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LEE COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
OLD LEE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

2120 MAIN STREET 
FORT MYERS, FL 33901 

EAST ROOM 
 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2012 
10:00 AM 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. Call to Order/Review of Affidavit of Publication 
2. Approval of Minutes – December 21, 2011 
3. Public Hearing on Special Certificates of Appropriateness (COA) 

(For public review, plans for the COA cases are available at the Pine Island Public 
Library, 10700 Russell Road NW, Bokeelia, FL 33922 starting January 11, 2012). 
 
A. COA 2011-00167 Wilson Residence, 16281 Quail Trail, Bokeelia, FL 33922 

The proposed project generally entails rehabilitation and enlargement of an existing 
individually designated house. 
 

B. COA2011-00111, Goldpenny, 4725 Pine Island Rd, NW, Matlacha, FL 33993 
The proposed project generally entails rehabilitation and enlargement (second story 
addition) of an existing house. 
Note:  A summary of the zoning relief requests is provided for informational 
purposes only.  The Lee County Zoning Division will make a determination 
after the Historic Preservation Board renders its decision. 

 
The request for zoning relief: Relief in the C-1 (Commercial) zoning district from the 
Lee County Land Development Code as follows: 
a) Relief from LDC Section 34-2192(a) and LDC Section 34-844 which requires a 25 

foot minimum street setback (Pine Island Road) to allow an existing structure 10 
feet. 

b) Relief from LDC Section 34-844 which requires a minimum lot width of 75 feet to 
73 feet to bring the lot into compliance with current C-1 lot dimensions. 

 
4. Items by the Public; Committee Members; Staff 
5. Next Meeting Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2012; Adjournment 

 
Any person appealing a decision made at this hearing must ensure a record of the proceedings is made.  In 
accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Reasonable Accommodations will be made upon request. If 
you are in need of a Reasonable Accommodation or would like additional information, please contact Janet Miller 
at (239) 533-8583. 
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DRAFT 
 

MINUTES REPORT 
LEE COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

December 21, 2011 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Ruby Daniels      James Ink 
Marsa Detscher (Chair)   Theresa Schober 
Toni Ferrell     Kevin Williams (Vice Chair) 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Rae Ann Wessel 
 
STAFF PRESENT: 
John Fredyma, Asst. Cty. Atty.   Cathy Olson, Conservation 20/20  
Janet Miller, Recording Secretary   Gloria Sajgo, Principal Planner  
        
Agenda Item 1 - Call to Order – 10:00 a.m./Review of Affidavit of Publication 
 
Dr. Detscher, Chair, called the meeting to order.  Mr. John Fredyma, Assistant County Attorney, 
certified the affidavit of publication and submitted it for the record. 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Approval of Minutes – November 16, 2011 
 
Ms. Schober referred to Page 2 of the minutes and stated that the name Eric Strayhorne was 
misspelled.  It should be corrected to “Eric Strahorne.” 
 
Ms. Daniels made a motion to approve the November 16, 2011 meeting minutes with the above 
amendment, seconded by Ms. Ferrell.  There being no further discussion, the motion passed 6-0. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Request to File Historic Designation 
 

A. HDC2011-00002 – Buckingham Army Airfield District: Flexible Gunnery School Vehicle 
Tracks (8LL2573) and other resources (a.k.a Buckingham Trail Preserve District), 
located north of Buckingham Road and east of Neal Rd, Ft. Myers FL 

 
Dr. Detscher stated she requested this item be placed on the agenda to discuss the possibility of 
reconsidering the motion made at last month’s meeting.  She made a motion that the LCHPB 
reconsider HDC2011-00002 and open it up for discussion, seconded by Ms. Daniels.  The motion 
was called and passed 6-0. 
 
Dr. Detscher stated that after last month’s meeting she became concerned about the Board’s motion 
because there were issues not fully explored at that meeting.  In this instance, the applicant expressed 
resistance to what the Board requested because they felt it would prevent their main operation of 
maintaining the property.  The previous motion may have included portions of the site that, according 
to the documentation, did not have any basis for the Board to consider.  Another concern was that the  
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applicant’s representative submitted the application voluntarily.  Based on the Board’s actions last 
month, there is a chance we may not have a cooperative relationship with this public entity in the 
future.  She did not feel the Board discussed the implications of their action on the 20/20 program and 
mutual efforts to further the historic preservation program as it relates to 20/20. 
 
Ms. Daniels stated she appreciated this item being brought back for reconsideration because she was 
not comfortable with the decision the Board made last month.  She agreed that not enough 
consideration was made to the concerns expressed by the applicant. 
 
Ms. Ferrell stated that, although she was not present at last month’s meeting, she had reviewed the 
package and minutes.  She had some concern about making designations based on any kind of 
unknown.  The historic elements of the resource that was in the north part were not identified.  There is 
no good basis for the designation of it and it is not eligible for the National Register.  The State 
reviewed this as well.  She felt it was a bad precedent to base anything on speculation/conjecture. 
 
Mr. Ink stated he did not feel the Board based their decision on conjecture.  The reports and studies 
that were conducted were broad based.  He hoped that during the past month staff may have 
investigated this further and have a contingency plan of how they can work around the Board’s motion.  
He was not convinced that what the Board requested impacts the use of the property for 20/20.  He was 
referring to the northern stretch.  Some aerials were provided, but there were gaps of history in the 
report.   
 
He further stated that discussion had taken place last month about staff talking to others in the field that 
are more experienced and have more historical record of what actually happened.  Although the 
archaeological study does not confirm the activity that took place on that northern portion, very little 
study was actually done and this activity would have taken place over the past 60 years.  He believed 
there must be some documentation at the museum or college. 
 
Dr. Detscher stated it sounded as if we were discussing having the applicant or staff prove the site is 
not significant versus demonstrating that it is. 
 
Mr. Ink stated he based his comment on his experience from the private side of going through 
historical boards and being asked to do the same thing on the private side.  Although the applicant is 
the County and they have come forward voluntarily, the County should be required to have a higher 
level of responsibility than the private side to protect resources. 
 
Ms. Sajgo reviewed the rationale for her recommendation from last month. 
 
Ms. Schober referred to the State’s review letter listed in the Consultant’s report and stated that the 
letter indicates the State did not feel there was sufficient evidence collected to rule out the structures 
association with the airfield.  Therefore, the consultant’s report cannot be considered as conclusive. 
 
Ms. Sajgo stated the consultant did a thorough evaluation of what was available.  When he looked at 
the map that the Gunnery School put together, the northern portion was not there.  The airfield map did 
not include it.  The consultant did not do any type of oral surveys because they are expensive.  It 
involves tracking down individual people that would have information on that specific site. 
 



 

Lee County Historic Preservation Board 
December 21, 2011                                                                                                                Page 3 of 5 

Mr. Ink noted that the map also did not show all the runways and taxiways that were ultimately built 
for the airfield.  His concern about the northern portion is that there were symmetrical foundations of 
concrete that must have been there for some reason.  Although we don’t know what they are or what 
their purpose was, this does not mean they have no value.  He noted the concrete foundations in the 
north part appeared in the pictures to be of the same time frame as the Flexible Gunnery School. 
 
Ms. Sajgo noted there was no evidence of that.  It is possible that these remains are just discarded 
remnants.  There is not enough knowledge to designate it without more research.  The structures do not 
show up on the 1944 aerials. 
 
Ms. Olson reiterated that 20/20 staff would not be bulldozing the concrete structures shown on the 
northern polygon (2574).  She explained that the only reason staff did not wish to designate the 
concrete structures was due to maintenance/restoration issues of that area.  The majority of the 
preserve is improved pasture.  Staff will be restoring that area to a natural community over a long term 
period.   She noted that Conservation 20/20 and the Oversight Committee were happy to include 
historic elements, but their primary function is to restore natural communities for the wildlife and 
wetlands.  They felt they were helping mitigate things by making information available to the public 
through interpretive panels, including this in the Land Stewardship Plan, and not removing any of the 
historic elements from the property.  As an added layer of protection, the property will be rezoned to 
“Environmentally Critical.” 
 
Ms. Daniels stated she envisioned what this project will look like when finished with the trails and 
interpretive signs in place.  She felt the public would understand that the resources are an indication of 
a larger resource in the area especially if they have lived in the area for any length of time.  She was 
comfortable with allowing the applicant to do what they originally requested. 
 
Ms. Ferrell made a motion to modify the previous request to designate to include the boundaries 
as shown on staff map titled HDC2011-00002 with the property boundary shown in the purple 
outline, which indicates 3 distinct elements (8LL2573, 8LL2575, and 8LL2572), seconded by Ms. 
Daniels.  The motion was called and passed 4-2. 
 
A roll call was taken showing which members were in favor and opposed as follows:  Ms. Daniels (in 
favor), Ms. Ferrell (in favor) Ms. Schober (opposed), Ms. Detscher (in favor), Mr. Williams (in favor), 
and Mr. Ink (opposed). 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Public Hearing on a Special Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) 
 

A. COA2011-00111 Goldpenny, 4725 Pine Island Road, NW, Matlacha, FL 33993 
 
Ms. Sajgo stated the applicant withdrew the application, but would be resubmitting soon once they 
make some adjustments.  The case will be readvertised for a future meeting.  She asked the Board to 
keep their packets for this item as she preferred to only provide them with any changes that have been 
made. 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Economic Impacts of Historic Preservation 
 
Ms. Sajgo referred the Board to the “Economic Impacts of Historic Preservation in Florida” booklet 
they received in their packets and she briefly reviewed portions of it with them.  It was provided to 
them for informational purposes. 



 

Lee County Historic Preservation Board 
December 21, 2011                                                                                                                Page 4 of 5 

 
The Board felt the Board of County Commissioners and County Administration should receive it.  Per 
staff’s recommendation, they agreed that a letter/memo from the LCHPB should be written and 
attached to the booklet before distribution.  Ms. Sajgo also felt it would be beneficial to send it to 
Economic Development staff as well. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Items by the Public; Committee Members; Staff 
 
Public – None (no members of the public were present). 
 
Committee Members 
 
Ms. Schober referred to the previous HDC case and noted that references had been made during the 
lengthy discussion regarding having an adversarial relationship with the 2020 program, which 
concerned her.  She felt it gave the impression that unless the LCHPB is a rubber stamp to whatever 
20/20 staff requests that it is perceived as being adversarial even though 20/20 staff admits they do not 
have the background or expertise when it comes to historic preservation.  It was mentioned at the 
meeting that 20/20 staff may even withdraw the application if the motion was not amended from last 
month.  She felt a proactive way to resolve this might be to seek policy direction from the Board of 
County Commissioners when 20/20 acquires property with cultural resources on it.  A process should 
be in place for a collaborative working relationship to develop the best possible approach.  She also felt 
some policies were needed in terms of providing some direction to the consultants.  Perhaps there 
could be incentives put in place for them to conduct some oral histories or to have more of a landscape 
approach.  Otherwise, certain parts of projects can easily be overlooked. 
 
Mr. Williams stated the County was in the process of updating their Land Development Code 
regulations.  One possibility would be to make some revisions to the regulations that would obligate 
20/20 to designate any historic assets on properties they purchase instead of making it a choice.  The 
two programs should work hand-in-hand rather than in conflict with each other. 
 
Ms. Ferrell stated that in the past 20/20 has turned down purchasing properties that had cultural 
resources since those are not their focus.  They have not wanted to acquire these properties because 
they saw it as something that might require funds that need to be spent elsewhere.  In light of that, she 
appreciated that they acquired this property and brought it forward for designation.  Although it would 
have been nice to have the buffer around the pieces, the property is large, the impact of their 
development is soft, and their intent is to be mindful of how the property is used.   She felt it was 
important to be mindful that the success of this program has mainly been based on cooperative efforts 
with property owners whether they are private or public.  Regarding comments made to make revisions 
to the Land Development Code regulations, she was concerned that it may cause 20/20 to go back to 
not acquiring more properties with cultural resources if it costs them a lot of money since that is not 
where their focus is. 
 
Mr. Williams did not feel that decisions such as not purchasing properties with historical resources 
should be made even at a 20/20 staff level.  He felt the Lee County Historic Preservation Board should 
be represented in the process and have a voice especially when there are bound to be properties having 
both natural and cultural resources on them. 
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Dr. Detscher suggested there be a way for this Board to be involved in discussions of which properties 
are suitable to purchase.  She mentioned possibly having a board member serve as an ex-officio or 
advisor to the 20/20 acquisition group.  She suggested having staff look into certain ways that the Lee 
County Historic Preservation Board could either individually or as a board be involved in the 
discussions earlier in the process. 
 
Ms. Ferrell related an instance where a large tract of land out east was purchased by Bonita Bay.  
Because there was a historic resource on it, Bonita Bay did not want it, so the portion with the historic 
resource was carved out and given to Lee Trust for Historic Preservation who flipped it as part of their 
revolving fund program.  If this program still exists, it could be used with 20/20 properties.  They 
could take a cultural resource that is part of a bigger tract and carve it out and protect it by handling the 
transaction through Lee Trust.  A non-profit entity of this type could help take the resource and protect 
it by passing it on with restrictive covenants. 
 
Ms. Sajgo stated she felt the last two designations (HDC2011-00001 and HDC2011-00002) were a 
breakthrough.  The process may not be perfect, but it is a start.  Another factor is that money is a big 
issue for the Planning Division as well as all other divisions.  Many entities do not have the manpower 
or funds to manage existing sites.  The 20/20 program managed to allocate funds for cultural resource 
surveys, which are accepted by the State.  Since the Lee County Historic Preservation Board is only 
given $50,000 for their grant assistance program, they are not in a position to help with these types of 
expenses.  She stated everyone’s comments were well taken.  She hoped this was the beginning of an 
improved system. 
 
Staff - None 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Next Meeting Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2012; Adjournment 
 
The next meeting will be held in the East Room, Old Lee County Courthouse, 2120 Main Street, Fort 
Myers, FL 33901 on Wednesday, January 18, 2012, at 10:00 a.m. 
 
Ms. Schober made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 11:25 a.m. 
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LEE COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATON BOARD 
STAFF REPORT  

 
TYPE OF CASE: Special Certificate of Appropriateness 
 
CASE NUMBER:  COA 2011-00111 Goldpenny, 4725 Pine Island Rd., NW Matlacha Fl 33993 
 
HEARING DATE: January 18, 2012 
 
SUMMARY: 
The proposed project entails alterations to an existing contributing structure in the Matlacha Historic District HD 
(District) 90-10-01.  The STRAP number is 24 44 22 02 00000 0220 and the address is 4725 Pine Island Rd. NW 
Matlacha Fl 33993.  In general the project entails elevating the house, relocating the house to increase the front 
setback and adding a second floor at the rear of the house to provide roughly an additional 401 sq ft of air 
conditioned space.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: 
Existing Conditions:  
The lot:  The subject parcel is roughly 73-ft by 118-ft with 73-ft frontage on Pine Island Rd.  The rear of the 
property has a seawall by Pine Island Sound.  The lot area is roughly 8,639 sq ft which is a relatively large lot for 
the Matlacha community. 
 
There are two detached structures on the subject parcel: a carport which will be removed and a laundry room which 
will remain and is not part of the proposed project.  
 
The house:  The subject structure is a one story, single family house built in the vernacular style.  According to the 
Property Appraiser’s web site the house was built in 1936.  Like most of the houses in Matlacha, it is small and 
overall retains the architectural integrity of its original style.  The house features a metal roof with horizontal vinyl 
siding.  As with many houses in Matlacha, the front elevation is very close to the road (– the front elevation is 
setback roughly 2-ft from the front property line).  Originally the road was narrower allowing the right-of-way to 
act as a buffer between the front of the houses and the road.  However, as the road has been widened and improved, 
the right-of-way has been paved, which has diminished the buffer between the houses and the road. 
 
Generally the house has a small mass and scale as is typical of the Matlacha historic district.  The diminutive size of 
the buildings in Matlacha is a signature feature of the Historic District.  The subject house has a total air 
conditioned square footage is roughly 1,072 sq ft.  The height of the house is roughly 14-ft 11-in from grade to roof 
peak (or roughly 13-ft 9-in from finished floor to roof peak). 
 
The original house appears to have been rectangular in shape with a narrow façade of roughly 20-ft on Pine Island 
Road and a depth of roughly 44 –ft.  The front elevation by Pine Island Rd. features a front facing gable roof with a 
small rectangular vent at the gable end.  The rear and the north side elevations appear to have been altered to 
accommodate small enlargements to the house – these are evident in the irregularities in the house’s footprint on 
the rear/north side and the north side. 
 
The rear elevation is slightly wider than the front elevation: the front elevation spans roughly 20-ft and the rear 
elevation spans roughly 24-ft.  It would appear that in the past the original house was widened at the rear by adding 
roughly 4-ft on the north side – creating an area (roughly 24-ft by 16-ft) for a family room, kitchen and bathroom.  
Looking at the rear elevation, it is likely it is an alteration of the original rear elevation of the house.  The rear 
elevation is covered by a “lop sided” or asymmetrical hip roof.  Generally, hip roofs are symmetrical by design.  
However, in this instance on the south plane the hip roof maintains the same pitch as the gable roof on the front 
elevation but on the north plane the pitch is more moderate so the roof can extend over the entire rear elevation.  
There is no documentation when this alteration occurred.    
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On the north side – about midway on the north elevation – is a roughly 11-ft by 9-ft “bump out” wing housing a 
small bedroom.  It features vinyl siding and a metal shed roof.  As already noted on the north side, the rear portion 
of the house is roughly 4-ft wider than the front portion.   
 
The windows are 1/1 double hung or awning windows of various sizes.  There is no exterior door on the front 
elevation.  There is an exterior, single door on the north side (towards the front elevation providing access to the 
living room) and another one on the south side (towards the rear elevation providing access to the family room.)  
On the rear elevation the house features a pair of sliding glass doors.   
 
Proposed Project:  

1. Relocation of the house on the site to increase the front setback area.  Currently the house has a roughly 2-ft 
setback from the front property line along Pine Island Rd.  The proposal would relocate the entire house as 
is and increase the setback from the front property line to 10-ft.  The new increased setback would be in 
line with the setback of the adjoining property to the north.  A larger front setback area would provide a 
greater, safer buffer between the house and Pine Island Rd.  Safety is a consideration particularly given that 
the house will have to be handicap accessible.   Staff supports this change. 
 

2. Elevating the house from roughly 1-ft 2-in above grade to 4-ft 4-in above grade in order to meet flood 
elevation.  The request is to raise the house by 3-ft 2-in above the current elevation.   
This would provide greater protection in case of flooding and make the house compliant with flood 
regulations – which would make it easier and less costly to obtain insurance.  Most of the houses along 
Pine Island Rd in the Matlacha are at or a few feet above grade.  Raising the house 3-ft 2-in is a relatively 
small increase.  Overall the height of the house would still be in keeping with the height of other houses in 
the district and the house would have added protection from flood waters.  The proposed change would 
increase the height of the house from roughly 14-ft 11-in from grade to roof peak to roughly 18-ft 1-in (or 
increase it from roughly 13-ft 9-in from finished floor to roof peak to roughly 16-ft 11-in) 

 
The elevated house would feature new brick foundation piers with lattice infill between the piers.  This type 
of foundation design is typical of the vernacular houses found in Lee County and in Matlacha.  Due to the 
installation of the handicap ramp (see below) the door towards the rear on the south side will be removed 
and replaced with a window.  Staff supports this change. 

 
3. Installing a 4-ft wide handicap ramp with landings along the south side elevation.  The house is made 

handicap accessible by installing a 4-ft wide handicap ramp along the south side of the building.  The 
proposed wooden ramp has a 1/12 slope and features a guardrail with a wooden handrail with vertical 
supports.  In order to reach the finished first floor elevation of the house, the run of the ramp has to be 
lengthened by a switchback.  Next to the front of the house is a roughly 4-ft high (grade to handrail) and 8-
ft wide landing with railing.  This landing connects the two 14-ft 9’ long ramp segments located right next 
to each other creating the ramp switchback along the south side of the house.  
 
From the switchback, the ramp continues to the rear of the house as single 19-ft 8-in long segment 
including a landing at the beginning and the end of the segment.  The last landing connects the ramp with 
the proposed first floor rear porch.  Staff supports this change. 

 
4. Installing on the first floor rear elevation a 4-ft wide porch with guardrails. The design features of the first 

floor rear elevation remain as they are – with the exception of a new porch along full span (roughly 24-ft) 
of the rear elevation.  The deck is accessed from the south side by the handicap ramp that wraps around to 
the rear deck.  The deck is also accessed from the backyard by a set of steps off center on the rear elevation 
and in line with the sliding glass doors on the rear elevation.   
 
The porch deck spans roughly 24-ft 4-in or the span of the rear elevation with 20-ft 4-in incised under the 
proposed second floor porch and the balance (the 4-ft to the north) open.  (The second floor porch is under 
a gable roof that is narrower than the rear elevation.) Staff supports this change  
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5. Construction of a 401 sq ft second story addition at the rear of the house.  The proposal calls for the 
addition of a small 401 sq ft second floor at the rear of the house to incorporate a bedroom with closets and 
a bathroom.  This addition is accessed by interior stairs and is located over the existing, wider rear 
elevation which includes the current family room, kitchen, and bathroom.   

 
The proposed addition features a metal gable roof with a small secondary hip roof on the north side and 
vinyl siding as the wall material.  The height of the addition from grade to gable roof peak is roughly 25-ft 
9-in which is 7-ft 8-in higher than the height of the existing first floor, which is proposed to be elevated to 
18-ft 1-in.  The proposed secondary hip roof on the north side of the proposed addition is lower than the 
main gable; the secondary hip is roughly 24-ft from grade to roof peak.  
 
The length of the house is roughly 44-ft and the proposed addition will be at the rear – roughly 28-ft from 
the front of the house.  

 
The front elevation of the second story addition is under a gable roof with a rectangular vent at the gable 
end and a façade of roughly 20-ft 4-in; this mirrors the gable end and façade span of the existing front 
elevation on the first floor by the street; it is also roughly 20-ft 4-in.   
 
On the rear elevation the proposed addition is located under both the gable and hip roofs and has a span of 
roughly 24-ft 4-in -- which is the span of the existing rear elevation.  The gable roof extends beyond the 
actual living area to create an incised porch which is the same width as the proposed second story front 
elevation: roughly 20-ft 4 –in.  The porch is roughly 4-ft 6-in wide and will feature railing to match the first 
floor.  On the second story the gable end features a rectangular vent, matching the vents on the front 
elevation.  The second floor addition will access the porch by a pair of single light French Doors with a 
single light window on each side.  
 
The applicant tried to minimize the impact of the second floor addition.   

• The size of the addition is small: 401 sq ft.  However since the house is roughly 1,072 sq ft, it 
represents a 37% increase in the square footage of the house.    

• The mass of the proposed addition is broken up in two wings: a main gable roof and then a 
secondary small hip roof on the north side.  This helps minimize the impact of the addition on the 
house.  

• The height of the addition has been kept as low as feasible.  The height of the second floor from 
grade to roof peak is roughly 25-ft 9-in and the height of the single story portion of the house 
(elevated to meet flood) is roughly 18-ft 1-in.  The addition is roughly 7-ft 8-in higher than the 
single story portion of the house. 

• The addition is located at the rear elevation of the house.  The length of the house is roughly 44-ft 
and the proposed addition is setback 28-ft from the front of the house.  This minimizes the impact 
of the addition on the streetscape. 

• The second floor addition is differentiated from the original house by its height and also by the fact 
that the second story porch is narrower than the first story porch.  Also the second story is under a 
combination of gable and hip roofs. 

 
While the applicant has tried to minimize the impact of the second floor addition, staff objects to the 
addition because it will substantially alter the massing, size and scale of the building.  The house is a small 
single story building which at some point in time had slight additions to the rear and north side elevations.  
Adding a second story would radically change the original design of the building.   
 
There is no compelling reason to add a second story to the building.  The house sits on one of the larger lots 
in the Matlacha Historic District and the house could easily be enlarged by 401 sq ft by placing an addition 
at the first floor level.   
 
While there are several 2-story buildings in this area of the district where the subject house is located; only 
one of those buildings was built after the district was put in place.  It entailed the new construction of a new 
house (not the rehabilitation of an existing historic building) and due to lot size (a small lot) and shape (a 



 
COA 2011 00111 Goldpenny Page 4 of 6 

S:\HISTORIC\SCA\2012\lchpb\1 18 2012\COA2011 00111 Goldpenny 4725 PI Rd\Final COA 2011 00111 Goldpenny 4725 PI Rd staff 
report.docxS:\HISTORIC\SCA\2012\lchpb\1 18 2012\COA2011 00111 Goldpenny 4725 PI Rd\Final COA 2011 00111 
Goldpenny 4725 PI Rd staff report.docx 

 

relatively narrow lot) a 2 story building with a garage on the first floor was built.  Additionally this building 
was near other taller buildings so increased building height could be more compatible to the heights of 
buildings in the immediate vicinity.  The height from grade to roof ridge was roughly 23-ft.  It should be 
noted that because this was new construction the project did not require preservation of an existing historic 
structure.  The project was evaluated for compliance with the design guidelines of the Matlacha Historic 
District.  (The case number is COA2007-00028 see attached.  Also see photo 9 in the attached photos of the 
properties along Pine Island Road).   
 
The HPB also has approved a two-story addition to the rear of a single story historic building.  That 
building addition has not been built yet.  In that instance the building has a very small backyard—the 
seawall of that subject lot is incised into the lot so that it is recessed back from the seawalls of the lots 
adjoining it on either side.  The owner of that lot petitioned DEP to allow him to fill in the incised area and 
create a new seawall that would be in line with the neighbors’ seawall.  The request for expanding the land 
area of the lot by filling it in was denied.  As a result the HPB allowed a two story addition to the rear of 
the house because the house was small and the land area of the lot was also small.  There were constraints 
due to the lot configuration.  The HPB approved a second floor with 647 sq ft and height from grade to roof 
peak of 23-ft.  (The case number is COA2009-00136 see attached.  See photo 12 in the attached photos of 
the properties along Pine Island Road)   
 
In making these exceptions the Historic Preservation Board was making decisions in keeping with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, which state, “The following Standards are to be 
applied to specific rehabilitation projects in a reasonable manner, taking into consideration economic and 
technical feasibility.” (Page 4 Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation) 
 
Aside from these instances, approvals for enlarging a house in the vicinity of the subject house in the 
Matlacha Historic District have been for first floor expansions.  While there might have been applicants 
that originally presented applications to staff that incorporated a second floor addition, those plans were 
altered because the houses were built on lots that were large enough to accommodate additional space at the 
first floor level.   
 
The introduction of second story additions in the Matlacha Historic District when additional square footage 
could be accommodated at the first floor level is not compatible with the single story character of the 
district.  The attached photographs clearly show the determining character of the district in this area is the 
small single story building fronting on Pine Island Road.   
 
Most of the buildings in the Matlacha Historic District are located on small non-conforming lots and do not 
comply with contemporary zoning regulations.  Generally one of the benefits of designation under Chapter 
22 of the Land Development Code is that if the HPB approves alterations to a designated property, the 
Zoning Director can grant relief from zoning regulations administratively.  This allows applicants to bypass 
the more rigorous, expensive and lengthy variance process.   
 
Even in this case where the subject structure is on one of the larger lots in the Matlacha Historic District the 
applicant seeks to obtain zoning relief from the 25-ft front setback requirement to allow a 10-ft setback and 
from the  minimum lot width requirement of 75-ft to allow the existing 73-ft lot width.  In the process of 
issuing these zoning reliefs administratively, the Zoning Director relies on the opinion of the Historic 
Preservation Board to determine whether a proposal is in keeping with the historic character of a building 
and the district.  As a result approval of this request could have broad implications in terms of the types of 
changes that could be allowed in the district in the future.  
 
In assessing the potential impact of the proposed project staff also reviewed it for compliance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.   

 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal change to the 

defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 
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The house will continue to be used for its historic purpose, a residence.  The relocation of the house to increase 
setback requirements, the elevation of the house to meet flood requirements, the installation of a handicap ramp and 
the installation of a rear porch as discussed above meet this standard.  Generally they require minimal changes to 
the defining characteristics of the building, its site and environment.  
 
The second floor addition at the rear is not recommended for approval as it involves not a minimal change but a 
drastic change to the single story design of the house, which is a defining characteristic of the building.  Also the 
addition of a second story would be a substantial change to the environment of the building.  The environment of 
this building is the Matlacha Historic District along Pine Island Road and in the vicinity of the subject property.  
(See attached photographs)  This area of the district predominantly composed of small, single story buildings.  This 
proposal does not meet this standard. 
 
2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved.  The removal of historic materials or 

alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. 
The relocation of the house to increase setback requirements, the elevation of the house to meet flood requirements, 
the installation of a handicap ramp and the installation of a rear porch as discussed above meet this standard. 
 
The removal of the single story space at the rear of the property and replacing it with a two story space removes 
historic materials and alters features and spaces that characterize the property.  The single story wing at the rear 
would be replaced with a two story wing.  As a result the entire feature of the rear elevation and the house will be 
dramatically altered by a new wing on the second story that will have gable and hip roofs and porch on the rear.  
This proposal does not meet this standard.  

 
3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use.  Changes that create a false 

sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other 
buildings, shall not be undertaken.  

N/A 
4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their own right 

shall be retained and preserved.  
The rear elevation under the asymmetrical hip roof is maybe a later change.  However it is uncertain if and 
when this change occurred.   
 

5. Distinctive features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a 
historic property shall be preserved.  

N/A 
6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced.  Where the severity of deterioration 

requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color texture, and 
other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.  Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by 
documentary, physical or pictorial evidence. 

N/A 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall not be 

used.  The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.   
N/A 
8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.  If such resources 

must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.   
N/A 
9 New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that 

characterize the property.  The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the 
massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment.  

The relocation of the house to increase setback requirements, the elevation of the house to meet flood requirements, 
the installation of a handicap ramp and the installation of a rear porch as discussed above meet this standard 

 
The construction of a second story as discussed above does not meet this standard.  The new work is not compatible 
with the massing, size, scale and architectural features of the house.  The second story changes the existing single 
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story massing, size and scale of the house.  The chief architectural feature of this house is that is a single story 
house.  

 
In the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (page 35) District/Neighborhood Section explains that 
the general focus is on retaining, preserving, protecting, maintaining and repairing historic buildings.  However 
there is an allowance for “Alterations/Additions for the New Use”. On page 35 it recommends: “Designing and 
constructing new additions to historic buildings when required by new use.  New work should be compatible with 
the historic character of the district or neighborhood in terms of size, scale, design, material color and texture.”  

 
On the same page it states that it is not recommended, “Introducing new construction into historic districts that is 
visually incompatible or destroys historic relationships within the district or neighborhood.” 

 
The proposed second story addition is not necessary for the new bedroom.  This addition could be located on the 
first floor.  Allowing the introduction of this second story addition into the historic district will be visually 
incompatible with the balance of the single story houses in the districts.  It sets an undesirable precedent which will 
alter the single story character of the district and this area of Pine Island Rd.  The addition is not compatible with 
the scale and design of the properties along Pine Island Rd.  (See attached photographs of the buildings along Pine 
Island Road; the character defining feature of the buildings along Pine Island Road is their single story height and 
small mass and scale.) 
At the bottom of page 35 the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation states, “…such work is 
assessed for its potential negative impact on the building’s historic character.  For this reason, particular care must 
be taken not to obscure, radically change, damage, or destroy character defining features in the process of 
rehabilitation work to meet new use requirements.”  Allowing a second story to accommodate a bedroom, when the 
lot is large enough to accommodate it on the first floor, will radically change the character defining feature of this 
building as a single story building.   The proposed addition of a second floor does not meet this standard.  
 
10 New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if removed 

in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.  
If the second story is built and removed in the future, the original footprint of the rear first floor would still be there.  
However, the integrity of the first floor would be lost and impaired; the first floor would no longer have a roof.  
This standard asks that new additions be done in a way so that they can be removed without substantially damaging 
the integrity of the historic property.  The process of adding a second floor substantially changes the form and 
integrity of the historic property as a result when it is removed, substantial rehabilitation would be necessary to 
bring back the essential form and integrity of the historic property.  The proposed addition of a second floor does 
not meet this standard.  
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board: 
 

• Deny the proposal as presented by the applicant.   
• Make a finding that the proposed project has been designated under Chapter 22 of the Land 

Development Code and on the basis of staff analysis, the project as presented is not in compliance with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 22 of the LDC.  
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