lawrence J. Bernard
LJB; sjg

Enclosure

Copy to: Mr. and Mrs. Robert Tebow
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OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

117 WEST DUVAL STREET, SUITE 480
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32202
TELEPHONE-(904) 630-1725
FAX-(904) 630-1731

IS

MEMORANDUM
TO: Land Use & Zoning Committee Members
FROM: Mary E. Staffopoulos, Deputy General Counselﬁ@
DATE: September 19, 2022
RE: Resolution 2022-615 — Appeal of a Final Order of the Jacksonville Historic

Preservation Commission on Application for Certificate of Appropriateness

(COA) 22-27338

On September 20, 2022, the Land Use & Zoning (LUZ) Committee will be considering
Resolution 2022-615 which concerns an appeal of a final order of the Jacksonville Historic
Preservation Commission (JHPC) denying Application for Certificate of Appropriateness
(COA) 22-27338 filed by Duane Romanello, requesting to construct an attached one-story
garage with a metal roof to a contributing (residential) structure located at 3804 Valencia Road
in the Riverside/Avondale Historic District. Pursuant to Chapter 307, Ordinance Code, the
proposed project involves an “alteration” with “new construction” of an addition to a
contributing structure in the Historic District because it entails chan ging the exterior features
of a building/structure with the addition of a new garage. This appeal was filed by Duane
Romanello (the “Appellant™).

While the record that was submitted before the JHPC for this appeal is part of the record you
will have before you for review, you will be considering this request de novo, which means
that a presentation of all the evidence starts over again, and the Appellant and other presenters
may provide you with additional evidence.

Procedure for Appeal

Chapter 307, Part 2, Ordinance Code, provides the procedure for appeal of a decision by the
JHPC on applications for certificates of appropriateness. The LUZ Committee, as the
committee of reference to the City Council on such appeals, will hold a hearing and provide a
recommendation to the City Council.



Pursuant to Council Rule 6.201 and Sec. 307.204, Ordinance Code.

1. This is an informal quasi-judicial hearing. No formal hearing was requested by the
Appellant.

2. The order of presentation is just as in a typical rezoning:
a. Disclosure of ex parte communications by LUZ Committee members.
Open the public hearing.
c. Swearing of witnesses, if requested:
i. Witnesses are not required to be sworn unless the Appellant or a LUZ

Committee member asks, and then the swearing in would be done en
masse (as a group).

ii. Cross examination of witnesses is not permitted, but LUZ Committee
members may ask questions, and the Appellant may reserve the right to
ask questions of a witness at the beginning of his/her presentation.

d. OGC presentation by Susan Grandin to state how the appeal came to the LUZ
Committee.

e. Appellant (Duane Romanello) presentation (up to 10 min., to include rebuttal,
if any).

f.  Appellee (City) presentation by Arimus Wells, Historic Preservation Section

(up to 10 min., to include rebuttal, if any).

Public hearing (up to 3 min. each).

Rebuttal by Appellee (City/OGC), if requested (time retained, if any).

Rebuttal by Appellant, if requested (time retained, if any).

Close the public hearing.

Deliberation and vote.

e

AP

Decision must be based upon ‘‘competent, substantial evidence”

Competent, substantial evidence may consist of:

L. Expert testimony (staff, other experts or citizens with personal knowledge of material
facts); and

2. Staff and expert reports, documents, maps, photographs, etc.

Argument of an attorney, expressions of general support or opposition, and statements
involving speculation or conjecture are not competent, substantial evidence.

During discussion/deliberation it is helpful to refer to the evidence that was presented by
witnesses or in the Planning & Development Department Staff Report to support your
decision/recommendation to the City Council.



Potential Motions/Recommendations by the LUZ Committee

The LUZ Committee will provide a recommendation to the City Council regarding the appeal.

Pursuant to Sec. 307.205, Ordinance Code, the City Council may take any of the following actions
regarding the appeal:

Affirm the JHPC decision (in this case, deny the appeal);

Reverse the JHPC decision (in this case, grant the appeal);

Modify the JHPC decision; or

Refer the matter back to the JHPC, with specific instructions for further action, by
adopting a written order.

PN~

Criteria for Decision/Recommendation to City Council

When the City Council acts on a contested decision by affirming, reversing, or modifying the
action of the JHPC, the Council action is the final action of the City and shall be subjected to no
further review under the Code.

Pursuant to Sec. 307.106(k), Ordinance Code, in reviewing an application for a certificate of
appropriateness for alterations to a contributing structure within an historic district, the JHPC shall
be guided by the criteria outlined below. These same criteria shall also guide the recommendation
of the LUZ Committee to the City Council and the City Council’s final action on this appeal.

1. The Historic Preservation Guidelines for the Riverside/Avondale Historic District; and
2. The following general criteria:

a. The effect of the proposed work on the landmark, landmark site or property within
an historic district upon which such work is to be done;

b. The relationship between such work and other structures on the landmark site or
other property in the historic district;

c. The extent to which the historic, architectural, or archaeological significance,
architectural style, design, arrangement, texture and materials of the landmark or
the property will be affected; and

d. Whether the plans may be carried out by the applicant within a reasonable period
of time.

3. The following additional criteria are applicable when considering a request for alteration
which are based on the United States Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings:

a. Every reasonable effort shall be made to use a property for its originally intended
purpose, or to provide a compatible use for a property that requires minimal
alteration of the building structure, or site.



b. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site
shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material or
distinctive architectural features shall be avoided when possible.

c. Each building, structure, and site shall be recognized as a product of its own time.
An alteration which has no historical basis and which seeks to create an earlier
appearance shall be discouraged.

d. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the
history and development of a building, structure, or site. These changes may have
acquired significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized
and respected.

e. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which
characterize a building, structure, or site, shall be treated with sensitivity.

f. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever
possible. In the event replacement is necessary, the new material shall match the
material being replaced in composition, design, color, texture, and other visual
qualities. However, technologically advanced materials shall be considered and
used as replacement alternatives. Repair or replacement of missing architectural
features shall be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by
historical, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the
availability of different architectural elements from other buildings or structures.

g. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means
possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic
building materials shall be not undertaken.

h. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological
resources affected by, or adjacent to, any acquisition, protection, stabilization,
preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, or reconstruction project.

4. In considering an application for certificate of appropriateness for new construction, the
Commission shall consider the applicable Historic District Design Regulations, if any, and
the following additional criteria:

a. Height. The height of any proposed alteration or construction shall be compatible
with the style and character of the landmark and with surrounding structures in an
historic district.

b. Proportions of windows and doors. The proportions and relationships between
doors and windows shall be compatible with the architectural style and character of
the landmark and with surrounding structures in an historic district.

c. Relationship of building masses, setbacks and spaces. The relationship of a
structure within an historic district to the open space between it and adjoining
structures shall be compatible.

d. Roof shape. The design of the roof shall be compatible with the architectural style
and character of the landmark and surrounding structures in an historic district.

e. Landscaping. Landscaping shall be compatible with the architectural character and
appearance of the landmark and of surrounding structures and landscapes in an
historic district.



f. Scale. The scale of the structure after alteration, construction, or partial demolition
shall be compatible with its architectural style and character and with surrounding
structures in an historic district.

g. Directional expression. Facades in historic districts shall blend with other structures
with regard to directional expression. Structures in an historic district shall be
compatible with the dominant horizontal or vertical expression of surrounding
structures. The directional expression of a landmark after alteration, construction,
or partial demolition shall be compatible with its original architectural style and
character.

h.  Architectural details. Architectural details including materials and textures shall be
treated so as to make a landmark compatible with its original architectural style and
character and to preserve and enhance the architectural style or character of a
landmark or historic district. The Commission will give recommendations as to
appropriate colors for any landmark or historic district.

i. Impact on archaeological sites. New construction shall be undertaken in such a
manner as to preserve the integrity of archaeological sites and landmark sites.

The LUZ Committee may require the Appellant to submit such additional information as the
LUZ Committee deems necessary to be used in making its determination. Testimony from the
JHPC meeting held on May 25, 2022 during which it considered COA-22-27338 can be found
in the transcript included in the LUZ Book beginning on Page 103 and ending on Page 119.



Resolution 2022-615
Appeal of Denial of (COA) 22-27338

476 square foot garage addition



City of Jacksonville
Historic Preservation Commission

May 25, 2022
Uncedtified Condensed Copy
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1- here in opposition to it, but I -- I don't 1 the garage, especially if he gets, you know,
2 think there's a [ot of people that would be 2 the administrative deviation, I won't have
3 impacted or even be able to see this house. 3 any -- any concerns with that aspect of it
4 THE CHAIRMAN: All right. Questions for 4 because the garage door would be hidden, it
§ our applicant? 5 wouldn't be visible, even to the very few
6 COMMISSION MEMBERS: (No response.) 6 people driving down this street.
7 THE CHAIRMAN: We'll call you back up. 7 And then regarding the massing, it seems
8 Thank you. 8 ’like it would be in keeping with the massing of
9 MR. ROMANELLO: Thank you. 9 the overall structure. It's not adding a
10 THE CHAIRMAN: Is anybody else here to 10 thousand square feet. It's, I belleve, less
11 speak on this COA? 11 than 500 square feet. I don't think it would
12 AUDIENCE MEMBERS: (No response.) 12 be noticeable overall.
13 THE CHAIRMAN: Seeing none, we'll close 13 And I think that's it, so I would actually
14 the public hearing and I'll entertain a motion. 14 be inclined to approve as it's been drawn here.
15 COMMISSIONER KASPER: Make a motion to 15 THE CHAIRMAN: Anybody else have thoughts,
16 deny COA-22-27338. 16 comments?
17 COMMISSIONER MONTQYA: Second. 17 COMMISSIONER KASPER: Through the Chair,
18 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Thoughts, comments? |18 TI'll just maybe parrot what staff was saying,
19 Who wants to go first? 19 is that, you know, we -- we do review each
20 COMMISSIONER EPSTEIN: Through the Chair, |20 project based on its compatibility with the
21 I think one of my biggest things I'm seeing 21 historic neighborhood. Part of that criteria
22 looking at this is the overall aerial map and 22 is how it faces the road, how it approaches the
23 all the homes kind of [ining up with the front 23 road, and that's the front setback, and it's
24 of their house, and it does look like this 24 normally a predominant setback. So when you go
25 addition would encroach upon that. And I know 25 down the street, all the houses line up,
Diane M. Tropia, Inc., Post Office Box 2375, Jacksonville, FL 32203 Dlane M. Tropia, Inc., Post Office Box 2375, Jacksonville, FL 32203
(904) 821-0300 (904) 821-0300
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1 that's something that -- that's not very 1 similar. So this one would be protruding out
2 typical for the neighborhood and the historic 2 pretty far.
3 fabric of the area. That's a concern of mine. 3 Also, historically, you know, the garage
4 COMMISSIONER LOPERA: Through the Chair, 4 is notin the front. There's a side road that
5 taking Conditlon 1 regarding the 5V crimp 5 goes past the house and the garage is in the
6 metal -- metal roofing for the addition, it 6 rear. This particular house, through its
7 seems that with the main house having the metal 7 evolution, decided that the side yard would be
8 roof that I would -- you know, I would 8 used, you know, as a yard, not as a driveway,
9 generally tend towards having the -- any new 9 which Is fine, but I don't know If that is a
10 additions also match the main house. 10 reason to move the garage to the front.
11 Regarding -- let's see, point number 3 11 So I think just on a historic
12 regarding its visibility, I'm looking at the 12 compatibility, protruding further out in the
13 Google Earth and this is a very small street. 13 front setback and then being a garage, front
14 There's only eight houses on this street. So 14 facing, is not historically compatible.
15 even though I see Commissioner Epstein's point 15 COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Through the Chair,
16 about the extension, this is also a very -- not 16 just a statement. Ithink thisisa
17 very visible street, so it -- 17 peculiar -- it's a peculiar kind of situation
18 The garage, even though it's going to be 18 because the original house, by records, say It
19 front-facing, it's only going to be 19 was built in 1922, so it is of a historic
20 front-facing to the -~ to ane neighbor, not to 20 nature by its sort of beginning, you know, its
21 a street, not on a corner. And this property 21 DNA, so to speak, but there's clearly been a
22 backs up to Boone Park, so really there's 22 lot of evolution over the years that have
23 only -- like I said, there's only a few 23 modified the house to something much different
24 neighbors on this street, so I -- I don't 24 than it was in 1922, and I think that's the
25 really have any issues with the extension of 25 predicament that I at least find myself in.

Diane M. Tropia, Inc., Post Office Box 2375, Jacksonville, FL 32203
(904) 821-0300
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City of Jacksonville

May 25, 2022

Historic Preservation Commission Uncertified Condensed Copy
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1 I recognize the comments about It really 1 THE CHAIRMAN: It would be for denial. _
2 being a cul-de-sac, which is something 2 COMMISSIONER KASPER: -- it would be for
3 different that we don't typically see in these 3 denial.
4 kind of urban fabric communities. It is on 4 THE CHAIRMAN: Correct.
5 Boone Park. It is a bit remote, but -- as 5 So let's go ahead and call the vote.
6 Commissioner Epstein stated, but I also, as 6 All those in favor?
7 Commissioner Lopera stated, this is something 7 COMMISSIONER KASPER: Aye.
8 that really doesn't get a lot of visibility 8 COMMISSIONER EPSTEIN: Ave,
9 either. And so I, for one, am a bit -- I'm a ] COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Avye.
10  bit torn about this because it's sort of, you 10 THE CHAIRMAN: Those opposed?
11 know, where are we, and I would -- am 11 COMMISSIONER LOPERA: Nay.
12 deliberating, 12 THE CHAIRMAN: Nay.
13 THE CHAIRMAN: I tend to agree with that 13 With that, the motion [sic] Is denied.
14 as well. This is a tough one because it has 14 So we will move on.
15 been modified and the visibility factor is -~ I 15 MS. GRANDIN: The application is denied.
16 _personally lean more towards supporting this 16 THE CHAIRMAN: The application is denled,
17 COA. 1 think the visibility factor isa == is 17 so COA-22-27338 is denied, and we will move on.
18 @ big one for me and -- as well as its 18 So next on our docket -- we are going to
19 partnering with Boone Park. And the garage 19 skip over COA-22-27456 and come back to that,
20 won't be -- I mean, the garage door itself will 20 which I'm sorry to tell everybaody.
21 not be seen by just about anyone, so -- 21 We're going to go ahead and knock out
22 COMMISSIONER LOPERA: Yeah. And through {22 Section H real quick, Certificates of
23 the Chair, the reason that I looked at this one 23 Appropriateness for Work Initiated or Completed
24 different was because of the substantial 24 Without a COA. So that's under Section H. Qur
25 modifications that have occurred over the years 25 first one is COA-22-27425, 34 East 4th Street.
Diane M. Tropia, Inc., Post Office Box 2375, Jacksonville, FL 32203 Diane M. Tropia, Inc., Post Office Box 2375, Jacksonville, FL 32203
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1 where this house would not exist, you know, 1 MS. KELLY: Application for COA-22-27425
2 in -- within the historical area that we look 2 s for foundation infill with pierced brick
3 at. 3 lattice; the creation of two new window
4 And also, if you -~ I'd like to -- I'd 4 openings on either side of the structure, which
5 like to point out at 1621 Pine Grove Avenue, 5 were done after the fact; and the replacement
6 which also has a front-facing garage which Is 6 of all visible brick piers with a custom brick
7 fully facing Pine Grove Avenue -- and that's 7 veneer over concrete block piers, which is also
8 down the street from the applicant's structure, 8 after the fact.
9 so -- but I understand the challenge of having 9 This two-story structure was originally a
10 the extension out into the road. 10 duplex located in the middle of a block along
11 And what I considered was the minor 11 an alley surrounded by two-story structures.
12 visibility, considering it is at the very end 12 This contributing structure has a
13 of a very small street with only -- there's 13 street-visible, open crawl space.
14 actually only seven houses on this street, or 14 The applicant proposes one window opening
15 sIX houses on the street. I believe the other 15 at the location of the interior stair landing
16 ones are actually Pine Grove Avenue addresses. 16 on the west elevation and another window
17 THE CHAIRMAN: So we've got a motion on 17 opening aligned with an existing window In the
18 the floor currently as a denial. Whose motion 18 middle of the east elevation. These locations
19 was that? 19 aren't consistent with the design of historic
20 COMMISSIONER KASPER: That was me. 20 structures in Springfield. And the master site
21 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. So we can vote on 21 file includes a photo of the structure with
22 that, if that's where we stand, and come back. 22 a -- what we call a stairwell window --
23 COMMISSIONER KASPER: So to clarify, 23 evidence that it was previously enclosed. The
24 there's a motion to deny, so when you say 24 restoration of this feature is supported by the
25 'yea" -- 25 design guidelines and the code.
Diane M. Tropia, Inc., Post Office Box 2375, Jacksonville, FL 32203 Diane M. Tropia, Inc., Post Office Box 2375, Jacksonville, FL 32203
(904) 821-0300 (904) 821-0300 »
06/0B/2022 09:49:43 AM Page 200 210 TR I l*?ﬂ of 82 sheets

Page 64 of 116







Valencia

Viewed from Pinegrove Avenue
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