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December 3, 2015 

 

Chair Robert Carter and Commission Members 

Community Planning & Preservation Commission 

St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Delivered by Email 

 

RE: Application for COA to partially demolish the landmark located at 801 Central 

Ave. (AKA - 895 Central Ave; 9th Street Bank & Trust; First Union Bank)  

 

Commission Members: 

 

Most changes to the preservation ordinance recently enacted by the City were non-

controversial, the subject of little debate and provided helpful clarification to requirements on how 

historic resources are regulated/overseen by the city.  Among those changes were the changes made 

to sec. 16.30.070.2.6.H.2., the ordinance section providing additional requirements for applications 

for a COA for demolition. The changes were primarily addressed at specifying the type of 

information necessary to be submitted with a COA application for demolition. St. Petersburg 

Preservation (SPP) believes the application presently at issue is incomplete as it largely lacks the 

factual information called for in the “updated” ordinance section. It is disappointing that staff 

accepted the application as complete and by so doing has left SPP and the Commission with the 

dilemma of how to act on an application with limited and insufficient information. 

 

Because it is the applicant’s burden to establish entitlement to a COA for demolition and 

because of the lack of factual information included in the application, SPP recommends the 

Commission deny the COA application. Alternatively, the Commission should defer action on the 

application and request the applicant to submit additional information, including the information set 

forth in code sec. 16.30.070.2.6.H.2 

 

It is important to remember that City Council has declared the preservation, protection, 

perpetuation and reuse of landmarks is a public necessity because such structures or sites have a 

special historic, architectural, archaeological, aesthetic, or cultural value and serve as visible and 

tangible reminders of the city’s history and heritage.  The city has designated only a small number of 

buildings as landmarks and these designated buildings are subject to additional review prior to 

demolition being allowed. The purpose and intent of the review is ensure that there is no other 

feasible alternative to demolition of the landmark. The city’s preservation overlay ordinance imposes 

upon the party seeking to demolish a landmark the burden to establish there is no reasonable 

beneficial use of the landmark property or the applicant cannot receive a reasonable return on a 

commercial or income-producing landmark property. The burden is the same whether the entirety or 

simply a portion of a landmark is sought to be demolished. 
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Typically, to meet its burden, an applicant must provide complete and factual documentation 

to substantiate the conclusion that there is no feasible alternative to demolition (i.e., there is not a 

reasonable beneficial use or a reasonable return associated with the landmark).  As noted above, SPP 

believes the information submitted is inadequate to meet the burden placed upon the applicant.   

 

Overall, regarding the proposed project, SPP is both excited to see a proposal to redevelop an 

important downtown block that includes partial reuse of a landmark but also unconvinced at this 

stage that reuse of the 1930’s portion of the landmark is not feasible.  Ultimately, reuse of the 1930’s 

portion of the building may include reuse of the entire building or incorporating primary portions of 

the building façade along with reuse of window openings.  SPP also has concerns over the 

compatibility of the new building with the landmark, in particular regarding the scale/massing of the 

addition proposed to be built over the 1920’s portion of the landmark proposed to be retained.     

  

SPP remains confident the proposed project will ultimately be a positive part of downtown’s 

redevelopment and one that can serve as an example of how to reuse historic resources as a part of a 

larger, new development.  SPP looks forward to continued interaction with the city and developer 

with the goal of bringing to the city the very best in the continuing growth and evolution of 

downtown. 

 

Thank you for  the consideration of these comments. 

 

 

      

     Sincerely, 

 

          /s/ 

 

     Peter Belmont, 

     Vice-President 

 

cc: Kimberly Hinder 

      Derek Kilborn 

      Tim Clemmons (applicant) 

     

 


