OCALA HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING
City Hall
Council Chambers, 2nd Floor
110 SE Watula Avenue, Ocala, FL 34471
Thursday, June 6, 2019
Minutes
The following members were present:
Tom McCullough, Chairman
Jane Cosand
Holland Drake
Ira Holmes
James Richard
Ted Smith
The following members were not present:
Kristen Dreyer, excused
Ron Kaylor, excused
Claudia Tatom, excused
Staff in Attendance:
Gus Gianikas, CRA Manager
Holly Lang, Fiscal Manager
Ian Rynex, Redevelopment Analyst/Planner
Peggy Cash, Office Manager/Administrator
Public attendance: 14
Item #1: Call to Order & Roll Call
Chairman McCullough called the meeting of the Ocala Historic Preservation Advisory Board
(OHPAB) to order on Thursday, June 6, 2019 at 4:01 pm. Ms. Cash called the roll; a quorum was
present.
Item #2: Proof of Publication
It was acknowledged that a Public Meeting Notice was posted with the City Clerk’s Office on May
31, 2019.
Item #3: Review of Minutes
Mr. James Richard moved to approve the May 2, 2019 meeting minutes. Mr. Ted Smith seconded
the motion, which unanimously carried.
Item #4: Certificates of Appropriateness
Chairman McCullough advised that the Board’s decisions are based on The National Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards, Ocala’s Historic Preservation Code and the Ocala Historic Preservation
Guidelines. He briefly reviewed procedures to follow when requesting the approval of a Certificate
of Appropriateness (COA).
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Case File #82; COA19-0021 – 1252 SE 5th Street – Additions, New Construction,
Request for Setback Variances
Jerry Stevens, SPAA, LLC, 933 SE 12th Place, represented the property owners of 1252 SE 5th Street,
Ashley and Gordon Glover.
a.

Mr. Rynex reported that the property is known as the Dr. R.C. Cummings House. The Tudor Revival
architectural style single-family home was built in 1929, and it is contributing. He showed various
photos of the property pointing out proposed alterations of a double garage and storage building facing
SE 13th Avenue. He noted that a variance is being requested for the garage to move from a 20-foot
setback to a 10-foot setback and for the storage building to move from a 20-foot setback to a 5-foot
setback. Showing a photo of the west elevation, he advised that a new fabric awning is being proposed
for over the door. It is also being proposed that the porch facing SE 13th Avenue be enclosed. A
masonry wall like the neighbor’s wall is being proposed to replace the existing simulated wrought
iron fence that is located along east and south property lines. Mr. Rynex reviewed the proposed
alterations as shown on a site plan. He noted that the new garage will connect to the existing residence
with another addition referred to as a “new multi-purpose family space.” There is also a proposed
deck that runs along the southern side of the home and abuts the proposed multi-purpose family space.
Mr. Stevens asked whether the setback requirement is 20 feet or 25 feet. He pointed out that the
property technically has 3 front yards.
Mr. Richard asked where the variances will be. Mr. Rynex responded that they’re along SE 13th
Avenue for the proposed garage and storage building pointing them out in one of the photos. Mr.
Richard asked what the set-back requirement would be for a side yard. Mr. Gianikas said the setback
requirement is 10 feet.
Ms. Cosand noted that in the past the Board has wanted porches to remain open and not enclosed,
which is recommended in The Secretary’s Standards. Mr. Stevens said the space is not usable as a
porch. He said the enclosure will match the dormer on the west side. By enclosing it with mostly
glass it will be mostly transparent. Ms. Cosand suggested that enclosing the porch will change the
look of the house. Mr. Stevens suggested that the porch is a “weak shed structure,” which will be
preserved. Ms. Cosand said she is agreement with other proposed changes to the property. She said
that the Board previously denied an application for a porch to be enclosed on SE Wenona Avenue.
Alterations made to enclose the porch on the other side (west) of the house were briefly discussed. It
has casement windows, which is what is being proposed for the eastern porch
Mr. Holmes said the Board has not allowed porches to be enclosed when they’re highly visible from
the front. He said in this case, the porch is not on the primary elevation. It is barely visible and will
match the other side of the house and provide living space for the family. Mr. Smith said he
understands Ms. Cosand’s concern, but suggested that the porch is not a major element on the front
elevation. Mr. Drake agreed.
There were no public comments.
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Mr. Smith noted that the wall being proposed is 8-feet high. There is a 6-foot height requirement in
the Code. Mr. Gianikas said the 6-foot height is a guideline and properties are to be considered on a
case-by-case basis. Mr. Stevens said the proposed wall mimics the neighbor’s wall. He said the
existing wall varies in height from 6 feet to 6 feet 8 inches and in some places it is 8 feet to the top of
the brick.
Mr. Holmes expressed concern with the canvas awning advising that there have been problems in the
past where years go by and the awning isn’t maintained and the metal frame is left hanging without
an awning. Mr. Stevens said the awning doesn’t need to be canvas; it could be metal. It will be a
dark color and won’t be prominent.
Mr. Ted Smith moved to approve the request in accordance with Section 94-82(g)(1). Mr. Ira Holmes
second the motion, which unanimously carried.
Mr. Gianikas reminded the Board that variances are needed for a 25-foot setback requirement to 10
feet for the garage and for a 25-foot setback requirement to 5 feet for the storage building.
Mr. Holland Drake moved to recommend variances as described. Mr. Smith seconded the motion,
which unanimously carried.
b. Case File #119; COA19-0025 – 719 SE 2nd Street – Roof, Windows
Kelly Carvalho and Joseph Carvalho, 719 SE 2nd Street, were in attendance.
Mr. Rynex reported the single-family home has a frame vernacular architectural style. It was built in
1924 and is contributing. He said it is being proposed that all the windows (eleven) except the four
front windows be replaced. The front windows are going to be restored. It is also being proposed
that the asphalt shingle roof be replaced with a dark colored 5V-crimp metal roof.
Mr. Rynex showed various photos of the house. He advised that the proposed replacement windows
are Mi 3540s, vinyl single-hung. He showed a photo of the proposed 5V-crimp metal roofing
material. He reported that according to the Sanborn map, this structure never had a metal roof. It had
a shingle roof and the shingles were probably made of asbestos or asphalt.
There were no public comments.
Mr. Holmes said it is rewarding to see someone bring back a house that is in this type of condition,
but he is concerned about the proposed metal roof. He said that a shingled roof is an historic part of
the house, and in his opinion it is essential to the historic character of the house. He asked the property
owners to replace the roof with a shingle roof and not a metal roof. Ms. Carvalho said they met with
the Historic Ocala Preservation Society, and the original roof was a shingle roof, but it would have
been asbestos, which doesn’t look like today’s shingles. Ms. Cosand said that dimensional shingles
mimic the old asbestos shingles. Mr. Holmes said the dimensional shingle is similar in visual
appearance; it does not have to look exactly like the original shingle. Ms. Carvalho said they are
proposing a metal roof with a dark color. It won’t be a bright shiny metal roof. She said they’ve tried
to make repairs that are historic but when they received quotes, the cost for a metal roof is significantly
less than a shingle roof.
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A discussion ensued concerning homes in the area with metal roofs. Mr. Smith said regardless of the
number of other homes with metal roofs, he agreed with Mr. Holmes concerning the historic character
of the house. He suggested that changing the roof from shingles to metal will negatively impact the
home. Ms. Carvalho said that a lot of the bungalows in the area have metal roofs. She said some of
the metal roofs look old and she suggested they might be historic. She said they contacted someone
at the national level of historic preservation and sent them pictures of the house and asked how they
would characterize it. She said they told them that it was a type of cracker house, and most cracker
houses had metal roofs. She advised that the floors, walls and ceilings on the interior are wood.
They’ve hand-sanded the wood to maintain the original interior as they want to keep the historic
character as much as possible. She noted that the front and rear doors line up like doors do in a
cracker house.
Mr. Richard said he is surprised to hear that it is more expensive to replace the roof with shingles than
it is for metal. Ms. Carvalho said it is more costly for shingles because all the existing shingles will
need to be removed and disposed of. In 1996, a shingle roof was located on top of another shingle
roof, which is the last time the house was re-roofed. A metal roof can be located on top of the shingles.
When doing a shingle roof there can only be two levels of shingles. Ms. Carvalho said she had both
quotes with her.
Ms. Cosand said a former Historic Board member researched metal roofs and to the surprise of other
Board members it was found out that two-story homes typically had metal roofs. Board members
thought it would have been single story homes that would have had metal roofs.
Discussion continued on the homes in the area that have metal roofs. Ms. Carvalho said she took
pictures of them and offered to show them to the Board.
Mr. Holmes said that for different reasons, exceptions have been made to allow metal roofs. He said
the Board is not prepared to take the position that metal roofs are just as fine as shingle roofs. The
Board wants to see the existing character of a house maintained as much as possible.
Ms. Carvalho asked why a two-story house a couple of doors down from her house was allowed to
be reroofed from a dark-shingled roof to a bright shiny metal roof. Mr. Gianikas said the property
owner provided a photo of the house showing that it originally had a metal roof. Mr. Richard said
the Board really wasn’t happy to approve the metal roof, but evidence was provided. Mr. Holmes
said the same would apply to Mr. and Mrs. Carvalho. If evidence was provided that the house
originally had a metal roof, a new metal roof would be acceptable. Ms. Carvalho said that they know
that the original roof was asbestos. Mr. Richard questioned asbestos shingles being used in the
1920’s. He thought they weren’t used until the 1930’s. Mr. Gianikas interjected that there were
asbestos shingles in the 1920’s, but they were not entirely asbestos. They were a composition of
materials, one of which was asbestos.
Mr. Drake suggested that the home will be more valuable if a shingle roof is maintained. He
understands that it will be more expensive with two levels of shingles needing to be removed. He
said it is unbelievable that the interior is all wood and its being restored. Locating a metal roof over
existing shingles and wood interior just doesn’t seem like a good option. He said it will change the
look of the home a lot. He said if they were to sell the home, people would recognize the value in
maintaining a shingle roof.
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Mr. Carvalho asked the Board how it has determined which houses can have metal roofs. He
understands that the individual home is taken into consideration and that the neighborhood in general
is also a consideration. He said that for the sake of the neighborhood, it seems like there should be
rational thinking such as one or two houses per block being allowed to have metal roofs. He said
there are at least a half dozen bungalows with metal roofs on them. Ms. Cosand said the Board does
not want the whole District to have metal roofs, therefore the Board takes into consideration the
original roof. Each house is considered on an individual basis with the surrounding houses taken into
consideration. She said as much as the Board supports restoration efforts of this house, she cannot
support a metal roof.
Discussion continued concerning houses in the neighborhood that have been allowed to have a metal
roof.
Mr. Smith advised that providing evidence that the original roof was metal is the most important
consideration in allowing a new metal roof. Mr. Holmes agreed and stated that the Board has allowed
exceptions for various reasons in the past. When there are enough exceptions, there can be a new
rule. He said that if a metal roof is allowed on this house, a new precedent is being set. Future
property owners that want a metal roof will be able to point to this property where a metal roof was
allowed when it was known that the house did not originally have a metal roof. Historic guidelines
are very clear that the original material should be used if at all possible. If not, something similar
needs to be used.
It was briefly discussed and noted that staff provided a list of metal roofs that have been approved or
not approved in the past.
Mr. Richard suggested that other aspects of the COA can be approved at today’s meeting and the
Board might table the proposed metal roof. Ms. Cosand suggested that the Board could also approve
a shingle roof so that the property owners can proceed with a new roof.
Mr. Holland Drake moved to approve the COA with a finding of fact based on Section 94-82(g)(1)
with a dimensional shingle roof replacement. Ms. Jane Cosand seconded the motion.
Mr. Smith said that the specs included with the COA application are for model Mi3540 windows.
Manufacturing information that he has for that window shows that it is absolutely flat with no depth.
If there is a cross section that shows depth, it can be provided to staff for approval. Mr. Carvalho said
that when they ordered the windows they told them that they want something with depth with the
bottom sash set in further than the top. Ms. Carvalho said they added options to the two-over-two
windows. He was told that the glass sets back from the frame. Mr. Drake said installation can also
help to create depth with trim surrounding the window. Mr. Smith said it isn’t just the trim, the glass
needs to be setback from the frame. He said the mutins should also be applied and depth between the
glass and frame allow for those. Mr. Carvalho said there are also mutins between the glass. Mr.
Smith confirmed that there will be applied mutins. Ms. Carvalho said that they told a sales rep who
came to the house that they needed to mimic the existing windows as much as possible. The cost
estimate includes add-ons for windows that will look like the existing windows.
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Ms. Carvalho said that they really wanted to restore all the windows instead of replacing them. The
front 4 windows were protected by the porch and repairs can be made to those. There are 11 more
windows and they hope to save as many as they can.
Mr. Smith asked that a cross-section be provided to staff for approval.
Mr. Drake added to his motion that staff will review a cross-section of the window as suggested by
Mr. Smith citing Section 94-82(g)(1). Mr. Ted Smith seconded the addition to the motion.
Chairman McCullough called for the vote which was unanimous in approving the motion.
c.
Case File #10; COA19-0026 – 603 E Fort King Street – Sign
Zachary Cox, 603 East Fort King Street, requested the approval of a free-standing sign on the
corner of SE Tuscawilla Avenue and East Fort King Street.
Mr. Rynex reported that the building was built in 1891 and is contributing. He showed various photos
of the property. He reviewed setback requirements for the location of the sign. He showed a drawing
of the proposed post and sign, which can be no larger than 12 square feet.
The location of the sign was briefly discussed. City staff will need to make the determination as to
where the sign can be located.
Mr. Rynex asked if the sign is going to be up-lit. Mr. Cox didn’t know, but said he’d probably want
it up-lit. Board members did not have a preference as to whether or not it is up-lit. Mr. Richard noted
that there are other signs along East Fort King Street that are up-lit.
Ms. Cosand moved to approve the proposed sign, lit or unlit with a finding of fact based on Section
94-82(g)(1). Mr. James Richard seconded the motion, which unanimously carried.
d. Case File #23; COA19-0027 – 726 SE 3rd Street – Porch
Ladden Hermann, 726 SE 3rd Street, was in attendance.
Mr. Rynex confirmed with the property owner that the balustrade was removed during restoration
efforts. Mr. Hermann said that the first thing they did with the house was to replace the roof. When
the roof was being done, the front porch started to collapse because the posts were rotted. Temporary
posts (6x6) were located on the porch until more authentic-to-the-era posts could be found.
Mr. Rynex showed photos of the house before renovations started, and pictures that had been taken
recently. Mr. Hermann pointed out the new Victorian style posts that replaced the 6x6 posts. He
noted that the entire porch floor had to be replaced because it was also rotted. The railing along the
porch was also rotted like the floor and posts, and the railing was removed. He said that they would
like an approval to not add another railing on the porch. Most of the homes in the immediate area do
not have railings on their porches. The adjacent house is almost identical to his house and it doesn’t
have a railing.
Mr. Holmes explained that this house is a significant house to the Ocala Historic District. Before
there was an Ocala Historic District, Joyce Hunt bought that house and moved into the neighborhood
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when other people were moving out. He said he is pleased with the work being done to the house to
restore it and make it a jewel once again. As a preservationist, Mr. Holmes said he wants to see
elements of the house saved as much as possible including the balustrade. He said so much work has
been done and asked why the balustrade wouldn’t be replaced. Mr. Hermann noted in the photo that
the railing is very intricate, and said he doesn’t mind redoing the railing in the future. At this time,
he’s trying to concentrate restoration efforts on the interior. The railing isn’t on his priority list right
now, he’s trying to make the house livable.
Mr. Smith said the neighbors may have porches without railings, but the railing that was on this house
made it unique. The railing is particularly unique and gives originality to the whole design of the
house. Ms. Cosand noted fret work at the top of the house that is also missing. Mr. Smith said the
trim and detailing at the top of the house along with the railing are very important to this house. Mr.
Hermann said everything in the house is mostly original including the doorbells.
Ms. Cosand asked how long it might be before the railing can be replaced. Mr. Hermann advised that
windows previously approved by OHPAB are in the process of being installed right now. They also
just excavated the yard and are moving forward with a new driveway. He suggested that within the
next 6 months the railing could be replaced. Mr. Smith commented that the railing could add to the
value of the house because of the unique quality it gives to the home. Mr. Hermann said he would
work on replacing the railings when most of the restoration work is completed.
Mr. Holmes stated that the house is being worked on and understands that the balustrade will be
restored eventually, but not immediately. Ms. Cosand noted that fret work also needs to be done. Mr.
Holmes said the details of the house make a difference, and in this case a very positive difference.
He said he’s glad that Mr. Hermann is open to restoring the balustrade down the road. Mr. Hermann
asked if the railing on the porch could be like the railing he has on the second floor (shown in a photo).
Ms. Cosand said it needs to be like the original railing.
Mr. Hermann asked whether a garage might be added to the property. Mr. Richard said the Board is
open to additions; plans need to be reviewed. A COA needs to be approved for a driveway. Chairman
McCullough noted the existing ribbon driveway in a photo and said that if the intention is to replace
the ribbon driveway with another ribbon driveway a staff COA can be obtained. If something
different is going to be done, the Board will need to approve it.
Ms. Cosand asked if the Board should set a time limit on restoring the balustrade. Mr. Holmes said
he didn’t think a time limit is needed. He suggested tabling the request.
Mr. Hermann said that he will be back before the board naming numerous alterations he intends to
make to the property.
Mr. Ira Holmes moved to table the request for a COA. Mr. James Richard seconded the motion,
which unanimously carried.
e.
Case File #37; COA19-0028 – 936 E. Fort King Street – Site work
Michelle Partin, 936 East Fort King Street, was in attendance.
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Mr. Rynex reported that the COA application is for removing a retaining wall and re-grading the
property. He showed photos of the building and the retaining wall noting that the wall is leaning
toward the sidewalk. He pointed out in a photo that the front wall has pulled away at the corner and
there is more than a 1-inch gap. The wall is 6 inches out of vertical plumb and buckling from soil
pressure. The stone cap is loose and uneven. He said that that Ms. Partin is concerned with safety as
pedestrians frequently sit on the wall. Mr. Rynex pointed out that the proposed grading will match
the neighbor’s property (shown in a photo).
Ms. Cosand expressed sadness that Ms. Partin wanted to remove the wall. She said the wall is made
of Ashlar stone that is specific to Ocala. She explained that she lived a couple doors down and had
the same wall and posts. There was a motor vehicle accident, and one of the posts was crushed. She
had the post reconstructed to look like it did before the accident. Ms. Cosand asked if there is some
way the wall can be fixed.
Ms. Partin said in order to repair the wall, it has to be removed. She said her wall is a retaining wall
and is different from Ms. Cosand’s free-standing wall. She said she discussed this issue with the
Board when she purchased the property six years ago. Since then the wall has become an eyesore.
She has spoke with several contractors who have looked at the wall. Ms. Partin said she isn’t opposed
to replacing the wall with something that looks similar; technically the wall cannot be repaired.
Options are removing the wall and grading the property like the adjacent property or replacing the
wall with something in character with the existing wall. Ms. Cosand said the Ashlar wall can be
simulated like they did when her wall was repaired. Ms. Cosand suggested that Ms. Partin wouldn’t
have to come back before the Board if the wall were to be repaired. Ms. Partin said it isn’t technically
a repair because the entire wall needs to be removed and built back. Ms. Cosand said she thinks
removing the wall will be a great loss to Fort King Street.
There were no public comments.
Mr. Smith said he didn’t feel that strongly about the wall. As far as the safety aspect goes, not having
the wall there would be better. From a historic aspect, maintaining the wall is something to consider.
Mr. Holland agreed with Mr. Smith regarding the safety aspect. He said he’s looked at the wall and
it could fall down on someone; it is definitely a safety issue. The wall cannot be repaired and a new
wall would need to be built and he doesn’t want to be in the position to direct a property owner to
build a brand new wall that looks like the old one.
Ms. Partin told Ms. Cosand that the wall on her former property was a free-standing wall. It didn’t
have the earth/dirt behind it. Her wall is a retaining wall and the weight of the earth/dirt is pushing
her wall out. She said if her wall was free-standing this discussion probably wouldn’t be taking place.
Ms. Partin said there is no way to tie back the existing wall.
Mr. Holmes asked Ms. Partin if she received cost estimates to repair the wall. Ms. Partin said she has
not obtained a cost estimate to rebuild a wall. She reiterated that the wall cannot be repaired. She
said that she approached several people about repairing the wall, including civil engineers, and
they’ve all told her that the wall would need to be taken down and rebuilt.
Mr. Holmes said the safety aspect is important. Ms. Partin said that there are a lot of people that sit
on the wall, and she has concerns that one day it will be an issue. Ms. Cosand asked if it would be
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cost prohibitive to rebuild the Ashlar wall. Ms. Partin said there would definitely be a cost to build a
wall in addition to the cost to remove it. She said she does not have an estimate to build a new wall.
Mr. Smith asked if there is a possibility to save part of the wall. There is a turnback on one side of
the wall and suggested saving possibly 15 feet on each side with a turnback and reusing the blocks.
Ms. Partin wasn’t sure whether the blocks can be reused. She described how standard blocks were
made to have the Ashlar look, and she wasn’t sure if the blocks would stay intact with the Ashlar look
when the wall is taken down. Mr. Smith said he wasn’t talking about taking the wall completely
down. He is suggesting that a section be left standing, possibly 20 feet and a turnback using the
Ashlar blocks that are left over. Ms. Partin said that there isn’t much more than 20 feet on each side
of the driveway and there will still be an issue with the wall leaning.
Ms. Cosand asked Ms. Partin if she would look into repairing the wall. Ms. Partin asked Ms. Cosand
if she is asking for the wall to be removed and replaced with Ashlar blocks. Ms. Cosand said when
her post was damaged, the cement (that creates the Ashlar look) stuck to the front of some of the
blocks and they reused those blocks, and they added some new blocks that were made to look like the
Ashlar blocks. She asked Ms. Partin if she would be open into looking at what the cost would be to
do that. Ms. Partin responded that she would be concerned with the cost. She said she really prefers
taking down the wall and not having to deal with a retaining wall in the future after having to deal
with this wall over the last 6 years.
Mr. Holmes said as a preservation Board, they want to save things. Ms. Partin pointed out that the
wall cannot actually be saved. Ms. Cosand said the blocks can be reused. Mr. Holmes suggested
getting a cost estimate.
Mr. Holmes suggested tabling the COA to next month so that a cost estimate can be obtained subject
to staff verification of the wall’s safety.
Staff wasn’t certain whether the City can assess the safety of the wall as it is on private property.
There was a similar situation and the private property owner had to obtain verification from a civil
engineer.
Mr. Drake said he has looked at the wall, and it is leaning out and it will get progressively worse. It
could fall over onto the sidewalk any day. Mr. Smith suggested salvaging a portion of the wall and
cannibalizing the rest of it. He said he’d be interested in whether that can be done so that a part of
the existing wall is preserved. He didn’t see a need to replace it with a new one. Ms. Cosand asked
why the wall shouldn’t be replaced with a similar wall; it is a historic wall. Mr. Drake said he doesn’t
want to require a property owner to replace something that needs to be taken down. Ms. Cosand
reiterated that it is a historic wall and it should be replaced. Mr. Drake said if the property owner has
done what they can to preserve something and it can’t be preserved they should be able to demolish
it. Ms. Cosand said the property owner hasn’t done anything in the past 6 years to preserve the wall.
Mr. Rynex asked the applicant to describe how the wall would be demolished and why the blocks
cannot be reclaimed. Ms. Partin said in order to build back a new wall, a lot of the dirt will need to
be removed, possibly 10 feet back. There will be a significant amount of work to re-tie and re-anchor
the wall so that it truly is a retaining wall.
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Mr. Ted Smith moved to table action on the COA for the property owner to look into retaining a
portion of the wall and cannibalizing some of it for the portion that is retained. Ms. Jane Cosand
seconded the motion.
Mr. Smith said if it is not feasible to save a portion of the wall, he’d be in favor of demolishing the
wall and regrading the property as requested by the applicant.
Mr. Drake commented that the motion is vague in describing exactly what portion of the wall might
be saved. He said there still is a safety issue while the property owner looks into saving a portion of
the wall. He suggested giving more direction to the property owner as to what portion of the wall is
to save. Ms. Cosand said she should save as much as possible. Mr. Smith said he wanted to leave it
flexible to give latitude while determining what might be feasible.
Mr. Holmes clarified that it is being requested that the property owner come back with more
information, specifically economic info. Ms. Partin asked if she has to build a new retaining wall, is
she going to have to use the existing blocks. Ms. Cosand said the wall should be made of Ashlar
blocks. Mr. Smith said if the existing blocks cannot be used, he doesn’t think there needs to be a new
wall. Mr. Drake agreed.
Chairman McCullough called for the vote, which was unanimous in approving the motion.
f.
Case File #223; COA19-0029 – 839 SE 5th Street – Window
Applicant was not in attendance.
g.
Case File #38; COA19-0030 – 121 SE Watula – Move Bldg
Mr. Gianikas showed a photo of the building located at 121 SE Watula Avenue. He said the City is
proposing to move the building approximately 600 feet to the south on SE Watula Avenue to a cityowned parking lot next to the water tower. He said that other sites previously discussed with the
Board were extensively considered for relocation of the building. The Sprint lot was the best option,
but a huge corporation located in Indiana owns the lot. The lot is a “tiny property” to them and it
wasn’t a priority for them to expediate the sale of the property. Several lots owned by the Church
were also considered, but the Church wanted to keep all the lots for their own use. Ambleside School
purchased a lot east on Broadway between two banks, and it is not possible to relocate the building
to that site at a reasonable cost. Power poles would need to be removed with power shut off for a
couple of days. The house could have been moved to Tuscawilla Avenue but moving it another half
block east doubled the cost.
Mr. Gianikas said the proposed site for the building was the first site proposed, almost a year ago, for
relocation of the building. He said there will not be access from SE Watula Avenue or SE 4th Street.
Access will be through the city-owned parking lot behind the building, which will front SE Watula
Avenue. He displayed a map showing a shaded area for the Historic District and pointing out that the
proposed location for the building is across the street from the District.
Ken Ausley, 5100 SW 7th Avenue Road, said they wanted the high school to be contiguous to the
existing Ambleside School campus and they fought for that, but it became too prohibitive. Turning
off the power for two days or longer in July would be problematic. There was also a large amount of
tree work that needed to be done. He said they still intend to utilize the building for a high school.
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Mr. James Richard moved to approve the City’s application to move the building as presented. Mr.
Ira Holmes seconded the motion, which unanimously carried.
Mr. Ausley said that if all goes well the building will be moved at the end of July.
Mr. Holmes said that when this site was previously being considered, it was discussed that it could
be a local landmark. Mr. Gianikas said this is a recommendation that can be made in the future. Mr.
Holmes said a list was created of potential local landmarks, but to his recollection nothing was ever
done with the list. He said he would prefer to extend the Historic District boundaries to across the
street rather than a local individual designation.
Mr. Ausley said the building works perfectly just the way it is. Except for painting it, it will look like
it currently looks for the foreseeable future.
Item #5: Presentation of Historic Buildings Survey Report – Kimberly Hinder, Cardno, Inc.
Ms. Hinder with Cardno, Inc., 3905 Crescent Park Drive, Riverview, Florida, provided a PowerPoint
presentation (attached with narrative), which for the most part summarized the City of Ocala Historic
Property Survey Phase I. An electronic version of the Survey was provided to Board members prior
to this meeting. A hard copy was provided to Board members at the meeting.
Mr. Holmes noted that Ms. Hinder had commented on mid-century, modern buildings and asked if a
recommendation was made concerning the buildings. Ms. Hinder said there was a recommendation
to continue with a survey to identify mid-century, modern buildings and then designate them.
Mr. Holmes noted a list of recommendations and asked if there is some sense of priority as to where
the City should start. Ms. Hinder said extending the boundaries of the Ocala and Downtown Historic
Districts and getting local designations for individual buildings and Districts would be a priority. She
said the City should continue to survey when time and money is available. The City doesn’t know
what it has unless its surveyed.
Ms. Cosand asked if property owners have to agree to Historic District boundaries being extended or
if a whole new district needs to be formed. Ms. Hinder said a new district does not need to be created.
An additional area can be added, and a majority of property owners in that area need to not be averse
to being designated.
Ms. Suzanne Thomas, 706 SE 9th Avenue, noted that one of the houses in the presentation was called
the Marcus Frank house. She said that she was involved in the creation of the first Ocala Historic
District, and they’ve been calling a different house, located in the 700 block of East Fort King Street,
the Marcus Frank house. Ms. Hinder said historic buildings are usually named after the original
owner, original occupant, the builder or architect. She said that in her report the house is actually
named the Marcus and Annie Frank house to differentiate between the two buildings.
Item #6: Affirmative Maintenance / Demolition by Neglect
No discussion on Affirmative Maintenance/Demolition by Neglect.
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Item #6: Old Business
There was no other old business.
Item #7: New Business
Mr. Gianikas said that the next meeting is scheduled for July 4th and needs to be rescheduled. The
Council Chambers are not available on July 11, the following Thursday because of another Board
meeting. He suggested not holding a meeting in July with the next meeting being on August 1.
Mr. Holmes asked when the deadline is for relocating the building at 121 SE Watula Avenue. Mr.
Gianikas said it is July 17, 2109. Mr. Holmes said he’d like for there to be a meeting as there might
be a glitch with moving the building. Ms. Cosand suggested that if there is a glitch a special meeting
can be held.
Mr. Richard asked if the meeting can be held in the Training Room on July 11. Mr. Gianikas said the
Training Room might be available, but it really isn’t an appropriate meeting place for this Board.
Chairman McCullough said that relocating the building to a different lot was approved earlier in the
meeting. If something came up a special meeting could be held.
Mr. Holmes said that if COAs are submitted, they should be considered. He said that if there are no
COAs and there are no glitches, a meeting doesn’t need to be held. Mr. Smith agreed. Mr. Gianikas
said staff will need to check the availability of the Council Chambers.
Mr. Holmes moved to reschedule next month’s meeting to July 11 or an alternative date in which
there is a suitable venue.
Ms. Cosand interjected that she thought a meeting would only be held if there were COAs to consider
or if there was a problem with relocating the building. Mr. Holmes said that at one time there was a
discussion about meetings being cancelled and that a meeting should be held even if there are not
COAs to consider. He said that if there aren’t any COAs, there are still issues to discuss such as the
Historic Survey.
Mr. Richard seconded the motion, which unanimously carried.
#8: Adjournment
Ms. Jane Cosand moved to adjourn at 6:12 pm. Mr. Ira Holmes seconded the motion and the meeting
was adjourned.
Respectfully submitted by: Peggy Cash, Board Secretary
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