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THE CITY OF KEY WEST 
PLANNING BOARD 

Staff Report 
 

 
To: 
 
Through: 
 
From: 
 
Meeting Date: 
 
Agenda Item: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Request: 
 
 
 
Applicant: 
 
Property Owner: 
 
Location: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chairman and Planning Board Members 
 
Taylor Brown, City Planner 
 
James Singelyn, Senior Planner 
 
July 16, 2026 
 
Variance – 522 Front Street (RE# 00000330-000000) – A request for a 
variance from the maximum building coverage requirements to allow the 
construction of a pergola/awning at an existing commercial property 
located in the Historic Residential Commercial Core-1 (HRCC-1) zoning 
district, pursuant to Sections 90-395 and 122-656 of the Code of 
Ordinances of the City of Key West, Florida. 
 
 
 
 
 
A request for a 7% variance from the required maximum building 
coverage.  
 
 
Tadd Maudlin 
 
524 Front LLC. 
 
522 Front Street, Key West, Florida 
(RE# 00000330-000000)
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Street View of the Subject Property 
 
 
Background: 
 
The subject property, with a lot size of 7,836 sq. ft., is in the Historic Residential Commercial 
Core-1 (HRCC-1) Zoning District. The property is currently occupied by Southernmost Pint, a 
local brewery.  The existing building on that parcel was constructed in 1977 (listed as a two-story 
office/mixed-use building). Southernmost Pint began operating in that building around 2022, when 
it opened as a brewpub. 
 
This application is associated with construction of a freestanding, white solid aluminum flat roofed 
pergola over existing pavers.  The applicant would like to offer an outdoor shaded area for its 
clientele.   
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Updated Survey 
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Because the proposed pergola consists of a solid roofed structure, it is considered building 
coverage under the City's Land Development Regulations. Construction of the pergola would 
increase the site's building coverage from the existing 65 percent to approximately 72 percent, 
thereby exceeding the maximum 50 percent permitted in the HRCC-1 zoning district. 
 
The site data table below provides the current and proposed site data for the property. The 
applicant is requesting a variance from the maximum building coverage requirement. 
 

Site Data Table: 
 Code Required Existing Proposed Variance 

Required 
Max. Building 

Coverage 
50% 65% 72% Yes 

Max. Impervious 
Surface Ratio 

70% 99% 99% No 

 
Based on the plans submitted, the proposed design would require a variance to the following 
requirements:  
 
A variance from the standards below is required as a result of the pergola placement. 

• Maximum Building Coverage: from 50% required to 72% proposed, from the existing 
65%. 

 
Staff Analysis - Evaluation: 
 
The criteria for evaluating a variance are listed in Section 90-395 of the City Code. The Planning 
Board, before granting a variance, must find all the following: 
 

1. Existence of special conditions or circumstances. That special conditions and 
circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure, or building involved and 
which are not applicable to other land, structures, or buildings in the same zoning district. 
 
The applicant states that the entrance to the establishment is 62 feet from the street and it 
is difficult to attract street traffic.  The applicant also feels what makes their building 
peculiar is that other businesses on Front Street are at the front of the property and can 
easily attract street traffic. 
 
NOT IN COMPLIANCE 

 
2. Conditions not created by applicant. That the special conditions and circumstances do not 

result from the action or negligence of the applicant. 
 

The building that the business operates in was built in 1977 and has remained the same. 
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IN COMPLIANCE 
 

3. Special privileges not conferred. That granting the variance requested will not confer upon 
the applicant any special privileges denied by the land development regulations to other 
lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning district. 

 
Granting the variance requested will confer upon the applicant special privileges denied by 
the land development regulations to other lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning 
district. However, staff acknowledges that granting of the variance allows reasonable use 
of the property that is almost 100% impervious and would provide additional shaded 
outdoor space for patrons. 

 
NOT IN COMPLIANCE 

 
4. Hardship conditions exist. That literal interpretation of the provisions of the land 

development regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other 
properties in this same zoning district under the terms of this ordinance and would work 
unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant. 

 
Staff does not find hardship conditions existing on the subject property that would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning district.  
 
NOT IN COMPLIANCE 

 
5. Only minimum variance granted. That the variance granted is the minimum variance that 

will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building, or structure. 
 

The applicant has requested the minimum variance that would allow for the construction 
of the pergola.  However, the land, building and structure can continue to be reasonably 
used without the proposed pergola. 
 
NOT IN COMPLIANCE 

 
6. Not injurious to the public welfare. That the granting of the variance will be in harmony 

with the general intent and purpose of the land development regulations and that such 
variance will not be injurious to the area involved or otherwise detrimental to the public 
interest or welfare. 

 
Staff does not anticipate that the covered pergola will be detrimental to the public interest 
or welfare. 
   
IN COMPLIANCE 

 
7. Existing nonconforming uses of other property not the basis for approval. No 

nonconforming use of neighboring lands, structures, or buildings in the same district, and 
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no permitted use of lands, structures, or buildings in other districts shall be considered 
grounds for the issuance of a variance. 

 
No other nonconforming uses of the other properties have been considered in staff’s 
analysis. 
 
IN COMPLIANCE 

 
The Planning Board shall make factual findings regarding the following:  
 
That the standards established by Section 90-395 of the City Code have been met by the applicant 
for a variance.  

 
No letters for or against this application have been reported to the city at the time of this report 
being written.  
 
FINDINGS: 
 
Staff finds that the standards established by Section 90-395 of the City Code have not all been 
satisfied by the applicant. Therefore, the Planning Department recommends that the request for a 
variance be DENIED.    

 
Should the Planning Board approve this variance request, staff recommends the following conditions: 
 

1. The proposed construction shall be consistent with the plans prepared by Taqi Khawaja, Chief 
Engineer of TK Consulting Group LLC. dated May 12, 2026.   

2. The hours of construction shall follow City Code. 
 
 


