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the request that led to the engagement of Duany Plater-Zyberk &
Company.  With DPZ, the City knew that the Master Plan would
conscientiously reflect the philosophies and principles of New Urban-
ism.

To prepare for the design charrette, a total of twenty meetings were
held with business, neighborhood and civic groups, to discuss the
planning process and to organize issues critical to its success.

City staff and others worked diligently to ensure that the design
charrette itself would be comprehensive and all-inclusive, putting
together fifteen public meetings over the span of eight days.  Every
one of these meetings was attended by far more people than the
planners had originally anticipated, and every meeting went on far
beyond its allotted time.

Many people contributed to the intensity and comprehensive nature
of these meetings, and deserve to be recognized.

PREVIOUS PLANS

R/UDAT (1983) and Downtown Master Plan for Tomorrow (1986):
Kerry Kirschner, Mary Kumpe, Bob Lindsay, Lou Ann Palmer, Frank
Folsom Smith, Ron Spector, Jack West.

Rosemary District Plan (1994) and Sarasota 2040 (1994):  David
Gjertson, Bruce Franklin, Nan Plessas, Jane Robinson, Paul Thorpe,
Pam Truitt.

Financial Sustainability (1998) and Sarasota City Plan (1998):
Doug James, Michael Taylor

Neighborhood Action Strategies (2000):  Department of Neigh-
borhood Development

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

Bayfront Cultural Corridor Proposal:  Bob Roskamp, Gary Hoyt

Palm Avenue Mixed-Use Proposal:  Vern Buchanan, Tom Cardi-
nal, Bill Dooley, Jack Imperatore, Robert Morris

Wynnton Group Proposal:  John Harshman, David Kitchens, Ken
Klebanoff, Bob Schiffman

Klauber Proposal:  Murf Klauber, Albert Alfonso

The Quay Developments:  Rene Gareau, Jeff Taylor, Richard Gillett

PUBLIC OFFICIALS

City Commission:  Gene M. Pillot, Mayor, Albert F. Hogle, Vice
Mayor, Mollie C. Cardamone, Carolyn J. Mason, Mary J. Quillin

Planning Board:  Robert Kantor, Chair, Devin Rutkowski, Vice
Chair, Robert Lindsay, Lou Ann Palmer, Sandra Vaughn

David R. Sollenberger, City Manager

Richard Taylor, City Attorney

Billy E. Robinson, City Auditor and Clerk

Sarasota County:  Ray Pilon, Chair, Board of County Commission-
ers, Nora Patterson, Vice Chair, Board of County Commissioners,
Ferrold Davis, Chair, Planning Commission, Jim Ley, County Admin-
istrator

TRANSPORTATION

Dennis Daughters, Jay Goodwill, John Dart, Bob Einsweiler, Bruce
Franklin, Joel Freedman, Mark Gumula, Mike Guy (MPO), Sharon
Katzman, Kerry Kirschner, Katie Moulten, Frank Folsom Smith,
Richard Storm, Pam Truitt

DEVELOPMENT AND ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY

Karen Cowgill, Dick Dickinson, Christine Jennings, Rodger Hettema,
Mark Kaufman, Steve Kunk, Karen Mattison, Andrew Marcus, Char-
ley Murphy, Pierro Rivolta, Ray Sandhagen, Michael Saunders, Ron
Spector

RETAIL AND ENTERTAINMENT

David Band, Heather Dunhill, Jack Fehily, Gary Hoyt, Charles
Kuykendall, Doug Liberatore, Dick Lobo, Steve Long, Pat Richmond,
Joe Terrone, Paul Thorpe, Marcia Woods

THE BAYFRONT

Carl Abbott, Lillian Burns, Jack Cavanaugh, Bill Couch, Kevin Daves,
Douglas DiVirgilio, Elaine Kolm, Meg Lowman, Renee Pastor, Tho-
mas Peter, Tom Ray, Bob Soran, Tim Siebert, Georgina Strauss, Bill
Strode

WALK-TO-TOWN NEIGHBORHOODS

Bruce Balk, Pat Ball, Manny Calvo, Leon Campbell, Bob Fletcher,
Virginia Haley, Linda Holland, Don Lawson, Alex Lancaster, Jim
McIntosh, Bill Mitchell, Larry Thompson, Tod Sweet, Sandra Vaughn,
Jennifer Wilson

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

David Baber, Glenn Bliss, Buster Chapin, Sam Freija, Dale Haas,
Shelley Hamilton, Mark Hess, Timothy Litchet, Deborah Marks,
Duane Mountain, Karin Murphy, Sandra Newell, James Pinkney,
Debra Rossnagle, Sarah Schenk, Peter Schneider, Rick Winters

LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Dan Bailey, John Browning, Michael Furen, Mark Hess, Sam Holi-
day, Bill Merrill, Lou Ann Palmer, Steve Rees, Devin Rutkowski,
George Massarantani, Javier Suarez, Mark Smith, Michael Taylor

Within the City, the development of this Master Plan was diligently
overseen by a great many staff members including:  David Sollenberger,
City Manager; Jane Robinson, Director of Planning & Development;
Dennis Daughters, City Engineer; Greg Horwedel, Director of Neigh-
borhood Development; and William Hallisey, Director of Public Works.
John Burg, Chief Planner served as the Project Manager.  Patrizia
Barbone from the Neighborhood Development Department provided
valuable input on the walk-to-town neighborhoods.

DPZ CHARRETTE TEAM

Andres Duany, Galina Tahchieva, Michael Watkins, Jeff Speck,
Maximo Rumis, Marina Khoury, Robert Alminana, Seth Harry,
Michael Morrissey, Debra Rodgers.

DPZ CONSULTANTS

James Moore, AIA, PhD

Rick Hall and Matt Noonkester, Hall Planning and Engineering

Tom Cardinal and Anthony Ashford, Cardinal Carlson + Parks

Andres Duany leads discussion at one of the charrette’s numerous public
workshops
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A E R I A L  V I E W

The aerial photograph to the right and the figure/ground drawing on
the next page depict the study area for the City of Sarasota Downtown
Master Plan.  This area of approximately 1.5 square miles is bounded
on the west and southwest by Sarasota Bay, and includes the
beginning of the Ringling Causeway leading to St. Armand’s Key and
the Gulf of Mexico.  The Master Plan includes all of the existing
Community Redevelopment Area, as well as Gillespie Park Neighbor-
hood and a portion of Park East  Neighborhood.

The Study Area is defined by a predominantly orthogonal street
system, generally oriented north-south and east-west.  The typical
block at the center of the Downtown is approximately 210 feet in
the north-south direction and 420 feet in the east-west direction.
These relatively small block sizes accentuate the positive pedes-
trian character that is possible throughout most of the Study Area.
The size and interconnected nature of the blocks also facilitate the
smooth flow of vehicles by providing multiple options for reaching
particular destinations.

The overall street pattern is an interrupted grid, with occasional
larger blocks breaking the continuity of smaller typical blocks.
Many, but not all, blocks, particularly those closest to the center of
the study area, include central alleyways, most of which are still in
use.  These provide an excellent way to service buildings without
interrupting the building frontage on the primary streets.

The orthogonal block pattern is distorted at the water’s edge along
the Bayfront, where a second pattern exists, generally oriented to
follow the shoreline.  The streets here form a two-block deep “fan”
that intersects with the regular Downtown grid at Pineapple Av-
enue.  This intersection creates a number of unique conditions,
generally forming triangular blocks.  Some of these are developed
with structures; others are set aside and used as parks or other
forms of open space.

The primary north-south streets, moving west from the Bay include
US 41 (sometimes referred to as North Tamiami Trail), Central
Avenue, Orange Avenue, Lemon Avenue, Osprey Avenue, and
Washington Boulevard (US 301).

The primary east-west streets, moving south from the northern

boundary of the study area include 10th Street, 12th Street, 6th Street,
Fruitville Road, Main Street, Ringling Boulevard and Mound Street.
This last road varies significantly from the pattern of surrounding
streets, snaking its way from the Bayfront north and east to intersect
with US 301 before continuing due east outside of the Study Area.

Fruitville Road is the primary route for automobiles entering and
exiting the study area, providing a direct link to I-75, approximately
seven miles to the east. The northern edge of the Study Area is formed
by three discrete residential neighborhoods.  (A fourth residential
neighborhood, Laurel Park, defines the southern edge of the Study
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Area, although the neighborhood itself is not part of this Master Plan.)
The Bayfront edge is also primarily residential in character; condo-
minium towers line the edge of Gulf Stream Avenue which runs parallel
to US 41 and the water.
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1 Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company.  The Lexicon of the New Urbanism (1999),
page H 1.1.

The singular quality that helps differentiate a true urban downtown
from more typical suburban environments is the primacy that the
urban downtown places upon creating a high quality pedestrian
environment.  This environment, in turn, is best described in terms
of the quality of the frontages along the street edges.  Frontage
may be defined as “the privately held layer between the facade of
the building and the lot-line.”  The variables of frontage are the
dimensional depth of the front yard and the combination of archi-
tectural elements such as fences, stoops, porches, and colon-
nades.  In short, what conditions will the pedestrian experience as
he or she walks along the sidewalks of the area?

An excellent frontage is one that provides a high level of positive
stimulus and interaction for the pedestrian.  Buildings form a
continuous edge, generally up against the outer edge of the right-
of-way, with large expanses of glass for pedestrians to see what
is happening inside, and a constant sense of give-and-take be-
tween inside and outside.  In an ideal setting, the bay width of the
buildings along the street is relatively narrow, with a range and
variety of stores, shops and other uses filling these bays.  Restau-
rants and other uses might spill out onto the sidewalk creating
open-air cafes, galleries and other attractions.  Landscaping is
prevalent, but does not dominate the setting, and does not prevent
the pedestrian from getting close to the buildings, storefronts and
display windows.

A poor frontage, on the other hand, is one in which there is little,
if any, stimulus or interaction with the pedestrian.  A surface
parking lot is an example of the worst type of street frontage,
affording the passerby little sense of enclosure, protection or
interaction.

E X I S T I N G  F R O N T A G E S

Good and fair frontages rank accordingly between the two ex-
tremes.  Any interruption in the continuity of the street wall detracts
from the quality of the frontage.  The ability of good pedestrian-
scale buildings to create high-quality frontage is diminished sharply
when the continuity of buildings is interrupted by areas of surface
parking or the blank facades of parking structures or other build-
ings.  Similarly, buildings that interrupt the continuity of the street
wall by stepping back from the street, or by placing berms,
plantings or other forms of landscaping between the sidewalk and

An Example of “Poor” Street Frontage along Gulf Stream AvenueAn Example of a “Good” Street Frontage along Pineapple Avenue

An Example of a “Fair” Frontage Along Palm Avenue, just North of Ringling
Boulevard

the building, detract from the overall quality of the frontage.  This
latter condition is particularly prevalent in the City of Sarasota
Downtown where a great many buildings shy away from the street
edge, choosing instead to “soften” this interface through the use of
landscaping or other plantings.  Such an approach, while perfectly
acceptable in suburban or exurban locations is antithetical to the
fundamental urban character of a downtown setting.

An Example of an Excellent Street Frontage, found along Main Street
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T H E  C U L T U R A L  D I S T R I C T

extremely wide frontage road runs parallel to US 41 along the eastern
edge of the District.  This is used to access many of the buildings closest
to US 41 and for parking, but it is an ineffective use of land.

The dominant land use within the District is surface parking, with over
1,000 spaces currently available.  The quality and organization of
these spaces varies greatly.  The largest lot, dedicated to the Van
Wezel, is well organized and generously landscaped, but it sits in the
most prominent location, directly adjacent to the Bay.  Other lots are
much less well organized or landscaped.

In general, the Cultural District is heavily used because of the
numerous important civic and cultural facilities found in it.  In every
other respect, however, the District is under-performing.  Valuable
and potentially beautiful property is given over to surface parking;
potentially useful public parkland is rendered inaccessible, and there
is little or no physical or functional relationship between the buildings
that already occupy the site.

PROJECT: Cultural District Mixed-Use Development (CD 1)

OBSERVATION: The existing Cultural District, given its waterfront
location, is vastly underutilized.  The spectacular views of Sarasota
Bay are enjoyed only by the occasional occupants of Van Wezel Hall
and people who have parked in the adjoining surface parking lots.
This is a misuse of public lands, and can be rectified by a well-planned
and carefully structured public-private partnership.

DISCUSSION:  Currently, much of the 38 acres of land in the Cultural
District is surface parking.  Given the popularity of the uses currently
in the District, this is evidence of the potential to add additional cultural
uses as well as complementary private sector uses that can optimize
available parking resources and provide the money necessary to
construct the public amenities.  There is a distinct possibility that a public
private partnership can be formed, comprised of the City and a
selected group of office building developers.  In exchange for the right
to occupy certain areas of the site, with a goal of optimizing views for
building occupants, these developers could fund and construct two or
three additional cultural venues.  Also a small amphitheater should be
considered for construction in this district.  Initial interviews indicate that
there is considerable interest in such venues, with particular emphasis

on additional facilities for live performances, a dedicated facility for
children’s events, the expansion of the Symphony, etc.

In discussions, several additional cultural uses have been suggested.
These include a new, expanded venue for the Player’s Theater,
currently located on the east side of US 41, just south of Tenth Street,
and the PB&J Theater, a new, high-technology video center for
children’s programming.  Additional market analysis should be able
to turn up other uses that might also lend themselves to this program.

At present, the available parking occupies valuable land and is only
infrequently used.  Most parking occurs during the evening on
weekdays and throughout the day on weekends.  These time frames
are the direct complements of the parking demand for commercial office
uses.  Optimizing parking requires that lots be filled with cars as often
as possible.

The Cultural District is a destination for both residents and visitors.  The
District encompasses approximately 38 acres of land, located west of
US 41 between the Boulevard of the Arts  and Tenth Street.  The Bay
forms the western edge of the District.

The District contains many  civic and cultural facilities.  The largest and
most popular of these is Van Wezel Performing Arts Center, which is
currently undergoing renovations and enlargement.  This venue,
designed in the 1960s by students of Frank Lloyd Wright, currently
seats approximately 1,700 patrons.  With expansion, it will seat 1,800.

South of Van Wezel, at the western end of the Boulevard of the Arts,
sits the former Selby Public Library building.  Designed in the 1970s
by Skidmore, Owings and Merrill, Inc., this building is currently under
extensive renovation and will re-open in 2001 as the G.W.I.Z.!
Children’s Museum.

East of Van Wezel sits a number of older civic and cultural facilities
including the home of the West Coast Symphony, the Sarasota
Municipal Auditorium (an example of 1930s Federal Style architec-
ture), and the Visitors Information Center (an example of 1960s
Sarasota School architecture).

While there are many structures on the 38-acre property, the buildings
do not relate well to each other or any central organization.  Many sit
surrounded by surface parking, and while it is possible to travel north
from the Boulevard of the Arts to Tenth Street, without using US 41,
this path -Van Wezel Way- is neither obvious nor easily traversed.  An

View past Northern Edge of Cultural District towards Sarasota Bay

RECOMMENDATION:  A preliminary proposal for intensifying the
use of the Cultural District is shown here, but it is recommended that
the City sponsor an invited competition or a formal public charrette to
determine the optimal program and design of the District.  Given the
District’s public ownership and the intensity of interest from local
citizens, either of these options would facilitate both public input and
design excellence.

The concept shown here includes single-loaded commercial office
developments facing the Bay.  These structures could be between
three- and five-stories in height.  Exact figures can only be determined
once a more specific schematic design has been developed, but initial
estimates are that between 150,000 and 250,000 square feet of usable
office space can be developed.
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CONCEPTUAL DRAWING SHOWING TOWERS ALONG GULF STREAM AVENUE

The Downtown Proper lacks architectural continuity.  The drawing to
the far right illustrates several missed opportunities to create a truly
distinguished urban presence.  It shows the potential appearance
along Gulf Stream Avenue had there been a mandate to maintain view
corridors between the Downtown Proper and the water, and to create
a coherent development pattern along the Bayfront. Instead, current
conditions reveal a continuous wall of condo towers of disparate sizes,
styles and dispositions, obliterating the view for those behind.  Had a
more urbane effect been sought, there currently would be two or three
echelons of users sharing the view to the water.

A second lost opportunity is the lack of a harmonious architectural style
to unify the structures along the street.  The drawing speculates on
what might have occurred had the original Sarasota School of
Architecture been sustained by subsequent designers. Unfortunately,
today, the skyline of Sarasota is a hodgepodge of buildings, all of which
can be found anywhere in the Sunbelt.

The built edge of the Downtown Proper along Gulf Stream Avenue has
the potential to become an enduring and lasting landmark.  Just as the
relationship between the City and the water defines such world-
renowned communities as Cannes, Monte Carlo, Portofino and
Lucerne among others, so too the visual appearance, quality and
character of the Bayfront can help define the City of Sarasota.  There
will undoubtedly be continuing pressure to create high-rise condo-
minium projects along the waterfront; these proposals should be
evaluated positively in terms of their ability to help unify and urbanize
the Bayfront.

Build-to lines, mandated step-backs, uniform height requirements,
mandated street frontages, and a clearly delineated architectural code
are all necessary elements to ensure the creation of such urban
qualities.

G E N E R A L

View, Looking Southeast, of Condo Towers along Bayfront
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PROJECT:  Bayfront Proposal (D 1)

OBSERVATION:  The current parking lots along the waterfront
impede access to the Bay and create a visual blight, both to the drivers
in their cars along US 41, and to the residents of the condominiums
that look down upon them.

DISCUSSION:  The possibility of creating a true waterfront park
stems from the proposal that the relevant section of US 41 can be de-
designated as a state highway.  This would enable the City to reduce
traffic speeds along the waterfront to 25 mph.  As noted  in the
Transportation Section of this document, with this reduction in speed,
traffic would tend to redistribute itself organically away from US 41,
using Fruitville Road, Tenth Street, Twelfth Street, Seventeenth Street
and University Parkway to get to Washington Boulevard (US 301).

P R O J E C T   D  1

The congestion that currently occurs at the intersection of US 41 and
Gulf Stream Avenue  would be further eased by the provision of a
smooth, free-flowing roundabout to replace the current cluttered
organization.  This roundabout could be inserted without requiring the
demolition, in total or in part, of any buildings.  Vehicle speeds will be
further tempered by reallocating the current 52-foot width of pavement
along US 41 to three lanes of moving traffic and two lanes of parking.
The psychological “friction” created by this new configuration would
induce drivers to reduce speeds, while, at the same time, allowing for
reasonable and effective flow of vehicles.  In addition, this configura-
tion would add a significant number of parking spaces along the
waterfront. This solution is quite inexpensive relative to the ends that
it achieves.

RECOMMENDATION:   The conceptual proposal provides for a

community “gathering place,” a public plaza.  A variety of limited but
not permanent commercial activities should be considered to help
activate the pedestrian path and public plaza.  In addition, on both Main
Street and Ringling Boulevard, kiosks, as an example, could be
considered to help create a physical and visual link between down-
town and the residents with Sarasota Bay.  If alternative, appropriate
parking is provided, the existing parking lots could be eliminated to
create a more natural setting along the park’s edge.  It is  conceivable
that Selby Gardens could participate in creating a seamless, publicly
accessible botanical materpiece along the bay.

The area within the City’s Central Bayfront that is currently classified
as Open Space-Recreational-Conservation in the Sarasota City
Plan, should remain in this land use classification.

The conceptual proposal outlined is but one of many possibilities that
could be devised to meet the adopted principle or key issue of
recognition that the Bayfront is not living up to its potential as a civic
asset.  A master plan should be initiated by this Plan that involves the
community in building a consensus to develop this important asset as
the outstanding amenity it is.
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THE NEW CITY HALL PROPOSAL - PROJECT D 4

P R O J E C T   D  4

PROJECT: The New City Hall (D 4)

OBSERVATION: Sarasota’s current City Hall is too small to ad-
equately house all the necessary functions.

DISCUSSION: The current City Hall is an excellent example of
original post-War Sarasota School  architecture.  It is, however, too
small to meet the functional needs of the municipality, and, in the
existing location, it is not integrated into the civic, aesthetic or functional
life of the Downtown.  Rather than expand the existing structure, the
City should look for alternatives to the current building.  The existing
structure, however, must be preserved and kept active, preferably as
a public building, possibly as a permanent focus for neighborhood
programs, services and meetings.

Ideally, the new City Hall should occupy a site of prominence, much
as the very first City Hall sat at the end of Main Street, on the original
Bayfront.  Options for a new City Hall include new construction or the
redevelopment of a currently-existing structure.  Should the oppor-
tunity arise to preserve an older example of civic architecture,
particularly one whose presentation lends itself to the new function, this
option should be seriously considered.

RECOMMENDATION:  Move City Hall from its current location into
the recently acquired Federal Building located at the intersection of
Ringling Boulevard and Orange Avenue.  This building is an excellent
example of 1930s Federal architecture and has suitable civic char-
acter to serve this new purpose.  An expansion to the rear on land
that is currently used by the Post Office should also be considered.    A
permanent liner building should be constructed to hide an internal
parking structure.  As shown on the rendering, a tower could be built
to terminate the vista of the facility from the entrance of Ringling
Boulevard at the Bayfront.  The sum product of these changes would
be a truly monumental City Hall, once again located in a position of
prominence within the City. OR
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Three neighborhoods were included as part of the Study Area for the
Master Plan.  Each is located directly north of the Downtown Proper,
and all three are described by the City as “walk-to-town” neighbor-
hoods.  The northern boundary of the two westernmost neighbor-
hoods is Tenth Street; for the easternmost neighborhood, it is Twelfth
Street.  The southern boundary for all three is Fruitville Road.

Washington Boulevard (US 301), which separates Gillespie Park from
Park East is a heavily traveled five lane undivided roadway (two
travel lanes in each direction with a continuous central turn lane) that
runs from the northern reaches of the state south through Hillsborough,
Manatee and Sarasota Counties before terminating just south of the
Downtown at an intersection with US 41.

Fruitville Road, which forms the southern edge of all three neighbor-
hoods and separates them from the Downtown Proper, is also a
heavily traveled arterial road that links Downtown Sarasota and the
Bay to I-75 approximately seven miles to the east.  A great deal of the
traffic along Fruitville is through traffic running between I-75 and
eastern Sarasota and the heavily populated barrier island communi-
ties of Bird Key, St. Armand’s and Longboat Key.  To the east of the
Study Area, Fruitville Road also serves as a commercial shopping
strip for these drivers as well as adjoining residents and businesses.
Within the Study Area, Fruitville is more varied, with a diverse range
of businesses and even residential uses found on both the north and
south sides of the road.

PROJECT:  Neighborhood Action Strategies (NG 1)

OBSERVATION:  These neighborhoods include diverse popula-
tions.

DISCUSSION:  The “walk-to-town” neighborhoods are among the
oldest residential enclaves in the City.  Their housing stock is older and
more deteriorated than average.  They have a higher incidence of
vacancy, abandonment and sub-standard buildings.  The neighbor-
hoods have a high percentage of renters, with many absentee
landlords.  Typical neighborhood services such as shopping tend to
be missing.  There also appears to be a much higher percentage of
social services found in these neighborhoods than in other locations
in the City.

All of these factors  create the perception of a lack of focus.  Recent
designation by the City of these neighborhoods as “walk-to-town”
neighborhoods is cause for optimism.  The three neighborhoods are
now the focus of Neighborhood Action Strategies (NAS) that will help
create a sense of direction.  These will be helpful in letting the often-
transient residents of the neighborhoods know what can happen; they
will identify for the City the optimal points of intervention and assistance;
and, they will help outside developers and investors understand the
potential benefits of these neighborhoods.

RECOMMENDATION:  Fully support the Neighborhood Action
Strategies and look to implement as many as possible of the recom-
mendations that emerge from these studies, particularly those that are
further supported within this Master Plan.

PROJECT:  Organize Neighborhood Streets according to
Character and Use (NG 2)

OBSERVATION:  There is no apparent hierarchy or overall design
to the gridiron of streets that make up the three neighborhoods.

DISCUSSION:  All three neighborhoods are linked to the Downtown
Proper by a pattern of north-south streets, and to one another by a
series of east-west streets.  The flexibility and integration provided by
this simple grid, however, is  not complemented by an organized range
of street designations.  Thus, one of the constant complaints heard by

residents of all three neighborhoods is that cars move too fast and that
too many people are using streets as shortcuts.  Some streets have
sidewalks and trees on both sides; some have these on only one side;
some streets have neither plantings or walks, and some lack curbs and
gutters.  None of these conditions is necessarily good or bad, but there
is no sense of a comprehensive organization to the street system within
the neighborhoods.

As discussed elsewhere in this Master Plan, considerable attention
must be paid to the character and quality of streets throughout the
Study Area.  Two types of designations are of concern.  The first
relates to the quality of the Frontages along the street, and can be
described in terms of an “A” grid and a “B” grid.  “A” Streets are the
most important streets within the neighborhoods, designed to facilitate
pedestrian movement as well as vehicular movement, and to serve
as special places within the neighborhoods.  “B” Streets, by contrast,
are accorded less overall weight and may work simply to facilitate car
movement.

In addition, streets should be studied in terms of their size, their general
uses, and their movement patterns.  Thus, some streets might be very
narrow, with on-street parking and interrupted car flow.  Others, by
contrast, may be wide, with two or three lanes of traffic moving quickly
in both directions and no on-street parking.  In all instances, however,
there needs to be a clear pattern to the organization of street types,
and clarity as to the function and character of the streets within the
neighborhoods.

RECOMMENDATION:  Create designated street types relating to
size, layout and use of the right-of-ways:

1.Free Movement:  cars are generally unobstructed as they move
in both directions at the posted speed limits.

2.Slow Movement:  slow moving traffic, with parking on one side
(both if width permits or if street can be widened); drivers must be
aware of cars moving in and out of parking spaces.  Curbs, street trees,
street lights and sidewalks should be added as possible.

3.Yield Movement:  two-way travel is permitted, but with on-street
parking, cars may have to yield to one another in order to navigate

the street.  Parking is allowed on one-side of the street, or alternating
on both sides.

PROJECT:  Cut-Through Traffic (NG 3)

OBSERVATION:  Neighborhood residents are concerned about cut-
through traffic.

DISCUSSION:  Cut-through traffic is a notoriously difficult problem
to alleviate. Closing streets is certainly not a solution, because the
traffic removed from the closed street is simply redirected along
parallel streets. A subtler maneuver is to install traffic-calming mea-
sures, which addresses the fact that cars are not intrinsically danger-
ous until they are allowed to move fast. A careful balance must be struck
between the motorists’ rights and the community environment. Avoid
the premature installation of overly restrictive traffic-calming tech-
niques, as this sets a precedent that may not be sustainable.

RECOMMENDATION:   Maintain the City policy of not closing through
access on any street.

Study and apply a series of traffic-calming measures, such as parallel
parking, diagonal parking, medians and others. These techniques are
preferred over street closings, because they reduce volume and
speed but do not restrict access. Traffic-calming measures should be
part of a carefully thought-out comprehensive program.

PROJECT:  Pedestrian Conditions (NG 4)

OBSERVATION:   Some intersections are perceived by pedestrians
to be difficult to cross.

DISCUSSION: Several roads within, or adjacent to, the three walk-
to-town neighborhoods serve as high volume arterial routes for cars
from throughout the region.  These include US 41, Washington
Boulevard (US 301) and Fruitville Road.  It is almost impossible to calm
traffic sufficiently on these streets to make them acceptable for broad-
based pedestrian activity, and, at the same time, maintain their current
levels of vehicle capacity.

Nonetheless, these routes cannot be allowed to serve as barriers to

Washington Boulevard (US 301)
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are approximately the same geographic size.  Much thought has been
given to creating links that would overcome the pedestrian barrier
formed by Fruitville Road and connect the neighborhoods to the
Downtown Proper.  Similar thought must be given to forming a clearly
defined, aesthetically pleasing yet functional route that links all three
neighborhoods.

Ideally, this linking street should not carry too much vehicular traffic,
it should be located reasonably close to the social and geographic
centers of the neighborhoods, and it should already be pedestrian
friendly, or should have the capacity to be upgraded towards this end.

A review of the plans of the neighborhoods combined with a windshield
survey of the neighborhoods themselves indicates that Sixth Street is
the overwhelming choice to fulfill this function.  With the exception of
the interruption created by the standing rail lines parallel to Apricot
Avenue, this street links the easternmost boundaries of Park East
Neighborhood to the water’s edge at the Bay, where it terminates at
a piece of property that will be recommended for improvement as a
small public park.  Geographically, the street is almost at the center of
each neighborhood, and the street forms important intersections with
each of the three primary north-south neighborhood roads:  Central
Avenue, Osprey Avenue, East Avenue.

While current conditions along the street vary, certain stretches are
already quite pleasant, with sidewalks and well developed trees, and
the entire length has the potential to be upgraded into an important
neighborhood street.

RECOMMENDATION:  Treat Sixth Street along its entire length from
Park East to the Bayfront as a primary east-west neighborhood
connector.  Provide regular streetscaping and sidewalks on at least
one side of the street along its length.  Create sleeves at the
intersections of Sixth Street and US 41 and Washington Boulevard
(US 301).  At the points where Sixth Street enters a new neighbor-
hood, from either the east or the west, install signage identifying the
transition.  As uses change in the Park East neighborhood, ensure that
an easement is allocated to re-connect the Street across the current
railway right-of-way.

Fruitville Road: A Difficult Crossing for Pedestrians and Vehicles alike

Pedestrian at Intersection of Orange Avenue and Fruitville Road

RECOMMENDATION: Wherever a designated pedestrian corridor
comes into contact with one of these high-capacity vehicular routes,
a “sleeve” must be established to facilitate and enhance the pedestrian
experience at this primary point of contact.  A sleeve is more than
simply a striped cross walk or even the use of different paver blocks.
It is not simply the application of a speed bump or speed table to impede
the flow of cars along the arterials.

Rather, a sleeve is a comprehensive design strategy for the intersec-
tion itself and all four abutting corner parcels.  Buildings on these
adjacent parcels should be drawn up close to the street providing the
perception of safety for pedestrians, and psychologically inducing
drivers to slow down as they pass through the intersection.  In addition,
the cross walks should be clearly striped and different paving blocks
should be used within the walks.  The transition in paving materials
might occur before the walkways as the change in the sound made by
car tires as they move from one material to another (most often from
asphalt to brick or concrete blocks) will alert the drivers to the need
to reduce speeds.

Specific details on the design of sleeves and their exact locations are
contained in other recommendations within this Master Plan.

In addition, traffic signal timing must be reconsidered throughout the
Study Area, particularly along Fruitville Road and its bordering
neighborhoods.   Pedestrian crossing lights at Central Avenue,
Osprey Avenue, East Avenue, and Lime Avenue — the primary
pedestrian axes — must be engineered to function immediately upon
request.

PROJECT:  Sixth Street Connector (NG 5)

OBSERVATION:  There is no clearly defined link connecting each of
the three “walk-to-town” neighborhoods to one another.

DISCUSSION:  The three neighborhoods included in this Master
Plan line up side by side, in an east-west direction, bounded to the
south by Fruitville Road and to the north by Tenth Street and Twelfth
Street.  They are defined, more or less, by a regular street grid, and

OBSERVATION: Sunday through Thursday morning, various areas
in all three neighborhoods are blighted by an excessive amount of
trash.  This includes not just garbage cans or barrels, but  piles of
furniture, discarded materials, tires, etc.

DISCUSSION: Trash in the streets damages the pedestrian quality
and the value of any neighborhood, and also creates a physical
environment in which crime is more likely to occur.    Within the subject
neighborhoods, general trash collection occurs on Thursdays, but
moving-out day and cleanup day tends to be Saturday.  Due to their
demographic makeup, these neighborhoods have an extremely high
number of move-outs, and residents tend to clean their houses mainly
on weekends.  Green-barrel trash collection occurs on Monday, but
the barrels sit on the curb all week, against the City code.

RECOMMENDATION: In wealthier neighborhoods-where citizens
move less frequently, have greater leisure time, and can hire helpers-
mid-week trash collection does not cause blight.  It is only fair that these
neighborhoods wait while poorer and more transient neighborhoods
have their trash collected on Mondays.  The City must provide its
garbage contractor a schedule with early-week collection for less
affluent neighborhoods.  In exchange for this consideration, residents
must remove their barrels promptly by Tuesday or face a fine.

pedestrian flow from one part of the Study Area to another.  Currently,
Fruitville Road separates all three walk-to-town neighborhoods from
the Downtown Proper.  US 41 separates both the Downtown Proper
and the Neighborhoods from the two districts along the edge of
Sarasota Bay.  Washington Boulevard (US 301) separates the Park
East Neighborhood from the Gillespie Neighborhood (and also
interrupts Main Street).

Within Sarasota, it also appears that traffic-signal timing is on cycles
that are twice the appropriate length.  Drivers do not mind stopping
at lights, but they quickly become frustrated waiting at lights.  Pedes-
trians, when forced to wait more than 30 seconds for a crossing signal,
will choose not to walk again.  Although long cycles help traffic flow,
they are not the right solution for urban neighborhoods.

Ninth Street: Trash piles such as this one blight the neighborhoods five days
per week

PROJECT: Trash in the Streets (NG 6)
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PROJECT:  Preventing “New Blight” (NG 12) interacting with the street life. These houses have been advocated due
to a presumed desire for garage parking, yet observation suggests that
few, if any, “snout house” owners park in their garages.  In fact, a
number of them use the garages like front porches, suggesting that
such porches would be a welcome feature in these houses. The
garages are also used for storage, something that could easily be
provided elsewhere in the house.

While many residents may indeed want two-car garages, the antisocial
atmosphere generated by “snout houses” demands that alternative
solutions be sought. When not served by a rear lane, two car-garages
must not be allowed on narrow lots.  Further, since people tend to park
in front of their garages, garages should be set back from the house
front to keep cars out of the front yard area.  It will be up to architects
and homebuilders to create adequate alternatives, but one solution
that has been used elsewhere is the tandem garage, in which two cars
park one behind the other in a narrow deep space.

RECOMMENDATION: The new Portland law does not allow a house
to consist of more than 50% garage door frontage, nor may the garage
sit in front of the rest of the front of the house.  For the Study Area, we
recommend the following wording: No house facing a street shall
consist of a garage facade for more than 50% of the house facade.
Further, garage facades shall be set back a minimum of 20' from the
house facade, 10' if the house includes a front porch of 100 s.f. minimum
size.

A typical existing house is shown  in the in the Gillespie Park
Neighborhood Section, with the proposed revised design.  Note that
in the revised design the garage is pulled back far enough from the
street so that even if a car is not pulled into the garage or a second car
is left in the driveway, its presence does not negatively affect the
continuity of the streetscape or create the effect of being in a parking
lot.

OBSERVATION: New house, some built with City involvement, are
incompatible with the existing architecture of the neighborhoods and
damage the pedestrian experience.

DISCUSSION: The “snout house”-notorious for being outlawed last
month in Portland, Oregon- is a residence whose front appearance
is dominated by its garage door. Such designs have, unfortunately,
become a staple of American suburban development, and result
naturally from an attempt to include a  garage in a single-family house
on a narrow lot.  The result is a house that presents an unfriendly face
to the street and prohibits its residents from easily observing or

Fifth Street: A New House with a Friendly Face.

Sixth Street: New Houses, while well-built, present unfriendly garage-fronts
to the street.
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GENERAL

The westernmost of the three enclaves north of the Downtown Proper
is currently known as the Rosemary District.  This area accommodates
numerous commercial uses related to the performing arts, and is
regarded by some as less than a true residential community.  In fact,
this area has the full range of uses to qualify as a neighborhood, with
a balance of commercial and residential uses ranging from apartments
and live-work units to lofts and single family housing.  This Master Plan
recommends that the Rosemary District be renamed the Rosemary
Neighborhood, and be treated no differently than the Gillespie Park
Neighborhood and Park East Neighborhood.

Of the three “walk-to-town” neighborhoods, the Rosemary Neighbor-
hood is located closest  to the Downtown Proper business core.  The
relatively small size of the neighborhood allows for pedestrian acces-
sibility in all directions, and it has the urban fabric of a traditional
community, consisting of small blocks and alleys.  The porous nature
of its street network allows for multiple vehicular and pedestrian
choices.  The building stock includes a diverse range of historical
structures including the church, the Ice House and numerous small
houses.  There is a full range of civic amenities such as the cemetery,
the Charter School of Arts and Sciences, the Players Theater,
Leonard Reid’s historical house which is being converted into a
daycare, a police substation, and a fire station.  All these assets
contribute to a potentially vibrant arts community that is a highly
desirable place to work and live.  Already, many with an entrepre-
neurial bent have started revitalizing the community by buying and

renovating properties, and incubating new businesses.

These people and activities will eventually help create a livable, safe,
pedestrian-friendly environment.  Nonetheless, the perception re-
mains that this is a neighborhood of poverty, crime, drug abuse, and
a poorly maintained public realm.  This perception stems, in part, from
the concentration of substandard public housing.  The city has taken
some steps towards changing this perception, such as removing the
night club at Central Avenue  and 9th Street which was creating
problems for adjacent properties.  The “Rosemary District Plan of
1994” set a conceptual framework for revitalizing the neighborhood,
including a public safety plan, infrastructure improvements, and
mixed-use redevelopment.  The present Master Plan builds on this
earlier Plan, and provides specific techniques for achieving these
goals.

The recommendations of this Master Plan use the existing positive
characteristics and physical infrastructure as the basis for improving
the civic realm in the neighborhood.  All proposals can be achieved
incrementally, as no drastic changes in property or land use are
proposed.  The recommendations are limited to replatting, swapping
of land, and the small-scale assembly of properties.

PROJECT:  Central Avenue Gateway (RN 1)

OBSERVATION:  The intersection of Central Avenue and Fruitville
Road  is of very poor pedestrian quality.

DISCUSSION: Central Avenue is the main pedestrian corridor
connecting the neighborhood to the Downtown Proper.  Fruitville
Road creates a barrier to pedestrian flow.  It is difficult to cross, and
the corners at the intersection are not well defined by building
frontages.

RECOMMENDATION:  Create a sleeve at the intersection of Central
Avenue and Fruitville Road.

PROJECT:  Infill Buildings along Central Avenue (RN 2)

Intersection of Fifth Street and Central Avenue

NN

Existing Intersection of Fruitville Road and Central Avenue

The Charter School of Arts and Sciences

Empty Lots along Central Avenue
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OBSERVATION:  Central Avenue has a lot of “missing teeth” (empty
street frontage) which make the pedestrian experience inconsistent.

DISCUSSION:  Several recently renovated storefronts along Cen-
tral Avenue help create the feeling of a revived main street.  But there
are also empty parking lots and blank walls which interrupt the street
frontage and discourage pedestrian activity.

Central Avenue has the potential to become a vibrant, mixed-use
pedestrian spine for the neighborhood, connecting the more commer-
cial southern edge of the community with the civic area to the north,
including the school, the cemetery and the theater.

RECOMMENDATION:  Use infill building types to complete the
Central Avenue frontage and create a continuous positive pedestrian
experience.  Incorporate the following building types:

• Liner buildings (attached to existing blank walls, or screening
parking lots) – this type can be used on the northeast corner of
the intersection of Central Avenue and Fourth Street; on the
southwest corner of the intersection of Central Avenue and Fifth
Street.

•  Mixed-use buildings (with parking in the back) – these can be
small apartment buildings (4-, 6- and 8-plex) with retail or office
space on the ground floor.  This type can be used on the southeast
corner of the intersection of Central Avenue and Fourth Street; on
the northeast corner of the intersection of Central Avenue and
Eigthth Street.

• Live-work units – this type can accommodate the need to
incubate home businesses.  Lot sizes can vary from 24 to 48 feet
in width.  These can be developed along Central Avenue at the
intersections of Sixth Street and Seventh Street.

For more details on infill building types, see Chapter VII “Infill
Architecture.”

PROJECT:  A Civic Square along Central Avenue at the
Intersection with Sixth Street (RN 3)

OBSERVATION:  Central Avenue needs a defined civic space.

opportunities for economic development and general neighborhood
improvement.  Small scale, mixed-use building types are appropriate
as they can be built incrementally, with small investments, and they can
successfully complete the urban fabric.

An Empty Parcel Next to the Old Grocery Store

DISCUSSION:  Central Avenue runs straight through the neighbor-
hood  without interruption for more than ten blocks.  This is too long
to create a continuously interesting pedestrian experience.  Drivers
tend to speed in spite of the recent streetscape improvements which
include parallel parking on both sides.  The street  needs  a sense of
place; this can be achieved by introducing a civic square at the
intersection with Sixth Street.  This action will be part of the overall
strategy to transform Sixth Street into a pedestrian friendly spine
connecting each of the three neighborhoods to one another and to the
waterfront.

RECOMMENDATION:  Create a square at the intersection of Central
Avenue and Sixth Street by replacing the existing storage facility.  The
property owner can swap this land with the City which owns parcels
in close proximity (for example, at the northeast corner of Central
Avenue and Seventh Street).  The square will be designed to slow
traffic flow on Central Avenue as the circulation will become one way
around the square. The building frontage to the west of the square
should be continuous; this can be achieved with live-work units, or
shops with apartments above.  The east frontage should also be
completed with an infill building.  The north edge of the square will be
defined by the facade of the existing charter school, which should be
architecturally improved.  A new entrance or a tower would be
appropriate for this corner.  The square can be used for markets,
festivals or other community activities. Its landscape treatment should
correspond to its function which means it should be simple and urban
in character – either entirely paved with formally planted trees around
it, or grassed with intersecting pedestrian paths.

PROJECT:  Infill Buildings on Empty Parcels throughout the
Neighborhood (RN 4)

OBSERVATION:  There are many empty parcels in the Rosemary
Neighborhood.

DISCUSSION:  Walking and driving along the streets of Rosemary
Neighborhood one notices that the building fabric is quite discon-
nected and that there are many vacant lots.  These conditions
represent an opportunity for careful infill development which should
respect the historical character of the community but will bring new

Parking lot in front of the McCown Towers

RECOMMENDATION:  Use the building types proposed in Chapter
VII - Infill Architecture - to complete the urban fabric of the neighbor-
hood.  For example a liner building can be used to screen the large
parking lot in front of the McCown Towers; live-work units can be used
to infill the empty lots along Fifth Street west of Central Avenue, a
mixed-use building (apartments and commercial) can be used to infill
the block between Fifth and Sixth Street east of Central Avenue.
Adequate parking (generally at the rear of structures) should be
provided to support uses in the new infill buildings.

Cohen Way Public Housing.
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PROJECT:  St.  Martha Catholic School Conversion (RN 5)

OBSERVATION:  St. Martha Catholic School has a very good
location on the west side of Orange Avenue, between the Rosemary
Neighborhood and the Gillespie Park Neighborhood, within walking
distance of the Downtown Proper.  The School is also an ideal facility
for conversion to residential use.  The classrooms have high, loft-like
ceilings, big windows and handsome proportions.  The courtyards are
wide and full of light, and  surrounded by covered galleries.

DISCUSSION:  If the Catholic diocese decides to sell the school it will
be a great opportunity for the City to purchase it and convert it into loft-
type housing for artists.  Its proximity to the various performing arts
venues and the activity in the Downtown Proper will  induce the
residentts to walk, filtering through the neighborhood.

As an alternative, the building can also be used for a charter school.
This will be a long term investment for the City, but not too many
resources should be needed to implement this project.

RECOMMENDATION:   The City should purchase the buildings of St.
Martha Catholic School and convert them into artist housing or a
charter school.

PROJECT:  Storefront Improvements (RN 6)

OBSERVATION:  The Rosemary Neighborhood needs a more
clearly-defined, commercial, art-oriented identity.  Some storefronts
along Central Avenue have been recently renovated and can be
regarded as good examples of storefront design and maintenance (for
example the shops on the east side of Central Avenue at 5th Street).
Others need renovation and a consistent signage strategy.

DISCUSSION:  Storefront design has to comply with a series of
simple rules in order to provide a harmonious street  frontage and
create an inviting pedestrian atmosphere.  If there are awnings or
arcades they have to cover the entire sidewalk to provide shade and
shelter.  Trees have to be planted between storefronts not to obscure
the signs and entrances.  The materials, proportions and configura-
tions of the storefront design are of crucial importance for the consis-
tency of retail experience along Central Avenue.

PROJECT:  Reclassification of Thoroughfare Types (RN 7)

OBSERVATION:  Throughout the Rosemary Neighborhood, auto-
mobiles travel too fast for pedestrian comfort.  The majority of streets
in the neighborhood are designed for through-traffic which results in
high traffic volumes and travel speeds.

DISCUSSION:  Traditional Neighborhood Design corrects for
singular emphasis on the automobile in roadway design by more
adequately describing the combinations of speed, capacity, and
character necessary to create a walkable, more livable community.
Each of these factors is individually controlled during design to yield
a finely crafted network of transportation elements that better serve the
diverse needs of each segment of the community.  Four basic design
categories provide a range of design options appropriate for the broad
range of urban conditions.  These are thoroughly discussed in
Chapter VI “Transportation” of this Master Plan.

RECOMMENDATION:  Applying the Thoroughfare Definitions found
in Chapter VI “Transportation” to those thoroughfares identified as “A-
Streets” in the Rosemary Neighborhood produces the following
reclassification of thoroughfares:

Speed Movement

No thoroughfares fall under this designation within Rosemary Neigh-
borhood.

Free Movement

CS-60-42; This thoroughfare-type includes two, twelve-foot travel
lanes with 45 degree angled parking along one side of the street.  In
addition, a six-foot planting should be placed on the side of the street
opposite the angled parking with six-foot wide sidewalks along both
sides of the street.  This design treatment should be applied to Fifth
Street between Central and Lemon Avenues.

ST-60-34; This thoroughfare-type includes two, ten-foot travel lanes
with designated seven-foot parallel parking bays along both sides of
the street.  A seven-foot planting strip for street trees and a six-foot wide
sidewalk should also be placed on each side of the street.  This design
treatment should be applied to Fourth and Sixth Streets.

ST-50-27; Similar to ST-60-34, this design has parking on one side
only to accommodate the right-of-way constraints found on some of the
neighborhood streets.  It allows for a six and a half-foot planting strip
for street trees and a five-foot wide sidewalk along both sides of the
street.  This design treatment should be applied to Orange and Central
Avenues.

Slow Movement

No thoroughfares fall under this designation within Rosemary Neigh-
borhood.

Yield Movement

ST-50-24a; This thorougfare-type includes two, twelve-foot travel
lanes with parallel parking allowed on either side of the street.  A
seven-foot planting strip for street trees and a six-foot wide sidewalk
should be placed along both sides of the street.  This design treatment
should be applied to Fifth Street between US 41 and Coconut Avenue,
Cohen Way, and Kumquat Court.

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt a signage ordinance as a part of the
Transect - Based Neighborhood Development (TND) Code.  Comply
with the Architectural Standards and Frontage Standards in the TND
Code.

Successful Storefront Renovation along Central Avenue.

Undesirable Street Frontage along Central Avenue.
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GENERAL

The Gillespie Park Neighborhood is approximately 127 acres in size,
and is located due east of the Rosemary Neighborhood, bounded by
Orange Avenue on the west and Washington Boulevard (US 301) on
the east.  The neighborhood focuses on the 10-acre Gillespie Park,
which includes a police sub-station/meeting hall and a covered
pavilion.  The neighborhood is primarily residential in character, but
also includes some child-care, and a small number of commercial
establishments.  The residential uses include multi-family, duplex and
single-family houses.  Much of the neighborhood is rental property
(59% of residential use) with absentee landlords.  The street system
is comprised of essentially one street type:  free-moving 2-way traffic,
with no on-street parking, on 24 feet of pavement in right-of-ways that
vary in width from 40 to 60 feet.

A primary concern for residents of Gillespie Park and the City is the
perception that the neighborhood is unsafe.  Actual data suggest a
slightly higher incidence of index crimes in comparison with the rest
of the City, but the physical appearance and social perceptions are
by far more significant issues.  The generally run down appearance
of many properties, including some public right-of-ways, the haphaz-
ard treatment of garbage (both before and after weekly pickup), the
predominance of absentee landlords, the proximity of social services
to the Park, and the absence of any defined civic center (as opposed
to the open space of the Park) create a perception that no one cares
about the neighborhood.  The fact that the southern edge of the
neighborhood is the heavily traveled Fruitville Road is perceived by
many as a negative factor, and there is particular concern about
commercial encroachment from the south.

PROJECT:  Land Assembly and Redevelopment (GP 1)

OBSERVATION:  Vacant lots, abandoned buildings and structures
in need of considerable repair mar the overall perception of the
neighborhood.

DISCUSSION:  The high percentage of absentee landlords com-
bined with the large number of poorly maintained properties and their
generally low monetary value create an atmosphere of disrepair and
decay.  Where possible, the City can look to jump start new develop-
ment by purchasing and assembling tracts of land for sale (with or
without subsidy) to developers, builders, and individuals willing to
create projects that will enhance the neighborhood.  Without initial
intervention by the City, however, it is unlikely that the private sector
will be able to realize the financial targets necessary to undertake
projects of this nature.

RECOMMENDATION:  Acquire vacant and abandoned properties,
and apply code enforcement to ensure that substandard buildings are
improved.  Where possible, bundle these acquisitions and solicit
interest from local developers willing to work on desirable infill projects.

PROJECT:  Infrastructure Upgrades and Maintenance
(GP 2)

OBSERVATION:  The condition of the streets and public right-of-
ways within the neighborhood is haphazard at best.

DISCUSSION:  There is no uniformity of conditions of streets and
alleys within the neighborhood.  Some streets include curbs and
gutters, and have streetlights; others are barely navigable due to
deteriorated pavement, lack of curbs and generally low-level right-of-
way conditions.  While the current situation may technically be
workable for residents and visitors, the aesthetics and irregularity add
to the sense that no one cares about the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION:  Through its Neighborhood Action Strategies,
the City has worked with the residents of the neighborhood to
determine primary concerns and to establish a hierarchical list of
projects to complete.  There is a comprehensive listing of objectives
under the goal of improving the general condition and maintenance

of the Gillespie Park Neighborhood.  All of the objectives relating to
physical infrastructure should be carried out.

PROJECT:  Redevelopment of  the Block between Fruitville
Road and Fourth Street from Orange Avenue to Washington
Boulevard (US 301) (GP 3)

OBSERVATION:  The types and styles of buildings along Fourth

Street are eclectic, but predominantly residential.  Nonetheless,
proposals to replace vacant lots and rental properties along Fourth
Street with commercial uses have met with opposition because only
the lots fronting Fruitville Road have commercial zoning.

DISCUSSION:  Fruitville Road, at the southern edge of the neigh-
borhood, is a heavily traveled arterial.  The blocks fronting Fruitville
Road are standard sizes for the neighborhood, approximately 210

Gillespie Park

Existing Houses Along Fourth Street Existing Houses Along Fourth Street

NN
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feet in width.  At present lots facing Fruitville Road are zoned
commercial; lots facing Fourth Street are zoned residential.  The
narrow size of the blocks, however, means that commercial properties
tend to be relatively shallow; no more than 115 feet.  This depth is
impractical for auto-oriented commercial development, particularly
given the extensive parking demands of such uses.  Essentially, new
development along Fruitville Road is stymied by the small size of the
lots.

The tendency of the owners of property located on Fruitville Road is
to acquire the lots immediately behind them to enlarge their site area
and make their property commercially viable.  This tendency has been
resisted vehemently by neighborhood residents.  The challenge of
this project is to break the current deadlock of vacant and deteriorating
properties along Fruitville Road and Fourth Street, and to provide a
realistic transition between the commercial strip and residential areas.

RECOMMENDATIONS: To the extent possible, seek a solution that
alleviates the primary concerns of both parties.  Expand the commer-
cial potential of the blocks to the point that a reasonable variety of
commercial development options becomes possible.  At the same time,
adhere to the “like-faces-like” urban design principle, thereby ensur-
ing that both sides of Fourth Street retain similarity in character, scale
and use. This transition requires both re-zoning and subsequent
design guidelines to ensure the effectiveness of the change.

Initially, rezone the back half of the lots facing Fourth Street and all lots
facing Fruitville Road to the Neighborhood Center zone district.  This
will increase the commercial potential of the blocks, without diminishing
the residential character of Fourth Street.  The rezoning must include
provisions that assure that housing on Fourth Street shall be in place
and has received certificates of occupancy prior to granting certificates
of occupancy for commercial development on Fruitville Road.  Priority
should be placed on preserving existing homes along the south side
of Fourth Street.

Establish design guidelines that demonstrate the economic potentials
of the new platting, and also ensure that new development is coordi-
nated to create a cohesive and effective whole.

New commercial buildings along Fruitville Road should generally be
narrow with the short side against the right-of-way.  At  intersections,

buildings should be built directly to the edge of the right-of-way on both
streets creating a sleeve which enhances the pedestrian experience
and adds to the sense of place.  On mid-block lots, buildings should
be organized to optimize parking between structures.  Depending on
the size and type of use in each building, one or two bays of parking
may be required.  The commercial frontage along Fruitville Road
could extend as far as 130 feet in depth, with a 20 foot alley separating
the  commercial use from the liner buildings fronting on Fourth Street.

Residential lots facing Fourth Street and backing up to the commercial
uses along Fruitville Road will be only 60 feet deep.  Specific structures
need to be designed to take advantage of these lots.  Several
examples of such transitional building types are included here and
others are highlighted in Chapter VII “Infill Architecture”.  Each
assumes a shallow lot depth.  In all options, parking is accommodated
directly off of the alleyway.  This leaves the Fourth Street frontage clear
of any drives or curb-cuts.  This frees up  space for guest parking and
creates a more continuous building frontage to minimize the impact of
the commercial development on residences along the north side of
Fourth Street.

between the Gillespie Park Neighborhood, including Gillespie Park
itself, and the Downtown Proper.  At present, however, the street has
discontinuous frontage and is poorly organized.  There is no logical
or useful treatment of the public realm, no continuity of uses and no
cohesive architecture along this connection.  In addition, there are no
neighborhood commercial uses along Osprey that serve the needs
of residents.

DISCUSSION:  The intersection of Fourth Street and Osprey
Avenue lends itself to the creation of a civic and commercial node within
the neighborhood, something currently lacking in the Gillespie Park
Neighborhood.  One block north of Fruitville Road, this location can
take advantage of proximity to both pending commercial development
along Fruitville Road and its central location to many surrounding
residences.

RECOMMENDATION:  A large Banyan tree can be found on the east
side of Fourth Street.  There is also a Live Oak tree of similar size on
the west side of the same block.  The tree on one side of the street or
the other should be saved as the focal point of a small neighborhood
plaza surrounded by mixed-use live-work buildings.  The plan
proposes saving the trees on the east side, however, a solution
(essentially a mirror image) saving the tree on the west side would be
equally acceptable and successful (perhaps more so because the
public space would receive more shade late in the day).  Commercial
uses that have been repeatedly suggested for this location include a
post office, a video rental shop, a coffee shop, a bagel store, and stores
for kids.

The Intersection of Osprey Avenue and Fourth Street

The scale, height and intensity of these building should be similar to
that permitted or proposed across the street to work best with the
existing or proposed options on the north side of Fourth Street.

PROJECT:  Redevelopment of Osprey Avenue from Fruitville
Road to Fourth Street  (GP 4)

OBSERVATION:  Osprey Avenue is the major pedestrian link
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PROJECT:  Street Trees along Sixth Street (GP  5)

OBSERVATION:  Sixth Street functions as the primary east-west
artery within the neighborhood, but little has been done to distinguish
it from every other street in the neighborhood.

DISCUSSION:  Plans currently under consideration, propose to
install Crepe Myrtles along Sixth Street.  Residents in the neighbor-
hood like the Crepe Myrtle for its color, but it is not a particularly

ideal candidate for residents who are looking to live and work in close
proximity.  Nonetheless, location alone will not suffice; the neighbor-
hood needs to be enhanced to be as pedestrian-friendly as possible.

RECOMMENDATION:  Supplement existing and proposed cross-
walks at the following intersections so that pedestrians can cross each
intersection in all four directions: Fruitville Road and Orange Avenue;
Fruitville Road and Osprey Avenue; Fruitville Road and Washington
Boulevard; Sixth Street and Orange Avenue, Sixth Street and Osprey
Avenue; Sixth Street and Washington Boulevard; and, Tenth Street
and Orange Avenue; Tenth Street and Osprey Avenue; Tenth Street
and Washington Boulevard.  (Some of these locations are also
discussed in the section on Fruitville Road and the section on sleeves.)

PROJECT: Neighborhood Identification (GP  8)

OBSERVATION:  There is an absence of significant signage denoting
the arrival at or departure from the Gillespie Park Neighborhood.  At
present, the most recognizable signs are the temporary ones that have
been erected at the corners of the neighborhoods, identifying the
City’s efforts at undertaking the on-going Neighborhood Activity
Strategies.  Key intersections, however, do not have any signage.

DISCUSSION:  These intersections, which see considerable auto-
mobile, bicycle and pedestrian traffic, need to be identified as en-
trances into the neighborhood.  Apparently new, permanent, stucco
signs are currently planned for neighborhood entrances, however
the design of these signs is not yet available.  The materials, scale and
proportions of these signs are very important to help create a positive
image of the neighborhood.  The lettering on each sign should be
discrete.  The signs/piers/posts/walls need not be exactly identical but
should unmistakably belong to the same neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION:  Provide entrance identification similar to that
proposed for Sixth Street and Osprey Avenue, but without the image
of the park in the middle.  Using Cherokee Park and McClellan Park
entrance piers as models, design elegant entrances for Sixth Street
at Orange Avenue, Sixth Street at Washington Boulevard (US 301),
Osprey Avenue at Fruitville Road, and Osprey Avenue at Tenth
Street.

PROJECT:  Land North of Gillespie Park (GP  9)

OBSERVATION:  There is an area of vacant and under utilized land
across the tracks north of Gillespie Park.

DISCUSSION:  Though not in the Study Area, this land was
proposed as a potential site for a new school (connected to the
neighborhood) or for expansion of Gillespie Park.

RECOMMENDATION:  Changes within the neighborhood proper
should remain the priority, but investigation into the ownership and
possible future use of this property should be undertaken in an effort
to cooperate with the land owners to preserve and ideally enhance
the Gillespie Park Neighborhood.

DISCUSSION:  As Sixth Street proceeds across Orange Avenue,
moving from Gillespie Park Neighborhood westward into the Rose-
mary Neighborhood, there is a slight misalignment.  This misalignment
of Sixth Street as it crosses Orange Avenue could potentially highlight
the transition from one neighborhood to the next, causing traffic to slow
somewhat and serving as an entry feature for both neighborhoods.
The current detailing of this intersection does not highlight this
potential, but instead leaves the visitor with a vague sense that neither
neighborhood is properly maintained.

RECOMMENDATION:  The proposed design shows two small pocket
parks created along Sixth Street, one on either side of Orange
Avenue.  (Pocket parks are small public spaces  attached to adjacent
uses).  These parks allow drivers to navigate the north/south
misalignment that occurs along Sixth and provide a coherent, well-
designed civic transition between neighborhoods.  In addition, the
design shows how the adjacent properties could be developed or
redeveloped with residential uses to take full advantage of these new
civic entrance amenities.

PROJECT: Crosswalks (GP  7)

OBSERVATION:  Crosswalks are not available at all major pedes-
trian crossings within the Gillespie Park Neighborhood.

DISCUSSION:  Gillespie Park Neighborhood is one of the desig-
nated “walk-to-town” neighborhoods.  It has been stressed that the
proximity of the neighborhood to the Downtown Proper makes it an

Sixth Street: A View Looking West

The Intersection of Sixth Street and Orange Avenue

Temporary Sign in front of the Walgreens

distinguished choice of tree.  A more monumental street tree could
reinforce the importance of this street within the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION:  Adapt the current plans by alternating Crepe
Myrtles with Live Oaks along Sixth Street.  This will give the residents
the color they desire and, in the long term, the full overhead canopy
characteristic of many desirable streets.

PROJECT: Redevelopment of the Intersection of Sixth Street
and Orange Avenue (GP  6)

OBSERVATION:  Vacant lots terminate the view westward down
Sixth Street from Gillespie Park Neighborhood into Rosemary Neigh-
borhood and eastward from Rosemary Neighborhood into Gillespie
Park Neighborhood.

Among these are the intersections of Washington Boulevard (US 301)
and Orange Avenue at Tenth Street, at Sixth Street, and at Fruitville
Road.  Although functionally adequate as entrances to the neighbor-
hood, these intersections are not identified as such.  This is a missed
opportunity to provide civic identity and instill a sense of pride and
presence.
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 FLOOR PLAN

ELEVATION - OPTION A

INTERIOR:  1,028 SF
COVERED:  140 SF

INTERIOR:  979 SF
COVERED:  71 SF

ELEVATION - OPTION B

ELEVATION - OPTION  C

 FLOOR PLAN

ELEVATION - OPTION A

ELEVATION - OPTION B

ELEVATION - OPTION  C

The drawing to the left shows two alternatives of “liner” residential
buildings along the south side of Fourth Street.  The units are single
story to match the north side of the street, and are modest in size to fit
on the lots which have approximate dimensions 60 by 60 feet.  The
design attempts to keep the residential character of the surrounding
community and create an effective buffer from the commercial along
Fruitville Road.

PROJECT GP 3 - PROPOSED “LINER” RESIDENTIAL UNITS ALONG FOURTH STREET
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GENERAL

Due east of Gillespie Park Neighborhood is the Park East Neighbor-
hood.  The portion of the neighborhood that is within the Study Area
is bounded on the west by Washington Boulevard (US 301) and on
the east by Shade Avenue.  A lightly-used railroad right-of-way
bisects the neighborhood from north to south.  This neighborhood
displays the greatest diversity in terms of character and use, ranging
from near-rural residential conditions at the eastern edge, to light
industrial at the center, and somewhat more mixed residential to the
west.  Park East (the portion within the Study Area) is the largest of the
three “walk-to-town” neighborhoods, encompassing 178 acres and
containing 1,034 people.

Technically, the Park East Neighborhood is not a single neighbor-
hood;  rather, it consists of an urban residential neighborhood
centered on East Boulevard, an intermediate industrial district situated
between the railroad tracks and Lime Avenue, and a small suburban
residential area east of Lime Avenue.  Each of these three sectors has
its own character, which should be reinforced.  The suburban sector
is almost rural in quality, and needs only limited intervention to remain
viable.  The industrial district is generally healthy;  it will never be
beautiful, but interventions along Lime Avenue and Eighth Street can
improve its visual impact on passers-by.  The western neighborhood
presents the greatest opportunity for fruitful intervention.  It displays
many of the same strengths and weaknesses of the neighborhoods to
its west, and many of the weaknesses can be corrected through limited
and inexpensive changes.

PROJECT: Traffic Calming (PE 1)

OBSERVATION: Cars drive too fast for pedestrian comfort through-
out the neighborhood, particularly on the three through streets: East
Avenue, Lime Avenue and Eighth Street.

DISCUSSION: Several streets — Fourth Street and Fifth Street
between Washington Boulevard (US 301) and East Avenue, Aspinwall
Avenue, Shade Avenue (north of Aspinwall), and Seeds Avenue,
Lime Avenue, and Mango Avenue-are less than 24 feet wide, and do
not pose a problem.  The remainder are wide enough to require traffic
calming.  Already, seven speed tables are planned for East Avenue
and Tenth Street.  Traffic calming through speed humps, wiggling
roadways, and other constructions is expensive, and only necessary
when lane widths are incorrect; this can often be fixed for the price of
paint.

RECOMMENDATION:  No curbs will be moved, since re-striping
alone can solve the speeding problem.  Applying this hierarchy to the
neighborhood results in the following striping configurations within the
existing pavement widths:

• Lime Avenue: add 7' parking lane on east  side; relocate
center stripe.

• Tenth Street east of Lime Avenue: add 7' parking lane to
south side; relocate center stripe.

• Shade Avenue (from Fruitville Road to Aspinwall Avenue):
add 7' parking lane to the west side; remove unjustified right-
hand turn lane; relocate center stripe.

fruit), Queen Palm (little  shade), and Crepe Myrtle (more bush than
tree).  The fifth tree option is the East Polatka Holly.

Within the neighborhood,  conditions vary, with planting strips ranging
from 2' to 12' in width.  There are sporadic electric wires within these
strips, but there are opportunities to plant in front yards as well.

RECOMMENDATION: Complete a Neighborhood Street Tree plan
either within the Public Works Department or commissioned from a
local landscape architect that assigns trees based upon available
rights-of-ways and wire clearance.  Where the right-of-way is too
narrow, place trees on the outer edge of the front yard.  Residential
streets may have a variety of trees, but a single type per street is
recommended for identity.  As described below, trees are being
specified for East Avenue, Lime Avenue, and Eighth Street as part of
those improvements.

Plant trees as soon as possible according to the Plan.  If not already
in place, establish a City Nursery such that street trees are planted and

• Eighth Street: add 7' parking lane on north side; relocate
center stripe.

• East Avenue: add 7' parking lane to the east side; relocate
center stripe.

• All other 24'-wide streets (including Sixth Street should it
ever cross the railroad right-of-way): remove all striping
and encourage on-street parking.

PROJECT: Street Trees (PE 2)

OBSERVATION: Most streets in the neighborhood suffer from inad-
equate tree planting.

DISCUSSION: There are few determinants of residential property
value more powerful than tree cover.  At present, there appears to be
a sporadic tree-planting program in which residents may request trees
from the City, but no neighborhood-wide initiative or plan for such
planting is in place.  Four of the five  trees offered to citizens are
problematic:  Live Oak (slow growth), Black Olive (street-staining

Lime Avenue: Speeding cars and an absence of on-street parking damage
pedestrian life.

Sixth Street: Typical in its lack of tree cover.

NN
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OBSERVATION: Chain link fencing, associated with industrial uses,
brings down the value of residential neighborhoods.

DISCUSSION: The challenge is convincing neighbors to replace
their chain link fences with picket fences.  Some intermediate solutions
are possible.

RECOMMENDATION: The City may wish to establish a fund to be
used in assisting property owners who are willing to remove their
chain link fences.  For those unwilling to do so, the City should offer
to plant a hedge along the fence to be maintained by the property
owner.  For owners that wish to build new chain link fences, the City
should insist on a green paint finish as a minimum concession, paying
the additional cost if any.

PROJECT: Satellite Dishes (PE 6)

OBSERVATION:  A few streets are blighted by houses that look like
radio stations, destroying the residential atmosphere of the neighbor-
hood.

DISCUSSION: While some cities choose to outlaw them, satellite
dishes may easily be hidden on the back of the house or in rear yards.

RECOMMENDATION:  The new City Code should include the
following language: Radar antennas, satellite dishes, and other

PROJECT: Commercial Vehicle Parking (PE 4)

OBSERVATION: Many of the neighborhood residents own and
operate large commercial vehicles, which they bring home at night,
compounding the front-lawn parking problem.

DISCUSSION:  A line must be drawn as to the point at which
commercial vehicles become aesthetic and functional nuisances.

RECOMMENDATION: The Codes should be amended to include
provisions prohibiting selected commercial vehicles from being parked
overnight in residential neighborhoods.  Further study will be needed
to specify the exact types of vehicles for which this ordinance will apply.

PROJECT: Fencing (PE 5)

nurtured for future planting.  Expand tree stock  to include the following
trees: American Elm and Jacaranda.  Funding is available from the
existing City-wide Street Tree Program.

PROJECT: Front-Lawn Parking (PE 3)

OBSERVATION: The appearance of the neighborhood is negatively
affected by residents who park on their front lawns.

DISCUSSION: A lack of on-street space and high demand for
parking induces people to turn their front lawns into parking lots.  Many
have been paved, while others consist simply of dead grass. The best
solution would be to park all cars on the street, but since supply will
never match demand, on-site parking should be shielded by hedges
running down side property lines.

RECOMMENDATION: The introduction of on-street parking must be
accompanied by signage and education so that it is used.  In addition,
the City could offer a deal to residents and landlords, with two options.
The City will resod lawns and plant trees in front yard if the owners
maintain them; or, the City will plant side hedges in front yards if the
property owners maintain them.  As part of its code enforcement, the
City could go so far as to fine residents for parking on their lawns when
on-street or driveway parking is available.

Eighth Street: Even with driveways, residents choose to park on lawns
instead.

similar unsightly equipment may not be installed in locations that are
visible from frontages.

PROJECT:  Crossing Washington Boulevard (US 301) (PE 7)

OBSERVATION: For both pedestrians and drivers, crossing Wash-
ington Boulevard (US 301) can be a frustrating and harrowing
experience.

DISCUSSION: Given its  width and the speed of its traffic, Washington
Boulevard (US 301) is a significant barrier.  Because no streetlights
are present, drivers must wait a long time to cross and then speed to
the other side.  Pedestrians trying to reach Gillespie Park are
presented with a daunting challenge.

RECOMMENDATION: A streetlight should be considered for Sixth
Street, the primary east-west vehicular axis through the neighbor-
hoods.  In addition, the intersection should be reconfigured as a sleeve
in order to thoroughly facilitate the pedestrian experience.  In the short
term, at the very least, a pedestrian-crossing light should be placed
along Sixth Street, the primary east-west pedestrian axis.

PROJECT: Missing Sidewalks (PE 8)

OBSERVATION: The Park East Neighborhood Action Strategy
recommends that sidewalks be placed in the following locations:
• Aspinwall Street between Apricot  Avenue and Shade

Avenue

Eighth Street: Picket fences create a friendly street space.

Washington Boulevard:

Tenth Street: Chain link fences create hostile street space.

Seventh Street: Planted with a hedge, chain link fence is less threatening.
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PROJECT: The Neighborhood Center (PE 14)

OBSERVATION: The Park East Neighborhood needs a center.

DISCUSSION: A number of opportunities discussed in the Park East
Neighborhood Action Strategy have come together around the
intersection where the primary east-west and north-south axes
meet.  At Eighth Street and East Avenue there exists:

•  A community church, vital but in need of a facelift.
• A large empty lot, owned by the church and used for

overflow parking, identified in the Action Strategy as a likely
green space.

• A number of empty or decrepit lots, identified in the Action
plan as targets for housing redevelopment.

• A plan to place a police substation and community meeting
hall in this neighborhood.

Taken together, these items suggest that a neighborhood center
should be placed at this location.

RECOMMENDATION: T he end of the block between Seventh Street
and Eighth Street, facing East Avenue, should be purchased by the
City from the church.  A 20'-wide roadway (one-way traffic with
parallel parking) should be placed at the church’s eastern property
line, creating a detached square at the center of the neighborhood.
The church would be asked to use the income received from the sale
of the property for physical improvements, and would be assured that
adequate on-street parking would be available in the surrounding
neighborhood for its parishioners (rarely more than twenty vehicles).

The empty lot to the south of the church would be purchased for the
police substation and meeting hall.  Between the rear of the church and
the police substation would be located a plaza, the design of which
would include an attractive wall to its rear and perhaps some
enhancement to the back of the church.

The underutilized lot to the north of the new square would be
subdivided, so that another structure could be placed at the corner of
East Avenue and Eighth Street, providing further spatial definition to
the square.  With a southern exposure, this building would ideally be
a corner store (no liquor license) or live-work unit opening onto a wide
sidewalk with room for tables.  The remaining lots  would be replatted
as shown and redeveloped with new houses.  As indicated, rear lanes
would be inserted to allow for row houses facing the new square,
giving it a firm edge.

PROJECT: Lumberyard Site (PE 15)

OBSERVATION: The large lumberyard is bounded by the railroad
tracks, Audubon Place, Eighth Street and Third Street.

DISCUSSION: The neighbors and City wisely suggest that this
property revert to general neighborhood (residential) use.  However,
it lacks the street infrastructure to function properly in that manner. A
new north-south avenue should run from Third Street to Eighth Street,
serving house lots backing up to the railway, and reconnecting the
neighborhood’s streets into a network.

RECOMMENDATION: As delineated in the illustration, a new avenue

(possibly Nolen Avenue) ties the neighborhood back together.  Since
the railway will be largely unused, Second Street, Aspinwall, and
Sixth Street are allowed to cross and reconnect in the east-west
direction.  To complete the network, Audubon Place continues north
to Seventh Street.  At Sixth Street, a small green is provided to relieve
the fabric.  Where possible, rear lanes have been added to allow
friendly house fronts.  Finally, looking twenty years out, the diagram
recognizes that the self-storage unit at Third Street sits at a civic site
of potential citywide significance, terminating long vistas from the west
and the north.

PROJECT: The Industrial Seam (PE 16)

OBSERVATION: At the eastern ends of Eighth Street, Ninth Street
and Tenth Street, towards the railroad tracks, the industrial uses from
the east have impinged westward into the residential neighborhood.

DISCUSSION: The long-term value of the neighborhood will im-
prove if these areas are rezoned to neighborhood general use and
are slowly converted to residential properties as they come up for sale.

RECOMMENDATION:  Replace the  industrial zone in these areas
with the Neighborhood General Zone (see Codes in General).  If the
parcel north of the lumberyard comes up for sale, it too should revert
to residential use, and Nolen Avenue (described above) should
connect to these streets as well.  Ultimately, industrial use should not
extend west of the railroad tracks.

PROJECT: Linear Parks (PE 17)

OBSERVATION: The Park East Neighborhood Action Strategy
designates possible linear parks along Fruitville Road and Shade
Avenue, and Eighth  Street connection between Jefferson Avenue
and Tuttle Avenue.

DISCUSSION: Fruitville Road, sundered by heavy traffic, is not an
appropriate place for a linear park.  With limited investment, however,
Shade Avenue between Tenth Street and Aspinwall Street could be
a very pleasant environment. Between Eighth  Street and Sixth Street,
it is a well-shaded rural road.  Between Sixth Street and Aspinwall
Streets, it is a relatively pretty drainage ditch that simply needs
neatening and perhaps some furniture.  North of Eighth Street, the
Shade Avenue right-of-way runs along the edge of the Park Vista
apartments, where it could hold a simple pedestrian path.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not place a linear park along Fruitville
Road.  Tend to Shade Avenue between Eighth Street and Sixth Street,
to enhance its rural road character. Neaten up the drainage ditch edge
between Sixth Street and Aspinwall Street, adding sod, a gravel or
shell path, trees, and potentially some benches and small lights.
Continue the path between Eighth and Tenth Streets, with small lights
if desired.

PROJECT: East Avenue Improvement (PE 18)

OBSERVATION: The Park East Neighborhood Action Strategy
recommends a beautification project for East Avenue.

DISCUSSION: The Neighborhood Action Strategy recommends
sidewalk improvements, pedestrian-style lighting, street trees, cross-
walks, and benches.  The current plan is to place 15'-tall acorn-style
lamps 50' on center for the length of the street, but lamps should be
a bit shorter, and are better used to mark intersections.  Benches are
best placed in the square at Eighth Street rather than along the
roadway.

RECOMMENDATION: Chose a signature tree for the length of East
Avenue within the neighborhood, to be planted at a frequent regular
interval paired on both sides of the street.  Place four 12'-tall low-
wattage acorn-style lamps at each intersection, with one additional
lamp at midblock if required for safety. Complete sidewalks on both
sides of the street wherever possible.  Paint simple crosswalks in the

 Shade Avenue right-of-way:  Ready for enhancement.

East Avenue between Seventh and Eighth: The empty lot.

Eighth Street west of East Avenue: The church.
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shielding the parking lots.  Place four 12'-tall low-wattage acorn-style
lamps at each intersection, with one additional lamp at midblock if
required for safety. Paint simple crosswalks in the asphalt at each
crossing. Bricks in the roadway are not appropriate for this street.  Re-
striping the travel lanes has already been discussed above.

PROJECT: Neighborhood Signs (PE 20)

OBSERVATION:  The Park East Neighborhood Action Strategy
recommends placing gateway signs at the following locations:
• Eighth Street and Tuttle Avenue

• Washington Boulevard (US 301) and Eighth Street

• Twelfth Street and East Avenue

• Fruitville and East Avenues

DISCUSSION : Although the neighborhood may have specific bound-
aries, the signs should be placed where the neighborhood begins
perceptually.

RECOMMENDATION:  The gateway signs on East should be located
midblock between Fruitville Road and Fourth Street, and at the ACL
right-of-way just north of Tenth Street.

PROJECT: Tree Lots (PE 21)

OBSERVATION: Beautiful tree lots exist at Sixth Street and Audubon
Avenue, Sixth Street and Lime Avenue, and Aspinwall Street at Lime

asphalt at each crossing. If bricks in the roadway are desired, simply
fill the square areas surrounded by the crosswalks at the Sixth and
Eighth Street intersections; however, the money would be better spent
on trees.  Re-striping the travel lanes has already been discussed
above.

PROJECT: Lime Avenue Improvement (PE 19)

OBSERVATION: The Park East Neighborhood Action Strategy
recommends a beautification project for Lime Avenue.

DISCUSSION:  The Action Strategy recommends sidewalk improve-
ments, pedestrian-style lighting, street trees, and intersection im-
provements.  The current plan is to place 15'-tall acorn-style lamps
50' on center, like those on East Avenue.

Lime Avenue is an unusual street in that it has relatively nice houses
and yards on its east side and parking lots and retail and light-industrial
buildings on its west side, calling for an asymmetrical treatment.
Pedestrian traffic should be kept to the east, while the parking lots to
the west should be shielded from the roadway with hedges.  Street
lights should be handled as on East Avenue.

RECOMMENDATION:  Choose a signature tree for the length of Lime
Avenue within the neighborhood-perhaps Small Leafed Lime-to be
planted at a frequent regular interval paired on both sides.  Where the
tree strip is not wide enough, the tree should be placed at the edge
of the front yards.   Plant a continuous low hedge on the western side

Avenue.

DISCUSSION: These lots are not ideally located for public parks,
and the park funding should be concentrated on the square planned
at East Avenue and Eighth Street.  However, it would be a pity to lose
these trees to development.

RECOMMENDATION: The City must work with the owners of these
properties to ensure that any future construction saves as many trees
as possible.

PROJECT:  Reclassification of Thoroughfare Types (PE 22)

OBSERVATION:  Automobiles travel too fast for pedestrian comfort
through the neighborhood.  The majority of streets in Park East
Neighborhood are designed for through-traffic which results in high
traffic volumes and travel speeds.

DISCUSSION:  Traditional Neighborhood Design corrects for sin-
gular emphasis on the automobile in roadway design by more
adequately describing the combinations of speed, capacity, and
character necessary to create a walkable, more livable community.
Each of these factors is individually controlled during design to yield
a finely crafted network of transportation elements that better serve the
diverse needs of each segment of the community.  Four basic design
categories provide a range of design options appropriate for the broad
range of urban conditions.  These will be thoroughly discussed in the
Transportation Section of this Master Plan.

RECOMMENDATION: Applying the Thoroughfare Definitions found
in the Transportation Section to those thoroughfares identified as “A-
Streets” in the Park East Neighborhood results in the following
reclassification of thoroughfares:

Speed Movement

No thoroughfares fall under this designation within Park East Neigh-
borhood.

Free Movement

ST-60-34; This thoroughfare-type includes two, ten-foot travel lanes

with designated seven-foot parallel parking bays along both sides of
the street.  A seven-foot planting strip for street trees and a six-foot wide
sidewalk should be placed along each side of the street.  This design
treatment should be applied to Sixth Street between Washington
Boulevard (US 301) and the railroad tracks.

ST-50-27; Similar to ST-60-34, this design has parking on one side
only to accommodate the right-of-way constraints found on some of the
neighborhood roads.  It also allows for a six and a half-foot planting
strip for street trees and a five-foot wide sidewalk should be placed on
each side of the street.  This design treatment should be applied to
Shade Avenue and Lime Avenue.

Slow Movement

ST-50-24b; This thoroughfare-type  includes two, twelve-foot travel
lanes with parallel parking allowed along one side of the street.  A
seven-foot planting strip for street trees and a six-foot wide sidewalk
should be placed along each side of the street.  This design treatment
should be applied to Third Street, between Audubon Place and the
railroad tracks, Sixth Street, between the railroad tracks and Shade
Avenue, Eighth Street, and the new thoroughfare proposed between
Eighth Street and Third Street.

Yield Movement

ST-50-24a; This thoroughfare-type should be designed to include
two, twelve-foot travel lanes with parallel parking allowed on either
side of the street.  A seven-foot planting strip for street trees and a six-
foot wide sidewalk should be placed along each side of the street.  This
design treatment should be applied to Seventh Street, Ninth Street and
Tenth Street.

ST-40-24a; This thoroughfare-type include twos, twelve-foot travel
lanes with parallel parking allowed on either side of the street.  A three-
foot planting strip for street trees and a five-foot wide sidewalk should
be placed one each side of the street.  In cases were right-of-way
further constrain this configuration a reduction in planting strip and
sidewalk widths are needed to facilitate design.  This design treatment
should be applied to Audubon Place, Fourth Street between Wash-
ington Boulevard and Audubon Place, and Fifth Street between
Washington Boulevard and Audubon Place.

Lime Avenue: Parking lots to the east should be shielded with hedges.

Sixth Street and Audubon Avenue:  One of several tree lots worth preserving.
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This drawing below illustrates the concept of incorporating small-scale
civic or public structures into the walk-to-town neighborhoods outside
the Downtown.  The scale and siting of these civic buildings must be
similar to the scale and siting of nearby residential structures.  In
addition, the architecture of these buildings must be stylistically
sympathetic to the architecture of the surrounding residences.  Park-
ing should not be allowed to dominate the street frontages, and the
activities of the buildings should not be allowed to overwhelm the
nearby locale.
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Sarasota’s prosperity is partly due to its effective transportation
system.  In his 1924 town plan, John Nolen specified the small city block
sizes essential to walkability.  A good block size for maximizing
pedestrian comfort and utility is approximately 250 feet by 350 feet.  At
330 feet by 660 feet, Sarasota’s downtown blocks are larger than
optimal, but are still a good size for walking.  In addition, many of these
blocks have alleys oriented in the long direction.

The images on this page show how favorably Sarasota’s downtown
block size compares to those of Boston and Savannah, cities with two
of the country’s most walkable downtowns.  With this fine grained block
size to its advantage, Sarasota can begin to focus on the other key
elements of walkability found in cities like Boston and Savannah, such
as buildings fronting the street (without setbacks), adequate side-
walks, narrower street width, a mix of land uses, and street trees.

Auto mobility and parking have overshadowed pedestrian, bicycle
and transit issues in Sarasota until very recently.  SCAT is performing
transit service on a broad area coverage strategy.  Hopefully
increased funding will allow more frequent service via reduced
headways to attract more riders, including choice riders, to the system.
The city has established traffic calming and sidewalk programs.  A
Master Plan for Pedestrianized Intersections is underway with im-
provements to 112 intersections in this Plan.

 As with many Florida cities, Sarasota’s transportation system was out
of balance with its long standing emphasis on auto mobility only.  Now
initial steps are being taken to increase walkability and thus to enhance
pedestrian, bicycle and transit use.  Sarasota’s ultimate transportation
planning goal must be to balance all transportation modes available
to its citizens.  This can be achieved with increased focus on pedestrian
movement. Walkability is  the foundation for a successful urban
transportation system.  Bicycle, transit and auto/truck elements must
also be included, but in ways that do not discourage pedestrians.
Areas or Districts identified by policy for major pedestrian emphasis
(building upon the Master Plan for Pedestrianized Intersections)
should be planned accordingly.

Auto traffic is compatible with healthy pedestrian environments when
drivers obey a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour or less and yield
to pedestrians at intersections. Traffic elements such as roundabouts

SARASOTA BOSTON SAVANNAH

are rapidly increasing in popularity and acceptance as safety enhanc-
ing, traffic calming additions to the transportation system.  However,
transportation projects alone will not be effective unless land devel-
opment regulations complement this pedestrian scale design policy.
Sarasota is adopting a broad view of the many elements that yield a
livable city.  This emerging style will benefit the city immensely.

All recommendations in this plan seek to further these principles of
pedestrian scale in urban design. The Projects listed below are
concepts developed during and after the week long Charrette in
Sarasota.  They are individual action items, yet are designed to
complement the overall goal of creating a rejuvenated, more livable
community.

The purpose of this guiding document is to lead Sarasota towards
creating a more walkable, livable downtown.  The recommendations
found in the plan are supported by the opinions of experienced
architects, landscape architects, engineers, and planning profession-
als who attended the week long charrette.  Implementing the recom-

S U M M A R Y

Recreation Walkers enjoy a stroll that terminates at their point of origin. When Destination Walkers take a trip, their purpose is to reach a new location.

mendations made in this report will put Sarasota at the forefront of
creating a livable community.  Experts in the above fields are only
beginning to conduct statistical analysis on the results of these
improvements, however the cumulative experiences of the attendees

at the charrette support the feasibility for implementing the recom-
mended improvements.  The next step for the City of Sarasota is to
conduct data analysis on the specific locations discussed in the Master
Plan to design and implement the ideas outlined in these pages.
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1 - US 41 AND GULF STREAM AVENUE

3 - FRUITVILLE ROAD AND US 301 4 - PINEAPPLE AVENUE AND RINGLING BLVD

PROJECT:   Roundabouts (T 2)

OBSERVATION:  Heavy traffic volumes at major intersections on US
41 and Washington Boulevard (US 301) require multiple turn lanes
and increasingly long traffic signal cycles.   A triple left turn has even
been proposed at one intersection to meet the adopted traffic level of
service standard.  Pedestrian crossings range from 60 feet to 84 feet
yielding 20 to 28 second crossing times for older pedestrians walking
at 3 feet per second.  These wider intersections convey a negative
impression of Sarasota as simply another suburban scale, strip-
commercial city without distinction.

DISCUSSION:  Modern roundabouts are increasingly popular as
American drivers become more familiar with their operation and their
outstanding safety records accumulate.  When compared to standard
traffic signals, roundabouts can, under many conditions, achieve
equal or better traffic service.  The aesthetic quality of roundabouts,
however, is much greater than standard width intersections.  In strong
contrast to the solid asphalt square at the center of a major signalized
intersection, roundabouts are an excellent opportunity for significant
landscaping, art, sculpture and other features that provide pleasing
vistas from each approaching street corridor.  Sarasota’s cultural
image is already one of quality and charm. The addition of roundabouts
in key “gateway” locations would set a new Florida standard for
combining the aesthetic and operational elements of urban design.

In addition to the aesthetic appeal of roundabouts, safety is greatly
improved.  High speed, right angle crashes occur when drivers with
poor sight or attention fail to see red signals.  These side door crashes
are often very serious.  When they happen, crashes at roundabouts
occur with a low angle, glancing impact yielding much lower levels of
damage and dramatically reduced fatality rates.  Much of this safety
gain is due to reduced top end speed at the intersections.  An article
published by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, May 13, 2000
states the following:

Researchers at Ryerson Polytechnic University, the
Institute and the University of Maine studied crashes and
injuries at 24 intersections before and after construction
of roundabouts.  The study found a 39 percent overall
decrease in crashes and a 76 percent decrease in
injury producing crashes.  Collisions involving fatal or
incapacitating injuries fell as much as 90 percent.

A roundabout traffic operations analysis performed two years ago for
the US 41 and Gulf Stream Drive intersection indicates a two lane
roundabout should perform well except for the south leg (US 41).  This
analysis, performed as part of a development proposal, used some
default general assumptions for which new data are available.
Specifically, the size traffic gap American drivers find acceptable for
their entry into traffic has been measured.  It is 2.7 seconds to 2.9
seconds.  The roundabout analysis performed at US 41/Gulf Stream
Avenue assumed over 3 seconds for this gap.  An assumed gap
acceptance of less than 3 seconds yields a higher intersection
capacity, thus, the previous analysis would show a higher level of
service, if re-evaluated.

Traffic reduction from the modified US 41 concept would also improve
the proposed roundabout’s performance and it would likely fall within
today’s performance standards.  Even if a minor drop below the traffic
LOS Standard occurs, it would be justified if safety, livability and
aesthetic considerations are on par with traffic flow goals.

RECOMMENDATION:  Traffic roundabouts are recommended for
four major intersections:

1. US 41and Gulf Stream Avenue

2. US 41 and Fruitville Road

3. Fruitville Road and US 301

4. Pineapple Avenue and Ringling Boulevard

The  first three of these will require two circulating lanes and free flow
right turn (or bypass) lanes where heavy right turns are expected.
The Pineapple and Ringling roundabout will only require one circu-
lating lane.  As an alternative, or addition, to the Pineapple and
Ringling roundabout, a roundabout at the intersection of Ringling
Boulevard and Palm Avenue should also be explored.  Since
roundabouts are new to Florida, approval of two lane roundabouts
must occur at the FDOT Central Office in Tallahassee. Obviously,
close coordination with FDOT will be essential for these projects.

2 - US 41 AND FRUITVILLE ROAD

P R O J E C T   T  2

Intersection of US 41 and Gulf Stream with extensive paved area

New operational analysis should be performed for these roundabouts
using both the latest available peak season traffic counts, and the best
traffic estimates, assuming the relocation of US 41 discussed above.
Integration with the ongoing MPO Long Range Plan Update is
essential for planning technical support and policy approval.   Based
on the best available information at Charrette time, all four roundabouts
will achieve acceptable operating levels.  Implementation of the
proposed roundabouts will be subject to the results of detailed study
and analysis.
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P R O J E C T   T  6

PROJECT:  Parking (T 6)

OBSERVATION:  Parking is a key determinate of a city’s character.
While recent parking studies indicate generally acceptable levels of
parking for existing downtown needs, future management of parking
facilities is essential to a vital downtown.

DISCUSSION:  Parking is not only vital to the economic success of
City of Sarasota’s Downtown, it also sets the scale at which urban
places are built.  An adequate discussion of downtown parking must
cover some basic theory, existing data and parking studies and
recommended locations for future parking structures.

Theory

Suburban scale development patterns are established, by regulation.
Suburban land values are lower than downtown so a chain of
economic/design decisions follow.  Cheaper land allows surface
parking lots that are compatible with less expensive single story
buildings.  Where land becomes more expensive, structured parking
is needed which calls for more floor space to pay for the parking.  The
extra floor space in taller buildings requires elevators that in turn
require more floor space and parking to pay for the elevators.  This
spiral of economic logic forces a quantum jump in density from low
suburban development to higher urban density in the area of higher
land values.

Downtown Sarasota has experienced higher density near the Bay,
with its associated structured parking for office, commercial and high
rise residential buildings.  To minimize interruptions to the street
frontages, this structured parking must blend carefully into the urban
environment.  To encourage a pedestrian scale arrangement of
streets, sidewalks, buildings and open public areas, parking garages
must be required to have retail or other  interesting frontage on the first
level.  In addition, as stated in the Civic Reservations discussion within
the Codes in General section, structured parking that fully accommo-
dates all building inhabitants will quell pedestrian vitality.  Adjacent
public or private parking garages encourage healthier pedestrian
volumes at street level.

Surface lots, on the other hand, create wide gaps in the street frontage
making walking uncomfortable.  Surface parking in the central core

should be considered a temporary land form, until projects are
developed to fill the underutilized space.

On-street parking is a key element of the walkable, livable downtown
environment.  Sarasota’s on-street parking is only 20 percent of its total
parking supply.  An attempt to enliven the pedestrian environment will
naturally increase this proportion.  Almost every thoroughfare in
Downtown should have on street parking.  It encourages pedestrian
movement (street parking yields pedestrians) and keeps off street
parking from dominating building designs.  On-street parking is
specified in all Thoroughfare Types recommended as part of this plan.

Existing Data

Much of Sarasota’s parking supply is in surface lots.  Detailed City
parking studies were conducted in 1995 and 1996 for the downtown
area bounded by Fruitville Road on the north, Orange Avenue on the
east, Ringling Boulevard on the south, and the Bayfront on the west.

These downtown parking studies reveal the following:

• Downtown parking totaled 5,498 spaces

• 676 spaces in public lots

• 3,695 spaces in private lots

• 1,127 curb spaces

• In the downtown area, only 59% of the parking spaces are
occupied during the peak hour (noon)

• Peak parking occupancy occurs from 12 – 1 p.m. on a
typical weekday in February

• The major parking generators in the area have sufficient
parking spaces during the peak hour for their use

Source:  Downtown Area Parking Studies, City of Sarasota, 1995 and 1996

To prevent future shortages, a Downtown Area Parking Committee
formed by the City has recommended the following measures:

• Improve signage to assure utilization of available spaces.

• Install angle parking at selected locations to increase capacity.

• Promote shared parking with private garages so activities with
different peak times do not have to duplicate facilities.

• Institute a SCAT downtown “trolley” operating around the central
business district on frequent headways to encourage people to
come to downtown by bus or to park in fringe areas.

Source:  Sarasota City Plan and Support Document: 1998

According to the City Engineering Department, there is an opportunity
to install additional angle parking on Main Street between Orange
Avenue and U.S. 301 and between U.S. 301 and School Avenue.
According to their study, these roadways are wide enough to provide
one row of parallel parking, one row of angle parking and two travel
lanes (one in each direction).

Source:  Angle Parking Memorandum, City Engineering Department, October
15, 1999.

To further refine this concept, Charrette planning sessions focused on
Main Street. The resulting specific thoroughfare design includes angle
parking on both sides with two 12 foot travel lanes (see Thoroughfare
Design CS-80-56).

Future Parking Structures

Parking data were gathered to determine current parking garage
utilization.

Source:  Downtown Area Parking Study, City of Sarasota Engineering
Department, February, 1996.

Future parking structures are planned for areas of downtown adjacent
to and parallel to Main Street.  A map of these planned garage locations
is shown in the Codes in General section of this chapter.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

• Municipal Parking structure locations on the Civic Reservations
map should be pursued for implementation as demand begins to
increase for downtown parking.

• Main Street angle parking should be extended eastward across
Orange Avenue using the Commercial Street design recom-
mended as CS-80-56.

• Thoroughfare Designs recommended in this plan should be
implemented as soon as possible to enliven the pedestrian
environment and tame building designs.

This heavily used County Public Parking Structure could enliven adjacent
Ringling Boulevard if first floor retail or similar uses were added

 On street parking enlivens the pedestrian environment as shown on Main
Street

PARKING SUPPLY AND DEMAND FOR MAJOR PARKING GENERATORS

MAJOR PARKING AVAILABLE VEHICLES PERCENT

GENERATOR PARKING SPACES PARKED/PEAKED HOURS OCCUPANCY

CITY HALL 1 4 3 1 0 4 72.7

BAY PLAZA 2 0 8 1 2 3 59.1

GULF STREAM TOWERS 51 41 80.4

DOLPHIN TOWERS 1 7 2 95 55.2

MARINA JACK 1 5 7 81 51.6

NORTHERN TRUST 2 8 7 2 2 5 78.4

ONE SARASOTA TOWER 3 0 3 2 2 9 75.6

RISCORP 5 0 1 3 0 3 60.5

BARNETT 6 2 5 2 1 8 34.9

MIRAMAR PLAZA 1 5 7 1 1 1 70.7

ENTERPRISE BANK 54 22 40.7

Source: Downtown Area Parking Study, 02/1996
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One of the important components of the Master Plan is the development
of new building types to be added where appropriate throughout the
Study Area, including the Downtown Proper as well as the three
“walk-to-town” neighborhoods.  These new types will be predomi-
nantly residential, although various commercial and civic structures
and developments are also suggested.  Given changing demo-
graphic, economic and social trends, these new options will probably
be somewhat different than recent construction practices that currently
can be found within the Study Area.  They may also require changes
to existing zoning regulations.  Some projects may depend on
incentives and support from the City in order to be realized.

It is critical to develop a series of designs, appropriate for a wide
variety of applications including new infill development as well as
redevelopment of existing situations.  Current conditions, including
zoning requirements, design standards, and social conventions, may
be conspiring to help stymie the revitalization of key parts of the Study
Area.  Recommended sizes of lots may be smaller than is currently
conventional.  A mix of uses may be needed where only single-use
buildings are permitted.  These new designs attempt to overcome
some of these limitations and suggest appropriate and achievable
models for the Study Area.

Two areas, in particular, need to be studied with respect to these infill
proposals.  Codes as they pertain to the health, safety and welfare of
occupants and visitors should not be compromised.  The City should
work with the Fire Department and the Building Department to
establish guidelines for achieving recommended infill options.

The proposals in this Master Plan look to urbanize the Study Area.
Development densities will generally be increased and land that is
currently vacant or undeveloped will be built on.  A concern associ-
ated with such infill development pertains to stormwater containment,
control and treatment.  As the percentage of impervious surface within
the Study Area increases, so will the potential for difficulties associated
with stormwater.  Current measures for addressing this problem,
however, are not only ineffective, they are antithetical to the intended
goals of fostering infill development.  Property owners within the Study
Area should not be required to contain and control stormwater runoff
within their own site.  Rather, the City should establish an integrated
system of retention and detention ponds, as well as a program that
enables property owners to pay a fee in lieu of addressing stormwater

B U I L D I N G  T Y P E S

EXISTING ARCHITECTURAL PRECEDENTS

Pocket Apartment BuildingRecently Renovated Cottages in the Rosemary Neighborhood

Civic Architecture - The Terrace Building

Main Street - The Kress Building

Palm Avenue ApartmentsUndesirable “Dingbat”  Type

Single Family Housing in Burns Court, Downtown Proper

issues on site.  These fees would be used to develop and maintain
this district wide stormwater system.

A district-wide system of ponds and channels will prove to be much
more efficient than a collection of individual retention projects.  It will
control water better and help produce a higher quality of runoff.  It
will provide the City with opportunities to create environmental
amenities such as ponds, lakes, fountains and parks.  Finally, it will
free property owners, in particular small property owners, from the
overwhelming burden of addressing stormwater control.  While it is
beyond the scope of this study to design or even conceptualize such
a system, the creation of such a system is critical to the intended goals
of redevelopment.

The following pages include a variety of schematic building types
which can be used for infill construction throughout the Downtown
Proper, the Districts and predominantly in the neighborhoods.  Many
of these  are variants of time-honored residential types, including
multi-family as well as single-family options.  The examples that are
shown here are all normative prototypes.  Plans and/or architecture
might be altered to better meet the conditions or limitations of particular
locations within the Study Area.
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2 STORY - 3  UNIT BUILDING

3- 2 Bedrooms / 2 Baths

1- Shopfront

PARKING - 16 Spaces

FIRST PARKING STORY

UPPER RESIDENTIAL LEVEL

CORNER CONDITION WITH A
SINGLE GALLERY

INEXPENSIVE SHOPFRONTINEXPENSIVE VERSION MASKING
A PARKING LOT

LESS EXPENSIVE VERSION
WITHOUT A GALLERY

MORE EXPENSIVE WITH A
DOUBLE GALLERY






































