
-MIAMIBEAC:H 
.P-LANNI·NG DEPA-RTMENT 

Stoff Report & Recommenda-tion -Histori-c Preservation BoOfd 

TO: ·Chai-r-person and Member-s 
Historic"Preservation Board 

DA'f£: November 1{), 201'5 

FROM: Thomas R. Mooney, A lOP ew/1 J 
-Planning Director U't-f/{ 

SUBJECT: -File No. 7584, 14214 Drexel Avenue. 

The appli-cant, 1444 Dr-exel llC, is r-equesting a Certificate of Appr-opriateness 
for the construction of two, 1-story ground level, detached additions -to 
acc-ommodate additional hotel uni.t-s, including variances to r-educe the minimum 
pedestal front, r-ear and sum of the side setbacks, and to exceed the maximum 
projection into the front setback for a d-ec-k facing Espanola Way. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Approval of t-he C-ertificate of Appropriateness with c-onditions 
Approval of 1-he Variances with conditions 

"'EXISTING STRUCTURE 
Local Historic District: 
Status: 
Original Construction Dat-e: 
Original AFchit-ect: 

.ZONING I SIT'E DATA 
-L-egal Description: 

Zoning: 
-Future-Land Use-Designation: 
Lot Siz-e: 
Existing FAR: 
Proposed FAR: . 
Proposed Height: 
-Existing -Use/Condition: 
Pr-oposed Use: 

THE PROJECT 

-Espanola Way 
Contributing 
1925 
Robert A. Taylor 

Lots 1 and 2, less the south 3 feet, =Block 4A of First 
Addition to Whitman's Subdivision of espanola Villas, 
according 1:o the plat thereof recorded in P1at Book 9, f'age 
14 7 of -t-he public r-ecords of Miami Dade County, "F1orida. 

CD-2, Commercial medium intensity 
C0-2, Commer-cial medium intensity 
8,580 S.F. (Max-FAR 2.0) 
1-6,452.95 S.F. I 1.91 
17,154.43 S.F. I 1.99 ·FAR, as r-epr-esented by the a-r<Chitect 
13' -0" for the new construction 
22 FOom hotel with .ground lev-el commercial 
24 room hot-el with ground level oommercial 

The applicant has -submitted -plans entitled .. Suite Aedi-tion" as pr--epar--ed by 3Design 
Architecture, Elated September 21, 2.015. 
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The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness for the construction of two, 
1-story ground level, detached additions to accommodate additional hotel units, 
including variances to reduce the minimum pedestal front, rear and sum of the side 
setbacks, and to exceed the maximum projection into the front setback for a deck facing 
Espanola Way. 

The applicant is requesting the following variance(s): 

1. A variance to reduce by 2'-8" the minimum required front pedestal setback of 20'-0" in 
order to construct a one-story detached addition at 17'-4" from the front property line 
facing Espanola Way. 

• Variance requested from: 

Sec. 142-307. Setback requirements. 
The setback requirements for the C0-2 commercial, medium intensity district are as 
follows: 
Pedestal and Tower (non-oceanfront): Residential uses shall follow the RM-1, 2, 3 
setbacks.(See sections 142-156, 142-218 and 142-247. 

Sec. 142-156. 142-218. 142-247 Setback requirements. 
(a) The setback requirements for the RM-1, RM-2 and RM-3 residential multifamily 
districts are as follows: 
Pedestal, front: 20 feet 

The project includes two-detached hotel room structures on the unimproved area at the west 
side of the property. The structure closest to the front is setback 17'-4" from the front property 
line where 20 feet is required. The size of each hotel units is 300 s.f. approximately which is the 
minimum area required for a hotel room. The buildings are setback to the rear of the site to 
match the rear setback of the existing building and to the west side to clearly separate the new 
construction from the contributing building. This request is the minimum variance required in 
order to construct up to the maximum FAR permitted, satisfy the certificate of appropriatness 
criteria and provide a reasonable use of the land. Adding new area attached to the existing 
building would negatively affect the existing structure. Most buildings along Espanola Way have 
no setback to the front property line and the required 20 feet is actually an anomaly in the area, 
not compatible with the sorrounding properties. The existing building on site constructed in 1925 
is not the result of the actions of the applicant. This site condition restricts the available area for 
the allowable development. The historic structure creates the practical difficulty requiring the 
variance. Staff is supportive of this variance as requested. 

2. A variance to reduce by 14'-0" the minimum required sum of the side setbacks of 17'-8" 
in order to construct two one-story detached addition with a sum of the side stbacks of 
3'-8". 

• Variance requested from: 

Sec. 142-307. Setback requirements. 
The setback requirements for the C0-2 commercial, medium intensity district are as 
follows: 
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Pedestal and Tower (non-oceanfront): Residential uses shall follow the RM-1, 2, 3 
setbacks.(See sections 142-156, 142-218 and 142-247. 

Sec. 142-156, 142-218, 142-247 Setback requirements. 
(a) The setback requirements for the RM-1, RM-2 and RM-3 residential multifamily 
districts are as follows: 
Pedestal, side interior- Sum of the side yards shall equal16% of lot width, Minimum: 
7. 5 feet or 8% of lot width, whichever is greater. 

The new hotel additions are proposed at 6'-1" from the existing contributing building and at 3'-8" 
from the west property line. Because the existing building was constructed with zero setback 
from the east side, the total sum of the side yards provided is 3'-8" where 17'-8" is required. By 
complying with this requirement the new addition would have to be relocated closer to the 
existing building and modifications to the original architecture may be necessary in order to 
accomodate the new addition. The detached structures would not negatively affect the 
neighboring properties as they are one-story in height and the proposed setback is compatible 
with the setbacks of other properties in the area. The requested variance is necessary in order 
to accommodate the additional space and reasonably setback the structures from the existing 
building. Again, the historic structure, within a historic district creates the practical difficulty. 
Staff finds the practical difficulty standard has been met for this variance request. 

3. A variance to reduce by 2'-9" the minimum required rear setback of 7'-1 0" in order to 
construct two one-story detached additions at 5'-1" from the rear property line. 

• Variance requested from: 

Sec. 142-307. Setback requirements. 
The setback requirements for the C0-2 commercial, medium intensity district are as 
follows: 
Pedestal and Tower (non-oceanfront): Residential uses shall follow the RM-1, 2, 3 
setbacks.(See sections 142-156, 142-218 and 142-247. 

Sec. 142-156, 142-218, 142-247 Setback requirements. 
(a) The setback requirements for the RM-1, RM-2 and RM-3 residential multifamily 
districts are as follows: 
Pedestal, rear, Non-oceanfront lots-Minimum: 10% of lot depth 

The rear setback of the existing structure is non-conforming and the new hotel additions will 
follow the existing building line at the rear. Although the current Code requires a setback of 7'-
1 0", the proposed 5' -1" setback is more compatible with the setbacks of other properties along 
the rear of the site. This variance request will not be injurious to the neighboring properties as it 
is consistent with the rear setback of most buildings in the same block. The low-scale additions 
are shifted to the rear of the site in order to be more recessive with respect to the existing 
building and comply with the certificate of appropriatness criteria. The sizes of the hotel units 
are the minimum possible in order to make a reasonable use of the land. The compliance with 
today's setbacks would impose an undue hardship on the applicant who would not be able to 
develop the site up to the maximum FAR available as other properties in the same district while 
keeping the contributing building unaltered. This variance request would allow the existing 
building to maintain its original architectural integrity. The historic structure, within a historic 
district creates the practical difficulty. Staff finds the practical difficulty standard has been met 
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4. A variance to exceed by 58.6% (1 0'-2") the maximum allowable projection of 25% (4'-4") 
of the proposed front yard of 17'-4" in order to construct a paved area with 83.6% (14'-
6") of encroachment into the proposed front yard. 

• Variance requested from: 

Sec. 142-1132. Allowable encroachments within required yards. 
(o) Projections. In all districts, every part of a required yard shall be open to the sky, 
except as authorized by these land development regulations. The following may project 
into a required yard for a distance not to exceed 25 percent of the required yard up to a 
maximum projection of six feet, unless otherwise noted. 
(6)Porches, platforms and terraces (up to 30 inches above the elevation of the lot). 

The front setback of the new building is reduced to 17'-4" as part of variance request number 1. 
The proposed deck is allowed to encroach up to 25% of such proposed front yard for a 
maximum of 4'-4". A setback of 2'-10" is proposed from the front property line, facing Espanola 
Way. Although staff is not opposed to this variance request, we recommend that the plaza be 
reduced in size to have at least 6 feet of setback from the front property line, or create a 
centered landscape area for canopy trees, provide only one paved access to the plaza and 
allow a setback of 5 feet from the west property line. With this modifications, staff is supportive 
of the variance requested. The historic structure, within a historic district creates the practical 
difficulty. Staff finds the practical difficulty standard has been met for this variance request. 

PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY AND HARDSHIP CRITERIA 
The applicant has submitted plans and documents with the application that staff has concluded 
satisfy Article 1, Section 2 of the Related Special Acts. In this case the requested variances 
are necessary in order to satisfy the Certificate of Appropriateness criteria and to not 
adversely impact the existing contributing building. 

The applicant has submitted plans and documents with the application that also indicate the 
following, as they relate to the requirements of Section 118-353(d), Miami Beach City Code: 

• That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure, 
or building involved and which are not applicable to other lands, structures, or buildings 
in the same zoning district; 

• That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from the action of the 
applicant; 

• That granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any special 
privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other lands, buildings, or structures in the 
same zoning district; 

• That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant 
of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning district under the 
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terms of this Ordinance and would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the 
applicant; 

• That the variance granted is the m1n1mum variance that will make possible the 
reasonable use of the land, building or structure; 

• That the granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose 
of this Ordinance and that such variance will not be injurious to the area involved or 
otherwise detrimental to the public welfare; and 

• That the granting of this request is consistent with the comprehensive plan and does not 
reduce the levels of service as set forth in the plan. 

COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING CODE 
A preliminary review of the project indicates that the application, as proposed, appears to be 
inconsistent with the following sections of the City Code, in addition to the requested 
variance( s): 

1. A fee in lieu of providing parking on site will be required for 1 parking space at $40,000 
per space. 

2. Paved area at the rear of the property exceeds the maximum 44" permitted for a 
walkway. 

The above noted comments shall not be considered final zoning review or approval. These and 
all zoning matters shall require final review and verification by the Zoning Administrator prior to 
the issuance of a Building Permit. 

CONSISTENCY WITH 2025 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
A preliminary review of the project indicates that the proposed hotel/commercial use appears 
to be consistent with the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan. 

COMPLIANCE WITH CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS CRITERIA 
A decision on an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be based upon the 
following: 

I. Evaluation of the compatibility of the physical alteration or improvement with surrounding 
properties and where applicable, compliance with the following criteria pursuant to 
Section 118-564(a)(1) of the Miami Beach Code (it is recommended that the listed 
criteria be found Satisfied, Not Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 

a. The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings as revised from time to time. 
Satisfied 

b. Other guidelines/policies/plans adopted or approved by Resolution or Ordinance 
by the City Commission. 
Satisfied 
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II. In determining whether a particular application is compatible with surrounding properties, 
the Board shall consider the following criteria pursuant to Section 118-564(a)(2) of the 
Miami Beach Code (it is recommended that the listed criteria be found Satisfied, Not 
Satisfied or Not Applicable, as so noted): 

a. Exterior architectural features. 
Satisfied 

b. General design, scale, massing and arrangement. 
Satisfied 

c. Texture and material and color. 
Satisfied 

d. The relationship of a, b, c, above, to other structures and features of the district. 
Satisfied 

e. The purpose for which the district was created. 
Satisfied 

f. The relationship of the size, design and siting of any new or reconstructed 
structure to the landscape of the district. 
Satisfied 

g. An historic resources report, containing all available data and historic 
documentation regarding the building, site or feature. 
Satisfied 

h. The original architectural design or any subsequent modifications that have 
acquired significance. 
Satisfied 

Ill. The examination of architectural drawings for consistency with the criteria pursuant to 
Section 118-564(a)(3) of the Miami Beach Code and stated below, with regard to the 
aesthetics, appearances, safety, and function of any new or existing structure, public 
interior space and physical attributes of the project in relation to the site, adjacent 
structures and properties, and surrounding community. The criteria referenced above 
are as follows (it is recommended that the listed criteria be found Satisfied, Not Satisfied 
or Not Applicable, as so noted): 

a. The location of all existing and proposed buildings, drives, parking spaces, 
walkways, means of ingress and egress, drainage facilities, utility services, 
landscaping structures, signs, and lighting and screening devices. 
Satisfied 

b. The dimensions of all buildings, structures, setbacks, parking spaces, floor area 
ratio, height, lot coverage and any other information that may be reasonably 
necessary to determine compliance with the requirements of the underlying 
zoning district, and any applicable overlays, for a particular application or project. 
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c. The color, design, surface finishes and selection of landscape materials and 
architectural elements of the exterior of all buildings and structures and primary 
public interior areas for developments requiring a building permit in areas of the 
city identified in section 118-503. 
Satisfied 

d. The proposed structure, and/or additions to an existing structure is appropriate to 
and compatible with the environment and adjacent structures, and enhances the 
appearance of the surrounding properties, or the purposes for which the district 
was created. 
Satisfied 

e. The design and layout of the proposed site plan, as well as all new and existing 
buildings and public interior spaces shall be reviewed so as to provide an 
efficient arrangement of land uses. Particular attention shall be given to safety, 
crime prevention and fire protection, relationship to the surrounding 
neighborhood, impact on preserving historic character of the neighborhood and 
district, contiguous and adjacent buildings and lands, pedestrian sight lines and 
view corridors. 
Satisfied 

f. Pedestrian and vehicular traffic movement within and adjacent to the site shall be 
reviewed to ensure that clearly defined, segregated pedestrian access to the site 
and all buildings is provided for and that any driveways and parking spaces are 
usable, safely and conveniently arranged and have a minimal impact on 
pedestrian circulation throughout the site. Access to the site from adjacent roads 
shall be designed so as to interfere as little as possible with vehicular traffic flow 
on these roads and pedestrian movement onto and within the site, as well as 
permit both pedestrians and vehicles a safe ingress and egress to the site. 
Satisfied 

g. Lighting shall be reviewed to ensure safe movement of persons and vehicles and 
reflection on public property for security purposes and to minimize glare and 
reflection on adjacent properties and consistent with a City master plan, where 
applicable. 
Satisfied 

h. Landscape and paving materials shall be reviewed to ensure an adequate 
relationship with and enhancement of the overall site plan design. 
Satisfied 

i. Buffering materials shall be reviewed to ensure that headlights of vehicles, noise, 
and light from Structures are adequately shielded from public view, adjacent 
properties and pedestrian areas. 
Satisfied 
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j. Any proposed new structure shall have an orientation and massing which is 
sensitive to and compatible with the building site and surrounding area and which 
creates or maintains important view corridor(s). 
Satisfied 

k. All buildings shall have, to the greatest extent possible, space in that part of the 
ground floor fronting a sidewalk, street or streets which is to be occupied for 
residential or commercial uses; likewise, the upper floors of the pedestal portion 
of the proposed building fronting a sidewalk street, or streets shall have 
residential or commercial spaces, or shall have the appearance of being a 
residential or commercial space or shall have an architectural treatment which 
shall buffer the appearance of a parking structure from the surrounding area and 
is integrated with the overall appearance of the project. 
Satisfied 

I. All buildings shall have an appropriate and fully integrated rooftop architectural 
treatment which substantially screens all mechanical equipment, stairs and 
elevator towers. 
Satisfied 

m. Any addition on a building site shall be designed, sited and massed in a manner 
which is sensitive to and compatible with the existing improvement(s). 
Satisfied 

n. All portions of a project fronting a street or sidewalk shall incorporate an amount 
of transparency at the first level necessary to achieve pedestrian compatibility. 
Satisfied 

o. The location, design, screening and buffering of all required service bays, 
delivery bays, trash and refuse receptacles, as well as trash rooms shall be 
arranged so as to have a minimal impact on adjacent properties. 
Not Applicable 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
The subject site contains one 'Contributing' structure, constructed in 1925 and designed by 
Robert A. Taylor in the Mediterranean Revival style of architecture. The existing building is 
situated at the northwest corner of Espanola Way and Drexel Avenue leaving a 25'-8" western 
side setback. 

The applicant is proposing to construct two 1-story structures within the western portion of the 
site. The two proposed buildings, mirror images of each other, are connected by a raised 
platform providing access to the hotel units. The street facing building is proposed to be set 
back 17'-4" from the front property line allowing for the introduction of a small paved plaza along 
Espanola Way. Staff is pleased with the design which incorporates several architectural 
elements of the adjacent 'Contributing' buildings creating a compatible architectural vocabulary 
that will not have any adverse impact on the surrounding historic district. 

Staff has one minor concern relative to the proposed horizontal picket railings located between 
the buildings. Staff would recommend that the railings consist of metal vertical pickets which 
would be more consistent with the Mediterranean Revival style of architecture and the design of 
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the fence proposed to be installed at the front property line. Staff is confident this minor change 
can be addressed administratively and recommends approval as stated below. 

VARIANCE ANALYSIS 
The building on site has non-conforming front, side and rear setbacks as the building were 
constructed up to the south and east property lines. The site is not developed up to the 
maximum FAR and the applicant is proposing two detached one-story hotel additions on the 
west side with setbacks that are consistent with the setbacks in the historic District and along 
Espanola Way. The setback variances requested are the minimum necessary to make a 
reasonable use of the land while complying with the certificate of appropriateness criteria. Staff 
recommends approval of the variances number 1, 2, and number 3 as proposed and 
modifications to variance number 4 to increase the front and side setback for the pavement or to 
provide a centered open space to plant canopy trees, in a manner to be reviewed and approved 
by staff. In addition, the pavement at the rear of the property shall be reduced to only a 3'-6" 
walkway to increase the pervious area on site. The historic structure, within a historic district 
creates the practical difficulty. Staff finds the practical difficulty standard has been met for this 
variance request. 

RECOMMENDATION 
In view of the foregoing analysis, staff recommends the application be approved subject to the 
conditions enumerated in the attached draft Order, which address the inconsistencies with the 
aforementioned Certificate of Appropriateness criteria and Practical Difficulty and Hardship 
criteria, as applicable. 

TRM:DJT:JS:IV 

F:\PLAN\$HPB\15HPB\11-1 0-2015\HPB 7584_1444 Drexel Av.Nov15.docx 



HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
City of Miami Beach, Florida 

MEE'i"ING..OA'i";E: November 1:0,-2015 

FLL:E NO: 7584 

PROPER'fY: t-444 Dr.exel Avenue 

APRUCAN1: 1444 Dr~x-el L..LC 

L-EGAL: of=First Addttion to Whitman's 

IN 'RE: 

0 R D'E R 

the pia{ thereof recorc:led in 
iami Dade-County, ·Florida. 

c~reservation Board makes the·followmg FtNDINGS-OF-FAC1, 
imt-.rn-•<=~tion, testimony and materials-presented at the-public hearing 

for this maUer: 

I. Certificate 

A. located within the Espanola Way Local Historic Dist-rict. 

·B. Based on -the plans and documents submitted with -the application, testimony and 
in-formation provided by t-he applicant, and the reasons set fort-h in the Planning 
Department Staff-Report, the project as submittec:l: 

1. Is consistent with the Certificate-of AppFOpriateness Criter~ in Section 118-564(a).(1) 
of the Miami Beach Code. 
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2. Is .consistent with Certificate of Appr-opriateness Criteria in -s-ection 11-8-564{a)(2) of 
the Miami B-each-Code. 

3. Is not consistent with Certificate of Appropriateness Crit-eria 'b' in Seetion 118-
-564{a)(3) of the Miami Beach-Code. 

C. The project would be eonsistent with the c-riteria and r=e<:juirements of-section 11"8-564 if 
the -following conditions are met: 

1. Revised elevation, -site plan and floor plan drawir~J 
minimum, such drawings shall tnc-or.porate ,the f'OIIow1n 

a. 

c. 

d. ~ rior lighting shall be provided, in a manner 
bJ staff consist-ent with the Gerttficate of 

I roof-top fi es, air ... -conditioning units and mechanical deviees shall be clearly 
d on a vised roof plan and elevation drawin§s -and shall te screened from 

manner to be reviewed and appro0ved -by staff, consistent with the 
teo Appropriateness Criteria and/or the dir:ections from the Board. 

-2. A revised landscape plan, p,::epared by a ·Pmfessional Landscape Architect, 
registered in the State of FloriEla, and oorresponding site plan, shall be submitted to 
and appr:oved by s-taff. lhe species type, quantity, dimensions, spacing, location and 
overall heigh-t of all plant material shall be ctearly delineated and subject to the 
review and approval of staff. At a minimum, such plan shall ineor.porate the 

.;:following: 
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a. The utiliz-ation of root .barriers and/or Silva Cells, as ap.plicable, shall be clearly 
delineated on the -final r-evised landscape -plan. 

b. A fully automatic irrigation system with 100% covera§e and an automatic rain 
sensor in or--der to r-ender the system inoperative in the -event of rain. Right-or­
way areas shall also be incorporated as part of the irrigation sys-tem. 

II. Variance(s) 

A. The applicant filed an application with the Planning 
varianGe('s ): 

1. A variance to reduce by 2'-8" the minimu 
0" in or-der to construct a one-story -<:te 
property line facing Espanola Way. 

es-tal setback of 20'­
, -4" ~from the front 

2. set-backs ·o'f 

3. A variance to reduce 
order to construct two 
property line. 

4. 

sum of the 

That the special -conditions and circumstances do not result worn the action of the 
applicant; 

That granting the varianee r-equested will not confer on the applicant any special 
privileg.e that is denied by this Ordinance to other lam:is, buildings, or str-uctures in the 
same zoning dis-trict; 



Page 4 ol7 
HPB File No. 7'584 
Meeting-Dat-e: November 1V, 201o 

Ill. 

That literal interpretation of the provisions of -this Or'<Jinanee would-<:leprive the applicant 
of rights commonly enjoyed -by other -properties in the ·same ..zoning district under the 
-terms of this OrdinanGe and would work unneGessary and undue -hards·hi;p on the 
applicant; 

That the variance granted is the m1mmum variance that will make -possible the 
reasonable use of the land, building or ·structur-e; 

'fhat the granting of the varia nee will be in harrnony with t e g neral intent and ·pur-pose 
of this -ordinance and that such varianee will not be i ~ rio s to the area involved or 
otherwise detrimental to the public welfar-e; and 

C. The Board hereby grants the requested 
·based on its authority in Section 11-8-35 

1. 

3. 

a. 

variances -shall be final and there shall ·be no ·fur-ther 
court of -competent jurisdiction ·by petition for writ of 

A A Construction ar.J<ing an.d "Traffic Management-plan (OP'fMP) shall be approved by the 
Parking Director pur-suant to Chapter 106, Article II, Division 3 of the~City Code, prior to 
the issuance of a-Building Peri'Tlit. 

B. Where one or more parcels are unified for a single Glevelopment, t-he property owner 
shall execute and record an unity of title or a covenant in lieu of unity of title, as may be 
applicable, in a form acceptable to -the City Attorney. 
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C. Appltcant agFees d1at in the -event Code Compliance receives complaints of 
unreasonably loud noise from mechanical and/or electrical equipment, and determtnes 
the complaint'S to be valid, even if the equipment is operating pur>Suant -to manufacturer 
specifications, the applicant shall take such steps to mitigate the noise wit-h noise 
attenuating materiats as reviewed and verifted by an acoustic engineer, in a manner to 
-be reviewed and approved by staff consis-tent with the Certificate of Appr-opriateness 
-Criteria and/or the directions f.rom the Boar:d. 

D. A copy of all pages of the r:eeorded Final OFder shall canned into the plans 
submiHed -for building permit, and shall be located immed"atet after -the front cover page 
of the permit -plans. 

-E. 

F. Satisfaction of all conditions is reCjuired f!li" Planning Department f e its appFoval 
on a Certificate of Occupancy; a 1 rary Certifieate of -Occup c or ·Partial 
Certificate of Occupancy may also be eontlitionaUy ranted Planning epartmental 
approval. 

G. The Final Order is not severa 

H. 

I. . ·~.JtiU'' ... ti' o the City Cocle or other applicable law, nor 
er. s andard set forth in the City-Cocle. 

in 

PROVIDED, the ap lican shall build substantially in accordance with the plans entitled "Suite 
Addition" as prepar-e 30:esign Archtrecture, dated September 21, 2015, as appr,aved >by the 
Historic PF-eservation Board, as deter.mined by staff. 

W-hen r-equesting a building permit, the plans submitted to the Bui1ding Department for permit 
shall be consistent with the plans approved by the Board, modified in accordance with the 
·Conditions set forth in this Order. No building permit may be issued unless and until all 
-conditions of approval that must -be satisfied .prior to permit issuance, as set f.orth in this Order, 
have been met. 
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'fhe issuance of the approval does not r.alieve the applicant fr-om obtaining all other required 
Municipal, County and/or State reviews and permits, including final-zoning approval. If adequate 
handicapped a®cess is not provided on the Boarcl-appFOved plans, this approval-Goes not mean 
-that such handicapped acGess is not r-equir;ed. When requesHng a building permit, 
1he plans submitted to the Building Department for permit shall be consistent with -the plans 
approv.ed by the Board, modified in aceor<lance with the conditions set forth in this{)rG!er. 

If the Full-Building -Permit for the pr-oject is not issued within eighteen ( ) months of the meeting 
date at whi,ch the original approval was granted, the application will expfr;9 and become null and 
void, unles-s the applicant makes an application to the "So o an extension of time, in 
aceordance with the Fequirements and proceduFes of ChaRier 8 o City-Code; the granting 
of any such extension of time shall be at the dtscFetion o the Board. e Full Building "Permit 
·for the project should expire for any r.eason (inclu i but not lim1t to construction not 
commencing and c-ontinuing, with requiFed inspe tiofls, in accordance the applicable 
Huilding Code), the application will ex-pire and-become -null and void. 

Dated this ___ _ 

ST 

The for--egoing in was acknowledged befor-e me this day o·t 
---------- -2{)_ by Deborah Tackett, Pr-eservation and Design Manager, 
Planning Department, City of Miami Beach, Florida, a Florida Municipal Cor-poration, on -behalf 
of the corporation. He is personally known to me. 
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NOTARY PUBLIC 
M iam i ... Dade -County, f=lorida 
My commission expir-es: ______ _ 

Appr-ov.ed As To Form: 
City Attorney's Offic-e: ( ) 

Filed with the Clerk of the Historic Preservation Boar-d on ---~~'-----{ 

F:\P-LAN\$HPB\15HPB\11-10-201-5\Draft0rder-s\HPB 7584_1444 Drexel Av.Nov1·5.F : 

) 


