
Architectural Review Board

City of Pensacola

Agenda - Final

Hagler-Mason Conference Room, 

2nd Floor

Thursday, July 16, 2020, 2:00 PM

Call to Order / Quorum

Approval of Minutes

1. REVISED MAY 21, 2020, ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES20-00351

5-21-20 ARB Minutes_REVISED.pdfAttachments:

2. JUNE 18, 2020, ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD MINUTES20-00352

6-18-20 ARB Minutes.pdfAttachments:

Open Forum

New Business

3. ITEM 1 - 4 W. DE SOTO STREET

NORTH HILL PRESERVATION DISTRICT / ZONE PR-1AAA

20-00357

Images

Application Packet

Attachments:

4. ITEM 2 - 410 E. BELMONT STREET

OLD EAST HILL PRESERVATION DISTRICT / ZONE OEHC-1

20-00353

Florida Master Site File

Images

Application Packet

Attachments:

5. ITEM 3 - 121 E. GOVERNMENT STREET

PENSACOLA HISTORIC DISTRICT / ZONE HC-2 / BRICK STRUCTURES

20-00349

Florida Master Site File

Images

Application Packet

Attachments:

Page 1 City of Pensacola

222 West Main Street

Pensacola, FL  32502

http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3535
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=20cc0d0d-ab2e-477d-94ee-6a6e6a0a3404.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3536
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=c5adfa80-283e-4fa2-b775-9d01f7149542.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3541
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=814c3746-2918-4d69-8b0d-f36247d9c12c.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=943c4007-6d9c-469c-b32c-b21731d42dda.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3537
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0b095dfa-d623-41db-bb66-c533816cc435.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=dce86efd-5e76-474d-8203-543337d6a67d.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=33fd55fe-3ad5-4be2-86f1-d1c9cfa97cbf.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3533
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8e703c3a-8826-42eb-ae0c-07e17fd79d22.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=46246569-6340-4584-92ce-d887a749f33b.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8d909aee-5ea3-44d1-81eb-68e087e35775.pdf


July 16, 2020Architectural Review Board Agenda - Final

6. ITEM 4 - 226 E. GOVERNMENT STREET

PENSACOLA HISTORIC DISTRICT / ZONE HC-1 / WOOD COTTAGES

20-00364

Florida Master Site File

Images

Letter from UWF Historic Trust_7-13-20

June 2020 Proposed Elevations (for comparison)

Application Packet

Attachments:

7. ITEM 5 - 200 BLK W. GARDEN STREET

PALAFOX HISTORIC BUSINESS DISTRICT & GOVERNMENTAL 

CENTER DISTRICT / ZONE C-2 & C-2A

20-00367

Images

Timeline

12-5-18 ARB Special Mtg Minutes

Application and Materials

Attachments:

Adjournment

If any person decides to appeal any decision made with respect to any matter considered at such meeting, he will 

need a record of the proceedings, and that for such purpose he 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. 

The City of Pensacola adheres to the Americans with Disabilities Act and will make reasonable accommodations 

for access to City services, programs and activities. Please call 435-1606 (or TDD 435-1666) for further information. 

Request must be made at least 48 hours in advance of the event in order to allow the City time to provide the 

Page 2 City of Pensacola

222 West Main Street

Pensacola, FL  32502

http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3550
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5499d4c2-eb80-4115-b97d-18a2b1ec0d91.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=7403f887-169d-4022-88b7-54f6066041c0.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0edf0ec6-be7b-41bf-8d76-814b06b8e58f.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=2ae3717a-d684-4c5c-8e56-39abfdadc9e3.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d5d355bd-43d0-4a7f-8e75-222c32c52efa.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3553
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=e4d87f9b-3cfc-484d-b18a-74caf92d0a6b.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d3512f84-1a3c-4516-87ee-dd3e5d16e82c.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=6c54fd7e-3833-4390-a094-e16034f6b02a.pdf
http://pensacola.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=a31aee1c-ed50-4c1b-a298-225471747ff6.pdf


City of Pensacola

Memorandum

222 West Main Street
Pensacola, FL  32502

File #: 20-00351 Architectural Review Board 7/16/2020

TO: Architectural Review Board Members

FROM: Gregg Harding, RPA, Historic Preservation Planner

DATE: 7/8/2020

SUBJECT:

REVISED May 21, 2020, Architectural Review Board Minutes

BACKGROUND:

At the June 18 ARB meeting, Board Member Salter asked staff to revise the May 21, 2020, minutes
regarding item 9, 415 N. Alcaniz Street, to include important points of that discussion.
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REVISED MINUTES OF THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
Revisions requested at the June 18th ARB meeting and for Item #9 are underlined and in bold. 
 
May 21, 2020 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairperson Quina 
  
MEMBERS VIRTUAL: Board Member Fogarty, Board Member Campbell-Hatler, Board  
    Member Mead, Board Member Salter 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Vice Chairperson Crawford, Board Member Villegas 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Historic Preservation Planner Harding, Senior Planner Statler, Board 

Advisor Pristera (virtual), Assistant City Attorney Lindsay, Network 
Engineer Chris Johnston  

 
OTHERS PRESENT VIRTUAL: Tim Buttell, Christian Voelkel, Jordan Yee, Jim Bozeman, Mr. 

 and Mrs. Scott Holland, Pat Bolster, Thomas Reynolds, Scott 
 Sallis, Steve  Mabee, Troy Stackhouse, George Sitton, 
 George Williams, Charles Liberis, Stacy Snowden 

 
CALL TO ORDER / QUORUM PRESENT 
Chairperson Quina called the Architectural Review Board (ARB) meeting to order at 2:03 p.m. 
with a quorum present and explained the procedures of the virtual Board meeting. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Board Member Fogarty made a motion to approve the March 19, 2020 minutes, seconded 
by Board Member Campbell-Hatler, and it carried unanimously.   
 
OPEN FORUM - None 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
Item 1 
Contributing Structure 

    213 E. Wright Street PHBD 
C-3 

Action taken:  Approved. 

Tim Buttell is requesting approval to attach the bottom portion of the Pensacola Beach sign 
onto the east façade of a brick structure.  Mr. Buttell addressed the Board and explained 
the sign would be in the parking lot and on the upper right corner of the building.  He 
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confirmed the sign would be attached and not lit.  He advised the next step would be to get 
engineering drawings.  Board Member Salter wanted to make sure the sign was not above 
the parapet or covering windows.  Board Member Campbell-Hatler asked about the 
signage and mural ordinances, and staff advised this signage did not meet the criteria of a 
sign, and the opinion of senior staff and legal was that it would meet the classification of 
art or a mural.  
Board Member Campbell-Hatler made a motion to approve, seconded by Board 
Member Salter, and it carried unanimously. 
 
Item 2 
Contributing Structure & 
New Construction 

     425 & 427 E. Romana    PHD/HC-1/ 
Brick Structures 

 
Action taken:  Conceptual approval with comments. 

Christian Voelkel, Irby & Voelkel Engineering, is seeking CONCEPTUAL approval for the 
design of a new residence as well as modifications to an existing contributing structure. 
The proposed work includes the combination of two lots into one parcel.  Chairperson 
Quina asked since this was his neighbor and both were performing renovations, would this 
be a conflict of interest, and Assistant City Attorney Lindsay clarified there would be none 
and unless he would obtain a special gain or loss, it was not necessary for him to recuse 
himself. 
Mr. Voelkel addressed the Board and explained since they had been denied moving the 
existing structure, it would be retained, and they would build a new two-story structure in 
the rear for the primary residence.  They wanted to combine the lots into one address.  It 
was determined there would be a kitchen on two floors, with one being for visiting family.  
They planned to have a brick skirt around the existing contributing structure with 
gingerbread details on the front porch and arches to tie the look into the contributing 
structure.  Board Member Salter did not agree that the modifications to the contributing 
structure were in the best interest and suggested any skirting accent the existing masonry 
piers.  He also suggested the mullion pattern on the replacement windows should be 
vertically oriented 2 over 2, maintaining its historical original architecture.  It was 
determined they planned for the existing windows to coordinate with the new structure.  
Chairperson Quina advised the windows needed to be wood framed since those would 
have been the original; the applicants preferred a clad product for both.  Board Member 
Salter asked if anyone would have a problem with the two structures not matching.  On the 
new structure, the east elevation windows were a little tight to the chimney, and the grade 
needed to be at least 18”.  Chairperson Quina was concerned with all of the arched 
windows since they were not common to this district.  He also pointed out the concrete step 
which was almost the entire width of the property.  Mr. Voelkel indicated they would 
probably go to a rectangle window with a transom on the two sides, keeping the front and 
rear with arched windows. Regarding the steps, the idea was for a grand entrance to walk 
up to either house.  He also explained the parking would be on-street only and confirmed 
this would be a primary residence and not an Air BNB.  
Board Member Campbell-Hatler felt the March 2019 drawing was more appropriate with 
the house not being as massive looking.  It was noted the Board’s concern was with the 
earlier concept of moving the smaller building to the rear.  Advisor Pristera agreed in 
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showing the piers, and the gingerbread was not appropriate since the shotgun homes were 
simple. 
Board Member Campbell-Hatler made a motion to approve conceptually with no 
gingerbread on the contributing structure; okay with the recessed columns on the  
contributing structure; the windows being remade; reduce the width of the steps to 
be more in line with the district; reduce scale and massing to go toward the original 
March 2019 submittal; to have rectangle windows.  Board Member Salter amended 
the motion that the retaining wall be replaced to what was more typical to this area.  
The amendment was accepted, and the motion seconded by Board Member Salter, 
and it carried unanimously. 
 

(Board Member Mead joined the meeting.) 
Item 3 
New Construction 

     100 BLK W. Garden PHBD / C-2A 
 

Action taken: Conceptual Approval with amended site plan. 
Jordan Yee is requesting a second conceptual review for a two-story commercial 
development. This project received conceptual approval in September 2019. The future 
site will be located in the south half of an existing parking lot on the northeast corner of 
Garden and Spring Streets.  
Mr. Yee addressed the Board and stated the building now faces Garden Street with the 
mass of the building along the property line with the Bank of American building, and it opens 
the greenspace to the Spring Street elevation.  There will be a restaurant space on the 
corner of Garden and Spring.  Board Member Campbell-Hatler thought this was a better 
orientation, and Board Member Mead agreed it opened up better to Spring Street.  Board 
Member Fogarty felt it was a great project especially considering working with social 
distancing.  Board Member Salter recused himself from the discussion since he was 
involved in the development. 
Board Member Fogarty made a motion to approve with amendments to the site plan, 
seconded by Board Member Mead, and it carried with Board Member Salter 
abstaining. 
    
Item 4 
New Construction 

     15 W. Strong St NHPD / PC-1 

Action taken:  Approved. 

Jim Bozeman is requesting approval for changes to three new single-family residences. 
Although this project was initially approved in September 2017, revisions to the elevations 
were denied by the Board in March 2020. Materials from the past 2017 and 2020 packets 
were provided to the Board. 
Mr. Bozeman addressed the Board and stated they placed the gables on the roofline, 2’ 
projected balconies on the side as requested, and the handrails will be pressure treated 
wood or a composite and no powder coated aluminum.  Mr. Liberis withheld comments.  
Board Member Mead advised the revisions were very responsive to the Board’s comments 
and consistent with the overall plan.  Chairperson Quina explained the revisions had 
addressed the North Hill comments. 
Board Member Mead made a motion to approve the resubmission, seconded by 
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Board Member Salter, and it carried unanimously. 

 
Item 5 
New Construction 

    800 BLK N. Baylen NHPD / PC-1 

Action taken:  Approved with comments and abbreviated review. 

Jim Bozeman is requesting elevation changes to four new single-family residences. This 
project was approved by the Board in September 2017. The revised elevations are 
consistent with those submitted for 15 W. Strong Street. Nearly all of the materials and 
color scheme has remained consistent as approved by the Board in 2017.   
Mr. Bozeman presented to the Board and stated the changes were similar to the previous 
Building F.  The gables were added, and the balconies were at 1.5’.  He explained the A/C 
balcony and location.  Board Member Salter addressed the rear elevation A/C units and 
asked if they could be located on the ground; Mr. Liberis advised he could move them to 
the side of the building without the mechanical balcony.  Board Member Mead agreed the 
equipment balconies should go with the A/C being placed on the ground.  Board Member 
Salter asked that they keep the rear windows in mind when making the adjustments. 
Board Member Salter made a motion to approve with the modification of the removal 
of the equipment balconies on the rear elevation and that a revised rear elevation be 
submitted for abbreviated review, seconded by Board Member Mead, and it carried 
unanimously. 
 
Item 6 
New Construction 

     
 314 S. Alcaniz Street 

 
PHD / HC-1 / Wood 

Cottages District 
Action taken:  Conceptual Approval with comments. 

Scott Holland is seeking CONCEPTUAL approval for a new two-story, single-family 
residence. The demolition of the existing non-contributing structure was approved in 
December 2019 and a Variance to reduce the required rear yard setback was denied in 
February 2020. Since then, the applicant has revised the site plan to accommodate the 
zoning setback requirements. 
Mr. Holland addressed the Board and stated without the Variance, the footage of the house 
increased to 2,042 sq. ft.  He had gotten permission to remove the tree at the rear, but he 
would be replanting oak trees in the area between the property line and the edge of the 
road.  Board Member Mead asked about the west elevation louvers, and Mr. Holland 
indicated his desire was to make the louvers operable.  Mr. Mead’s concern was when the 
shutters were open that they fit within the frame of the façade, and Mr. Holland agreed this 
was a viable comment.   Board Member Salter pointed out the bronze metal railing was not 
typical with the district, and Board Member Campbell-Halter felt the bronze was more 
traditional and liked the converging of the two timeframes.  Mr. Holland indicated the 
columns would be either be mahogany or Spanish cedar; since he was trying to meet a 
200mph wind load he would be using a steel or structural aluminum core.  Staff explained 
the Streetscape Type 2 features in the LDC, Figure 12-2.1 for the Wood Cottages District. 
Regarding the extensions on the north and east elevations, Mr. Holland stated he would 
probably change that from stucco to wood.  Chairperson Quina advised the railing type for 
this district is typically wood.  Board Member Salter stated if the bronze material becomes 
part of the architecture that spreads throughout the house and some of the other detailing, 
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that concept would probably work. 
Board Member Salter made a motion to approve with the comments noted in 
discussion for material consideration, seconded by Board Member Campbell-Hatler, 
and it carried unanimously. 
 
Item 7 
Contributing Structure 

      
919 N. Baylen Street 

 
NHPD / PR-1AAA 

Action taken:  Denied without prejudice. 
Pat Bolster, Merrill Land Construction, is requesting approval to replace the roofing on a 
contributing structure.  A sample of the existing cement tile shingle, profile and the 
proposed Terracotta tile were provided to the Board. 
Chairperson Quina advised the guidelines from the Secretary of Interior Standards indicate 
they would request the use of the same material if it is available.  Mr. Bolster stated the 
existing tile had been discontinued.  The idea was to go with a product for maintenance in 
the future in a similar product.  He explained this roof had been replaced in 1984 or 1985, 
with the original being clay tile.  Mr. Reynolds stated the roof has leaked since Ivan in 2004, 
and he felt the concrete tiles were a part of the problem since they were unbelievably heavy.  
They wanted a product that looked the same but performed better.  He also believed the 
Antique Chestnut was closer to the existing tile, and Mr. Bolster agreed.  Advisor Pristera 
stated he could not find pictures of the original roof.  He also found the 200 block of West 
Lloyd which had this type of roof, but since you could still get Terracotta and concrete, the 
Secretary of Interior Standards would prefer the more historic material. 
Board Member Salter asked about the difference in price, and Mr. Bolster advised metal 
shingles were 70 percent of the cost of the replacement concrete tiles;  there has also been 
water damage to the roof and having a lighter material would make the actual roof structure 
last longer.  Chairperson Quina stated this was a very unique building in North Hill, and the 
Board was not supposed to consider cost when analyzing the appropriateness of 
replacement materials.  Board Member Salter stated as unique as this structure was, the 
primary concern was the aesthetics, and if the profile of the tile and profile of the edge is 
more dominant in this situation, he would not have a problem with it.  Advisor Pristera 
pointed out you can still get the original materials, and the faux products have to match 
what the original material was, and he felt this material was not appropriate.  Mr. Reynolds 
stated the reasons they went in this direction was because the concrete tiles were part of 
the reason the roof was struggling, and they were not interested in replacing the roof with 
concrete tiles since they were not the original roof anyway.  He explained the Decra tile 
was a substantial product, and his hope was that it would look and perform better than the 
concrete tile.  Chairperson Quina pointed out once you remove the concrete tiles, you 
would place some sort of single-ply membrane down with flashing which would take care 
of all the waterproofing.  The concrete or clay was a weathering surface which would last 
if the under layer was properly installed.  He proposed the concrete or clay would be more 
expensive, but would be a more lasting roof than the metal product with asphaltic material.  
His feeling was that the asphalt would eventually fade away, and you would begin to see a 
metal roof. 
Board Member Mead asked if there as a time pressure for this project.  Two points to 
consider would be how this product had performed in the real world, and terracotta would 
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be lighter than the concrete tile which was not the original roof.   He suggested the item be 
resubmitted with information on the product performance and comparison to a typical 
terracotta product or something along those lines.  Mr. Reynolds explained the turnaround 
time would be 12-16 weeks for concrete tile production, with the Decra being significantly 
less, and hurricane season approaching.  Board Member Campbell-Hatler suggested 
looking a 398 Bayou Boulevard for a new version of the curb tile. 
Board Member Mead made a motion to deny without prejudice for resubmission with 
information on the performance of the stone-coated metal product for better 
judgement.  The motion was seconded by Board Member Campbell-Hatler and 
carried unanimously. 
 
Item 8                                        113 N. Palafox Street                          PHBD / Zone C-2A 
Non-Contributing Structure 
Action taken: Approved. 
Scott Sallis is requesting approval to modify the front and rear of a non-contributing 
structure.  Mr. Sallis presented to the Board and stated the canopy structure was shared 
with the adjacent building and would be repaired. Board Member Salter stated he 
appreciated the old storefronts on this section of Palafox, and this awning was a part of 
this.  He did not think the modern shed awning was a positive impact on this streetscape; 
the awning was one of the few remaining elements of a period of time.  Advisor Pristera 
advised it was hard to find old pictures of this block.  This was not original but represented 
a period of time.  Board Member Campbell-Hatler liked the presentation since it would not 
look alike, and the change in the rhythm was quite nice. Board Member Fogarty suggested 
it also helped enhance the pedestrian experience.  Board Member Mead stated this has 
precedent in terms of treatment of the Palafox frontage.  He also explained retail spaces 
are variable, and we don’t keep everything from every era since some are not worth 
keeping.  He also appreciated the rear façade detail, and felt the overall presentation would 
be a great addition to the Palafox Street frontage. Board Member Salter explained it was 
not the specific canopy, but it was the style of architecture and the streetscape with the 
continuous canopy. The trend of the storefronts getting their individual canopies would 
break up the street front, and a bracket–mounted canopy as proposed would not be a 
positive addition in this area.  Board Member Campbell-Hatler made a motion to 
approve, seconded by Board Member Mead.  The motion carried 4 to 1 with Board 
Member Salter dissenting. 
 

Item 9                                           415 N. Alcaniz Street                         OEHPD / OEHC-1 
Non-Contributing Structure 
Action taken:  Approved with comments. 
Scott Sallis is requesting final approval to renovate the 1928 Mount Olive Christian Church. 
The plans depict an Air BNB-style boarding house with a new restaurant, bar, outdoor 
dining and event space. 
Mr. Mabee presented to the Board and indicated they were excited to be working on this 
building.  Mr. Stackhouse explained he was excited to work with this property as well.  Mr. 
Sallis advised the project had not changed that much, and they hoped to begin demolition 
in the next few weeks and start the work in June.  He stated their intent was to make this 
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an Air BNB model lodging house as a mixed use with a restaurant and complimentary bar 
on the ground floor dining plaza which is submerged under the earth at a range of 3 to 4 
feet.  On the south side, they will create a covered dining plaza connecting to an open plaza 
for events.  Most of the new construction is independent of the building, which allows much 
of the structure to be retained.  They intend to re-stucco and finish all of the existing stucco 
base and paint the existing brick. To meet energy code, condition the space, and to keep 
moisture out, and elastomeric paint was the easiest tool to accomplish this.  He pointed out 
the neighborhood association comments embraced this renovation.  Since it did not make 
sense to have windows in the kitchen which are behind kitchen equipment, those windows 
would be filled with masonry and not really visible.  As of now, there are windows in the exit 
stairs, but it was possible that Inspections would not allow this, however, they will be 
working with that department. 
Board Member Salter was excited for the direction of the project but was still concerned 
with painting the brick since it had a beautiful pattern. The pattern of the building was 
noted to be a Flemish bond with glazed brick headers and is unique for the area. 
However, simply painting the brick would not solve the water intrusion problems, and there 
were methods of addressing this from the interior. Mr. Sallis knew of these methods but 
there were very few ideas for high humidity areas. Mr. Salter stated that he has 
researched and found specific and proven methods to address these issues without 
the need to paint brick and that are applicable in this climate zone. Mr. Sallis 
continued to state that the patterns of the brick are in small portions at the front of the 
building, and they would remain as they paint the brick.  He pointed out the masonry of the 
building was atrocious with random uses of the brick, clay tile and different sizes of brick; 
there was nothing standard in the masonry.  Mr. Salter stated that he thought Mr. Sallis 
was being misleading regarding the extent of the decorative pattern and condition 
of the brick. Both streetscape elevations (north and east) have the Flemish bond 
pattern which are in very good condition and all of the headers are glazed. While the 
other two (west and south) elevations only have a common running bond pattern, 
they are also in good condition. Mr. Sallis confirmed in replacing the windows, they were 
taking out the glazed brick.  Mr. Mabee emphasized the paint would protect the building for 
another 100 years, and it would survive longer by being protected in this fashion.  Board 
Member Mead did not feel he had enough proof that would support the painting. 
Advisor Pristera indicated he agreed with Board Member Salter in that the street sides had 
a nice brick pattern with no major issues, and painting seemed to be a cosmetic concern; 
he did not see painting it as a solution to water issues.  Old Christ Church still has water 
issues, and it was originally painted.  
Board Member Fogarty understood the concerns but felt painting was a nice solution to a 
somewhat chaotic and neglected façade.  Board Member Campbell-Hatler agreed that 
painting would be a nice facelift and would be amazing for that block but was also 
concerned about the interior moisture.  Board Member Mead agreed with this issue in 
pushing the moisture from the exterior to the interior.  Mr. Sallis explained the inside of the 
building is chaotic masonry which is exposed, leading to the collapsing of the plaster.  He 
advised they would be installing new structural studs which will allow for new insulation and 
sheetrock inside.  He also stressed he needed the Board to place them in a position to pull 
a permit. 
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Board Member Campbell made a motion to approve assuming the windows in the 
hall pass the Inspections Department.  Board Member Mead proposed a modification 
that the Board take up the suggestion that the question of painting the brick on the 
upper portions be submitted to an abbreviated review to study the degree and 
quantity of deterioration of the brick, of the proposed systems deal with that 
deterioration whether by repointing and rehabilitation of the existing brick surface 
as it stands without painting, or if in the opinion of the architect during the 
abbreviated review, the painting and other systems dealing with the moisture 
problem is the best solution to preserve the fabric of the structure. The modification 
was not accepted.  The motion was then seconded by Board Member Fogarty.  The 
motion carried 3 to 2 with Board Members Salter and Mead dissenting. 
 

Item 10                                            1915 N. 11th Avenue                                           R-1AA 
Historic Structures Demolition Review                                                    Fairnie Hill Place 
Action taken:  Delayed for 60 days. 

Per the City of Pensacola’s Historic Building Demolition Review Ordinance (Sec. 12-12-
5(E)), the above structure has been found to be potentially significant in regards to its 
architecture.  Historic Preservation Planner Harding read the ordinance to the Board. 
Mr. Sitton presented to the Board his desire to build on this property.  Chairperson Quina 
advised this structure had some strong visual elements, and this building would be a 
contributing building if East Hill had a historic district.  Advisor Pristera stated the 
architectural detail on this structure was more than on the surrounding houses, and it 
represented the 1930s; he felt the Board should review it.  Mr. Sitton agreed the outside 
was neat, but it was really unsafe to walk inside and was in really bad shape; the land value 
was worth much more than the structure.  He felt rebuilding would be more contributing to 
the neighborhood.  Board Member Mead shared a picture of the home in 2013 when it was 
reasonably maintained.  Mr. Sitton pointed out with the interior condition, it had been 
neglected for more than seven years, and it would take $100,000 to repair the home and 
make it right.  He planned to build two nice homes on 60’ wide lots.  Board Member Mead 
advised he would have to subdivide to accomplish this, but he had one really nice house 
with two sidewalks, and if he preserved the house, he would end up with three sellable 
structures as opposed to two.  If the City was going to allow some leeway for preserving a 
historical structure, he could build two compatible structures, sell the historical home and 
come out ahead.  He also explained variances in the setbacks were available when trying 
to save a historical structure which might fall within the guidelines as a hardship.  He asked 
that Mr. Sitton explore this possibility within the 60 days to see if there was a better way to 
preserve the value of the structure and possibly coming out economically ahead. 
Board Member Mead made a motion to deny the request for 60 days, seconded by 
Board Member Campbell-Hatler, and it carried unanimously. 
 

Item 11                                         190 W. Government                                    GCD / C-2A 
Non-Contributing Structure 
Action taken:  Approved. 

Ben Townes, Townes + architects, is requesting approval for additions to the MC Blanchard 
Judicial Center. The proposed work includes adding a covered canopy to the main east 
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entrance and several concrete security planters which will match the existing planters on 
site.  Mr. Townes presented to the Board and stated this structure would give almost 1,000 
sq. ft. of coverage to protect citizens from weather elements when the County conducted 
jury selections.  
Board Member Campbell-Hatler made a motion to approve, seconded by Board 
Member Fogarty, and it carried unanimously. 
 

Item 12                                                  804 E. Wright Street               OEHPD / OEHC-2 
New Construction 
Action taken:  Approved with comments. 
George Williams is providing revisions to a new single story retail building. The revisions 
include changes and clarifications to the landscaping, the storm water layout, details on the 
front brackets, and the final storefront details. This project came before the Board in March 
2020 where it was approved with an Abbreviated Review to follow. That review was referred 
to the Full Board. 
Mr. Williams presented to the Board and provided photos to illustrate the existing retention 
pond which is barely visible and the final landscape plan which would blend with the old 
and camouflage the new surface retention swales.  The front two columns are now 8”x10” 
and in developing the engineering plans, they took advantage of the sloping of the side 
from north to south on the back of the lot toward the street.  Now the porch on the front of 
the building is 30” plus or minus above grade which gives the opportunity to create steps 
to alleviate the problem of walking underneath the columns.  Board Member Salter 
addressed chain link fencing at the retention ponds, and Mr. Williams stated there would 
be no chain-link fencing at the swales.  He also explained the CMU foundation would be 
parge coated and concealed with paint. 
Board Member Salter made a motion to approve as submitted with the notation the 
questions asked would be in the final design as addressed with the parch coating  
CMU base and no chain link fence around the ponds.  The motion was seconded by 
Board Member Mead and carried unanimously. 
 
ADJOURNMENT – With no further business, the meeting adjourned at 5:32 p.m. 

 
Respectfully Submitted,   
 
 
 
 
Historic Preservation Planner Harding 
Secretary to the Board  
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MINUTES OF THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
 
June 18, 2020 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairperson Quina, Board Member Mead 
  
MEMBERS VIRTUAL: Vice Chairperson Crawford, Board Member Fogarty, Board Member 

    Salter, Board Member Villegas 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:       Board Member Campbell-Hatler  
 
STAFF PRESENT: Historic Preservation Planner Harding, Board Advisor Pristera 

(virtual), Assistant Planning Director Cannon, Network Engineer 
Chris Johnston  

 
OTHERS PRESENT VIRTUAL: Fredrick and Julia Hoeschler, Scott Sallis, Christy Cabassa, 

Bobby Switzer, Kimberly Thompson, Brian Spencer, Jim Veal  
 
CALL TO ORDER / QUORUM PRESENT 

Chairperson Quina called the Architectural Review Board (ARB) meeting to order at 2:02 p.m. 
with a quorum present and explained the procedures of the virtual Board meeting. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Board Member Villegas made a motion to approve the May 21, 2020 minutes, seconded 
by Board Member Mead, and it carried unanimously.   
 
OPEN FORUM - None 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
Item 1 
Contributing Structure 

    905 N. Barcelona Street NHPD 
PR-2 

Action taken:  Approved with Abbreviated Review 
Fredrick and Julia Hoeschler are requesting approval to re-install the screen on their side 
porch. Photographs from the 1960’s and 1990’s show the side porch as screened in. The 
new porch will have a white aluminum frame and charcoal inset screening. 
Mr. Hoeschler addressed the Board and stated he had planned to install the screen on the 
outside of the columns to keep the columns from being seen from the street and to match 
the historical pictures.  His builder had suggested using aluminum framing instead of wood.  
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One of the ideas was to try to mimic the railing on the apartment.  Chairperson Quina 
mentioned North Hill’s comments stating no frame materials are listed but screen 
framework and the door should be wood, not aluminum, and they recommended the 
framework elements and door be painted black or another darker color.  Mr. Hoeschler 
advised they were intending to match the framework to the trim of the house which he 
pointed out in other homes.  Chairperson Quina explained the color was not a problem, but 
he was concerned with the materials being used.  Board Member Mead agreed with North 
Hill in that making the color dark would basically let the screening element go away as an 
architectural feature; if it were to be white, he did not feel it appropriate to take a high 
classical looking column arrangement and tie it to the much more mundane manner of the 
accessory building.  It would make more sense to take elements from the main structure, 
and he recommended sticking to the suggestions from North Hill and let the screening be 
behind the columns in a dark color and let the bones of the exterior house show pretty 
much as they are.  Board Member Crawford agreed with making the screening element 
disappear as much as possible.  Mr. Hoeschler advised they could place the screening 
behind the vertical porch columns without the vertical uprights. 
Board Member Mead made a motion to approve the addition of the screening on the 
conditions that the screen and framing be installed behind the column line and as 
the applicant has described, the vertical uprights be conjoined behind the existing 
columns without the intervening vertical uprights between the main columns of the 
porch, and that it be made in a bronze or black or similar material to come close to 
the same tones of the screening material and that it not have the “X” features in the 
banding below the horizontal support.  Board Member Crawford amended the motion 
to select the screening material which is more transparent.  Mr. Hoeschler agreed to 
this suggestion, and it was accepted by Board Member Mead, and he suggested that 
the upright supports, metal and screening colors be submitted for abbreviated 
review.  The motion was seconded by Board Member Fogarty.  The motion then 
carried unanimously. 

 
Item 2 
Contributing Structure  

     226 E. Government St    PHD / HC-1 
Wood Cottages 

Action taken:  Denied Conceptual Approval 

Christy Cabassa is requesting conceptual approval to modify and add on to a contributing 
structure. This packet addresses three primary requests. The first is for the design, window 
locations, and additions to the primary structure and rear yard. The second is for the 
consideration to use Hardi Roughsawn siding. The third is for the consideration to use 
either Fypon or Azek for the trim and window surrounds and a custom synthetic trim for the 
corbels, porch trim and details to replicate the existing. 
Ms. Cabassa presented to the Board and stated they were asking for aesthetic approval 
for the placement of windows, additional porches and balconies since this structure would 
be turned into a single family home for the Switzers.  She explained the structure was 
originally on Gregory Street and moved to the present location in the 1970s.  She stated 
they wanted to bring the house up to Code and use Hardi siding with synthetic material for 
the trim and corbels which would be more enduring.  Windows and doors would be replaced 
with impact resistant windows and doors.  Chairperson Quina asked if they were aware of 
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the guidelines for building in the historic district of Seville where like materials should be 
matched with like materials if available; he did see this structure as a historic home.  Mr. 
Switzer stated one of the reasons it might be contributing was because of its Italianate 
design and one of two in the district which made it contributing, however, what did not make 
it contributing was moving it there before the historic district existed, and viable products 
which surpassed the quality of wood were not available at that time.  He wanted to discuss 
the design changes first. 
Chairperson Quina stated typically when the Board reviewed this, the focus was on the 
primary façade which faced south, and there was a fairly major change with the two-story 
balcony in adding a balcony to the structure which had never had one, and he felt it added 
to the façade.  Formerly being used as an office, the relationship to the street was not as 
important as it would be as a residence.   Board Member Mead felt that attention to the 
balusters would be critical to making it fit the Italianate language.  His main concern was 
with the windows – 4 over 4 and 6 over 6 fit more appropriately with the typical Italian styles, 
and the French doors and transoms did not fit the house as a whole and what Italianate 
would be.  He was not opposed to the 1 over 1 since there were a lot of them in this 
particular style, but the muntins fit better to the Italianate form than the much simpler 
fenestration details.  
Board Member Salter felt the proposed revision of the more flat pediment over the windows 
took away from the architectural styling of the home.  Ms. Cabassa stated the reason they 
went from the sloped pediment to the flat was for flashing reasons with the water; the sloped 
pediments became a water intrusion problem.  Board Member Crawford agreed with Board 
Member Salter and suggested the front should remain with the original design to maintain 
its integrity.   Board Member Villegas was not as concerned with the other sides of the 
structure, but with the difference in windows on the front, there were architectural details 
which were important and details that mattered.  She believed this structure was 
contributing to this area even though it had been relocated.  Mr. Switzer stated the home 
was remodeled in 1978, and the porch was not with the original house – this was a 1978 
porch, and the windows were 1978 and not original.  Advisor Pristera had no pictures of 
the structure pre-1978.  Mr. Switzer stated the addition in the 1980s mimicked the windows 
on the front, but they were trying to stay true to the Italianate design. 
Regarding the blank wall on the west elevation, Board Member Mead felt it was not 
appropriate to rely on something as transient as vegetation or landscaping which may or 
may not obscure part of a building for a particular period of time and be done away with 
when it was not in the applicant’s control (tree belongs to neighbor), then the blank wall 
would be exposed. He felt there were other ways to address that area and minimize the 
light.  He found the rhythm established in the existing structure more appropriate to the 
style than the more rationalized single gangs being proposed. Ms. Cabassa advised on the 
front elevation, the existing office building did have a 1 over 1 window.  Mr. Switzer pointed 
out there were different sized windows on the west façade. 
Regarding the second request, Board Member Mead stated he was much more minimal to  
changes in materials but also sensitive to the desire to keep traditional materials for 
traditional reasons; if the architectural needs could be met, if visual distinctions are not 
apparent to any significant observation, they would be meeting the architectural 
requirements.  Board Member Crawford wanted to make sure that not everything was being 
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replaced and all that remained was the studs.  Chairperson Quina explained there were 
materials available, but technology had also given new ways of treating the wood that we 
have; there are products which deep treat wood and give a guarantee as long as the Hardi 
product would be.  He also clarified that this building was constructed in the 1800s, and 
any building over 50 years old was considered contributing and historic property.  Mr. 
Switzer explained he wanted to replace the existing structure with materials which would 
last for a long time without driving the costs of maintenance through the roof.  Chairperson 
Quina advised Hardi had not been used on a contributing or historical property.  Board 
Member Crawford stated it was the wood which made the structure historic, and that was 
the reason for the conversation and what made this different from a house in Aragon.  Staff 
advised the Board had approved Hardi on additions as well as some areas of infill but not 
for entire projects or additions to street fronts.  Board Member Mead stated he would want 
to see comparisons of specific materials and proposed alternatives which are available 
before he would approve something that would establish some precedent in this regard 
even though he was friendly to the idea of finding equivalent materials that architecturally 
speaking are indistinguishable but may have better performance characteristics which the 
applicant was seeking. 
Ms. Cabassa asked about wood clad windows, and Chairperson Quina stated it was in the 
guidelines that wood was to be used on the exterior of a wood structure.  Ms. Cabassa 
wanted to introduce the Board to a new material where someone from the street would not 
know it was not wood. 
Regarding the third request for trim, Chairperson Quina advised there had been exceptions 
where places close to the ground or where a trim is at a high point on an elevation where 
you cannot reach it; he would allow exceptions for those sorts of things.   The Board then 
reviewed the original and synthetic brackets.  Board Member Salter explained one of the 
reasons the Board exists was to try to maintain the original character, which includes 
materials, as much as it can on structures deemed to be contributing.  The modifications 
being proposed made this structure more of a modern infill.  Board Member Crawford 
pointed out it was how much of the structure could be preserved, not how much do we 
replicate in that style. 
Board Member Mead made a motion to deny the first element in regard to the 
proposed conceptual plan because of the comments expressed which still need to 
be addressed; deny the second element and ask that it be resubmitted with materials 
that can be seen and compared with regard to the siding including any advanced 
wood product materials for their visual impact and performance; and deny the third 
element regarding treatment of the ornaments.  Board Member Salter seconded the 
motion, and the motion passed unanimously.  Staff offered to send the link to this 
meeting as well as minutes to Mr. Switzer for clarification. 
 
Item 3 
Contributing Structure 

     611 E. Belmont Street OEHPD / OEHR-2 
 

Action taken:  Approved 

Kimberly Thompson is requesting approval to install a small storage shed.  Staff explained 
Ms. Thompson was willing to match the roof pitch of the main house. 
Ms. Thompson addressed the Board.  There were no comments from Old East Hill, 
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however, Christian Wagley advised there was no objection to this project. 
Board Member Salter advised it did appear the applicant had spent a lot of time 
matching the main structure as much as possible and made a motion to approve, 
seconded by Board Member Fogarty, and it carried unanimously. 
    
Item 4 
Contributing Structure 

     435 E. Government St PHD / HC-1 
Wood Cottages 

Action taken:  Approved with comments 
Brian Spencer is requesting approval for exterior modifications to a contributing structure. 
Mr. Spencer addressed the Board.  Chairperson Quina stated the shed dormer on the west 
elevation seemed close to the back side of the primary roof shed and might be a difficult 
flashing detail.  Mr. Spencer pointed out the shed dormer face was pushed back slightly in 
anticipation of that problematic flashing detail.  Board Member Salter addressed the east 
elevation gable dormer and pointed out those portions were very different from the gable 
dormers on the front of the building.  Mr. Spencer stated he was responsible for choosing 
the gable on the east side using the same roof slope of the narrower dormers facing East 
Government and thought it would be more acceptable by the ARB and would be a better 
solution in order to bring natural light into the new stairwell and natural light for needed 
head room in a bathroom.  Chairperson Quina agreed the gabled dormer was more 
appropriate at that location.   Mr. Spencer indicated he would be very flexible concerning 
Hardie siding and the use of Kiln Dried After Treatment wood siding was discussed as an 
appropriate substitute.  He also stated there would be vertical trim matching the existing 
dormer.  Staff read 12-2-10(A)(6) PHD, Restoration, rehabilitation, alterations or additions 
to existing contributing structures which cover materials which shall be duplicated when 
making repairs, alterations and/or additions to contributing structures.  Also, any variance 
from the original materials, styles, etc., shall be approved only if circumstances unique to 
each project are found to warrant such variances.  It was determined the new windows 
would be   fixed – Windsor Window System. 
Board Member Crawford made a motion to approve as submitted, seconded by 
Board Member Mead.  Board Member Salter amended the motion to clarify that the 
new gabled dormers would have trim similar to the existing dormers on the front of 
the building.  It was accepted, and the motion carried unanimously. 

 
Item 5 
New Construction 

    220 W. Gadsden St NHPD / PR-2 

Action taken:  Approved with Abbreviated Review 

Jim Veal is requesting final approval for a new single family residence on the east lot of a 
soon-to-be subdivided parcel. This project received conceptual approval in February 2020 
and revisions have been made according to the Board’s input. 
Mr. Veal presented to the Board and confirmed they were in agreement with North Hill’s 
comments to use wood composite railings.  Board Member Mead indicated the applicant 
had taken the Board’s suggestions and applied them in an appropriate and responsive way.  
Board Member Villegas wanted to see the composite railing materials.  She did like the 
way the chimney was addressed and appreciated the landscaping. 
Board Member Mead made a motion to approve as submitted with the submission 
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of composite material and detailing for abbreviated review as well as a landscape 
plan that shows appropriate detailing. It was seconded by Board Member Villegas 
and carried unanimously. 
 
Item 6 
New Construction 

     
 700 S. Palafox Street 

 
PHBD / C-2A 

Action taken:  Approved with Abbreviated Review 

The UWF Historic Trust is requesting approval to install a large building wallscape on the 
south side of a contributing structure. The mural will consist of three large panels with an 
invisible frame system and will not be lit. 
Advisor Pristera presented to the Board and stated the mural depicted an actual painting 
of the south end of Palafox in the 1960s.  He proposed to use an interpretive panel to 
explain the story behind the painting, but that would be brought to the Board.  Board 
Member Mead found this to be appropriate since it would appear down the Palafox 
peninsula and felt it was a really good approach and a valuable addition to the public’s 
perception of the history and perspective of where this is located.  Board Member Salter 
explained the information provided about the origin of the painting and its ties to the 
buildings actually enforced the intent of these murals.  He felt some sort of information 
plaque would tie it to downtown and explain why it is there.  He as concerned with 
installation on the wall since there was a difference in relief from the white band at the top; 
maybe it should be scaled down to fit below the flashing.  Mr. Pristera noted the change in 
the trim line and thought the painting could be applied to the wall.  He stated he could work 
with the frame manufacturer to see what their detail would be.  Board Member Mead offered 
that the presence of the wing wall, which is shrouding the ability to see from street level up 
into that exposed rear portion of the framing, might shroud the flashing protection. 
   
Board Member Salter made a motion to approve with the specific detailing and 
explanation addressing the change in plane of the wall with relationship to how it is 
used to be returned for an abbreviated review. The motion was seconded by Board 
Member Mead/Fogarty. Board Member Salter asked if the intent was for the Trust to place 

their name on the proposed mural.  Advisor Pristera stated if it did, it would be in one of the 
corners, probably lower left corner; Board Member Salter explained the placement of the  
name of the entity would constitute an off-premise sign; Advisor Pristera advised an 
interpretive panel would be appropriate.  Board Member Mead explained   where we have 
historical images for which the Trust is custodian, it is appropriate to place a marking 
consistent with an artist’s signature to signify the custodial character and its prominence.  
But in this case, it was an actual painting with an actual artist’s signature on it, and that 
would not apply.  Board Member Salter amended the motion to clarify that this 
approval does not allow the Historic Trust name or logo to appear on the mural; the 
amendment was accepted.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Board Member Salter asked to revise the May 21, 2020 minutes regarding Item 9, 415 N. 
Alcaniz Street to include important points.  Staff explained those revisions would be made 
and brought back to next month’s Board meeting. 
Staff also advised the Board would be kept updated on the COVID requirements for future 
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meetings. 
 
ADJOURNMENT – With no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:10 p.m. 

 
Respectfully Submitted,   
 
 
 
 
Historic Preservation Planner Harding 
Secretary to the Board  
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SUBJECT:

New Business - Item 1
4 W. De Soto Street
North Hill Preservation District / Zone PR-1AAA
Non-Contributing Accessory Structure

RECOMMENDATION:

Morgan Spear is seeking approval to modify the exterior of an accessory structure. The scope of
work will include the installation of two windows and a door on the front and the addition of a new
window in place of an existing door on the right side. The new door will be fiberglass and the new
windows will be white double hung wood clad. Sections of infill will consist of novelty siding and a
Sherwin Williams Historical Collection paint palette consisting of “Rockwood Red” and “ Classical
White” will be used.

Please find attached all relevant documentation for your review.

BACKGROUND:

Sec. 12-2-10(B)(7) NHPD, Renovation, alterations and additions to noncontributing and modern infill
structures
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4 W Desoto 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Siding Paint Color: Historical Collection Sherwin Williams 2802 “Rookwood Red”
Trim Paint Color: Historical Collection Sherwin Williams 2829 “Classical White” 

 



View of Cottage from Desoto Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



View of Cottage from Backyard 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



View of Surrounding Area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1)  Product information / specs for the windows: Jeldwen 33.375 in. x 60 in. W-2500 Series 

White Painted Clad Wood Double Hung Window w/ Natural Interior and Screen 

 

 

 
 

 

2)  Product information / specs for the new entry door: Therma-Tru Benchmark 
Doors Craftsman Simulated Divided Light Left-Hand Inswing Ready To Paint Fiberglass 
Prehung Entry Door with Insulating Core (Common: 36-in x 80-in; Actual: 37.5-in x 81.5-
in) 
 

 
 



https://www.lowes.com/pd/Therma-Tru-Benchmark-Doors-Craftsman-Simulated-Divided-Light-

Left-Hand-Inswing-Ready-To-Paint-Fiberglass-Prehung-Entry-Door-with-Insulating-Core-

Common-36-in-x-80-in-Actual-37-5-in-x-81-5-in/1000157893 

 

 

3) Product information / specs for the front light fixture: Allen + Roth Castine 14.38-in H 
Rubbed Bronze Medium Base (E-26) Outdoor Wall Light 

 
 

https://www.lowes.com/pd/allen-roth-Castine-14-38-in-H-Rubbed-Bronze-Medium-Base-E-26-

Outdoor-Wall-Light/50356188?cm_mmc=shp-_-c-_-prd-_-lit-_-google-_-lia-_-227-_-

outdoorlighting-_-50356188-_-

0&store_code=1142&placeholder=null&gclid=Cj0KCQjwoub3BRC6ARIsABGhnybbV5lfQGR

lSKvCHZavb0q6TfXJSlP2pMVb5wzHBvwsbNSdlpd4eDEaAjGxEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds 

  

 

 

https://www.lowes.com/pd/Therma-Tru-Benchmark-Doors-Craftsman-Simulated-Divided-Light-Left-Hand-Inswing-Ready-To-Paint-Fiberglass-Prehung-Entry-Door-with-Insulating-Core-Common-36-in-x-80-in-Actual-37-5-in-x-81-5-in/1000157893
https://www.lowes.com/pd/Therma-Tru-Benchmark-Doors-Craftsman-Simulated-Divided-Light-Left-Hand-Inswing-Ready-To-Paint-Fiberglass-Prehung-Entry-Door-with-Insulating-Core-Common-36-in-x-80-in-Actual-37-5-in-x-81-5-in/1000157893
https://www.lowes.com/pd/Therma-Tru-Benchmark-Doors-Craftsman-Simulated-Divided-Light-Left-Hand-Inswing-Ready-To-Paint-Fiberglass-Prehung-Entry-Door-with-Insulating-Core-Common-36-in-x-80-in-Actual-37-5-in-x-81-5-in/1000157893
https://www.lowes.com/pd/allen-roth-Castine-14-38-in-H-Rubbed-Bronze-Medium-Base-E-26-Outdoor-Wall-Light/50356188?cm_mmc=shp-_-c-_-prd-_-lit-_-google-_-lia-_-227-_-outdoorlighting-_-50356188-_-0&store_code=1142&placeholder=null&gclid=Cj0KCQjwoub3BRC6ARIsABGhnybbV5lfQGRlSKvCHZavb0q6TfXJSlP2pMVb5wzHBvwsbNSdlpd4eDEaAjGxEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds
https://www.lowes.com/pd/allen-roth-Castine-14-38-in-H-Rubbed-Bronze-Medium-Base-E-26-Outdoor-Wall-Light/50356188?cm_mmc=shp-_-c-_-prd-_-lit-_-google-_-lia-_-227-_-outdoorlighting-_-50356188-_-0&store_code=1142&placeholder=null&gclid=Cj0KCQjwoub3BRC6ARIsABGhnybbV5lfQGRlSKvCHZavb0q6TfXJSlP2pMVb5wzHBvwsbNSdlpd4eDEaAjGxEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds
https://www.lowes.com/pd/allen-roth-Castine-14-38-in-H-Rubbed-Bronze-Medium-Base-E-26-Outdoor-Wall-Light/50356188?cm_mmc=shp-_-c-_-prd-_-lit-_-google-_-lia-_-227-_-outdoorlighting-_-50356188-_-0&store_code=1142&placeholder=null&gclid=Cj0KCQjwoub3BRC6ARIsABGhnybbV5lfQGRlSKvCHZavb0q6TfXJSlP2pMVb5wzHBvwsbNSdlpd4eDEaAjGxEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds
https://www.lowes.com/pd/allen-roth-Castine-14-38-in-H-Rubbed-Bronze-Medium-Base-E-26-Outdoor-Wall-Light/50356188?cm_mmc=shp-_-c-_-prd-_-lit-_-google-_-lia-_-227-_-outdoorlighting-_-50356188-_-0&store_code=1142&placeholder=null&gclid=Cj0KCQjwoub3BRC6ARIsABGhnybbV5lfQGRlSKvCHZavb0q6TfXJSlP2pMVb5wzHBvwsbNSdlpd4eDEaAjGxEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds
https://www.lowes.com/pd/allen-roth-Castine-14-38-in-H-Rubbed-Bronze-Medium-Base-E-26-Outdoor-Wall-Light/50356188?cm_mmc=shp-_-c-_-prd-_-lit-_-google-_-lia-_-227-_-outdoorlighting-_-50356188-_-0&store_code=1142&placeholder=null&gclid=Cj0KCQjwoub3BRC6ARIsABGhnybbV5lfQGRlSKvCHZavb0q6TfXJSlP2pMVb5wzHBvwsbNSdlpd4eDEaAjGxEALw_wcB&gclsrc=aw.ds


City of Pensacola

Memorandum

222 West Main Street
Pensacola, FL  32502

File #: 20-00353 Architectural Review Board 7/16/2020

TO: Architectural Review Board Members

FROM: Gregg Harding, RPA, Historic Preservation Planner

DATE: 7/8/2020

SUBJECT:

New Business - Item 2
410 E. Belmont Street
Old East Hill Preservation District / Zone OEHC-1

BACKGROUND:

Ed Rankin is requesting approval to rehabilitate a front porch. Elevation drawings of the proposed
porch are provided in this packet. Per staff’s discussions with the applicant, all existing wood
elements (stairs, flooring, rails and pickets, etc.), except for the new lattice, are proposed to be wood.
The replacement lattice is proposed to be vinyl. The front porch piers will be CMU block covered with
brick to match the existing. Replacement shingles will be 30-year architectural shingles and will
match the color of the existing. Also, the paint palette will not change and all new elements will be
painted to match the existing.

Please find attached all relevant documentation for your review.

RECOMMENDED CODE SECTIONS:

Sec. 12-2-10(C)(7) OEHPD, Restoration, rehabilitation, alterations or additions to existing
contributing structure
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410 E. Belmont Street 

 

 













DN

6
'

7'-9" 5'-9"

13'-6"

1'-3" 1'-3"

NEW WORK PLAN @ PORCH
SCALE:  1/2" = 1'-0"

GUARDRAIL PER CODE AT NEW

PORCH. REPLICATE EXISTING NON

CODE-COMPLIANT GUARDRAIL

DESIGN TO EXTENT FEASIBLE. SEE

OWNER/BUILDER FOR COMPONENT

DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

NEW CMU PIER AT NEW

PORCH. SEE ENGINEERING

(TYP.)

NEW HIP ROOF AT NEW PORCH.

SEE TRUSS PACKAGE

DOCUMENTS AND

ENGINEERING (TYP.)

NEW STAIR AND HANDRAIL TO

GRADE PER CODE AT NEW

PORCH. REPLICATE EXISTING

NON CODE-COMPLIANT

GUARDRAIL DESIGN TO

EXTENT FEASIBLE. SEE

OWNER/BUILDER FOR

COMPONENT DETAILS AND

SPECIFICATIONS.

P.T. 6x6 STRUCTURAL POST AT

NEW PORCH. SEE ENGINEERING.

SEE OWNER/BUILDER FOR FINISH.

P.T. DBL 2x6 STRUCTURAL BEAM AT

NEW PORCH. SEE ENGINEERING

(TYP.)

NEW DECORATIVE CORBEL/

BRACKET AT PORCH COLUMN.

REPLICATE EXISTING NON CODE-

COMPLIANT GUARDRAIL DESIGN TO

EXTENT FEASIBLE. SEE OWNER/

BUILDER FOR COMPONENT DETAILS

AND SPECIFICATIONS. (TYP.)

FRONT ELEVATION
SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

Top of Subfloor - 1st Floor
0'-0"

Rough Ceiling - 1st Floor
9'-1 1/8"

Highest Ridge
16'-1 15/16"

GUARDRAIL PER CODE AT NEW PORCH

SEE BUILDER/OWNER FOR COLUMN FINISH

CORBEL/BRACKET AT POST. SEE OWNER/BUILDER

12

3

LATTICE AT PORCH

PERIMETER. MATCH EXISTING

Top of Subfloor - 1st Floor
0'-0"

Rough Ceiling - 1st Floor
9'-1 1/8"

Highest Ridge
16'-1 15/16"

RIGHT ELEVATION @ NEW PORCH
SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

GUARDRAIL PER CODE AT NEW PORCH

SEE BUILDER/OWNER FOR COLUMN FINISH

NEW STAIR AND HANDRAIL TO

GRADE PER CODE AT NEW PORCH

CORBEL/BRACKET AT POST. SEE OWNER/BUILDER

12

2.12

LATTICE AT PORCH

PERIMETER. MATCH EXISTING

A-1

DRAWN BY:

JOB # 20-0311

714 N De Villiers St
Pensacola, FL  32501

(850) 380-0528
www.goodfoundationsinc.com

NOTE:
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY

ALL DIMENSIONS IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.  SOLE RESPONSIBILITY LIES

WITH THE CONTRACTOR TO ENSURE ALL
ASPECTS OF CONSTRUCTION COMPLY WITH
BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS, INCLUDING

BUT NOT LIMITED TO:  HANDICAP
ACCESSIBILITY, EGRESS REQUIREMENTS,

STAIR CONSTRUCTION, AND ELECTRICAL AND
PLUMBING REQUIREMENTS.  DESIGNER IS NOT

RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY CHANGES TO
ORIGINAL DESIGNS.

KEB

© COPYRIGHT 2020, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.  DO NOT
REPRODUCE WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION OF GOOD

FOUNDATIONS, INC.
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DATE: 6/16/2020

PROPOSED PORCH REHABILITATIONPROPOSED PORCH REHABILITATION

BUILDING AREAS
LIVING AREA - 2,083 SQ FT

GARAGE -    393 SQ FT

PORCHES -    531 SQ FT

TOTAL UNDER ROOF - 3,007 SQ FT

EXISTING PORCH
NO SCALE

NOTE:NOTE:  THIS PROJECT INCORPORATES REHABILITATION OF AN EXISTING PORCH.  ALL

DIMENSIONS SHOWN ARE NOMINAL AND ARE TO BE FIELD VERIFIED PRIOR TO WORK

BEING DONE.  SEE ENGINEERING FOR REQUIRED CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING

STRUCTURE AND/OR ANY TEMPORARY SHORING DURING CONSTRUCTION.

ENGINEERING APPLICABLE ONLY TO NEW PORCH CONSTRUCTION AND CONNECTION

TO EXISTING STRUCTURE. TRUSS COMPANY TO VERIFY ROOF PITCH AND FIELD

CONDITIONS PRIOR TO FINAL TRUSS DESIGN.



Lifetime Atlas Pinnacle Pristine Shingles. Color to match existing 

 

Vinyl lattice between piers 

 

Columns, railings, etc. – white (traditional) 

Stairs and porch decking to match existing – Classic Burgundy (BM HC-182) 

 

Porch deck trim to match existing – Webster Green (BM HC-130) 

 



City of Pensacola

Memorandum

222 West Main Street
Pensacola, FL  32502

File #: 20-00349 Architectural Review Board 7/16/2020

TO: Architectural Review Board Members

FROM: Gregg Harding, RPA, Historic Preservation Planner

DATE: 7/8/2020

SUBJECT:

New Business - Item 3
121 E. Government Street
Pensacola Historic District / Zone HC-2 / Brick Structures
Contributing Structure

BACKGROUND:

Carlos Godinez, STOA Architects, is requesting approval to replace and repair windows. The existing
second-story wood windows will be replaced with wood clad windows with simulated divided lites.
The wood trim on the existing lower windows will be repaired and repainted “Rockwood Dark Brown”.
Also, the glazing units in the far-right lower windows will be replaced to match the existing.

Please find attached all relevant documentation for your review.

RECOMMENDED CODE SECTIONS:

Sec. 12-2-10(A)(6) PHD, Restoration, rehabilitation, alterations or additions to existing contributing
structure sin the Historic District, specifically subparagraph (f) Windows

Page 1 of 1













121 E. Government Street 

 

 



121 E. GOVERNMENT STREET
UPPER WINDOW REPLACEMENT & TRIM COLOR CHANGE

--EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATION--



EXISTING UPPER WOOD
WINDOW TO BE REPLACED,
TYPICAL.
(5 TOTAL)

EXISTING LOWER WOOD
WINDOW TRIM TO BE
REPAIRED.  ALL WOOD TRIM
AND WOOD WINDOWS TO
BE RE-PAINTED NEW
COLOR, TYPICAL

EXISTING GLAZING UNITS
TO BE REPLACED.  GLAZING
TO MATCH EXISTING.  ALL
OTHER GLAZING TO
REMAIN.

121 E. GOVERNMENT STREET
UPPER WINDOW REPLACEMENT & TRIM COLOR CHANGE

--PROPOSED WORK--



121 E. GOVERNMENT STREET
UPPER WINDOW REPLACEMENT & TRIM COLOR CHANGE

--PRODUCT INFORMATION--

EXISTING UPPER WINDOW TO BE REPLACED
(INTERIOR VIEW)

NEW UPPER REPLACEMENT WINDOW INFORMATION
MANUFACTURER:    JELD-WEN
MODEL:                  SITELINE CLAD WOOD w/ SIMULATED DIVIDED LITES
FINISH:                   COCOA
SIZE:                      TO MATCH EXISTING

NEW EXTERIOR TRIM PAINT COLOR FOR LOWER WINDOWS
MANUFACTURER:                       SHERWIN WILLIAMS
HISTORICAL PALETTE COLOR:     SW 2808  ROOKWOOD DARK BROWN

REPLACEMENT WINDOW DRAWING
PROVIDED BY MANUFACTURER

Cocoa

EXISTING UPPER WINDOW TO BE REPLACED
(EXTERIOR VIEW)





City of Pensacola

Memorandum

222 West Main Street
Pensacola, FL  32502

File #: 20-00364 Architectural Review Board 7/16/2020

TO: Architectural Review Board Members

FROM: Gregg Harding, RPA, Historic Preservation Planner

DATE: 7/8/2020

SUBJECT:

New Business - Item 4
226 E. Government Street
Pensacola Historic District / Zone HC-1 / Wood Cottages
Contributing Structure

BACKGROUND:

Christy Cabassa is requesting conceptual approval for exterior changes and additions to the main
structure. This review request is for aesthetic design elements only. These modifications include the
addition of porches, a change to some windows and doors, and a rear addition. Research into the
original structure shows that this house was moved from 123 E. Gregory Street in 1978 due to
interstate construction. Based on historic aerials, Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, newspaper articles
and microfilm inspection reports, the house appears to have gone through a number of changes and
was listed as “unsafe” by the city in 1977 before it’s move. A historic structure analysis by the
University of West Florida Historic Trust is included.

Please find attached all relevant documentation for your review.

RECOMMENDED CODE SECTIONS:

Sec. 12-2-10(A)(6) PHD, Restoration, rehabilitation, alterations or additions to existing contributing
structures in the Historic District, specifically subparagraph (b) Exterior Walls, (d) Porches, (f)
Windows, (i) Trim and miscellaneous ornament;
and/or Sec. 12-2-10(A)(7) Renovation, alterations and additions to noncontributing and modern infill
structures within the Historic District.
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226 E. Government Street 

 

 



 

  

July 13, 2020          Page 1 of 3 
 
RE: 226 E Government Street  
 
Dear Architectural Review Board, 
 
 I was asked to research and assess the architectural character of the house 
located at 226 E Government Street, to help the property owner and Architectural 
Review Board understand the history and changes that have occurred to this structure.  
This assessment is based on site visits, old photographs, newspaper articles, and other 
information found in the Historic Trust property files.   
 
 The earliest illustration of this house is from an 1896 bird’s eye view map of 
Pensacola.  The house is depicted as having two stories, an “L” shape plan, and a cross 
gable roof.  Looking closer, the window arrangement and chimney locations match 
details on the current house.  An interesting feature is what appears to be a widow’s 
walk on the main roof.   
 

The next oldest illustration is a 1907 Sanborn map that closely matches the 1896 
bird’s eye view map.  The Sanborn map shows a small front porch and a large side 
porch.  Framing details found on the current house match this porch configuration.  An 
address is also found on the map, which assisted in researching the history of the 
property.   

 
A 1953 aerial is the earliest photograph that could be found of the house.  In this 

picture the gable wall, what is now the west façade, shows the windows and chimney 
configuration matching the current house.  Trees obscure the front façade, but the 
widow’s walk can clearly be seen on the roof. 

 
Researching the original address, 123 E Gregory Street, the house was built 

around 1860 by Benjamin Overman, a lumber company executive.  Along with the main 
house, the Overman family owned a number of rental properties along the 100 block of 
E Gregory Street.  When Mr. Overman died in the 1880s, the main house was sold and 
a number of families lived in the house for the next forty years.  In the 1920s, the house 
was converted into a boarding house and later into apartments.  In the 1970s, the house 
was abandoned and inspection records show it was deemed unsafe in 1977 and was 
slated for demolition.  Architect Hugh Leitch, purchased the property and moved it on 
April 24, 1978 to 226 E Government Street.  A newspaper article from 1978 shows half 
of the house moving to the Government Street location.  The article states the house 
was originally on the 200 block of E Gregory Street, but Sanborn maps and other 
documents show the house was located at 123 E Gregory Street. 
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In assessing what remains of the original house, two photos proved helpful: the 

1978 newspaper article and a photo from 1978 just after the house was moved.  In 
relocating the house, the porches were removed and the house was cut into two 
sections.  It appears there was minimal disturbance of the siding, windows, and 
decorative trim.  When I toured the house, the framing details and inspection of the 
building materials indicate the siding, windows, and majority of architectural features are 
original.  The front porch dates to 1978, but a number of the large brackets between the 
columns appear to be original.  In 1988, a large addition was added to the rear of the 
house, but stayed true to the Italianate style.   

 
 The best account as to how the house was restored is detailed in two letters 
between the State Preservation Architect and Mr. Leitch.  The State Preservation 
Architect does not agree with the restoration, citing various sections from the Secretary 
of Interior’s General Standards.  Mr. Leitch debates these points and provides insight 
into the challenges he faced when undergoing this project.  The item of most contention 
is the removal of the large side porch and rebuilding of the front porch.  Mr. Leitch 
explains the side porch was most appropriate to the style of the house and he used this 
as the inspiration to build the front porch.  He indicates he salvaged brackets, matched 
column spacing, and had to add a balustrade for safety reasons.  Later in the letter he 
mentions items he did not restore or reconstruct, such as chimneys, fireplaces, 
balconies, and the widow’s walk.   
 
 My inspection of the house revealed that the 1978 restoration stayed true to the 
original architectural style, but the restoration techniques and repairs were not always 
appropriate.  The majority of the wood trim, architectural details, and siding are original, 
but all were sandblasted in 1978.  This has created a rough texture on the wood and 
has even removed molding profiles and other delectate details.  In an effort to correct 
this aggressive paint removal, Bondo, wood filler, and caulk were used to fill holes and 
rebuild molding profiles.  Upon closer inspection, the majority of the repairs have been 
done poorly.  The wood trim and siding are very rough in places and there are sections 
that have been replaced.  All of these wood elements would have had a smooth, planed 
finish, not a rough wood-grain texture.   
  
 The majority of the windows in the oldest part of the house appear to be original.  
The construction technique, profiles, and framing details match windows from the 1860s 
and 1870s.  The windows that extend to the floor, once had the ability to fully open, 
allowing access to porches and roofs.  The wall pockets still exist, but the jambs and 
window weights have been removed.  The overall condition of the windows is poor and 
a number of them have been badly repaired.  Almost all of the glass has been replaced 
and none of the windows are functional.  Even in this poor condition, a few of the 
windows can be rebuilt and restored, but this would be a major undertaking.   
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 The front doors are questionable on how original they are to this house, but they 
are old.  They do not appear in the 1978 photos, but they could have been removed for 
the renovation.  The glass has been replaced with impact glass and the wood under the 
paint does not look as old as other painted wood from 1860.  The design does match 
the Italianate style and this door design is common among houses from this period.  
The leaded glass transom was probably added between 1870 – 1910, when this style of 
leaded glass was fashionable and easier to obtain.  Additional research is needed to 
date the transom.   

 
 In 1978, the State Preservation Architect determined that “the building may be 
certified as a contributing structure to the Pensacola Historic District.”  In 1995, an 
updated survey of the District was done and the property was listed as contributing.  As 
an important note, this property is not part of the 1970 National Register listing for the 
District.  I believe Mr. Leitch was trying to get it added, but the State did not have a 
favorable recommendation and did not send it to the Department of the Interior for 
review.   
 
 In this specific case, I believe the contributing status should play a minor role in 
reviewing plans for this property.  The architectural style and original owner are 
significant, but the relocation, renovation, and condition of materials complicates the 
existing contributing status.  The house was not restored as to how it appeared in 1860 
or 1900 or even 1977.  Important architectural elements were saved in 1978, but were 
damaged by sandblasting and years of bad repairs.  The integrity of the original building 
materials has been compromised, but not the overall architectural style.  The items of 
most importance include the bracketed cornice, porch brackets, and window pediments.  
A suggested compromise is to try and salvage and restore original elements and closely 
replicate damaged or missing elements.  As Mr. Leitch did in 1978, new porches and 
exterior changes can replicate details found on the house.  The focus should be on 
preserving the architectural integrity of the house, if that is through restoration or 
replication.   
 
Please review the attached documents for additional information.     
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ross Pristera 
Historic Preservation 
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TRANSMITTAL 
 
To:   City of Pensacola Planning Services 
Re:   226 Government Street ARB Submittal for    
 July 16th Meeting 
Date:  June 25, 2020 

 

Please find attached the drawings for the July 16th ARB 
Meeting. 
 
Please let me know if 5 sets of Drawings are required. 
 Please let me know if another check is required for $50.00. 
 
Final PDF’s were sent to Gregg Harding and Leslie Statler . 
 
Please call if you have any questions.  Please email me at 
christy931@mchsi.com upon receipt of this check. 
 
Respectfully: 
Christy Cabassa, Architect 

mailto:christy931@mchsi.com


Christy Cabassa
Highlight

Christy Cabassa
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  226 Government Existing Front Elevation 



 

226 Government Existing Rear Elevation 



 

226 Government Existing Elevation Looking at East Side 

 



 

226 Government Existing Elevation Looking towards West Side 

 



 

226 Government Elevation  Looking towards Westside showing vegetation 

 



                    

226 Government Existing Window and Trim Condition 

 



 

                      

226 Government Existing Window and Trim Condition 
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City of Pensacola

Memorandum

222 West Main Street
Pensacola, FL  32502

File #: 20-00367 Architectural Review Board 7/16/2020

TO: Architectural Review Board Members

FROM: Gregg Harding, RPA, Historic Preservation Planner

DATE: 7/8/2020

SUBJECT:

New Business - Item 5
200 BLK W. Garden Street
Palafox Historic Business District & Governmental Center District / Zone C-2 & C-2A
Contributing Structure (Demolition Approved Nov. 2018)

RECOMMENDATION:

200 West Garden, Inc. is requesting that the Board waive the requirement to submit final plans prior
to receiving a demolition permit for the remaining building at 200 BLK W. Garden Street.  Per Sec. 12
-2-10(A)(9)(2)(c), paragraph 3, the Board may do so under extreme, unusual and/or compelling
circumstances or public safety purposes. A timeline for this project is included. Although demolition of
the school board building had been approved (December 2018), consideration to save and
rehabilitate the building was presented at the June 2020 meeting. According to the applicants and
based on current research, the building is not suitable for preservation and has structural issues
creating a safety hazard. At this time, the applicants are only seeking approval to be issued a
demolition permit. Conceptual plans and elevations are also included in this packet. Also, final plans
for the development will be brought back to the Board for review and consideration.

Please find attached all relevant documentation for your review.

BACKGROUND:

Sec. 12-2-21(F)(2)(d) PHBD, Razing or demolishing existing buildings (points to the below section)
Sec. 12-2-10(A)(9)(2)(c) PHD, Demolition of contributing structures
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200 BLK W. Garden Street 

 

 



Timeline overview for 200 BLK W. Garden Street 
 

- December 2017 – Request to demolish all buildings at 213 W. Garden Street, 
215 W. Garden Street and 25 S. Spring Street. The USO building and others 
were approved for demolition. The 1940’s Escambia County School Building was 
not approved for demolition. 
 

- November 2018 – Request to demolish the Escambia County School Building. 
An ARB motion to deny was tied (3 to 3) resulting in a “no action motion” by the 
Board. 

 
- Special Meeting, December 2018 – Request to demolish the school building. The 

motion to demolish the school building was approved (6 to 1). 
 

- June 2019 – Conceptual plans submitted for replacement buildings at 200 BLK 
W. Garden Street (plans showed the Escambia County School Building as part of 
the development). The applicants advised the Board that although demolition of 
the school building had been approved, they were researching available avenues 
to save the building and whether or not its rehabilitation would be feasible. The 
conceptual plans were approved. 

 



PLANNING SERVICES THE UPSIDE of FLORIDA 

Architectural Review Board 

MINUTES OF THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD SPECIAL MEETING 

December 5, 2018 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

STAFF PRESENT: 

OTHERS PRESENT: 

Chairman Carter Quina, George Mead, Michael Crawford, 
Susan Campbeii-Hatler, Derek Salter, Anna Fogarty, Nina Campbell 

None 

Brandi Deese, Assistant Planning Services Administrator, Leslie Statler, 
Planner, Lysia Bowling, City Attorney, Rusty Wells, Assistant City Attorney, 

Keith Wilkins, Assistant City Administrator, Don Kraher, Council Executive, 
Trudi Nichols, Chris Johnston 

Mayor Grover C. Robinson, IV, Superintendent Malcolm Thomas, Quint 
Studer, Teresa Hill, Samuel Horton, Steve Jernigan, Keith Wasdin, Robert 
Fabbio, Danny Zimmern, William Dunaway, Steve Dana, Ed Carson, D. C. 
Reeves, Oliver Abraira, Drew Buchanan, Ann Hill, Ron Helms, Larry 
Vosbury, Derek Cosson, Dr. Marian Williams, Alan Gray, Jim Scoggins 

CALL TO ORDER/ QUORUM PRESENT 
Chairman Quina called the Architectural Review Board (ARB) special meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. with a 
quorum present. He explained the one reason for this meeting regarding this project was because last 

month it was really declared that the Board did not take action since we voted 3 to 3 tie against the request 
to demolish, and so we realized that if we didn't act within 30 days there could potentially be an automatic 

approval of the demolition request, and so our secretary was able to proceed with scheduling a special 

meeting. 

OPEN FORUM- Chairman Quina asked if there was anyone who would like to speak to the Board in general, 
and anybody who would like to speak to the Board specifically about this project would have an opportunity 
to do that. He continued by stating that the Board hopes that you would sign a form in the back of the 

room to be on the agenda to speak. There was no audience input. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Item 1 
Demolition 
Action taken: Approved 

213 W. Garden St. 

215 W. Garden St. 
PHBD I GCD 

C-2 I C-2A 

Steve Jernigan, Bay Design Associates, is requesting the Board reconsider demolition of the existing Escambia 

County School Administration Building. 

EVERYTHING THAT'S GREAT ABOUT FLORIDA IS BETTER IN PENSACOLA. 

222 West Main Street Pensacola, FL 32502 I T: 850.435 .1670 I F: 850 .595 .1143lwww.dtyofpensacola.com 
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This structure is a contributing structure within the Palafox Historic Business District and was constructed in 
1941. Demolition of this contributing structure would allow for the redevelopment of the site with a mixed
use development. On November 15, 2018, the Board considered this request and the vote tied 3 - 3 on a 
negative motion. The City Attorney has deemed this does not constitute a decision of the Board. According 
to Land Development Code Section 12-13-3 (G), the Board must render a decision within 31 days; thus the 
reason for this special meeting and reconsideration of this agenda item. Ms. Deese stated this was step one 
of a three step process. The Board was letting the developer know today yes or no whether or not it was 
going to permit demolition of the building, however, they must come back before the Board for conceptual 
approval before the demolition permit can be issued. 
Chairman Quina stated when the Board denied the building demolition in 2017, it also suggested that the 
developer put together efforts to see what the options were and see what the future master plan would be. 
The Board wanted to get a really good feel for what they proposed before it approved demolition. 
Mr. Dunaway appreciated the opening clarification and wanted to make one further clarification. When Ms. 
Deese stated it was a multi-step process, step one is the request before the Board, a request the Board 
approve demolition. The Code indicates that the Board had two choices - recommendation to approve or 
recommendation for a 6-month moratorium at which point it could look at the historical society and other 
agencies who might be interested in doing something with the building. He advised it was their 
understanding that the Board went through that process last year and asked for the team to come up with 
those alternatives, and instead of 6 months, they actually took one year. If the Board was to make a 
recommendation for approval, the Code is very clear that the applicant would seek approval of the 
replacement plans prior to receiving the demolition permit. He then read from the Code, Section 12-12-3 (C) 
which states the replacement plans shall include but shall not be restricted to the project concept, 
preliminary elevations, site plans and adequate work drawings for at least the foundation plan to enable the 
applicant to receive its permit. Ms. Deese explained the Code did not identify the plans as conceptual but 
refers to it as replacement plans, but it would be similar to what the Board operates under as conceptual and 
not asking for enough details for final approval. Mr. Dunaway was prepared to go through the entire 
presentation for Ms. Campbell's benefit since she was not present for the previous meeting. Ms. Campbell 
indicated she was comfortable with going forward with the new presentation. 
Mr. Jernigan advised they brought back the entire team to be available for further questions. He mainta ined 
that the building architecturally was not a significant structure. It had been referred to as an art-deco 
structure, but it was more a trade school to put people to work. It did not have a historical or cultural tie and 
served many years as the offices of the school district. As a result of the many renovations, most of the 
original architectural character of the building was changed. As was mentioned by staff, the Board would 
have two more chances to review this project. He explained it was not intended to be Southtowne West but 
would be constructed from scratch and would be designed to fit in the district, providing much needed 
housing for downtown Pensacola. Chairman Quina asked what the building could be used for. Mr. Jernigan 
stated the original CRA study stated it could not be used for workforce affordable type housing because of 
the deep bays, window size and location. It could lend itself to more high-end condominiums. He also 
pointed out there was not enough demand for office space in the current market. 
Mr. Crawford asked about the study that validated the approach for mixed units. Mr. Rothfeder stated the 
study indicated th e overall housing demand in terms of numbers. He explained people without children 0-18 
have a desire to live in an urban setting, and Gen X, millennials and empty nesters generate the demand to 
live downtown. An amenitized project makes the development interesting for those groups since they want 
that level of density with people all around them. Ms. Campbell asked about the conceptual view "C" 
drawing illustrating the Garden Street arches. Mr. Rothfeder stated the arches were on Spring and left over 
from the old printing building on Garden, and they worked to incorporate those elements into the urban 
fabric noting how it ties across the street into the new urban plaza and with Spring Street being placed on a 
road diet. Ms. Campbell had visited the site and agreed that was a possibility. 
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Ms. Campbeii-Hatler pointed out it was the Board's responsibility to reinforce and maintain the special 
character of the district as new projects were developed. Mr. Crawford explained this plan with this number 
of units in this footprint has been validated from the business case, and the next level would be the 
aesthetics being responsive to the character of the district. Ms. Campbell offered sometimes the old 
structures can devalue a property, and the cost of renovation could be an impressive number. In terms of the 
use of the building, she asked if Southtowne was at full capacity, and it was determined they were. 
Mr. Mead stated with regard to the architectural and historical significance, he felt that could be overcome. 
The importance of the structure to the integrity of the district had two components- one being historic and 
one being the GCD, with both overlays working together. He pointed out the purpose of the GCD was to 
encourage a coordinated architectural character within the district. In the PHBD it states construction 
compatible new buildings, scale of existing structures, and diversified architectural styles. In looking at those 
surroundings, he observed large scale buildings in the monumental frame. With this being an anchoring 
corner, the Code calls for something on that scale, and he asked if they had considered that; in his opinion, 
they had an opportunity to build something substantial and creative. He explained it came down to Item 5 
with "definite plans for reuse of the property and the effect such plans will have on the architectural, 
cultural, historical, archaeological, social, aesthetics, or environmental character of the surrounding area, as 
well as the economic impact of the new development." He could not see placing town homes on this scale of 
frontage as fitting that. He clarified that if they could not save the existing structure, the new structure 
should be balanced with the surrounding monumental structures. 
Mr. Carson advised they had taken a year to incorporate some of the suggestions into their due diligence. He 
listed the owners of the project having in excess of 100 years of experience. He also pointed out they had 
$250 million collectively invested in the community; a lot of that had been in building reuse. He confirmed 
the study had determined this structure was not aesthetically supportive of the future development. He 
read Section 12-2-10 (A) (9) (b) regarding unusual and compelling circumstances and demolition of a 
contributing structure, specifically Item 5 regarding definite plans for reuse . He referenced a City study 
which outlined the need for 2000 additional residential units, which this project could not completely fill. 
However, it would be a catalyst for the redevelopment of downtown toward the west . He also advised the 
existing structure was off-grade, with polluted soil and suffers from migration of other pollutants which have 
worked their way underground. By removing an off-grade building, they could provide an engineering 
control to help contain further migration of those contaminants. Regarding tax revenue, the community was 
not benefiting from this structure . Working around the structure would generate $4 million over 20 years 
with today's numbers. With a $50 million project, the projection would be almost $20 million over 20 years. 
Regarding Item 6, the School Board had abandoned the idea of saving this building, bringing it to a residential 
use which is what they saw as the only alternative. It would necessitate more renovations fo r offices and 
would require relocating the load bearing elements, etc., which would also be devastating to the structure. 
Mr. Mead questioned what constituted "definite" plans. The Board had been given plans of some type 
indicating this was what would be built. He asked what elements of this within an applicable margin were 
fi xed in terms of the proposal to move forward assuming the demolition took place. Mr. Carson advised the 
structure would be residential and would also have a retail component. He also stated the $50 million 
number was likely to go further north due to cost. The number of units were fixed at 280 units leased. He 
stated there was a component for some townhouse type units to the south. 
Mr. Thomas advised their desire was for the project to move forward and understood the important role of 
the school district not only to educate children but demonstrating how we deal with properties. Over the 
years, they have repurposed facilities to provide 2151 century education. He was Superintendent when they 
moved out of the Garden Street building since the building systems were beginning to fail. When they were 
granted the Yz cent sales tax, it was agreed this money would not be spent on administrative or ancillary 
facilities . In order to remediate the existing structure, it would have taken general fund monies, and it was 
better to relocate and abandon the building. 
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They have spent $700,000 to remediate the environmental concerns not under the building. He explained 
they moved out of the building 9 years ago and felt the best purpose was to build houses for our kids and 
place the structures on the tax role. 
Mayor Robinson emphasized saving the architectural heritage was very important, and he questioned if this 
structure was worth saving because of the renovation costs. He questioned what are we going to do going 
forward with our community? Seeing vibrancy in the downtown area rather than derelict buildings has 
definitely helped our community. What we see now is the beginning of moving downtown to the west on 
Garden, and this building stands at a prime location. He explained it would be exciting to him to build 
something new that could incorporate some of what was there. He restated the developers would return to 
the Board for approval of the final product. He would judge at that moment to make sure there was a 
commitment to incorporate some of the architectural features. In making that area continue to languish 
rather than providing something new that gives vibrant energy to move our downtown to the west, we 
would be missing the same opportunity as if we said let's keep the old PNJ building. Whatever comes 
forward, it was his understanding the developers had to return to the Board before obtaining the permit to 
demolish. 
Ms. Campbeii-Hatler pointed out in 12-2-10 (A) (9) (2) that "the Board shall be guided in its decision by 
balancing the historic, architectural, cultural and/or archaeological value of the particular structure against 
the special merit of the proposed replacement project." 
Mr. Studer explained he bought the SunTrust building which is iconic, and they were spending large amounts 
of money to make it right particularly with the plaza. When one of the five partners backed out of the 
project, he stepped in. He pointed out Southtowne fits nicely but would not want to look at it on this corner. 
He advised against building "sameness." He also explained the need for bringing more people into the 
community for tax dollars. He stated the biggest issue was the financing since you have to show that it works . 
He advised he wanted the school district to get $3 million for future uses with $10 million to come in 
property taxes for this community. Also, having more people living downtown created a safer environment 
and customers for downtown businesses. Challenges developers face are finances to get plans developed 
when the project may not be approved. He also stressed with the Covenant for Community, 70 percent of all 
jobs go to local labor which is a wonderful influx of money to minorities in the workplace. This covenant was 
approved by Escambia County for county projects, and he hoped it would soon come to the City of 
Pensacola. 
Mr. Pristera had checked an additional database for further information. He selected the years from 1939 to 
1942 and found this building was a trade school for machines and mechanics to accommodate the needs of 
the military. Yonge and Hart were architects who were likely involved in the design. Pensacola was one of 
the first trade schools in the south to incorporate women into these fields. He pointed out the building was a 
product of its time. 
Ms. Hatler-Campbell stated if the definite plans that this firm has to take this to the next level are rooted in 
storytelling, that to her gave to her what she felt the Board's job was- to balance that historic, architectural 
and cultural heritage. Ms. Campbell asked if the Board was to grant the demolition, how much time would 
the developer have to come back with the best use of the property? Ms. Deese advised the Code did not 
reference any timeframe on the approval and thought it would not be feasible to add a timeframe. Mr. 
Mead confirmed the developer would return with plans before a permit was issued for demolition. He 
greatly appreciated the expanded package furnished to the Board. He explained he was offended by the way 
in which certain things happened in regard to the Sunday House in a procedural manner which was 
completely contrary to the Code. He wanted to make sure when the Board had a demolition of a 
contributing structure in any district under its purview, they would have a standard set that this is what you 
show, and this is how we know we are complying with the Code. 
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Mr. Mead moved that the Board found that the standard for unusual and compelling circumstances is 
clear and convincing evidence of the factors set forth in the Code, and based upon the amended 
presentation here we have seen, particularly on the things missing the last time with regard to reasonable 
measures which was shown by the superintendent's and school board's efforts, which we now have clear 
evidence of economic impact of the new development, which we did not have before but now have clear 
evidence of, and the fact we have sufficient definitiveness on the plans at least in regards to the overall 
massing and structure, etc., that we can have sufficient control over the overall impact or review of those 
structures, that we have sufficient control of the next stages of the process that we can address those 
going forward. He moved that the Board approve the demolition on those standards. Ms. Campbell 
seconded the motion. Ms. Campbeii-Hatler questioned that he mentioned massing and structure. Mr. 
Mead stated it was sufficiently definitive for this purpose. The question was he did not think there was any 
bar to them readdressing those questions in the course of the Board's consideration of the plans. He 
amended his motion to withdraw the statement regarding we are sufficiently definite in what has been 
shown and that we can move forward and have adequate controls. The motion was accepted as 
amended. 
The motion carried 6 to 1 with Mr. Salter dissenting. 

ADJOURNMENT- With no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:20pm. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Brandi Deese 
Secretary to the Board 
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