Kelly Perkins

From: Laurie Scott <lkscottO6@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 1:18 PM

To: Enid Torregrosa; Kelly Perkins

Subject: February 28 HARC Meeting

Attachments: 820 Carsten Lane Exterior Wall Analysis.docx

Attached please find an analysis of the proposed removal of the historic wall at 820 Carsten Lane. Please provide to the
HARC Board and include it in the record for the February 28th meeting.

Thank you.
Laurie Scott



EXTERIOR WALL ANALYSIS
820 Carsten Lane

612 sq ft Historic Cigar Makers Cottage

Total exterior Historic wall: 74 Lineal ft.
Exterior Historic wall being removed: 39 Lineal ft.
Historic wall remaining: 35 Lineal ft.
Percentage of Historic wall being removed: 53%
Percentage of Historic wall remaining: 47%

Dominant feature of historic wall being removed: Offset on southwest wall
visible from Carsten Lane.

Offset appearson 1912 Sanborn Map and is a distinct feature that has been part of
the building for over 100 years.

A minor relocation of the offset is indicated on the 1962 Map and may have occurred
sometime between 1948 and 1962. This relocation (if it occurred) does not change
this feature and is itself over 50 years old. HARC Guidelines similarly apply to the
relocation.

“Distinctive features that characterize a historic property shall be preserved”
HARC Guidelines, pg. 16.

“New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy
historic materials that characterize the property”
HARC Guidelines, pg. 17.

“The building’s features should not be radically changed, obscured, damaged or
destroyed”.
HARC Guidelines, pg. 23.

“Most properties change over time, those changes that have acquired Historic
significance shall be retained”.
HARC Guidelines, pg. 19.

“New work shall be differentiated from the old...”
HARC Guidelines, pg. 23.

“New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired”.

HARC Guidelines, pg. 23.



THE PROPOSED DESIGN IS CONFIGURED SOLEY TO MAXIMIZE SQUARE FOOTAGE.
IT DESTROYS AN EXCESSIVE AMOUNT OF THE BUILDINGS HISTORIC EXTERIOR
AND ELIMINATES CHARACTER DEFINING FEATURES. MODIFICATION OF THOSE
FEATURES BETWEEN 1948 AND 1962 IS PART OF THE HISTORY OF THE BUILDING
AND IS APPROPRIATELY PROTECTED BY THE GUIDELINES.



Kelly Perkins

From: Laurie Scott <lkscottO6@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 12:55 PM

To: Enid Torregrosa; Kelly Perkins

Subject: Feb. 28 HARC Meeting

Attachments: 820 Carsten sq footage.docx

Hi Enid and Kelly,

Attached please find the following: Square footage analysis. Neighborhood height plat. Please distribute these to the HARC Board
and include in the record for the February 28th HARC Meeting. | would like to comment on these at the meeting, would it be possible
to have them on the screen when | speak?

Thank you.

Laurie Scott



SQUARE FOOTAGE ANALYSIS
820 CARSTEN LANE

EXISITING SQUARE FOOTAGE
(Data derived from Monroe County Tax Assessor)

Historic Cottage 612 sf
Covered Patio 248 sf
Upstairs Open Porch 266 sf
TOTAL EXISTING: 1,126 sf
HISTORIC COTTAGE: 54%
EXISTING ADDITION: 46%

(non-contributing)

PROPOSED SQUARE FOOTAGE:
(Data provided in drawings submitted by Bill Rowan)

1st Floor 1,367 sq ft
Upstairs 319 sq ft
TOTAL PROPOSED: 1,686 sq ft
HISTORIC COTTAGE: 36%
NEW ADDITION: 64%

(non-contributing






Kelly Perkins

From: KEVIN SCOTT <Avpetro@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 12:20 PM

To: Enid Torregrosa; Kelly Perkins

Subject: 820 Carsten

Attachments: overlays_Page_1.pdf

Attached please find an overlay prepared for the February 28, 2017 HARC meeting regarding proposed new
construction at 820 Carsten Ln in Key West. This overlay was generated using scaled drawings prepared by
Bill Rowan for the project. Please distribute to the board and include in the record.

The following should be noted:

o Black lines are from Sheet 2 (EXISTING) of the drawings. Red lines are from Sheet 4
(PROPOSED). Sheet 2 has been overlaid with Sheet 4.

e The red shaded area is the increase in the enclosed area. It also shows the difference between the “after-
the-fact” permit being requested and what is being proposed.

e The red shaded area shows an increase in mass as defined by the HARC Guidelines.

o Black walls are those shown on sheet 2 as being retained. Red walls are new. The only wall shown in
red that corresponds to a demo’d wall on sheet 2 is the rear wall.

o Black also indicates walls incorrectly shown as being retained. These walls are not shown in the demo
plan but are removed on Sheet 4 (PROPOSED).






Kelly Perkins

From: KEVIN SCOTT <Avpetro@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 12:10 PM

To: Enid Torregrosa; Kelly Perkins

Subject: 820 Carsten Ln

Attachments: overlays_Page_2.pdf

Attached please find an overlay prepared for the February 28, 2017 HARC meeting. It was generated from the
scaled drawings provided in the proposal by Bill Rowan. Please distribute to the Board and include in the
record.

Please note the following:

e Sheet 3 (EXISTING) is shown in black. Sheet 5 (PROPOSED) is shown in red. Sheet 3 is overlaid with
sheet 5.

e The red shaded area shows the increase in the size of the side elevation of the second story that would
result from the construction.

e The increase in the second story is an increase in massing as defined by HARC guidelines.

e The red shaded area does not include changes from massing resulting from increases in the size of the
first floor.






Kelly Perkins

From: KEVIN SCOTT <Avpetro@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 12:25 PM

To: Enid Torregrosa; Kelly Perkins

Subject: 820 Carsten

Attachments: overlays_Page_3.pdf

Attached please find an overlay prepared for the February 28, 2017 HARC meeting regarding proposed new
construction at 820 Carsten Ln, Key West. This overlay was generated using scaled drawings prepared by Bill
Rowan for the project. Please distribute to the Board and include in the record.

The following should be noted:

o Sheet 3 of the drawings (EXISTING) is shown in black. Sheet 5 (PROPOSED) is shown in red. Sheet 5
is overlaid sheet 3.

e The red shaded area reflects the increase in the width of the building from the Carey Ln elevation.

e The red shaded area shows an increase in mass as defined in the HARC Guidelines.

e The increase in width would also be visible from Carsten with a similar impact on massing.






Kelly Perkins

From: KEVIN SCOTT <Avpetro@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 12:08 PM

To: Enid Torregrosa; Kelly Perkins

Subject: Overlay Sheet 2/4, 820 Carsten
Attachments: 820 Carston_floor plan.pdf

Please provide the following information to Board Members for the February 28 HARC meeting and include in
the record for 820 Carsten.

The drawings provided are conflicting and do not represent the work being proposed. The following statements
are not consistent with the floor plans provided on Sheets 2 and 4.

e Sheet 2: “Renovate entire second floor”.

e Sheet 3, SOUTH: “Renovate 2nd story and stairs, exterior walls and structural members to remain”.
e Sheet 3, EAST: “Renovate 2nd story and stairs”.

e Sheet 3, NORTH: “Renovate 2nd story and stairs, exterior walls and structural members to remain”.
e Sheet 3, WEST: “Renovate 2nd Story and stairs”.

Attached please find an overlay of the scaled drawings provided by Bill Rowan for the project. Sheet 4 (RED),
is overlaid on Sheet 2 (BLACK)

Please note the following:

e Sheet 2 of the drawings (EXISTING) shows walls to be retained. Sheet 4 (PROPOSED) shows new
along with retained walls.

e There are numerous inconsistencies between sheets 2 and 4. Many of the walls shown as being retained
on sheet 2, are not on sheet 4.

o Black walls or posts on the overlay that are to be retained conflict with red walls (new construction).

e Sheet 4 shows none of the 2nd story walls or structural elements are being retained.

e None of the 1st story posts or supporting walls for the 2nd story are being retained.

« No portion of the stairs are being retained.

e Walls and posts being removed are not shown on the demo plan.

While is not clear what exactly is being proposed, based on sheet four this is a completely new addition and not
a renovation.






Kelly Perkins

From: Kelly Perkins

Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 9:11 AM

To: 'Maureen Bramlage'

Cc: Enid Torregrosa

Subject: RE: View 820 Carsten from Carey/correction
Hi Maureen,

The photos in this email aren’t showing. | received the earlier email from 12:42 am that had the photos attached. Were
those the photos you wanted to be uploaded?

Kelly Perkins, HARC Assistant Planner

Planning Department, City of Key West

1300 White Street, Parking Lot Entrance

Key West, Florida 33040

P:305.809.3975 | E: kperkins@cityofkeywest-fl.gov

From: Maureen Bramlage [mailto:maureen.bramlage@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 9:05 AM

To: Kelly Perkins <kperkins@cityofkeywest-fl.gov>

Cc: Enid Torregrosa <etorregrosa@cityofkeywest-fl.gov>

Subject: View 820 Carsten from Carey/correction

Dear Kelly,

Would you please upload these pics taken of the view of 820 Carsten to show the difference in roof
heights of the houses on either side and confirm when done? They show the drastic difference
between a two story and all the surrounding one stories.

Please ignore the earlier request and upload this one. Something went wrong with the attachments
on that first one.

Thank you,

Maureen Bramlage
From: Rodger Stuart Davis



Enter album name
here

VIEW SLIDE SHOW  DOWNLOAD ALL
This album has 1 photo and will be available on OneDrive until
5/25/2017.

Add more
photos
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Kelly Perkins

From: Maureen Bramlage <maureen.bramlage@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 12:40 AM

To: Kelly Perkins

Cc: Enid Torregrosa

Subject: Fw: Carey Lane view of 820 Carsten

Attachments: DSC05644.JPG; DSC05645.JPG; DSC05647.JPG; DSC05648.JPG

Could you please upload the attachment pics of 820 Carsten as seen from Carey Lane. They were
shot to underscore the difference in roof height of a two story among all one stories. | was unable to
reformat them to be attached to my letter of comments for the 2/28 HARC hearing.

Thank you,
Maureen Bramlage
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Kelly Perkins

From: Maureen Bramlage <maureen.bramlage@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 9:04 AM

To: Kelly Perkins

Cc: Enid Torregrosa

Subject: 820 Carsten/After the Fact permit request.
Attachments: Shawn Smith Jan.6.'17 Letter.pdf

Please upload this letter into the comments section for the 2/28/17 meeting and confirm when
done. Thank you.

AFTER-THE-FACT PERMIT REQUEST?

After just what fact might that be? Apparently, it is after the fact that applicant, Mr. Lynch, himself
enclosed it before leaving town for the winter, and painted it green to match the siding, “to protect it
from hurricanes.” At least that's what he said at the only meeting with neighbors at the beginning of
this process, when challenged by neighbors who saw it. . Dr. Mike Mc Grath has this very clearly on
the taped record of the meeting.



Here is a picture posted by realtor on Mar. 11, 2015. The present owners were under contract
before Mar. 20, 2015. This is what they bought.

They then took out the shutters, and then enclosed it all the way up to the peak of the roof . So the
guestion becomes: why was this request for an after-the fact permit entered in the November
2016 proposal to HARC, and why not before, in previous proposals March & June 28?



For one thing, the applicant changed lawyers from Mr. Klitenick to Mr. Oropeza. Mr. Oropeza then
uncovered several mistakes on the part of the City staff in having certified, in March 2015, all permits
closed. Examples of mistakes: Stairs to the upstairs porch had been relocated from the rear of the
house to the side; the roof, permitted to 23’ on the HARC certificate but never inspected, turned out to
be 25 ft.; an unpermitted and inspected bathroom and kitchen had been let stand.

Next the original permit for the OPEN second story porch, #0700000029, CANCELED by Architect
Michael Skoglund, in ‘08. as previously reported to HARC by Att'y Wayne Smith, — this original
permit was found changed in the City Bldg. Dept. record on Jul. 1, from CANCELED (cn) to OPEN
(pp), Carolyn Walker's initials were on the change but she did not make the change. At that time the
City did not have any plans and did not know that Mr. Skoglund himself had canceled his permits
because owner insisted on overbuilding. Mr. Ramsingh refused to discuss this change with Mr.
Smith. (See correspondences attached to Shawn Smith letter.)

None of us wants this issue to have to go beyond HARC, but whether this change was intentional or
erroneous, it cannot be allowed to stand without investigation and uncorrected, as the net effect is to
allow for a permit for renovation/remodeling, as opposed to a new building permit, which the LDR’s do
not allow when a permit has stood canceled for more than two years “barring force majeure.” The
LDR’s, more authoritative and binding than HARC guidelines, specifically forbid reopening a canceled
building permit after two years, “barring force majeure”. (See Sec. 90-359 — all 4 reasons) At best, in
the face of the surviving ‘06 HARC permit and the approved architectural drawings, only a second-
story open porch may be built.

Mr. Ramsingh would have us believe that this was not done to accommodate the applicant, or to
compensate for a liability possibly incurred via the several City mistakes in closing out the permits,
but rather that an estoppel argument exists. He specifically states that no one can really know what
was built when and by whom. This is not correct. Neighbors and owner Susan Schock assert, and
are willing to testify, that construction stopped when Skoglund withdrew and the house went into
foreclosure in August of ‘08, leaving it an open porch on all four sides as per plan.

Construction only re-started in 2011-12, after Ms. Schock determined that her “lost loan” had been
sold and resold, and no one could prove chain of title until 2014 when Assets Recovery filed the
foreclosure action. She admits to adding bath and kitchenette and pony wall, but denies that it was
ever enclosed, and that she put up open louvers and 6mil plastic above the pony walls. Neighbors
complained to code many times. .

Mr. Ramsingh’s estoppel argument omits the fact that Code Compliance stopped taking action on
complaints after they found the house in foreclosure, as they would be unable to collect on the lien
they’d already attached. Their only other choice was to jail Ms.Schock, a 65 year old woman,

broke, in poor health, and frequently sleeping in her car while she rented out the house

transiently. If anyone is responsible for nothing having been done about the house for ten years as
Mr. Ramsingh incorrectly claimed, look to the City, who never followed up on the original building
permits, did only one inspection (augur holes), issued four more permits, and failed to follow up on
either those or the construction complaints. No one, neighbors or City, anticipated 7 yrs in
foreclosure.

In summary, an after-the-fact permit for enclosure has no legal or real standing in this case, would
controvert the LDR’s, be severely inconsistent with HARC guidelines, allow for the only two-story
home on the two back-to-front lanes of Carsten and Carey, and very negatively affect the neighbors,
the neighborhood and the Historic District.



Maureen Bramlage
812 Carsten Lane
305 295 0162
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