
( 

June 12, 2018 

Ms. Helen Gibson 
CRA Administrator 
The Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of City of Pensacola 
222 W. Main St., Third Floor 
Pensacola, Florida 32502 

RE: Proposed CRA Urban Design Overlay 

Ms. Gibson, 

I appreciate you meeting with me on May 2l5t to discuss the proposed CRA overlay, as well as 
notifying me of the posting of the revised draft overlay on May 31st. As you know, my brother 
and I have partnered to create the Galveztown development on the former YMCA site at the NE 
corner of Palafox Street and Belmont Street. We are excited about bringing a mix of commercial 
and residential uses to this site. 

As discussed with you previously, I had pre-development meetings with Brandi Deese and other 
city staff on August 3, 2016 and again, along with my civil engineer, on October 26, 2016 to 
confirm our plans for the parcel were allowed under the City of Pensacola's land development 
code. Once confirmed, we moved forward and closed on the property on January 4, 2017. Since 
then, an asbestos remediation was performed on the building, followed by its demolition. 
Subsequently, most of the site was capped with two feet of clean fill, as required by the state of 
Florida. The completed work was formally approved last month and the driveways and parking 
area are being completed this week. The new residential lots have been surveyed and 
underground utilities have been placed, at our expense, to accommodate the new single family 
homes on these lots. Design is almost complete for the total renovation and adaptive reuse of an 
existing commercial building on the site, as well as the design of a single family home we intend 
to build. We have several buyers for the lots who have been working on home designs and should 
be ready to close within the next 60 days. With the assistance of Dalrymple Sallis Architecture, 
we have created a set of design guidelines and planned a new development which will be a great 
addition to our downtown. As you know, the addition of residential units, and getting "eyes on 
the street" is critical to creating a more walkable environment. To my knowledge, our nine single 
family homes are the only residential units downtown which will be located on Palafox until you 
travel South of Garden Street. 



In addition, we have incorporated the following into our design: 
1.) Rear entry garages 
2.) Conversion of the site to underground utilities at our expense 
3.) Collaboration with the Downtown Improvement Board to help implement a road diet on 

Palafox and other recommendations from their parking study 

The design of our development has been publicly praised by the North Hill Neighborhood 
Association and Mr. Christian Wagley, who is part of the DPZ team. Unfortunately, the proposed 
overlay regulations on window proportions and size, and requirements for tree placement could 
force us and our lot buyers to redesign these homes. According to DPZ, anyone who has been 
issued a development order or a building permit is exempt from these overlay requirements, 
however those of us who are developing in accordance with the existing subdivision plat have 
been completely overlooked. As described earlier, we met with the City in advance of purchasing 
the YMCA property to determine the proposed use was acceptable, have made very significant 
expenditures towards improvements and design since then, and are now suddenly being told all 
of the requirements will change within a few months. These sudden changes are a hardship. 

As you know, I have requested that property owners who have already attended pre
development meetings with the City and have developments in process be exempted from the 
new requirements of the overlay. I have also offered solutions as to how the City's planning 
department could accomplish this, such as writing a letter explaining that development of a 
particular property was underway at the time the overlay was passed and as a result, it is exempt 
from the new overlay requirements. The latest draft of the overlay does not address this problem. 
As a result, I am writing you to formally request the inclusion of this provision in the overlay once 
again. 

The resolutions which formed our CRA, continually refer to the CRA's purpose as "fostering the 
development and redevelopment" of the CRA area. The CRA's 2010 Urban Core Plan specifically 
mentions the need to "support private investment in new real estate development". It goes on 
to state "The CRA may assist private property owners and developers in redeveloping properties 
in a number of ways including recruiting businesses and/or developers to do business within the 
CRA urban core and connecting would-be developers with potential property owners to facilitate 
redevelopment." 

DPZ, the CRA's consultant, has stated, "Research proves that communities which adopt urban 
design standards outperform those who do not" and "Research shows that design standards do 
not curtail development." I found no research offered by DPZ to support these claims. If you 
compare the City of Pensacola's CRA areas to planned communities such as Seaside and Alys 
Beach, I have no doubt these communities do outperform us, however this cannot be held up as 
proof that imposing strict design standards increases property values and does not discourage 
new development. Regardless of the methodology, no study has been done on the effects of 
implementing the particular set of draft design requirements being considered, so to generally 
say "design standards do not curtail development" is misleading at best. 



The reality is, if an individual wants to design and build a modern home in Pensacola and the CRA 
prohibits modern design elements, that individual will simply build elsewhere. If builders and 
developers cannot depend on City staff to tell them what can be built on a property without the 
rules suddenly changing, they will either pay less for properties within the CRA in order to offset 
the risk involved or build elsewhere in a place where they are confident they will be treated with 
some basic level of decency. These scenarios clearly do not help foster development or 
redevelopment within the CRA. In fact, they do exactly the opposite. 

I appreciate your time and consideration . 

Fred Gunther 
Galveztown, LLC 

cc: Brandi Deese, Assistant Planning Services Administrator 
City of Pensacola Planning Board 
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June 7, 2018 
 
 
 
Ms. Helen Gibson 
CRA Administrator 
The Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of City of Pensacola 
222 W. Main St., Third Floor 
Pensacola, Florida 32502 
  
RE: Proposed CRA Urban Design Overlay 
  
Dear Ms. Gibson: 
 
I appreciate your efforts to revitalize the City of Pensacola’s CRA areas. While there are truly 
positive changes in the proposal, there are some areas of concern that the Home Builders 
Association’s Governmental Affairs Committee would like to address. Please pardon the lateness 
of this letter but it could not be avoided with the various changes to the document over the past 
few weeks. We want to make sure that the proposed CRA Urban Design Overlay is not a 
compilation of unnecessary, costly regulations of home and building design than it is a benefit. 
 
A few examples: 
 

1. Page 28, Illustration 12-2-25.9 demonstrates that parking on one’s lot will not be allowed 
unless it is at least 20’ behind the principal building façade. For a 30’ wide lot, this means 
the width of the home would need to be reduced from 20’ to 15’ to have any parking on 
site. The overlay proposes alleviating this problem by encouraging shared driveways. A 
driveway crossing a property line is considered an encroachment, which can prevent a 
lender from financing the purchase of a property. 
 

2. Section 12-2-25(G)(j) requires: 
a.) Windows shall be vertical in proportion. 
b.) Single panes of glass shall not exceed 20 square feet for residential building types. 

 
3. It has been stated in previous meetings that anyone who has been issued a development 

order or a building permit is exempt from these requirements, however this intentionally 
ignores properties which are being developed in accordance with their existing plat. 
Several of our members met with the City in advance of purchasing their properties to 
determine their proposed use is acceptable. Developers/builders have made very 
significant expenditures towards improvements and design since then and are now 
suddenly being told the requirements will change within a few months. The HBA request 
that the developers/builders who have been through the process be grandfathered in to 
avoid additional time and expense. 
 
 



Resolution 54-80, which formed the City’s CRA, states the purpose of the CRA is the 
elimination of blight and “rehabilitation, conservation and redevelopment” of the CRA area. 
Subsequent resolution 55-80 directs the CRA to “Work with private investors, other government 
agencies, its agents and consultants, employees and community groups and interests to foster the 
development and redevelopment” of the CRA area. The HBA encourages the CRA to address 
these issues and work to make meaningful changes to the proposed CRA document. This will be 
helpful in fostering development or redevelopment.  
 
I appreciate your time and consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
David Peaden 
Executive Director 









L LIBERISLAWFIRM 

Ms. Helen Gibson 
CRA Administrator 

June 11 , 2018 

The Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of City of Pensacola 
222 W. Main St., Third Floor 
Pensacola, FL 32502 

RE: Proposed CRA Urban Design Overlay 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

Charles S. Liberis 

Real Estate Closing Department 
Kaylan Walden- Licensed Closing Agent 

I write this letter on behalf of Olde City Developers, LLC. In the past 24 months, Olde City has 
constructed (and sold) 22 houses in the Government and lntendencia core area. Those houses were 
affordable and proved to be very popular. All 22 houses were sold before completion and are now on the 
tax ro lls replacing vacant lots or abandoned buildings. The proposed regulation would have prevented this 
vital revitalization. 

A few examples: 

1. Page 28, Illustration 12-2-25.9 demonstrates that parking on one's lot will not be allowed 
unless it is at least 20' behind the principal building fa9ade. For a 30' wide lot, this means the 
width of the home would need to be reduced from 20' to 15' to have any parking on site. This 
would have prevented development of all 22 houses completed by Olde City Developers, LLC. 

2. It has been previously stated that anyone who has obtained a development order or building 
permit is exempt from these requirements. This ignores properties which are being developed 
in accordance with their existing plat. Olde City has purchased 16 lots for future development 
in the Government and lntendencia core area. Olde City has made significant expenditure on 
engineering and design. These changes will impose a financial hardship and greatly increase 
the cost of infill housing. We wish to build similar houses and do not want to reinvent what has 
worked and been well received by all. 

PENSACOLA (reply here) 
212 West lntendencia Street 
Pensacola, FL 32502 
(850) 438-9647 Fax (850) 433-5409 

www.liberislaw.com PERDIDO KEY 
13700 Perdido Key Dr., Suite 223 
Pensacola, FL 32507 
(850) 492-2109 



Resolution 55-80 directs the CRA to "Work with private investors, other government agencies, its agents 
and consultants, employees and community groups and interests to foster the development and 
redevelopment" of the CRA area. Notwithstanding, numerous meeting and workshops, the CRA has failed 
to address the issues facing developers and builders nor to address needed changes to the proposed CRA 
document. Adoption of the proposed CRA Urban Development Design Overlay wi ll discourage future 
development of the CRA area. 

CSL/kw 

cc: Mayor Ashton Hayward 

City Council 

PNJ 
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