AGENDA
ORMOND BEACH
HISTORIC LANDMARK PRESERVATION BOARD
November 18, 2019
ORMOND BEACH TRAINING ROOM

I.

CALL TO ORDER (SECRETARY)

II.

ROLL CALL

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.

IV.

4:00 P.M.

July 15, 2019.

PUBLIC HEARING
A.

COA 2019-125 – 25 Riverside Drive, The Casements, Certificate of
Appropriateness (Alteration)
This is an administrative request by the City of Ormond Beach, property
owner, for the consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to
construct an addition to the existing carriage house building at The
Casements, located between the Atlantic Ocean and the Halifax River at
25 Riverside Drive (see Attachment 1,– Location Map). According to the
National Register of Historic Places Inventory – Nomination Form, The
Casements was built in the early 1890’s. The property is locally and
nationally designated. As such, in accordance with the City’s Land
Development Code, Chapter 2, Article VI, Section 2-71.D.1, a COA is
required for any alteration requiring a building permit, which alteration will
change the exterior appearance of any individually designated building or
structure.

V.

DISCUSSION

VI.

MEMBER COMMENTS

VII.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

VIII.

ADJOURNMENT

PURSUANT TO SECTION 286.0105, FLORIDA STATUTES, IF ANY PERSON DECIDES TO APPEAL ANY
DECISION MADE BY THE HISTORIC LANDMARK PRESERVATION BOARD WITH RESPECT TO ANY MATTER
CONSIDERED AT THIS PUBLIC MEETING, SAID PERSON WILL NEED A RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS
AND FOR SUCH PURPOSE, SAID PERSON MAY NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD OF THE
PROCEEDINGS IS MADE, INCLUDING THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE UPON WHICH THE APPEAL IS TO BE
BASED.
PERSONS WITH A DISABILITY, SUCH AS A VISION, HEARING OR SPEECH IMPAIRMENT, OR PERSONS
NEEDING OTHER TYPES OF ASSISTANCE, AND WHO WISH TO ATTEND CITY COMMISSION MEETING OR
ANY OTHER BOARD OR COMMITTEE MEETING MAY CONTACT THE CITY CLERK IN WRITING, OR MAY CALL
(386) 677-0311 FOR INFORMATION REGARDING AVAILABLE AIDS AND SERVICES.

11.18.19 Agenda

M I N U T E S
ORMOND BEACH HISTORIC LANDMARK PRESERVATION BOARD
Regular Meeting
July 15, 2019

4:00 PM

Ormond Beach City Hall
Training Room
22 South Beach Street
Ormond Beach, Florida
I.

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Dr. Shapiro called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. Dr. Shapiro advised the
Board that Melanie Nagel retired and that now Marcella Miller is the Office Manager and
Recording Secretary. He explained for visitors wishing to speak to announce their name
for the recording. Dr. Shapiro stated that in the 42 years that he has been on the Board that
he never missed a meeting until February, and thanked Ms. Julien for covering for him.

II.

III.

ROLL CALL
Members Present

Staff Present

Gordon Currie
Suzanne Heddy
Shannon Julien
Ellen Needham
Robert Selover
Robert Walsh
Dr. Philip Shapiro
April Rust (excused)

Ann-Margret Emery, Assistant City Attorney
Laureen Kornel, AICP, Senior Planner
Marcella Miller, Recording Secretary

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – January 14, 2019 and February 18, 2019
A. January 14, 2019
Ms. Julien moved to approve the January 14, 2019 minutes. Mr. Walsh seconded
the motion. Vote was called and the motion unanimously approved.
B. February 18, 2019
Ms. Heddy moved to approve the February 18, 2019 minutes. Ms. Needham
seconded the motion. Vote was called and the motion unanimously approved.

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. HLDR 2019-086 – 71 Orchard Lane, the Bracken Cabin, Parcel ID #4214-08-000130, Landmark Designation Removal
Dr. Shapiro opened the public hearing for the request made by Mr. Shed Hill Roberson,
III, property owner, to have the property located at 71 Orchard Lane, The Bracken

Cabin, a locally and nationally designated historic landmark, removed from the City of
Ormond Beach’s Local Historic Landmarks List in the City’s Land Development Code
(LDC). Dr. Shapiro asked if everyone was able to see the property. He concluded
asking Ms. Laureen Kornel to detail the information.
Ms. Laureen Kornel, Senior Planner, explained that first the LDC amendment public
hearing would take place, followed by the project summary memorandum. Ms. Kornel
began with HLDR 2019-086 – 71 Orchard Lane, the Bracken Cabin, a request made by
Mr. Shed Hill Roberson III, property owner, to be removed from the City of Ormond
Beach’s Local Historic Landmarks List. She went on to explain the process of being
added or removed from the local historic landmarks list is voluntary and the process
for removal is similar to the process to be added to the list such that a Land
Development Code amendment is required for review by the Planning Board and City
Commission. Ms. Kornel stated that staff recommends approval of the Land
Development Code amendment to be removed from the list and will be heard by the
Planning Board tentatively scheduled for August 8, 2019, Planning Board. There will
be two Commission hearings tentatively scheduled for September 10 and September
24, 2019.
Dr. Shapiro stated that he always goes along with staff recommendations, but when
looking through the packet twice reading the information about this request he prepared
a statement to read into the record. He continued that following the statement he is
interested in the Board sharing their thoughts on the matter, as well as public comments
prior to a motion to approve or disapprove staff’s recommendation:
This Board has recommended removal over the past six (6) years of several properties
from the Local Landmarks List based on application requests, but I find this application
for removal of the Bracken House to be troubling due to the historical nature of this
structure in the early Ormond era.
As indicated in our meeting packet, it was constructed by John Anderson for use by
Hotel Ormond employees, and based on the information provided in the packet, there
has been ongoing negligence in protecting this structure from deterioration.
Since 2008, the City of Ormond Beach has had an ordinance called Demolition by
Neglect. This ordinance pertains to the physical protection of historic properties, of
which this particular property is unique in its architectural design, its correlation to
our community’s history, and its direct connection to one of our most highly profiled
pioneers, John Anderson.
That City Ordinance empowers the city’s Chief Building Official with the right to file
with the courts for prosecution of the property owner for neglect of a structure or site
on the Local Landmarks List – or other historically recognized structure within the
city.
In our packets for today’s Public Hearing, there is a copy of the Chief Building
Official’s signed report of May 29, 2019 regarding 71 Orchard Lane. That document
indicates that the structure was unsafe, and it indicated weather damage and decay.

Historic Landmark Preservation Board
Page 2

There was NO mention of neglect in that report, or that the structure was of historical
significance, of which leads to these questions:
Which structure or site on the city’s Local Landmarks List is next for this type of report?
What type of a precedent is being set?
The Chief Building Official did indicate in his report that 71 Orchard Lane could be
repaired – or demolished.
I believe that the City’s Demolition by Neglect ordinance applies here, and that the
Bracken House can be saved by reconstruction of the damaged and deficient structures.
Now, what sayeth the other members of this Board?
Mr. Gordon Currie quoted a comment made by the Chief Building Official enclosed in
the meeting packet that the structure must be repaired or demolished, and asked if
repaired would it be by the owner, the City, or who. Dr. Shapiro replied that if repaired
that it would have to be repaired by the owner. Dr. Shapiro expressed his uncertainty
of how long the current owner has had the house, and commented that by the looks of
the photographs it looked like long standing neglect with a lot of issues. He continued
that the repairs needed do not look like they conformed to the building code.
Dr. Shapiro stated that his opinion is that the house should be repaired given the unique
historical value. He added that he did not want to set precedent as one was already
taken off of the local Historic Landmarks List, the Irons House, but it did not have the
historical tie in that the structure at hand does.
Ms. Ann-Margret Emery, City Attorney, suggested that the other speakers should be
heard before the Board gives their opinions. Ms. Kornel added that it is a public
hearing.
Mr. Shed Hill Roberson, III, owner of the property at 71 Orchard Lane, explained he
was born and raised in Ormond Beach and has resided in the City for 45 years. He
explained his mother Sang Roberson is known for preserving historic homes, and has
always lived in historic homes on John Anderson and Riverside Drive, which have been
Rockefeller’s servant’s homes. He continued genetically he has been cursed or blessed
with saving historic homes. He explained that it has been his intent to save the house,
one year and several thousands of dollars in the making, and has tried to preserve the
home in working every angle possible to save it.
Dr. Shapiro asked Mr. Roberson how long he owned the home. Mr. Roberson replied
one year and half due to the neglect from the prior 20 years of ownership from the prior
owner. He added that they never lived in it, and never repaired or put termite bonds on
it.
Ms. Kornel stated that in May 2018 Mr. Roberson spoke with the City and expressed
interest in preserving the property and requested an administrative Certificate of
Appropriateness for alteration which was approved based on the documentation that
was submitted.
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Mr. Roberson confirmed all stated was accurate and added that after trying everything
possible he could leave the original footprint of the house and tear down the remainder
of the property and was told it was not possible because the roof ties in and was not
structurally sound or salvageable.
Ms. Kornel added that it had several exterior alterations over the years.
Mr. Roberson stated that some of those alterations may have been made by a contractor
that was not certified. He added that this is the last thing him or his family wants to
do. Mr. Roberson continued there comes a point with all of the equity put in the house
and with it being unsalvageable that he has no choice, as it is beyond repair. He stated
that his mother repaired another local historical house on the same street and had
enough money to do the repairs in stages. He added that every building inspector, fire
inspector, as well as engineers that came to the house knew in a 15 minute period that
is was unrepairable and termites are the only thing holding it together. He commented
that people are afraid of falling through the floors. Mr. Roberson continued that there
is no choice but for it to be torn down, although it is the last thing that he wants to do.
Mr. Roberson advised the Board that he lives on the street in a historic home, and has
owned the Nathan Cobb, and is big into historic homes, which is one reason for his
purchase of this one. He concluded that he has been fortunate enough that a family
friend purchased the house instead of a random person building a model out of Halifax
Plantation that does not fit the historical character of the street.
Ms. Kornel stated that Mr. Roberson has had the house for sale as is without demolition
for some time. She reminded the Board that the task at hand is to consider the Land
Development Code amendment, and to have the house removed voluntarily off of the
Historical Landmarks List.
Ms. Emery nodded in agreement with Ms. Kornel.
Mr. Roberson commented that he has followed protocol and that the reports from
structural engineers state the house is beyond repair. He continued that the suggestion
from salvage was to airlift the house with a house moving truck, suspend the house in
the air, in hopes it would not collapse, and then review every structural footer
underneath to code, only to see that it would be knocked down. Mr. Roberson
concluded he does not have any other options. He added that he is a certified residential
contractor with the State of Florida, and had to come to his senses that it could not be
saved.
Mr. Selover questioned Ms. Kornel about the information stating that the property’s
Certificate of Appropriateness was administered on May 29 determining it unsafe and
questioned the other documentation in the packet from the Chief Building Official, Fire
Chief, and the City Engineer and questioned why their information was dated later
following it already being deemed unsafe. Ms. Kornel replied that it was not a
certification he was referring to and that they did not get to the point of the COA for a
demolition because of the section in the Land Development Code under 2-71 that states
if a building is deemed unsafe nothing in this section shall prevent the destruction,
reconstruction, alteration, restoration, or demolition of any such feature which the
Chief Building Official or designee shall certify. She explained the unsafe structure
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language in the LDC trumps needing the Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition.
Mr. Selover commented that he interprets it as that the decision has already been made.
Ms. Kornel stated that two separate things were in discussion; The Land Development
Code amendment and the summary information that was included with the
administrative review memo. She continued it is not that the City has decided on
demolition being necessary in this case in reference to the second memorandum. She
stated that the Chief Building Official has certified that the building is not safe issuing
an order specifying the cabin had to be repaired or demolished. Ms. Kornel stated that
it is not up to the Board to decide anything about the demolition because the Board
does not have discretion once a building is deemed unsafe.
Ms. Emery added that the Board is not present to decide whether or not the demolition
can go forward, and that the information has been brought forth to let the Board know
the history and information.
Ms. Heddy stated that the information given is an example of demolition by neglect.
She asked Mr. Roberson if he owned the Nathan Cobb Cottage. Mr. Roberson
answered that his mother did. Ms. Heddy asked why the misleading sign was on the
property stating the owner has paid the fee to the City and to the historical trust for a
demolition permit. She asked why the historical trust was brought into the verbiage.
Mr. Roberson confirmed that he paid the fee for the application, and asked Ms. Heddy
if she was referring to the MLS sign verbiage. Mr. Roberson stated that there was no
sign posted.
Ms. Needham asked Mr. Roberson why he did not have the new owner remove the
house as she sees the sale is pending. Mr. Roberson replied that it is not part of their
contract. Dr. Shapiro asked him to explain. Mr. Roberson explained again that it is
not part of him and the buyer’s contingency and contract to disclose. Ms. Needham
asked if it would be up to the buyer to take the house off of the Historical Landmarks
List. Mr. Roberson reiterated that he could not disclose that information.
Dr. Shapiro asked that the chief building official address the matter. Mr. Tom Griffith,
Chief Building Official, explained that he and the City team conducted a site visit at
the subject property. The Engineer report details information about the foundation. Mr.
Griffith continued that the walls are rotted and you can push your finger through them.
He added that if the house was lifted, that it would probably only lift the roof up. Dr.
Shapiro asked Mr. Griffith if sections of the wall could be replaced with replicas. Mr.
Griffith stated that he would have to get an engineer analysis of that information. He
added that they did a 15 minute limited visual inspection. He continued that in his
opinion the whole house would have to be replaced. Mr. Griffith stated that there might
be structural membranes of the roof that are salvageable. Mr. Roberson commented
that the roof would have to be lifted off to replace the structural studs, headers, and
beam. Dr. Shapiro asked if it was water or termite damage. Mr. Griffith replied both
as well as weather. Dr. Shapiro asked if demolished if it would have to be tented first
due to neighbor complaints. Mr. Griffith replied that there is not a regulation for that,
but that it would be neighborly to tent the house before demolition. It was determined
that there is termite damage in the beams. Mr. Griffith stated the City’s definition of
unsafe is summarized in the form that was completed as damaged by weather or cause
of decay, dilapidation, fire, or capable of partial or complete collapse. He reiterated that
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the house is capable of partially collapsing. Dr. Shapiro commented that unsafe can
transition to safe, and asked what is reasonable and if it is too far gone. Mr. Griffith
answered it could be a financial decision, and that it would be an extensive project to
lift the roof off and replace everything with replicas. Dr. Shapiro compared it to the
Irons House and how it differs because the Irons House was not as historic as this. He
added that at the time the Irons House was taken off of the list The City of Ormond
Beach was called the Villagers. Dr. Shapiro stated that no one knows when the Bracken
Cabin was built. Dr. Shapiro concluded when taken off of the list, the City is setting
precedence as there are other sites and structures that are old, need for remediation, and
is not certain where the guideline is when something is too far gone, compared to it
being worth the investment.
Dr. Shapiro told Mr. Roberson that his mother has done enormous things and he is well
aware of it. He mentioned her saving the Emmons Cottage. Mr. Roberson agreed
stating that she had it re-located to its current location.
Audience Comments
Marvin Miller, 40 Riverside Drive, stated that he is a friend of Mr. Roberson, and sees
the deterioration of the house, beyond repair. He commented on how at the Cape they
are doing a government project for an $8 million dollar 50th Anniversary of the moon
landing where they are redoing everything original. Mr. Miller continued that Mr.
Roberson is a professional contractor and has made every effort to save the cabin. He
respects the opinions of the Board but also respects Mr. Roberson’s statements about
all he has done to save the cabin and believes that it has reached the point of no return.
Andrew Miller, 135 Orchard Lane, stated that he has known Mr. Roberson and his
family for a long time and brought up when the Ormond Hotel was torn down that
Ormond lost its soul. He continued it was amazing, and could have been renovated or
saved, but it is gone. He compared it to the property at hand and stated there is a
possibility of maybe saving the chimney only, and that you can put your fingers through
the palm walls. He expressed he lives on the street and the building is dilapidated. Mr.
Miller commented that the owner prior to Mr. Roberson let it go and that it could not
have been saved 20 years ago. He added that if it were replicated, it would not be
original and would be a negative for the street. He continued that he loves driving
down the street to see the Ormond Hotel, antique cottages, and Mr. Roberson’s
gorgeous restored historical home he resides in. He asked Dr. Shapiro if he has seen
the Bracken Cabin. Dr. Shapiro replied that the Board is only permitted to see it from
the street. Mr. Miller explained there is nothing to see except a chimney, and added
that the floors are gone.
Hyatt Brown, 213 Riverside Drive, explained the background of his presence and that
he has 3 sons, Powell, Kellim, and Barrett. Powell and Barrett work for Brown &
Brown. Kellim is an African art dealer living in Brussels, and does research in Africa
relative to antiquities and is not present because he is working. Kellim is 47 and has
always admired Orchard Lane and feels it is a secluded enclave that deserves special
attention. Kellim decided to make an offer subject to the building being off of the
property and at some point would like a home here but is not sure when he will build.
Mr. Brown stated that he and his wife are buying the property and are transferring it

Historic Landmark Preservation Board
Page 6

into their son’s name. Mr. Brown asked their contractor Steve Brozyna to look at the
house to see if it could be repaired.
Steve Brozyna, Contractor, Brown & Brown, commented he is a diehard
preservationist and stated that he looked extensively at the property and could only be
replica, nothing original could be restored. He continued that there is termite damage,
water damage, and missing floors. His opinion is that it is not financially wise to try
and renovate. He suggested that it was a possibility that something else could be done
with it, or used for parts for another similar structure. He expressed that he felt it is a
shame that the house got to that point, and explained that now they are trying to go to
the next step.
Dr. Shapiro stated that it is not the fault of the current owner that the previous owner
defaulted on responsibility of the house. He continued that it is not salvageable in a
realistic way, and would only be a replica only if attempted to save. He added that he
does not want to set precedence from this on other structures in the community. Dr.
Shapiro stated he did not feel there was a choice with what was being put in front of
the Board to say they are going to keep it on the list no matter what. He concluded that
they have the photos in front of them.
Ms. Heddy asked Ms. Kornel why the house has been referenced as the Bracken House.
Ms. Kornel stated that it was what it was referenced as in the Land Development Code.
Ms. Heddy stated in the local information it is listed as the John Anderson Lodge. Ms.
Kornel added as properties change hands, that sometimes names change. Mr. Miller
confirmed that his next door neighbor Pam told him the house name John Anderson
Lodge was a story and untrue. He continued that Judge Breeze’s wife has documents
that prove it was a story. Ms. Heddy added that the cabin has a history and it is more
than just a palm log house. Dr. Shapiro stated he did not want to see the Board chase
a ghost. Ms. Heddy stated she will vote for approval.
Dr. Shapiro stated that it meets all the criteria for the local Landmarks List, as well as
on the National Register. He continued though that having heard what was heard at
today’s meeting that he is willing to see reason on the matter and agree if someone
makes a motion.
Ms. Heddy made a motion to have HLDR 2019-086 – 71 Orchard Lane, the
Bracken Cabin, Parcel ID #4214-08-00-0130 removed from the local Historic
Landmarks List. Mr. Walsh seconded the motion. Vote was called and the motion
was approved (7-0).
V.

MEMBER COMMENTS
There were none.

VII.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 5:03 p.m.
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Respectfully submitted,
Marcella Miller, Recording Secretary
ATTEST:

Dr. Philip J. Shapiro, Chairman
Minutes transcribed by Marcella Miller.
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STAFF REPORT
City of Ormond Beach
Department of Planning
DATE: November 18, 2019
SUBJECT: Certificate of Appropriateness to complete an addition to
the existing carriage house building at The Casements
located at 25 Riverside Drive (Local Landmark)
APPLICANT: Administrative (City Owned)
PROJECT PLANNER: Becky Weedo, AICP, CFM, Senior Planner
INTRODUCTION: This is an administrative request by the City of Ormond Beach,
property owner, for the consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to
construct an addition to the existing carriage house building at The Casements, located
between the Atlantic Ocean and the Halifax River at 25 Riverside Drive (see Attachment
1,– Location Map). According to the National Register of Historic Places Inventory –
Nomination Form, The Casements was built in the early 1890’s. The property is locally
and nationally designated. As such, in accordance with the City’s Land Development
Code, Chapter 2, Article VI, Section 2-71.D.1, a COA is required for any alteration
requiring a building permit, which alteration will change the exterior appearance of any
individually designated building or structure.
Notably, 25 Riverside Drive (The Casements) has been listed on the National Register of
Historic Places since 1973. The proposed project includes renovations to the exterior of
The Casements. The Historic Landmark Preservation Board (HLPB) is being asked to
formally review the proposed improvement plans affecting the exterior of The Casements
and consider issuing a Certificate of Appropriateness.
BACKGROUND: Subject Property History: The 2008 Staff Report provided a history of
the property as follows: The Casements property consists of a three-story building of
13,009 square feet plus basement area, and combined with the Rockefeller Gardens, sits
on ±8.9 acres (see Attachment 2, The Casements Photos). The residence has been
extensively modified since originally constructed and the garden area has had restoration
work completed in the past. The original structure of the residence appears to have been
an architectural style which is structurally conducive to the temperate climate of the area,
but which gives the visual effect of a rambling resort cottage. This is typical of the
architectural styles which were popular in winter resort areas at the turn of the 20th
century. The style may be classified as shingle, with exterior fabrics consisting of
weatherboard and wood shingles. The roof is flat and hipped.
A review of federal, state, county and city records indicate that the property is considered
historically noteworthy. The most significant period of the history of The Casements is
the period of John D. Rockefeller’s ownership. Rockefeller, “the richest man in the world”
purchased The Casements, previously known as the Huntington Home, in 1918. Dr.
Harewood Huntington built the residence in the early 1890’s. The property reflected the
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mood and feeling of Ormond during a time when wealthy northerners frequently wintered
at large estates along the Halifax River and oceanfront. Rockefeller, the founder of the
Standard Oil Company, spent his winters at The Casements until his death. He died in
the house on May 23, 1937.
After Rockefeller’s death, The Casements was purchased by Maud Van Woy and the
residence was converted into a preparatory school for girls. It later served as the
Casements Junior College and in 1952, it was taken over by the Fellowship Foundation
and converted into a retirement home. At that time, all of the rooms were sold on an
individual basis to persons in the home. Later The Casements, Inc. was formed and then
bought out by the Lavin-Jenson Corporation. The Casements was then added to a chain
of retirement hotels. Finally, in 1974, the City of Ormond Beach purchased the historic
property for the amount of $500,000. The City renovated and restored the building in the
1970’s for use as a community center. The renovation project was partially funded via
state and federal grant funding.
Today, The Casements property is maintained by the City of Ormond Beach as a public
facility and provides meeting rooms, classrooms, and exhibit rooms, which include a
privately owned exhibit of Boy Scouts of America memorabilia, and the privately owned
Hungarian Folk Art Collection. The “Rockefeller Room”, which opened in 1988, is a
replication of what the room may have looked like when Mr. Rockefeller lived on the
subject property. There is also a “Preservation Room” which is furnished in the
Rockefeller Era. The room holds Rockefeller archives and serves as a meeting room.
There is a dance studio and a gift shop operated by The Casements Guild. The primary
meeting room is known as “The Gallery” and serves as the main location for short-term
art exhibits. The garden area serves Ormond Beach residents and visitors as an open
space park that provides passive recreation.
On March 18, 2008, the Historic Landmark Preservation Board approved a COA for
garden and drainage improvements to the Rockefeller Gardens located directly to the
west of The Casements at 26 Riverside Drive. The improvements included construction
of a new plaza/stage area for outdoor public gatherings, an ADA accessible ramp, new
site drainage system, construction of a service road for the stage area and plaza area,
construction of a drainage pond and a fountain feature, and construction of a promenade
along the seawall with circulation walks.
On November 6, 2008, the Historic Landmark Preservation Board approved a COA for
renovations including construction of a small building addition to enlarge the restrooms
with outside doors and ADA accessible ramp for event access, construction of a new
terrace for social gatherings, construction of a new one-story building (carriage house),
and replacement of remaining aluminum windows with clad wood windows designed
historically appropriate.
Proposed Improvements:
The City contracted with BPF Design Incorporated,
Architecture, Design and Drawing Services to develop design and construction
documents to renovate the existing carriage house building with a 23.08’ x 19.58’ building
addition (see Attachment 3, Elevation Drawings). Exterior addition and renovation will
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have wood shingle siding, wood trim and fiberglass shingle roofing to match the existing
Casements construction. A professional letter from Brian Fredley, BPF Design,
Incorporated is attached explaining the design of the addition and how the COA criteria
is being met (see Attachment 4, Architectural Historic Analysis Document)
Proposed Improvement Project Benefits: The Casements will continue to provide the
current passive and active hands-on historical and cultural opportunities. The subject
property is part of a larger network of historical and recreational amenities in the City of
Ormond Beach. The City continues to work with community partners such as the Ormond
Historical Society, Ormond Memorial Art Museum, Ormond Beach MainStreet, local
schools, and the Chamber of Commerce to provide additional educational, historical,
recreation and family-oriented activities for the community.
The previous improvement projects have enhanced a diverse range of
environmental/ecological, cultural, historical/heritage and/or outdoor recreational
opportunities and also provided an economic boost to the City since it stimulates
increased public usage of the grounds. Storage of equipment for these events is crucial
and the carriage house addition will provide that need.
ANALYSIS: The City proposes to renovate The Casements as previously described.
Issuance of a COA by the HLPB is absolutely necessary to proceed with the proposed
improvements. Section 2-71.D.7 of the City’s Land Development Code states that
issuance of Certificates of Appropriateness for exterior alterations shall be guided by
certain factors. Those factors are as follows (comments appear in bold immediately
following each factor):
The decision on all Certificates of Appropriateness, except those for demolition, shall be
guided by the Secretary of the Interior’s General Standards for Preservation Projects and
Specific Standards for Rehabilitation stated as follows:
1.

A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use
that requires minimal change to the defining characteristic of the building
and its site and environment.
The Casements was converted in the 1970’s into a community center
and the present use will remain the same. The proposed addition is
compatible with the existing public use and will be constructed the
same as the existing carriage house building.

2.

The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The
removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that
characterize a property shall be avoided.
The distinguishing historical character of the subject property will be
retained and preserved. The building addition will retain its original
look and feel.

[11.18.2019 HLPB COA Staff Report 25 Riverside Dr]

November 18, 2019
Page 4

3.

The property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and
use. Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such as
adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings,
shall not be undertaken.
Pre-existing alterations are being left as is.

4.

Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired
historic significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.
No changes have occurred recently to have acquired separate historic
significance. The addition to the carriage house will be in keeping with
the historic significance of the The Casements.

5.

Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a historic property shall be preserved.
The distinctive stylistic features of the subject property will be treated
with sensitivity.
Specifically, the proposed addition will be
constructed similar to the carriage house used for general building
storage.
The proposed roof will mimic the historic building
appearance. The use of shake style siding and shingle roofing along
with carriage style doors, coach wall lights and soffit details exemplify
the craftsmanship of the historic period.

6.

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where
the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature,
the new feature shall match the old in design, color, textures, and other
visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing
features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial
evidence.
The proposed addition will be constructed similar to the existing
carriage house used for general building storage. The proposed
addition will be similar to the historic building appearance including
the hip roof system that emulates the main houses mansard roofs in
pitch, scale and material. Staff is comfortable with the level of detail
being considered and with the care being given to retain the
architectural and historical qualities of the property.

7.

Repair or replacement of missing architectural features should be based on
accurate duplication of features, substantiated by historic, physical or
pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of
different architectural elements from other buildings or structures.
Not applicable to this request.
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8.

Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage
to historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures,
if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
Not applicable to this request.

9.

Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected
and preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures
shall be undertaken.
There are no known archaeological resources linked to this site.
However, since The Casements is over 100 years old and a riverfront
property, the site can be considered significantly disturbed, as
construction begins, clues to earlier landscape may be revealed. As
such, if any archeological resources are revealed, every reasonable
effort shall be made to protect and preserve those resources. Special
care will be taken during the construction phase. Should any
significant archaeological resources be observed during construction
of the improvements at The Casements, staff recommends that
construction should cease, at which time the City should conduct a
preliminary assessment of the site to determine an appropriate action.

10.

New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall
not be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing,
size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the
property and its environment.
Proposed exterior alterations will not impact the architectural
character of the structure.

11.

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.
The addition to the carriage house is being added in a way that will not
compromise the integrity of the site, such that the form and function
of the structure will be unimpaired.

CONCLUSION: The Casements is an integral component of Ormond Beach’s rich
heritage. The proposed improvements will enhance the function and accessibility of the
subject property. The improvements will ultimately contribute to the City’s historic
preservation efforts as well as nurture tourism efforts to promote its historic and
environmental assets. The renovation of The Casements will ensure the maintenance of
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the area’s established character and preserve an Ormond Beach Landmark and National
landmark.
RECOMMENDATION: Based on compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
guidelines as stated above, staff recommends Approval of a Certificate of
Appropriateness for alterations to the The Casements located at 25 Riverside Drive.

Attachments:
Attachment 1: Location Map
Attachment 2: The Casements photos
Attachment 3: Elevation Drawings
Attachment 4: Architectural Historic Analysis Document
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ATTACHMENT 1
LOCATION MAP
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ATTACHMENT 2
Existing Carriage House Photos and
Renderings of Proposed Addition
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Existing Photo of Carriage House - 25 Riverside Drive

Rendering of Proposed Addition to Carriage House
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Existing Photo of Carriage House - 25 Riverside Drive

Rendering of Proposed Addition to Carriage House
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ATTACHMENT 3
ELEVATION DRAWINGS
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ATTACHMENT 4
Architectural Historic
Analysis Document
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Architectural Historic Analysis Document
November 7, 2019

Architecture

Design

Consulting

Project Management

Steven Spraker, Planning Director
City of Ormond Beach
22 S. Beach Street
Ormond Beach, FL 32174
Ph: (386) 676-3296
E-mail:
Project Name:

Casement Guild- Carriage House Addition

BPF Project No:

01072019

General Contractor:

To Be Determined by BPF Design Recommended General Contractor

Building Size:

20’ X 24’ = 480 SF Carriage House Addition

Project Location:

25 Riverside Drive, Ormond Beach, FL 32176

Construction Type:

Type 5B / Wood Frame walls on Concrete Slab w/ Wood trusses

Memo:

Thank you for the opportunity to work with you on this most exciting project. We followed
the Secretary of Interior’s General Standards for Preservation Projects and Specific
Standards for Rehabilitation within Section 2-71. – Historic Districts and Landmarks; in
development of the design for the addition to the Casements Building. Please review the
analysis below and let us know if you have any questions or need anything clarified
further.

Historic Analysis:

In consideration of the request for the certificate of appropriateness, we have used the
Section 2-71 to address the following criteria:
1.

Renovations & Additions

2.

3.

Historical Restorations

Steven.Spraker@ormondbeach.org

4.

5.

We have used every reasonable effort to design the addition to be compatible with
existing portions of building in scale, height, texture, color, material, wall and roof
expression. This included minimal alteration to existing building by only removing
(1) garage door to connect. In addition, it included minimal alteration to the site
since the area of addition was a clear and available area for the addition. Lastly, the
use is an extension of the service wing of the Casements that was in need of
expansion to support the Main functions of the Primary building.
We have enhanced and complimented the distinguishing original qualities and
character of the original building, structure, site and its environment with this
contextual addition that does not remove any architectural features. In fact, the
addition implements the same architectural features of wall and roof material, roof
pitch, wall heights, soffit detailing and gutter and downspout materials/configurations
used.
We have taken every effort to match the original building, structure and site related
work with products that are contemporary and current code compliant materials that
have the color, texture and patterning of the original wall and roof materials.
No changes have occurred recently to acquire separate historic significance. The
addition to the carriage house will be in keeping with the significance of The
Casements using the same wall height, material, texture and color. Also, the soffit,
roof, pitch, roof material, texture and color are all a match of the earlier addition.
We have treated the distinctive stylistic features of the existing building in the new
addition design. We accomplished this by way of matching the type of wall and roof
height, texture, pitch, color and configuration. The use of a shake style siding and
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shingle roofing along with carriage style doors, coach wall lights and soffit details
exemplify the craftsmanship of the time and treat project with sensitivity.
6. Fortunately, the Casements original building is very well maintained by the operator
and is cared for on a rigorous schedule. If repairs to the existing building’s
deteriorated features are to be found during the addition project; these will be
repaired as necessary to maintain the historic character of the building. The
proposed extension/addition of the carriage house will be constructed similar to
existing carriage house and used for general storage. The proposed features of the
addition will be similar in historic appearance including the hip roof system that
emulates the main houses mansard roofs in pitch, scale and material. Every effort
is being given to retain the architectural and historical character of the property.
7. We do not anticipate the need to replace any of the existing architectural features of
the existing building with the addition but if this is found to be needed; it will be done
in a way to duplicate the features. This shall be substantiated by historic, pictorial or
physical evidence.
8. We do not anticipate the need to surface clean the existing building or structure with
this addition scope because it has been maintained very well. However, if the need
to surface clean of existing becomes evident; it will be undertaken in the gentlest
means possible.
9. The construction of the addition will be done in a way that uses every resource to
preserve and protect the existing historical structure. This includes protection,
stabilization, preservation, demolition, restoration, rehabilitation and reconstruction.
All of the addition work will be able to be staged and completed without going into
the original portions of the building.
10. We will be using contemporary materials that meet current building, Florida testing
and wind related criteria but have the same aesthetic as the historic materials used
for walls, roofs and soffits. As a result, these materials will have the same
characteristics with regards to scale, size, color and texture.
11. The addition will be constructed in a way that if it needed to be removed in the
future; it would not destroy the essential form and integrity of the original structure.
b. We understand that in approving application for appropriateness for new addition
that the following criteria for the proposed building need to be visually compatible
with existing contributing structure as far as: height, scale, massing, setbacks,
fenestration, roof shape, use of materials, directional expression, style and site plan.
We believe that our design meets the stated criteria for the addition to the
Casements. The addition is in a tertiary position on the site that is tucked back
behind the drive portico and is the visually on the frontage of the original building.
As a result, it is not prominently able to be seen but it still matches all the criteria or
the original building to be seamless and not look like an addition.

Issued:

Sincerely, Brian P. Fredley, Associate AIA and President

