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Kelly Perkins

From: KEVIN SCOTT <Avpetro@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 1:40 PM
To: Kelly Perkins; Enid Torregrosa
Subject: 820 Carsten
Attachments: 2009-02-04 Exterior Stair Photo.pdf; Interior Stair Photo - date unknown.pdf; Stair Permit #1501208 - 

820 Carston.pdf

Kelly and Enid:  
 
Please provide the following to HARC Board Members and place in the record for the application for HARC 
Certificate being considered for 820 Carsten at the April 25, 2017 meeting. 
 
Thank you, 
Kevin Scott 
 
 
Chairman Green and HARC Board Members: 
 
Several statements have been made regarding the application submitted for 820 Carsten that are factually 
untrue.  The truth matters and facts matter.  We respectfully submit the following information in the interest of 
establishing an accurate record. 
 
A statement was made at the February HARC meeting that the exterior stairs at 820 Carsten have been 
permitted.  This is a misleading statement.  No permit has been issued for the construction of exterior stairs nor 
at any time has a HARC Certificate of Appropriateness been given for exterior stairs.  The original stamped and 
approved plans from 2007 for the upstairs porch at 820 Carsten provide for an interior staircase which is what 
was constructed in 2007.  In 2012 an exterior staircase was built without a HARC Certificate or permit of any 
kind.  In April 2015 a permit for “repairs” at the stated amount of $1,000 was obtained and using that permit, a 
contractor built a new set of stairs. 
 
Attached please find the following: 

 Photo of the rear of 820 Carsten date stamped 2009 obtained from the Monroe County Assessors Office 
showing the interior stairs. 

 Photo of the exterior stairs built in 2012 without a permit and no HARC Certificate. 
 Photo of the existing stairs constructed in April, 2015 under the guise of “repairs”  for which there is no 

HARC Certificate and no permit for construction. 
 Copy of Permit for “repairs”  dated April 2, 2015. 

 
A permit obtained for the purpose of repairs cannot be used for new construction nor is it a shortcut to avoid 
obtaining the required HARC Certificate of Appropriateness.  A questionably obtained permit for repairs cannot 
substitute for, or be characterized as, properly permited construction with the required approvals.  The 
representation that the exterior stairs are permitted is misleading and factually untrue. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
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Kevin Scott 
818 Carsten Ln 
Key West, FL 
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Kelly Perkins

From: KEVIN SCOTT <Avpetro@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 2:41 PM
To: Enid Torregrosa; Kelly Perkins
Cc: Ronald Ramsingh; Wayne Smith
Subject: 820 Carsten
Attachments: 160624115920SCAN.pdf

 
Enid and Kelly: 
 
Please provide the following information to the HARC Board Members and include in the record for the application for Certificate of 
Appropriateness for 820 Carsten being considered at the April 25, 2016 HARC meeting. 
 
Thank you, 
Kevin Scott 
 
 
Members of the HARC Board: 
 
There is an assumption that it is unclear what the HARC Board approved when a Certificate of Appropriateness was provided in 2006 
for an upstairs porch at 820 Carsten.   This assumption is based on a lack of detail in the HARC records.  This is a misconception.  In 
May of 2016 I obtained from Michael Skoglund of Kinky Construction the original, approved blue line construction plans for the 
upstairs porch constructed in 2007 at 820 Carsten.  These plans, stamped and signed by the City, show in detail what was approved 
and reflect in feet and inches exactly what the HARC Certificate allowed.  I also obtained the original permit for the work issued in 
2007.  I provided both of these to HARC staff at the time to assist them in evaluating current proposals for a new addition at 820 
Carsten. 
 
In the recent February HARC meeting City Attorney Ramsingh outlined the City’s policy and procedure regarding HARC 
Certificates.  He explained that before plans are approved by the Building Dept, conformity with the HARC Certificate of Approval is 
checked.  He went on to note that even if plans are not checked in all cases or where that step was overlooked, approved plans 
stamped by the City are presumed to be consistent with the Certificate of Appropriateness and treated as such. 
 
Attached below please find the approved plans for 820 Carsten stamped and signed by the City.  They memorialize the specific intent, 
and expressed approval of the HARC Board in 2006.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Kevin Scott 
818 Carsten Ln 
Key West 
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Kelly Perkins

From: Maureen Bramlage <maureen.bramlage@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 3:54 PM
To: Kelly Perkins
Cc: Enid Torregrosa
Subject: After-the-Fact Permit request
Attachments: Carsten before and after porch.pdf

Please upload the following commntary for Apr. 25’s HARC meeting and if possible, insert the photos 
opened in the space between paragraphs where it says to see the attached photos. 
  
                                                                    AFTER-THE-FACT PERMIT REQUEST??!!?? 
  
I am going  to have to have help to understand how someone can buy a house with an open porch, 
illegally enclose it, and then be entitled to an after-the-fact permit?. Or am I not understanding the 
request? 
  
We know from the applicants themselves, spoken directly to every one of the protesting neighbors, 
that they enclosed it themselves after buying it.  
  
We know from the previous owner’s written declaration that she did not enclose it.   
  
We know from the photos and statements of realtors that it was open when it was shown and sold. 
  
And we know from the next door neighbors,   who considered buying it at the same time and took 
photos of their own, that it was open when it was shown and when it was sold. 
  
So who is saying that it was enclosed?   Is anyone saying it was enclosed when the present 
owners bought it?    AND   If not, what can possibly justify such a request? 
  
The proposed construction is so out of harmony in scale and mass with the adjacent neighbors and 
the two whole lanes of historic single-story homes, that the new design has to try to legitimize it with 
an estoppel argument, claiming no one knows what was done when, and implying that it was already 
enclosed.  But that is a specious argument and an overly broad generalization because we know: 
  
a) that Architect Michael Skoglund canceled the permits and withdrew the plans when the owner, 
Susan Schock, built the frame to a roof peak over  
    25ft,  when the permit only allowed for 23 ft. 
  
b.) that Susan Schock did no construction after the house went into foreclosure in ‘08 
  
c.)  that the County Appraiser recorded photographically the open porch on Feb. of ‘09 
  
d.) it was represented visually and verbally by realtors as an open porch 
  
d.) and that the new owner enclosed the porch, without permits, and told the neighbors who actually 
saw the construction that he 
      did so “for the hurricanes”. 
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From HARC’s Glossary of Terms:  “Guidelines:  officially declared limitations expressed as 
instructions for procedures. I don’t think this proposal can be approved under the 
Guidelines.  There are no guidelines that would allow it. 
  
I have scoured the Guidelines –2002 through 2016 and can find nothing that can justify the request 
for an after-the-fact permit to enclose. 
In fact the guidelines of the time specifically disallow it, causing us to wonder if the HARC of the day 
actually erred:  “single-story porches may not be altered or raised to two stories, nor may open roof 
decks be built on the roofs of one story porches.” 
  
  
 See photos attached first of ground floor deck, then with second story porch. 
  
This is a structure that was not built per plan, is scheduled to be demolished, and requested to be 
replaced by a different structure, out of scale and mass, and not compatible and harmonious, with the 
neighboring structures and surroundings.  No one ever applied for a permit to enclose it; it  never was
enclosed; and not a single guideline anywhere from ‘02 forward indicates that enclosure would have 
been approved in this circumstance. 
  
Can  it really be appropriate to allow a two-story home to overshadow and dominate all other single-
story homes around it?   
  
Is it  appropriate to replace an unsafe, dilapidated,  illegally, and incorrectly built open porch, 
scheduled for demolition, built above an open deck – replace it with a two-story home?  Will doing so 
open a Pandora’s box of requests for more over-sized and crowding two-story homes?  Certainly two 
neighbors have expressed that intent. 
  
In  Dec. ‘06,  HARC apparently approved a second-story porch open on all four sides.  How can any 
more than that be approved now?  As I said when I opened, I do not understand. I need help to 
understand. 
  
I have heard different opinions from the dais on just what constitute massing, one person referring the 
the enclosed upper level as “similar in massing”, and another stating “this is a significant increase in 
mass”.  Searching dictionaries, thesauruses and HARC glossaries I find that massing is supposed to 
take in “bulk”.  From HARC glossary on scale and mass:  “Building form refers to the shape of the 
major volumes, while massing refers to the overall composition of the  major volumes, its overall 
“bulk” and how it sits on the site.” 
  
What I am hearing, in Mr. Oropeza’s frequent admonishments to this Board, is that the City has made 
mistakes, creating liability to his clients.  Is there implicit in these constant reminders that HARC 
should attempt to redress the harm that may have been done?    That is certainly not HARC’s job, 
and everyone seemed to agree last month that permit issues should be dealt with in a different arena 
– Building or Code, yet here we are with a request for an after-the-fact permit, that asks the board to 
disregard their own Guidelines and permit something that controverts more than 20 of the 
Guidelines, just because the City itself failed to take action on neighbors’ complaints and failed to 
make proper certification for the buyers. 
  
I do not wish my objections to be seen as personal.  I am not in any way against the Lynches whom I 
already know as neighbors.  I just want the City to shoulder its own responsibility or liability, and not 
try to offset it on the backs of the neighbors and to the detriment of the surroundings.  In fact, I offered 
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to testify on behalf of the Lynches because I have lived here and been in touch with all owners of 820 
Carsten for 23 years. 
  
Maureen Bramlage 
812 Carsten Lane 
Key West 
305 295 0162 
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Kelly Perkins

From: Maureen Bramlage <maureen.bramlage@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, April 21, 2017 3:57 PM
To: Kelly Perkins
Cc: Enid Torregrosa
Subject: Fw: Roof Height/820 Carsten 4/25

This is a separate upload, for the roof issue: 
  
I need to make a separate point about the roof height of 820 Carsten, in case the elements of this proposal 
would somehow extend to a later approval for just the open porch that was permitted in Dec ‘06. 
  
The wording submitted for the roof height has been changed to read “existing height”.  That would not 
be acceptable, and not necessary as the illegal addition is to be demolished anyway.  It is not 
acceptable because: 
  
a) the roof was permitted for 23ft. but built to over 25 ft according to the owner who built it and the 
architect who left the project because of it 
  
b) this fact was verified by the neighbor who did the field measurements as reported in the June 
meeting. 
  
c) the impact of a second story porch would be significantly lessened by the resulting 10% decrease 
in the height 
  
d) the architect keeps referring to “existing height” and says it is 24ft above grade – not true 
  
Maureen Bramlage 
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