
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Mount Dora 
Planning and Development 

510 N. Baker St. 
Mount Dora, FL 32757 

352-735-7112 
Fax: 352-735-7191 

E-mail: plandev@cityofmountdora.com 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
City Hall, 510 N. Baker Street – Mount Dora, FL 

Wednesday, February 23, 2022 - 4:00 P.M.  

AGENDA 
 

I. Call To Order 
 

II. Roll Call With Determination Of Quorum 
 

III. Approval Of Minutes for January 26, 2022 
 

IV. Public Participation/Hearing for Non-Agenda Items 
 

V. Certificate of Appropriateness 
 
a. 229 E 6th Avenue – Detached Garage 

i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 
ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 

iii. Staff presentation 
iv. Public Input 
v. Discussion 

 
 

VI. Other Business 
 

VII. Announcement of next scheduled meeting date: March 30, 2022 
 

VIII. Adjournment  
 
NOTICE: For purposes of Section 286.011, Florida Statues, two or more members of the City Council may be present at this meeting, and this 
meeting may be considered a City Council meeting.  
 
NOTICE: If any person decides to appeal any decision made at this meeting with respect to any matter considered at this meeting, such person 
may need a record of these proceedings. For such purpose, a person 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.  
 
NOTICE: In accordance with the Americans with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, persons needing special accommodations to 
participate in this proceeding should contact the Planning and Development department no later than seven (7) days prior to the proceedings. 
Telephone (352) 735-7112 for assistance. If hearing impaired, telephone the Florida Relay Service numbers (800) 955-8771 (TDD) or (800) 955-
8770 (Voice) for assistance. 
 
All regularly scheduled meetings are held the last Wednesday of each month at 4:00 p.m. at City Hall – 510 N. Baker Street. 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD MEETING 
City Hall Conference Room, 510 N. Baker Street, Mount Dora, FL 

Wednesday, January 26, 2022 – 4:00 PM 
 

MINUTES 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER  

Having been duly noticed as required by law, the January 26, 2022 meeting of the Mount Dora 
Historic Preservation Board was called to order at 4:00 p.m. by Det Joks. Chairman. 

II. ROLL CALL WITH DETERMINATION OF QUORUM 

Present: Det Joks, Tracey Gerken, Sharon Nichols, Don Marx, Amanda Kelley, Andrea Lother

Absent: Philip Crotwell 
 
City Staff: Shelby Eldridge, Planner II; Adam Sumner, Administrator; Faith Gibbs, 
Administrative Coordinator; Sherry Sutphen, City Attorney 
 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

Mr. Marx motioned to approve the December 16, 2021 minutes.  Ms. Nichols seconded the 
motion and all approved unanimously. 

IV. ELECTION 

A. CHAIRPERSON 

Ms. Kelly motioned to nominate herself for Chairperson. The nomination failed by a roll call 
vote (2:4). 

Ms. Nichols motioned to nominate Mr. Joks for Chairperson. The nomination was approved by 
a roll call vote (4:2). 

B. VICE-CHAIR 
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Mr. Marx motioned to nominate Ms. Kelley for Vice-Chairperson. The nomination was 
approved by a roll call vote (6:0).  

V. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION/HEARING FOR NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

VI. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

A. 244 E 3rd Avenue - Reroof 
i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 

ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
iii. Staff presentation 

 
Ms. Eldridge stated that the Maria Martin house was constructed, in 1885. The applicant wants to 
replace the asphalt shingles on the roof with a standing seam metal roof. The staff recommends 
that the item be approved since it is appropriate. Per the application, the new roof has no impact 
on the chimney. Ms. Nichols asked about the risks of asbestos. If a permit is required, the 
applicant must follow the process, per the staff. Ms. Nichols asked if the home is going to stay 
on the Historic Tour brochure. This home would remain on the brochure with updated photos, 
according to the staff. The Board reviewed the historical significance of this 137-year-old 
mansion, which was built by RC Tremain for the congregational church's first minister. 

iv. Public Input 
v. Discussion 

 
Ms. Kelley motioned to approve staff recommendations. Mr. Marx seconded and all approved 
unanimously.  
 

B. 810 N Tremain Street - Reroof 
i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 

ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
iii. Staff presentation 

 
Ms. Eldridge stated that Hackett-Burnham House was constructed in 1895 the applicant is 
proposing a change from asbestos shingles and metal to complete metal panels. Staff 
recommends approval as the material is appropriate. Ms. Kelley asked about the age of the 
current metal roof. Staff will research building permits within the last ten years and provide 
information if available. Ms. Kelley said she had been in the home when it was for sale and the 
roof is inconsistent; as there are various roofing materials. She agrees the home would look more 
consistent with one material.  
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iv. Public Input 
John Miller mentioned the discussion of panel roof versus standing seam roof which differ. He 
asked which of the two are on the application. Staff replied that the applicant is proposing a mill 
finished standing seam metal roofing. The board members were reminded the color of roofing 
materials cannot be a factor in the board’s decision.   
  

v. Discussion 
Ms. Nichols requested verification that the asbestos shingles would be handled correctly and that the fire 
chimney will not be affected. Ms. Eldridge said that as shown on the application, the chimney would not 
be affected and the roofer would ensure the asbestos shingles were handled appropriately.  
 
Ms. Huizing motioned to approve staff recommendations. Ms. Gerken seconded and all approved 
unanimously (6:0). 
 

C. 828 E 7th Avenue – Detached Garage 
i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 

ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
iii. Staff presentation 

Ms. Eldridge stated that this structure was built in 1970, recently hit the 52nd mark. The applicant 
is requesting a detached garage which would bring the home in compliance with the current 
zoning code requirements. The structure will not be visible from the street, as it is in the rear of 
the home. The applicant will include the horizontal siding seen on the front porch onto the 
garage to match. Staff recommends approval. Mr. Joks commended that it does not appear to be 
enough room for vehicles to turn the area on the driveway. Staff stated zoning issues are not 
under the purview of this board.  
 

iv. Public Input 
v. Discussion 

 
Ms. Kelley motioned to approve staff recommendations. Ms. Gerken seconded and all approved 
unanimously (6:0). 
 

D. 975 N. McDonald Street - Demo 
i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 

 
Ms. Kelley informed the board that she is recusing herself from the discussion and vote as she 
works for West Construction. Ms. Gerken stated that she has had conversations with Jay Smith 
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regarding the property being divided and the condition of the home. Mr. Det received a call from 
Alex Fernandez; a neighbor of the applicant. Mr. Joks directed him to contact Ms. Eldridge with 
concerns and welcomed him to attend this evening’s meeting. Ms. Huizing stated that prior to 
joining the board she was a member of a Local Citizen’s Advocacy Group. There has been a lot 
of discussion on a group email about the property and its future. She stated she did not respond 
to any comments made and will request to be removed in the future.  
 

ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
iii. Staff presentation 

 
Ms. Eldridge stated that the applicant is requesting to demolish the accessory structure once used 
as a carriage house and detached “servant’s quarters” was split in 2019 and now sits on by itself. 
For staff proposes, there are seven demolition criteria, provided to the board. Although the 
structure is a historic building and the last of its kind, it is not on the national register due to 
previous work being done to the structure The initial engineering report did not provide 
sufficient evidence to staff for demolition, therefore, a second revised report was provided to 
staff stating the things wrong with the structure. Staff does recommend approval of demolition. 
Mr. Joks commented on the Staff Analysis error date June 30, 2022, as to the correct date of June 
30, 2021. Staff referenced Section 3.6.44 of the City’s Land Development Code demolition 
requirements as the applicant did provide a report from a licensed engineer.  
 
Lou Buigas; a contractor with West Construction Services to build a new home gave background 
information that their office is in a historical home built in 1925. She stated that they do not wish 
to destroy things that have merit or historical value. Ms. Buigas stated that the current structure is 
a hazard as the Building department previously put work stop orders. If members of the board 
wished to inspect the home, West Construction would be required to sign a waiver as the 
foundation is problematic as the foundation will not warrant it.  
 

iv. Public Input 
 
According to Thomas Cutshaw, the city of Mount Dora bears the entire responsibility for the 
current situation with this land by allowing the former owner to split the parcel. Mr. Cutshaw 
claimed that throughout his five years on the Historic Preservation Board, he questioned this 
property on a regular basis and that this structure and fence would be protected until summer 
2021. He stated that the city should have done more than issue stop work orders on a regular 
basis. He added that this framework is a piece of history, and that they should examine 
everything while presenting their argument. Mr. Cutshaw's sentiments were echoed by Jay 
Smith. Mr. Smith inquired as to what else the board would allow be demolished. The application 
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was denied by the Historic Preservation Board, but it was appealed to the City Commission, 
according to Mr. Joks. According to City Attorney Sutphen, the Historic Preservation Board has 
final decision-making authority that is appealable in the same manner that any other case is. 
 
Lynn Tacher; Mount Dora resident questioned whether the original house was on the national 
registry as she recalls seeing a plaque. Ms. Eldridge stated that the original house is on the local 
registry not the national registry. Ms. Tacher would love to see the structure saved due to the 
historical markers and by tearing down this structure, it is tearing down a piece of the city. Frank 
Ford, a Mount Dora homeowner, restated earlier public complaints and blamed the city. He said 
he went to the Planning Department and was informed there was nothing he could do because it 
was a zoning problem.  According to him, the building is presently included among Mount 
Dora's top ten historic landmarks. For years, the house had a slew of code problems that were not 
addressed until the demo notice was issued. Although this may be a financial concern for the 
owners, Jamie Allen, asked if the city could help with renovations. Attorney Sutphen replied that 
the city presently does not have any historic preservation grants in its budget. Commercial funds 
are administered by the CRA, not Historic Preservation. Private house owners would be 
responsible for finding grants; but, if the city was requested for any grant information, the city 
would supply it. 
 

v. Discussion  
 

Ms. Gerken inquired if the applicant's budget was a factor in the structure's inability to be saved. 
Mrs. Buigas indicated that the structure could not be constructed on the easement because the 
footing and foundation needed to be addressed, and it was not habitable.  
 
Ms. Gerken motioned to table staff recommendation. The motion fails for a lack of a second.  
 
Ms. Nichols agrees with the public's concerns about tearing down another piece of Mount Dora’s 
history, citing the 1993 guideline that instructed Historic Preservation Board members to strive 
for the preservation of Mount Dora's heritage. She mentioned that the existing structure is 
included in the Historic Tour book, which informs the public and citizens about how ancient and 
vital the home is to Mount Dora; yet, it is requested to be demolished. Ms. Huizing worked with 
a number of commissions that were dealing with the same problem in New Jersey, referred to as 
"demolition by neglect." This structure is a type of social history and should be preserved since it 
is the last of its kind in Mount Dora's Historic District. Mr. Joks indicated that the Wardell-
Wilmot House was dismantled piece by piece by being divided, with the understanding that it 
would remain intact as a historic landmark. After appearing before the Historic Preservation 
Board in June 2021 to request permission to build a new home on the vacant lot with the 
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assurance that the existing structure will be preserved. Mr. Joks stated that the purpose of this 
board is to maintain the city's history and the relevance of structures like these. Ms. Huizing 
offered to collaborate with the community to discover methods for the town to act to prevent 
structures from being demolished due to neglect. 
 
Betty Morgan, the owner, stated that when the application for renovation was brought to the board 
in June of 2021, with previous contractor Design South Homes who provided no examination of 
the home's and this is the first time learning of the condition that the accessory structure was in. 
Ms. Huizing inquired about the prior stop-work orders issued against the previous owners. Ms. 
Eldridge added that the building department was notified of work being done without approvals. 
Staff is unable to get access to a building since no permits have been issued for it; the property 
owner's permission would be required for staff to enter. The homeowner was also informed that 
this structure does not have to be habitual, but rather an additional structure, such as a shed. 
 
Ms. Gerken amended motion has been made to table the matter to allow the City Building 
Official to be able to go into the structure to observe it and be able to give an opinion on it and 
also to have a more detailed report from the applicant’s engineer as to the specific reasons for 
why the structure is appropriate for demolition. The motion was approved by roll call vote (3:2, 
with one abstention). 

 
VII. OTHER BUSINESS 

 
VIII. ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: February 23, 

2022 (4:00 pm) 
 

IX. ADJOURNMENT  
 
Mr. Joks motioned to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Huizing seconded the motion and it was 
approved unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 5:19 p.m. 

____________________________    ______________________________ 

Det Joks, Chairman      Faith Gibbs 
Historic Preservation Board     Administrative Coordinator 
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Planning and Development 
510 N. Baker St. 

Mount Dora, FL 32757 
352-735-7113 

Fax: 352-735-7191 
E-mail: plandev@cityofmountdora.com 

 
DATE:   February 15, 2022  
 
TO:   Historic Preservation Board 
 
FROM: Shelby Eldridge, Planner II 
 
RE:   Certificate of Appropriateness; 229 E 6th Avenue (Location); Detached     
     Garage and Pool Cabana; (Request); Chris Sweazy (Owner/ Applicant) 
 
 
    
Site Name: Bellissimo Castello Date of Construction:  1925 
          
Zoning/Use: R1/ Residential  Style:  Mediterranean Revival  
      
Siding:  Stucco   Porch: Open 
 
Roof:   Flat    Windows:  Jalousie - Fixed 

 
Description of proposed alteration:   Remodel of detached garage and new pool cabana.  
 
Guidelines: 
 
 New construction should complement the historic architecture. Through sound planning 

and design, it can reinforce and respect the existing patterns of a historic district.  
Successful infill design does not have to imitate demolished or extant buildings to be 
successful.  Rather, it picks up significant themes, such as height, materials, roof form, 
massing, set-back, and the rhythm of opening to ensure that a new building blends with 
its context. 

 
 The following criteria should be used when reviewing new construction in historic 

districts: 
 
 Setback:  Setback is the distance a building is located from property lines. Buildings in 
historic districts often share a common front and side setback.   
 
 Proportion of openings:  Window opening in historic districts often share similar size, 
spacing, and shape.  On many buildings, particularly the Colonial Revival and other classically 
inspired styles, they are stacked with a narrow space between them. Other styles, particularly 
Queen Anne, exhibit randomly placed openings.  
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 Horizontal Rhythms:  Repeated elements on neighboring buildings are characteristic of 
buildings in Florida.  Divisions between upper and lower floors, uniform porch heights, and 
alignment of window and window sills are examples of such rhythms. New construction in 
historic districts should maintain or extend these strong shared streetscape elements in blocks 
where they appear. 
 
 Roof Forms:  Similar roof form and pitch are characteristics in many historic buildings.  
Nearly all residential buildings in districts have pitched roofs.  Gambrel, pyramidal, and clipped 
gable (jerkinhead) are also found.  In contrast, commercial buildings generally have flat roofs 
with parapets.  Roof design should be compatible with surrounding buildings.  Sloped roofs with 
pitches similar to those of nearby buildings should be required for new residential construction, 
and flat roofs with the roof plane hidden from view on the front facade should be required for 
commercial construction. 
 
 Mass:  Mass relates to the height, width, and depth of a building and its elements.  A 
building is often composed of several different massings – think of it as a compilation of various 
building blocks.  If there are similar massings in the area this should be taken into account. 
 
 Materials:   Certain materials are characteristics of historic districts.  Materials that are 
compatible in quality, color, texture, finish, and dimension to those common to the district 
should be used. 
 
 Details:   Facia, soffit, eave and cornice trim, porch railings and brackets and other 
decorative details can provide a pattern and scale to historic buildings and areas. 
 
 Proportions:  Proportion is the ratio of one dimension to another.  Individual elements of 
the building, such as windows, doors, and additions, should be proportional to each other and the 
building. 
 
  Scale:   Refers to the apparent relationship between two entities, such as the relationship 
between the size of an addition and the building to which it is attached. 
 
 Rhythm:   On the facade of a building a rhythm can be created by the alternating of wall 
(solid) and window (void).  ON the streetscape, a rhythm is created by the alternating of building 
and open space.  It is important to be sensitive to these patterns. 
 
  Climate Control Elements:   Raised foundations, overhanging eaves, porches, awnings, 
the orientation of the building, and other features were historically incorporated into our historic 
structures and provide a common character to the streetscape. 
 
 Landscaping Elements:   Specific types of native vegetation such as live oaks, shrubs, or 
expanses of grassy lawns may predominate in an area.  Architectural elements such as fences, 
walls, garden architecture, outbuildings, or vine-covered trellises and pergolas often contribute to 
the visual continuity in our historic neighborhoods. 
 
Recommendations: 
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 Keep new construction to a minimum 
 
 Design new buildings to be compatible in materials, size, color, and texture with the 

surrounding buildings. 
 
 Employ contemporary design that is compatible with the character and feeling of the 

district. 
 
Avoid:  
 
 Designing new buildings whose massings and scale is inappropriate and whose materials 

and textures are non-historic. 
 

 Imitating an earlier style or period of architecture in new construction, except in rare 
cases where a contemporary design would detract from the architectural unity of an 
ensemble or group. 

 
Additions 
 
If an addition is being constructed, generally it should not be added to the main historic facade of 
the building.   If possible, locate it away from the principal public view, possible to the rear of 
the building.  Respect the proportions of the building to which it is being added, so the addition 
does not dominate its historic environment.  Do not obstruct the character-defining features of 
the historic building with the addition. 
 
Sometimes historic photos and Sanborn maps can give clues to where previous additions were 
constructed on the building, thus providing guidance for the location of new additions.  
However, the new addition should not be designed to look historic.  It is inappropriate to imitate 
a historic style, or use the same roof line, wall plane, or historic details in an attempt to make the 
addition look like it was originally part of the building.  The addition may be contemporary, or 
may incorporate design motifs that tie it into the historic building.  No matter what its design, it 
should be of quality workmanship and materials. 
 
Staff Analysis:  The applicant is looking to remodel the existing detached garage that was built 
in 1949 to increase to height to eighteen feet. The garage will still be one story but will have an 
eighteen-foot ceiling. The new design will match the design of the existing house and will have a 
similar roof as the existing house.  
 
The applicant is also proposing a detached living space that will function as a pool cabana. The 
design matches the house and will not be visible from the street. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval subject to building and zoning codes. 
 
Attachments: 
Vicinity Map 
1987 Site Form 
2008 Site form 
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Photos 
Application 
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site Inventory Form 

Site No. 
-----

[ � Name survey Date 8709 
f 

-::--=--:-:----:--:-:---::c----c--,----c-,-----::----==----=c=-==---
-----

lres s of Site 229 E. 6th Ave., Mount Dora, Fl. 32757 
Instruction for locating __________________________ _ 

Location _ _._.M�ou=n�t::.-..:D�o�r
F
a_S�u=b�.'-------------�0�4�9 _________ 0_0_0_4 ___ _ 

Subdivision Name Block No. Lot No. 

County Lake 
District name if applicable

_,
..--�-----.---=--�,---..----=--------------Owner of Site: Name Maring, Paul A. and Barbara F. 

Address==========l=O=o:s:1�r�o=g=u=o=i=s:,=E=·l=g=i=n==I1==·==6:o:1:2:o====================== 

Type of Ownership private Recording Date 8711 
Recorder : Name &-'l'�i

-"

t�l
-'-

e-"-"'-..;;..;;;_ 
_

_ f3_a_r_r _, -M-e�l -a-n�i -e�( ,--1 i_s_t
_
o

_
r�i -c Pres er vat i on Cons u 1 tan t ) 

Address P.O. f3ox 17 Gainesvi1le Fl. 32602 

Condition of Site: 
(Check One) 

Excellent 
____x__ Good 

Fair 
Deteriorated 

Integrity of Site: 
(Check One or More) 

x Altered 
Unaltered 

x Original Use 
Restored/Date 
Moved/Date 

original Use priva1·e residence 

Present Use priva1·e residence 
Dates c. +1925 
Cultural Phase /\meri can 
Period 20th Century 

NR Classification Category ___ bu_1_·1_ d_ i_ n�g _____ �Date Listed on NR ____ _ 
T' .ats to Site: 

;Ck One or More) 
Zoning 

__ Development 
Deterioration 

Transportation 
Fill 
Dredge 

Borrowing 
Other (See Remarks Below) 

Areas of Significance: __ =Ea�r�l�y___.:;.C�on=rn�1u�n�i�t�y_O_ev�e_l_ o�p_111_e_n_t _____________ � 

Significance: 

This Mediterranean Revival bungalow was apparently built as a rental house since 
it has no early families associated with it. It is important as one of Mount Dora's 
somewhat rare examples of the Med iterranean Revival style. 
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	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 

	iii. Staff presentation 
	iii. Staff presentation 






	 
	Ms. Eldridge stated that the Maria Martin house was constructed, in 1885. The applicant wants to replace the asphalt shingles on the roof with a standing seam metal roof. The staff recommends that the item be approved since it is appropriate. Per the application, the new roof has no impact on the chimney. Ms. Nichols asked about the risks of asbestos. If a permit is required, the applicant must follow the process, per the staff. Ms. Nichols asked if the home is going to stay on the Historic Tour brochure. T
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 

	v. Discussion 
	v. Discussion 




	 
	Ms. Kelley motioned to approve staff recommendations. Mr. Marx seconded and all approved unanimously.  
	 
	B. 810 N Tremain Street - Reroof 
	B. 810 N Tremain Street - Reroof 
	B. 810 N Tremain Street - Reroof 
	B. 810 N Tremain Street - Reroof 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 

	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 

	iii. Staff presentation 
	iii. Staff presentation 






	 
	Ms. Eldridge stated that Hackett-Burnham House was constructed in 1895 the applicant is proposing a change from asbestos shingles and metal to complete metal panels. Staff recommends approval as the material is appropriate. Ms. Kelley asked about the age of the current metal roof. Staff will research building permits within the last ten years and provide information if available. Ms. Kelley said she had been in the home when it was for sale and the roof is inconsistent; as there are various roofing material
	 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 




	John Miller mentioned the discussion of panel roof versus standing seam roof which differ. He asked which of the two are on the application. Staff replied that the applicant is proposing a mill finished standing seam metal roofing. The board members were reminded the color of roofing materials cannot be a factor in the board’s decision.   
	  
	v. Discussion 
	v. Discussion 
	v. Discussion 
	v. Discussion 
	v. Discussion 




	Ms. Nichols requested verification that the asbestos shingles would be handled correctly and that the fire chimney will not be affected. Ms. Eldridge said that as shown on the application, the chimney would not be affected and the roofer would ensure the asbestos shingles were handled appropriately.  
	 
	Ms. Huizing motioned to approve staff recommendations. Ms. Gerken seconded and all approved unanimously (6:0). 
	 
	C. 828 E 7th Avenue – Detached Garage 
	C. 828 E 7th Avenue – Detached Garage 
	C. 828 E 7th Avenue – Detached Garage 
	C. 828 E 7th Avenue – Detached Garage 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 

	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 

	iii. Staff presentation 
	iii. Staff presentation 






	Ms. Eldridge stated that this structure was built in 1970, recently hit the 52nd mark. The applicant is requesting a detached garage which would bring the home in compliance with the current zoning code requirements. The structure will not be visible from the street, as it is in the rear of the home. The applicant will include the horizontal siding seen on the front porch onto the garage to match. Staff recommends approval. Mr. Joks commended that it does not appear to be enough room for vehicles to turn th
	 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 

	v. Discussion 
	v. Discussion 




	 
	Ms. Kelley motioned to approve staff recommendations. Ms. Gerken seconded and all approved unanimously (6:0). 
	 
	D. 975 N. McDonald Street - Demo 
	D. 975 N. McDonald Street - Demo 
	D. 975 N. McDonald Street - Demo 
	D. 975 N. McDonald Street - Demo 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 
	i. Ex Parte Communication Disclosure 






	 
	Ms. Kelley informed the board that she is recusing herself from the discussion and vote as she works for West Construction. Ms. Gerken stated that she has had conversations with Jay Smith 
	regarding the property being divided and the condition of the home. Mr. Det received a call from Alex Fernandez; a neighbor of the applicant. Mr. Joks directed him to contact Ms. Eldridge with concerns and welcomed him to attend this evening’s meeting. Ms. Huizing stated that prior to joining the board she was a member of a Local Citizen’s Advocacy Group. There has been a lot of discussion on a group email about the property and its future. She stated she did not respond to any comments made and will reques
	 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 
	ii. Swearing in of staff/applicants 

	iii. Staff presentation 
	iii. Staff presentation 




	 
	Ms. Eldridge stated that the applicant is requesting to demolish the accessory structure once used as a carriage house and detached “servant’s quarters” was split in 2019 and now sits on by itself. For staff proposes, there are seven demolition criteria, provided to the board. Although the structure is a historic building and the last of its kind, it is not on the national register due to previous work being done to the structure The initial engineering report did not provide sufficient evidence to staff fo
	 
	Lou Buigas; a contractor with West Construction Services to build a new home gave background information that their office is in a historical home built in 1925. She stated that they do not wish to destroy things that have merit or historical value. Ms. Buigas stated that the current structure is a hazard as the Building department previously put work stop orders. If members of the board wished to inspect the home, West Construction would be required to sign a waiver as the foundation is problematic as the 
	 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 
	iv. Public Input 




	 
	According to Thomas Cutshaw, the city of Mount Dora bears the entire responsibility for the current situation with this land by allowing the former owner to split the parcel. Mr. Cutshaw claimed that throughout his five years on the Historic Preservation Board, he questioned this property on a regular basis and that this structure and fence would be protected until summer 2021. He stated that the city should have done more than issue stop work orders on a regular basis. He added that this framework is a pie
	 
	Lynn Tacher; Mount Dora resident questioned whether the original house was on the national registry as she recalls seeing a plaque. Ms. Eldridge stated that the original house is on the local registry not the national registry. Ms. Tacher would love to see the structure saved due to the historical markers and by tearing down this structure, it is tearing down a piece of the city. Frank Ford, a Mount Dora homeowner, restated earlier public complaints and blamed the city. He said he went to the Planning Depar
	 
	v. Discussion  
	v. Discussion  
	v. Discussion  
	v. Discussion  
	v. Discussion  




	 
	Ms. Gerken inquired if the applicant's budget was a factor in the structure's inability to be saved. Mrs. Buigas indicated that the structure could not be constructed on the easement because the footing and foundation needed to be addressed, and it was not habitable.  
	 
	Ms. Gerken motioned to table staff recommendation. The motion fails for a lack of a second.  
	 
	Ms. Nichols agrees with the public's concerns about tearing down another piece of Mount Dora’s history, citing the 1993 guideline that instructed Historic Preservation Board members to strive for the preservation of Mount Dora's heritage. She mentioned that the existing structure is included in the Historic Tour book, which informs the public and citizens about how ancient and vital the home is to Mount Dora; yet, it is requested to be demolished. Ms. Huizing worked with a number of commissions that were de
	 
	Betty Morgan, the owner, stated that when the application for renovation was brought to the board in June of 2021, with previous contractor Design South Homes who provided no examination of the home's and this is the first time learning of the condition that the accessory structure was in. Ms. Huizing inquired about the prior stop-work orders issued against the previous owners. Ms. Eldridge added that the building department was notified of work being done without approvals. Staff is unable to get access to
	 
	Ms. Gerken amended motion has been made to table the matter to allow the City Building Official to be able to go into the structure to observe it and be able to give an opinion on it and also to have a more detailed report from the applicant’s engineer as to the specific reasons for why the structure is appropriate for demolition. The motion was approved by roll call vote (3:2, with one abstention). 
	 
	VII. OTHER BUSINESS 
	VII. OTHER BUSINESS 
	VII. OTHER BUSINESS 


	 
	VIII. ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: February 23, 2022 (4:00 pm) 
	VIII. ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: February 23, 2022 (4:00 pm) 
	VIII. ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: February 23, 2022 (4:00 pm) 


	 
	IX. ADJOURNMENT  
	IX. ADJOURNMENT  
	IX. ADJOURNMENT  


	 
	Mr. Joks motioned to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Huizing seconded the motion and it was approved unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 5:19 p.m. 
	____________________________    ______________________________ 
	Det Joks, Chairman      Faith Gibbs 
	Historic Preservation Board     Administrative Coordinator 
	 

	 
	 
	DATE:   February 15, 2022  
	 
	TO:   Historic Preservation Board  FROM: Shelby Eldridge, Planner II  RE:   Certificate of Appropriateness; 229 E 6th Avenue (Location); Detached     
	     Garage and Pool Cabana; (Request); Chris Sweazy (Owner/ Applicant) 
	 
	 
	Figure
	    
	Site Name: Bellissimo Castello Date of Construction:  1925 
	          
	Zoning/Use: R1/ Residential  Style:  Mediterranean Revival  
	      
	Siding:  Stucco   Porch: Open 
	 
	Roof:   Flat    Windows:  Jalousie - Fixed 
	 
	Description of proposed alteration:   Remodel of detached garage and new pool cabana.  
	 
	Guidelines: 
	 
	 New construction should complement the historic architecture. Through sound planning and design, it can reinforce and respect the existing patterns of a historic district.  Successful infill design does not have to imitate demolished or extant buildings to be successful.  Rather, it picks up significant themes, such as height, materials, roof form, massing, set-back, and the rhythm of opening to ensure that a new building blends with its context. 
	 New construction should complement the historic architecture. Through sound planning and design, it can reinforce and respect the existing patterns of a historic district.  Successful infill design does not have to imitate demolished or extant buildings to be successful.  Rather, it picks up significant themes, such as height, materials, roof form, massing, set-back, and the rhythm of opening to ensure that a new building blends with its context. 
	 New construction should complement the historic architecture. Through sound planning and design, it can reinforce and respect the existing patterns of a historic district.  Successful infill design does not have to imitate demolished or extant buildings to be successful.  Rather, it picks up significant themes, such as height, materials, roof form, massing, set-back, and the rhythm of opening to ensure that a new building blends with its context. 


	 
	 The following criteria should be used when reviewing new construction in historic districts: 
	 The following criteria should be used when reviewing new construction in historic districts: 
	 The following criteria should be used when reviewing new construction in historic districts: 


	 
	 Setback:  Setback is the distance a building is located from property lines. Buildings in historic districts often share a common front and side setback.   
	 
	 Proportion of openings:  Window opening in historic districts often share similar size, spacing, and shape.  On many buildings, particularly the Colonial Revival and other classically inspired styles, they are stacked with a narrow space between them. Other styles, particularly Queen Anne, exhibit randomly placed openings.  
	 
	 Horizontal Rhythms:  Repeated elements on neighboring buildings are characteristic of buildings in Florida.  Divisions between upper and lower floors, uniform porch heights, and alignment of window and window sills are examples of such rhythms. New construction in historic districts should maintain or extend these strong shared streetscape elements in blocks where they appear. 
	 
	 Roof Forms:  Similar roof form and pitch are characteristics in many historic buildings.  Nearly all residential buildings in districts have pitched roofs.  Gambrel, pyramidal, and clipped gable (jerkinhead) are also found.  In contrast, commercial buildings generally have flat roofs with parapets.  Roof design should be compatible with surrounding buildings.  Sloped roofs with pitches similar to those of nearby buildings should be required for new residential construction, and flat roofs with the roof pla
	 
	 Mass:  Mass relates to the height, width, and depth of a building and its elements.  A building is often composed of several different massings – think of it as a compilation of various building blocks.  If there are similar massings in the area this should be taken into account. 
	 
	 Materials:   Certain materials are characteristics of historic districts.  Materials that are compatible in quality, color, texture, finish, and dimension to those common to the district should be used. 
	 
	 Details:   Facia, soffit, eave and cornice trim, porch railings and brackets and other decorative details can provide a pattern and scale to historic buildings and areas. 
	 
	 Proportions:  Proportion is the ratio of one dimension to another.  Individual elements of the building, such as windows, doors, and additions, should be proportional to each other and the building. 
	 
	  Scale:   Refers to the apparent relationship between two entities, such as the relationship between the size of an addition and the building to which it is attached. 
	 
	 Rhythm:   On the facade of a building a rhythm can be created by the alternating of wall (solid) and window (void).  ON the streetscape, a rhythm is created by the alternating of building and open space.  It is important to be sensitive to these patterns. 
	 
	  Climate Control Elements:   Raised foundations, overhanging eaves, porches, awnings, the orientation of the building, and other features were historically incorporated into our historic structures and provide a common character to the streetscape. 
	 
	 Landscaping Elements:   Specific types of native vegetation such as live oaks, shrubs, or expanses of grassy lawns may predominate in an area.  Architectural elements such as fences, walls, garden architecture, outbuildings, or vine-covered trellises and pergolas often contribute to the visual continuity in our historic neighborhoods. 
	 
	Recommendations: 
	 
	 Keep new construction to a minimum 
	 Keep new construction to a minimum 
	 Keep new construction to a minimum 


	 
	 Design new buildings to be compatible in materials, size, color, and texture with the surrounding buildings. 
	 Design new buildings to be compatible in materials, size, color, and texture with the surrounding buildings. 
	 Design new buildings to be compatible in materials, size, color, and texture with the surrounding buildings. 


	 
	 Employ contemporary design that is compatible with the character and feeling of the district. 
	 Employ contemporary design that is compatible with the character and feeling of the district. 
	 Employ contemporary design that is compatible with the character and feeling of the district. 


	 
	Avoid:  
	 
	 Designing new buildings whose massings and scale is inappropriate and whose materials and textures are non-historic. 
	 Designing new buildings whose massings and scale is inappropriate and whose materials and textures are non-historic. 
	 Designing new buildings whose massings and scale is inappropriate and whose materials and textures are non-historic. 


	 
	 Imitating an earlier style or period of architecture in new construction, except in rare cases where a contemporary design would detract from the architectural unity of an ensemble or group. 
	 Imitating an earlier style or period of architecture in new construction, except in rare cases where a contemporary design would detract from the architectural unity of an ensemble or group. 
	 Imitating an earlier style or period of architecture in new construction, except in rare cases where a contemporary design would detract from the architectural unity of an ensemble or group. 


	 
	Additions 
	 
	If an addition is being constructed, generally it should not be added to the main historic facade of the building.   If possible, locate it away from the principal public view, possible to the rear of the building.  Respect the proportions of the building to which it is being added, so the addition does not dominate its historic environment.  Do not obstruct the character-defining features of the historic building with the addition. 
	 
	Sometimes historic photos and Sanborn maps can give clues to where previous additions were constructed on the building, thus providing guidance for the location of new additions.  However, the new addition should not be designed to look historic.  It is inappropriate to imitate a historic style, or use the same roof line, wall plane, or historic details in an attempt to make the addition look like it was originally part of the building.  The addition may be contemporary, or may incorporate design motifs tha
	 
	Staff Analysis:  The applicant is looking to remodel the existing detached garage that was built in 1949 to increase to height to eighteen feet. The garage will still be one story but will have an eighteen-foot ceiling. The new design will match the design of the existing house and will have a similar roof as the existing house.  
	 
	The applicant is also proposing a detached living space that will function as a pool cabana. The design matches the house and will not be visible from the street. 
	 
	Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval subject to building and zoning codes. 
	 
	Attachments: 
	Vicinity Map 
	1987 Site Form 
	2008 Site form 
	Photos 
	Application 
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