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                      Volusia County – CLCA – March 04

>> Please call to order the Volusia county construction and appeals board. Can we have the roll call, please.

(Roll call)
>> Everybody's got a copy of the minutes of the February meeting. If you've read the minutes, I'd entertain a motion to approve.
>> Make a motion to approve the minutes.
>> I'd second them.
>> We have a motion and a second to approve the minutes. Any discussion? All in favor say aye. Opposed.

Anyone that's going to speak today please stand up and be sworn in.
>> Do you swear or affirm the testimony you will give is the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?
>> Yes.
>> Is there anybody on this board that would care to disclose any ex parte communications they've had about today's meeting?

Alright, moving down we'll go to our first case of new business. That's CLCA-20-03-001 Mr George Myles is appealing the decision of the building official in response to the request of removing the existing roof at a job site.
>> Afternoon. I can give you a little bit of history.
>> Afternoon. I can give you a little bit of history. The project was observed by compliance without a permit or inspections. An application was submitted for reroof on December 13. The plan review was performed -

>> Can you get closer to the speaker.

>> An application was submitted for re-roof on December 13. A plan review was informed, indicating that based on the project conditions, that the roof would have to come off so the proper sheeting inspections could be performed.

The building is a single building residence built prior to the building code. There was no evidence of reroof permits that would include roof sheeting inspections. Therefore compliance with the Florida existing building code, section 706, would apply.

>> So the point is that there were no previous inspections on the project?

>> There were no previous reroofs and no previous reroof sheeting inspections.

>> That's the basic premise of the rejection?

>> Yes, sir, correct. Because the fact that they submitted for a roof over, shingle over shingle, then 706.3 of the building code would apply. If the roofing material has to be removed down to the deck, unless one of five exceptions would apply and because there were no sheeting, no instructions and did not comply with the Florida building code, section 5 would apply.

>> So there was no original approval of the project of any kind?

>> Not since the -

>> By the Building Department.

>> Not since the building was built in '94.

>> Is it possible the shingles have been on there since then?

>> I'm sure they probably have but there was no way to verify that the sheeting had - that complies with the Florida building code.

>> If it was inspected and approved when the house was built -

>> In 'the 4 -- '94, prior to the adoption of the Florida building code.

>> Haven't we allowed people to shingle over shingles forever because I've seen lots of houses done that way?

>> Only if it can be verified that the sheeting complies with the code.

>> Could you tear off just a couple of sections and look at it?

>> 100%. It's got to completely comply. That's section 5 of the building code.

>> I don't write the code.

>> If the project was never inspected there's no -

>> It was inspected when the house was built.

>> But it was never inspected -

>> It was inspected and passed when the home was built and it's possible the shingles have never been changed.

>> OK, I misunderstood you.

>> You're thinking it was never inspected period. It was inspected and passed and okayed and occupied when it was new. That's what I'm questioning.

>> The intent was to do a roof over the existing roof, need to verify that the sheeting is compliant and there's no way to do that without the removal of the shingles.

>> Not to be a smarty or anything here, but wouldn't going through all these hurricanes and nothing ever blew off be enough to satisfy somebody that it's not going to fly off?

>> No, sir, it wouldn't, actually. It has to comply.

>> In the code does it specify - once a project is permitted in accordance with these provisions that are cited here, is there a time limit? I mean, does it go back so far for the potential reroof? I mean there's nothing in the code that specifically says - I'm asking you, is there anything in the code that specifically says that if a project was built in 1994 and approved in 1994, this many years later, it can't be reroofed or reshingled.

>> It can't be reshingled over the existing shingles.

>> Is there a specific code section that says that?

>> Yes, sir. 706.3 of the Florida building code which is the section up there now. So if the roofing material will preclude a roofing inspection, which a shingle over shingle would, then the material must come off. It has to be - the sheeting has to be verified that it complies with the current code if it's going through a roof replacement.

>> But with the current code, you say?

>> The current code, correct.

>> But that would be impossible if it were built in 1994.

>> Correct, correct. Which is the reason for that exception in the code.

>> So every time the code change s this provision goes out the window?

>> Correct, it would have to comply with the code in place at that time.

>> Got a question. I see them doing metal roofs and they just put the wood over the top of the shingles and put the metal roof. Is that allowed on the case?

>> That is allowed. There is an exception. If there is a tested system, if they're using the - if the metal roof, in that case, if we have a product approval that indicates the metal roof is attached to sleepers and those sleepers are attached directly through the sheeting into the roof structure and it's tested, testing for that system, that bypasses the sheeting, the sheeting is no longer a factor in the equation.

>> I'm just looking for another alternative.

>> That would be an alternative and there are products that have been tested for that system.

>> OK, let's hear from the homeowner and see what we can do with them.

>> Evening, I'm George Miles, I'm an engineer which I was hired by the homeowner to represent her. Pam Allen is here.

Looking at 706.3, I think we should first evaluate what reroofing and recovering also means. If you look at the definition of the building code, reroofing, the process of recovering, replacing an existing roof system, either in its entirety or existing sections.

Now also under section 15.02 in definitions there's recovery. The process of covering existing roofing assembly with a new roofing system or a prepared roofing system.

706.3, that the county is falling back to, says recovering versus replacement. In other words, are we we placing the roof? No, we are recovering the roof. We are applying a new coating over the existing coating of shingles. That falls under definition under recovering.

Under that, item 3, where the existing roof has two or more applications of any type of roof covering. That defined right there means I'm allowed to put two shingle sets on a roof. At that point, I can no longer recover the roof. It must be fully replaced. That's what the definitions of all of this comes down to.

I understand the county's position. I understand that they want the roof removed. They want to verify nailing. The reality is we're allow to do reroof and recover a roof under the rules that are set by the State in the Florida building code.

The building code did come into play at a later date after the home was built. No, we have not verified how it's attached or nailed. But until the roof is removed, as far as the covering, that application of the code does not apply.

We are strictly going under the aspect of recovering.

We must still comply with the attachments, which means that when we nail it off, it must use longer nails to meet the building code requirements for the nailing of the shingles. At that point, it's a matter of we know down the road this is going to require a full replacement. It will require nailing of the roof sheathing and the decking, which is a requirement of the code.

At this time we're asking the board to simply look at it and simply say yes, this is a recovering, not a re placement. It's a recovering of an existing roof system and under that we wish to proceed with the process.

>> Well, the code seems pretty clear. If you would like to hire an attorney and litigate this in court I believe would be your only relief.

>> I don't know about that. I see the same thing. We cover roofs all the time without tearing them off. Eric, I'm a little - maybe you can clear it up a little bit more for me because we go through this a lot where we don't tear off roofs and we recover roofs. I keep trying to read it and I can't seem to focus on it.

>> A new roof covering shall not be installed without first removing all existing roof coverings or any of the exceptions apply.

No.5, where the existing roof is to be used as attachment for a new roof system, has to comply with the code. There's no way to verify with the code with the existing shingles in place.

If a home, if the home was built subsequent to the adoption of the building code, 2002 -

>> But is it a new roof system or new shingles? A new system would be under laiment -- layment. You're just putting down shingles.

>> Shingles over shingles.

>> It says coverings.

>> I'd like to point out that after you put new shingles on this house you're going to have about 50,000 more nails holding this down than you did before and I don't see any way it would ever blow off.

>> It's the sheathing that's the problem.

>> There's got to be a lot of them that goes into the trusses. I don't like the idea of this, either.

>> I'm a little confused on it. We do a lot of roof over s.

>> What are the parameters of those roofovers that you're doing? Are they homes that have been built to the building code?

>> See, that's where I've never actually looked at a date. To me, and I understand where you're going with this, this house for all I know is held together with staples which is not the way it should be, our current nailing pattern. However -

>> Part of our plan review is to look at the date, to look at the permit record, the date the house was built, whether or not we can verify it it's compliant, if we cannot then the roof has to come off. The material has to come off.

>> I'm still wrestling with the way this is worded?

>> If you read No.5, it's saying 15.401 of the building code and when you go to the manufacturer's installation requirements it's going to refer you back to already having jurisdiction, what everybody's forgetting about, and it falls back on to this. If that requirement is not met then the installation is not correct.

We can play with recovery and replacement all day, but we go back to manufacture specification of the installation which seems not to be a factor here for some reason. Put your back into 1504 and puts you back into chapter 16 well.

>> I'm going to tell you a lot of times when there's an area of gray and the county's policy's always been clarification comes from the design professional.

>> This isn't gray. This is very clear. This is very clear what the requirements are that if the sheathing cannot - cannot be verified that it complies with the code, it needs to be inspected and needs to be renailed to the current code.

>> This is where we're going to disagree because -

>> Get close to the microphone.

>> This is where we're going to disagree. I've spent a lot of time researching this because I work with a lot of roofing contractors. I have actually spent time talking to the board in Tallahassee multiple occasions on this to get their interpretation and it's strictly, if you look at the way it is written in the rules, if - item 3, there's not two lair -- layers, that implies I'm allowed to have two layers of shingles.

If you look at manufacture recommendations, they strictly say that your nailing must go -

>> Let me ask a simple question.

>> - through the sheathing.

>> Why are you skipping 5?>> Five doesn't apply.

>> But why doesn't it apply? You're reading the code -

>> Mr Myles, the simple question is that as an engineer, you went in the attic, did you see shiners come through, are they staples or nails?

>> There's nails. You can see them in the attic. I've been through the attic, it's actually a spacious attic, it's actually nice.

For me, I'm looking at this that there are several code sections we can look at. We can look at existing buildings, we can look at building code and all of it. When it comes down to the simple truth of this is that it's a difference of interpretation. And I wanted to actually have the board from the State make a recommendation on this and we have - they will not do it until we go through this process. And I'm fine with that.

I'm looking at it as a professional, is this what I would do? Short term yes, it's fine to do this. The down side, which I would recognize, your shingles will not last as long. You've now created a thicker layer of shingles so she will be replacing this roof. It will not go a full term. We know that. She's been informed of that. But that's irrelevant of the fact that it says right there, it's implied, I can do this, I can put a second layer and because I am not removing the shingles.

The only time item 5 comes into play is if that roof is removed to be replaced.

>> Is there alternative methods to inspect to verify that he's got nails that would be acceptable to the county?

>> How would you do that? How would you verify that a nail is going in through the sheathing into the truss at the appropriate spacing at the appropriate size and the appropriate - how is that possible?

>> You can verify spacing by - I have my little what you call, scanner, and you can go alongside every truss and say hey - I'm expecting you're not going to be 4 inches on center.

Listen, just let me finish what I have to say. You're probably going to find it's not probably correct. If it was 4 I would be ecstatic but my scanner would say if I'm seeing 4, 4, 4 you would have something to go by. However, that's at least at start.

But if you don't have that, I'm going to say that the decision is that the roof probably needs to come off and it needs to be refastened. What documentation other than hey, it looks good, I said so, did you bring to county to show that it's right?

>> We keep coming back to this number three. This section is very clear. If any one of those exceptions apply the roof - the first layer of roof must come off. It's very clear.

>> In the beginning it says recovering versus replacement. The definition, and this is what it means, if you are recovering and you have any of the items here, you must replace it. That's why it says versus.

>> No, recovering versus replacement, meaning recovering with new shingles over existing shingles or replacing the material. That's clear as well. Specifically addressing shingling, the shingling of a roof that's already been -

>> But how do I verify it on even a current home that has been - you basically - it would have to say only houses built after when the Florida building code was adapt dopted is really how it should be written then, correct?

>> And it is. If it's not complying with the code, if it's not complying with the code.

>> OK, now -

>> If it's not complying with the Florida building code then that is correct, yes. If you can't verify it, yes, it would have to come off.

>> So if it doesn't meet a code, ie the Florida building code which was adopted in what is it?

>> 2002.

>> Anything after 2002 then we can't have a reasonable assurance it met a code.

>> If it was inspected. If it was inspected. If the house was built - I take that back. If the house was built after 2002 you are correct.

>> Then we can reshingle it.

>> You can reshingle it.

>> Then this is poorly written and I should say that.

>> It references that it has to be built to the Florida building code.

>> It's not quite clear. What they should put in there is some language stating a specific date after 2002.

>> The homeowner wouldn't know the date.

>> I would just say that it's not for us to analyze how they should come out, the code.

>> No, but we have to make a decision on this question.

>> The code requires for the building official to make a determination. We determine if or not the building official was reasonable in the reasoning. I certainly, myself, I can't flaw that.

>> Mr Myles, I enjoy with great pleasure to argue code with Eric on a regular basis, however, on this one right here, I'm afraid I'm going to have to agree with Mr Geibo and Mr Lucinger that you haven't brought me anything that says this is why I'm right, other than in this code, and I'm going to say anything that predate that is day. I'm going to have to agree they're making the right decision.

If you brought something that said I was able to find all these nails, I ripped up a section of the roof, you haven't brought me anything.

>> Let's look at it a different way. Why do I have to bring you proof, necessarily, when the fact the code doesn't require it? The code doesn't say anything, even this. He's making the argument that where the existing roof is to be used for attachment of a new roof system, definition of a new roof system can vary depending on county or State and city regulations, depending on who you are. By definition on my principle a new roof system is a full recovering roof system.

That includes the flashing, the under layment, the roof edge, everything else. That's a roof system.

Also on a roof system we count that as the framing system itself, such as the trusses and so on. That includes the strapping at the edge of the roof.

So when you're looking at it by its definition of what it says here, and dealing with the provisions of the roof sections and so on, this says that a new roof system - we're not installing a new roof system, we're covering over the existing system, which the code, under its own guidelines says I'm allowed to do by its definition. Recovering, the process of covering existing roof assembly. Notice it says assembly, not a system. With a new roofing system or a prepared roofing system

Now it says a new roofing system or prepared roofing system. Prepared and also new you've got to define those. Those are by what we want to interpret.

So we're actually not installing a whole new roofing system which is metal, for example. We're actually using a more prepared roofing system, which is a shingle.

>> You've convinced us enough. What I made mention of attorneys getting involved in this, I would like to have our county attorney give us some guidance on this.

>> It's correct, that your purview of this appeal, this is simply an appeal of the building official's determination and under the code, appeals to the building official's determination are solely on the basis of whether or not that decision was reasonable.

It is then the appellant's obligation to provide by pre ponder ance of the evidence that the decision by the building official was unreasonable to have that overturned by this board.

Just because it's been mentioned and I want to get a clarification on the tenants of statutory interpretation, the language in the body of the statute is what really is going to govern. The headings, the basically headings, so what is stated there, 706.3, recovering versus replacement, that's a heading. They really don't have the force of law, they're demonstrative. You look to the body of the statute to make that determination on how to properly interpret the statute.

So the way that the code is written is that you - new roof coverings shall not be smalled without -- installed without first removing all existing coverings down to the deck with all the conditions occur. Five conditions.

Should one condition occur that is sufficient that no new roof covering shall not be installed. That's the way the code provision is written. It's not an or, you don't get it on one. There are five conditions. If none of the five conditions are met, you may proceed further. But if one condition is met, and it's not an and, it's not an either, it's not an or, it's one, then this will apply.

Since the building official's determination is that 706.3 five is the applicable condition that is occurring, therefore the prohibition provided in 706.3 is then applicable and it's your determination as to whether or not that interpretation is reasonable or not.

>> Unfortunately I agree that No.5 applies in this case.

>> They're not putting a new roof system on, that's where I have a problem with the wording of that. Another layer of shingles is not a whole system, in my book.

>> Read it one more time. New roof covering shall not be installed without first removing all existing of roof coverings down to the roof deck where any of the following conditions occur. In other words you can't put anything over that if any one of those conditions applies.

>> That's why I say this needs to be worked on and clarified. The way it's written, yeah, you could argue that, too, that new roof covering means another coat of shingles. Technically.

>> Even a paint job.

>> Yeah, even spraying that roof covering on it would be - mean you would have to rip it all off back to nothing.

>> Yeah, I think I have a suggestion, that I don't know if the board wants to postpone everything temporarily to ring the board in Tallahassee and get their thoughts. They wrote this, they know what it means.

When I say that, I was on boards and wrote regulations.

>> I doubt you're going to get an answer from them and if you did, it would be years before you got it, probably.

>> Requested a declaratory decision. If this board makes a decision that decision can be taken to the State.

>> You can appeal to the State, you'd have more leverage that way. If you go in as an individual they may not even want to hear it.

>> I went in as an engineer last time I talked to them about this specific topic when I went over there.

I find it interesting, just for me, I would like to interpret things and figure out exactly what it means and in this I respect the Building Department's decision on what their interpretation is.

I know this is a common practice. As an engineer, homes that I have inspected, I've ran across it all the time. Sometimes it's a poor job, sometimes it's a good job.

Even a look in the nailing provisions, as long as the nailing is done correctly on this, it will last. Will it last as an architectural shingle, it's not going to last 30 years. At best , 20.

Do we know it's going to get redone? Yes. When? It's a matter of time.

We have to look at the location of the home, has it been damaged? Has it had any hurricane damage? Can we inspect at least to see if there's strapping on the roof? Which I did verify that all trusses were strapped down.

So we know that while the code in '94 was the IBC and in 2001 they approved the Florida building code, 2002 it was implemented and the nailing pattern for what the decking was to be and is was approved. I understand that, I recognize that.

But I also recognize my client's right to put a second layer on this roof without removing. And I say -- and it's really funny because if you go out of existing building section and look in the Florida building code, which they've now removed, and I'm not sure why, it talked about reroofing. In the Building Department in the building code it needed to be an existing building .

If the roof covering is removed and replaced, and it had exactly that section. But they have now since removed that. Why? I don't know. I know it's removed in the new code.

But it also said removed and replaced. Yes, they've changed it. Why they have changed it, and we acknowledge the fact that -

>> Codes evolve.

>> We can talk about this for a couple more hours and we're still not going to get anywhere. The facts are the facts and we're going to have to -

>> Is the roof leaking now?

>> Not right now, no.

>> I'm just thinking about time, if you're going to appeal this thing to the State.

>> It's in mid process of being overlaid and that was when my client got the code violation and she wishes to, at this point, just finish her job, reroof the roof and get the second layer on it and if we're going to continue down this process and I appeal to the State, I would ask that we finish the job and go down the rest of the road so at least we know the roof is completely finished.

It literally is at three quarter of the overlay.

>> I think we're just beating a dead horse here. This is a decision by the building official. His decision, in my view, was totally reasonable and that's the limits of the issue. I would move -

>> A motion to uphold this?

>> Yes. To uphold the ruling and deny the appeal.

>> I will make a second to that.

>> We have a motion and a second. Any more discussion by the board? I think it's useless. Like I said, we can talk about this for hours and it's not going to resolve anything.

>> In the past, have we accepted letters from engineers about the validity of nothing?

>> I don't believe this has ever come up in all the years I've been on the board, ever.

>> We just had it in a case where we had that gentleman that came before us that had roofed his house without the proper nailing inspection and we made him take his roof off. That wasn't a roof over.

>> That wasn't a roof over. I don't know when that house was built or anything. It was similar but it was not the same situation.

>> It wasn't a roof over but it was -

>> That was failure to have inspections.

>> It was a reroof is what it was.

>> And failure to get inspection.

>> Failure to get inspection and a reroof.

>> Did I hear correctly there was no inspections on this or the permit was issued? There's no permit even, so we're overlooking that fact.

>> Alright, we have a motion and a second. All in favor of upholding say aye.

>> Aye.

>> Opposed? Motion carries. It's denied. If you care to go to the State now you can take our ruling and whatever avenues you have. This is really needs to be fixed, this wording.

>> Resolved.

>> This wording needs to be resolved because this is probably going to come up again some time.

>> I will be appealing to the State and notify you of what the ruling is. They said it would take 90 days.

>> Thank you. Our next case is the violation of county code ordinance chapter 58, health and sanitation relating to unsafe or dilapidated buildings.

The first case is CLCA-20-02-001, 5776 James Street, DeLeon Springs. The owner is Caesar Derair. Go ahead and present your case.

>> Good afternoon, Thomas Legler. Code enforcement received initial complaint regarding the condition of this property on February 5 at 20:19. A code enforcement conducted the initial inspections and found the home to be in disrepair. The notice of violation was sent by certified mail on February 19, however it was returned as not deliverable.

Later, the owner came in to discuss how to bring the property into compliance with the code, compliance on March 5, 2019 and also March 25 of 2019. The notice of violation was posted the property April 29, 2019.

The property was found in noncompliance at the November code enforcement board hearing and referred to this board for consideration of resolution of condemnation. Notices of this hearing were sent to the property owner and posted at the property.

I visited the property Monday and verified that electricity has been disconnected and no-one is currently living in the home. It is vacant.

>> This is a mobile home with attachments?

>> Yes, sir. So staff is requesting adoption of the resolution of condemnation with this property with the compliance date of April 4, 2020.

>> Alright there's pictures in your packets. Excuse us, we're temporarily brain dead here. Is this area still zoned for mobile homes?

>> Ag zone.

>> That means you can still have mobile homes and barns and what not.

>> They have started, it looks like they've started some renovations to this particular property. I seen a few new windows and some new siding as well. But the rear window, I know, was broken out and the ceiling was collapsed in parts of the mobile home. There's part of it right there.

>> Since mobile homes don't ever get inspected by us and they fall into a different field, can you, inspect it or does this have to be, you know, the manufacturers, these things come all in one piece and the only thing you're allowed to inspect is what hooks up under it unless things were changed.

>> Or if they add a carport. On this one there was an attachment to the right side of the home.

>> In renovation, does that allow the building department to come in?

>> We normal ly, like, say they want to put a new roof on a mobile home, we do a complete inspection. We require a permit and require a completion inspection. Same with doors and windows on a manufactured home. But this one had structures added to it.

>> Right.

>> Any permits issued?

>> No.

>> Applied for?

>> No, not that I'm aware of.

>> OK.

>> So the property was just from partially renovated in its current state.

>> The way it sits right now, it's partially renovated.

>> And the owners do not intend to demolish the property?

>> I'm not sure. You can ask the owner.

>> Let's hear from the owners. State your name, first.

>> My name is Edward Baralla. He has decided he's going to go ahead and demolish it. I would put a new mobile home on that lot, both lots. That's what his decision is.

>> You're going to need to go down and apply for the permits. A demo permit to start with and then another permit to replace the mobile home. And there's restrictions. I don't know about ag zoning but there used to be restrictions on mobile homes. You couldn't put one larger than what you had in I think residential is that right?

>> Now they have to meet a certain -

>> Step up and state your name.

>> Margaret Godfrey, cocompliance. These are my cases. They don't meet - if they tear this down, they're going to have to actually build a house that's going to meet the zoning requirements for that ag zoning.

>> You can't replace it with a mobile home.

>> Has to meet a certain size, like 1,000 square feet or something, I believe. Because the lot itself is not conforming to that particular zoning right now.

>> Does the zoning allow for mobile homes at this point?

>> Modular. Might be modular. I don't have it in front of me.

>> But a mobile home is different to a modular home. It has wheels.

>> They changed the footprint of this. Without permits or anything. This originally has - I think it was like small utility room and that was on the right-hand side there was like a little screen porch. So they've actually changed it. They've en closed it.

>> In any case they intend to demolish it so condemnation would be appropriate. So end of story.

>> Let's hear from the owner again. Are you going to tear it down and build a house there or what?

>> He doesn't want to build a house, he wants to replace it with another mobile home if he can.

>> That would not be up to us.

>> That's not up to us. You would have to apply for the permits. Now there's modular homes that come in two-pieces. They're like mobile homes except they leave the axle somewhere else and bring the thing on a trailer. There are actually a lot of them are well built, too.

So should we go through with this condemnation or let them go and apply to you for the proper permits first?

>> I think we would want to go ahead and give the condemnation.

>> Yes, sir, if he's going to apply for a building permit to install or replace the home, yes, I would say go ahead with the condemnation.

>> How about we go ahead with the condemnation and then the date, compliance date would include you applying for a permit to put another structure on that, that way everybody would be happy that way. Is that OK?

>> I don't see how that relates if you're condemning something, it doesn't - there's no connection to anything that comes after that.

>> But you're probably stretching that out too far. Should they apply for and receive a demolition permit and proceed fo -- to proceed to demolition they've come into compliance. They come into compliance by demolishing the property themselves.

>> That's what our attorney says.

>> I make a motion that we adopt the staff's recommendation and they can get a permit before that date.

>> There is no time. Once that building is demolished there's no limit on how long it takes to get the permit.

>> Can they get a demolition permit before April 4. I'm asking you if that's possible?

>> I believe it an over-the-counter permit.

>> There has to be utilities checked and disconnected. I know there's no electric but still have to go through the process.

>> The utilities, as far as I know, have already been disconnected.

>> We're only looking at one house.

>> OK, we have a motion, do we have a second?

>> Second.

>> We have a motion and a second to adopt the resolution of condemnation with a compliance date of April 4, 2020. Any more discussion? All in favor say aye.

>> Aye.

>> Opposed? Motion carries. So you need to be down there and get this taken care of to get the permit to remove that mobile home and clean up and everything by April 4.

>> And I would bly suggest you get with zoning to determine exactly what you can build on that property.

>> Right, you may be able -

>> It can be a manufactured -

>> A manufactured home or something might be your best way to go. Check it out. They will work with you to make sure that you are doing everything right.

>> I would bly recommend you do not buy a manufactured home until you know you can actually place it on the property.

>> OK.

>> Are we talking about both - there's two trailers. Are we talking about both trailers or just one?

>> There's two cases here. So we're going to hear next case.

>> We have to act on the second one. Let's call the second case CLCA-20-02-003, 5780 James Street. Same owners, same circumstances.

>> Is this what you want to do? Do you want to remove everything off both these lots?

>> Yes, sir.

>> OK.

>> I move for condemnation.

>> Got a second?

>> Second.

>> We have a motion and a second. It's the same date, April 4. Any further discussion? All in favor say aye.

>> Aye.

>> Opposed? Motion carries. You're all set.

>> Thank you.

>> Thank you. Well, I believe that's - any citizen comments today? Nope. Any staff comments?

>> Mr Lucinger couldn't be here because he's been ill and he's trying to get better so that's the reason why he's not here today.

>> OK. We hope he gets well fast. Any board comments?

>> I hope in the case of the reroof, you know, I read it and I see the interpretation but I hope for that nice lady's sake that there is some chance that perhaps the State comes back with something that would give her a little relief.

>> So who put the roof on? Who did the work? Was it an illegal guy?

>> I spoke to the owner a few times over the phone, I believe they - they said I think they hired a friend or somebody to do it.

>> I would have been a little more comfortable had they gone through the process, gotten their permit and at that point it would have been more involved. But I just always - I know she was trying to do a better job, I saw the place, and she was trying to -

>> I've got a question and forgive my ignorance, but I'm not an engineer. What's the issue of putting a roof on top of a roof?

>> Cheaper.

>> No, I mean what's the -

>> The main issue, like Eric was trying to explain, after homes were built under the Florida building code, the roof deck was nailed to the roof trusses per the code. The current 6 inches on center, whatever the case. If it was permitted and inspected prior to that date, we have no idea how the roof deck was nailed.

>> Right, but what's the problem with putting the roof on the roof? Is it going to blow off quick er?

>> It can because it may have been put on with staples.

>> At this point, you don't know if her roof now is legal.

>> The shingles probably won't be subject to any more damage. You're going through the deck it's the decking itself that's the problem. It has nothing to do with the actual finished material.

>> I'm hoping that it gets obviously a declaratory statement from the State and maybe we can get a clear-cut answer on the subject so we both can - we can enforce it properly.

>> And maybe try to change the wording of that to make it a little more clear so that somebody can't confuse the issue because I can see where it could go either way here. You could argue forever one way or the other and if you had it a little more clear, add some wording to it.

>> It just comes down to being able to verify that it complies with the current adopted code.

>> Put another line in there that says if it's before 2002, that there's no question it's got to come off.

>> That would sure help.

>> We're not the only ones dealing with this now. It's all across the State, I'm sure.

>> My family did roofing for over 30 years and we did very few shingle overs because on the coast they were usually curved too much to put felt down to do that job. We got maybe two, I remember, in all those years because of the problem with the curling.

>> We don't relish the thought of having - causing her more grief either. We go to great pains to make sure when we get these we get a lot of roof permits, and we go to great pains to research every single one, when the house was built, when the permits were issued. We could say right off the bat it's got kodge -- to come off.

>> Take an aerial photo and that house won't be there after a hurricane comes through if it's not.

>> We don't relish the thought of putting people through additional steps.

>> If you add that line saying before 2002, that would clarify it and nobody could talk around that.

>> By stating the current building code, the current adopted building code, and that changes over time.

>> Had they gotten a permit.

>> This would not have happened.

>> We would not have this in front of us because it would have been explained to us.

>> They initially got caught doing the roof without a permit. So then they came in to get the permit and it was denied at plan review. So that's where it all started.

If they were never caught -

>> If there's a bit of rust on the weather head, you're supposed to replace it. That's on the code. I've been on enough roofs and this is rusty, this is rusty, you have to replace it so rip it off.

>> In my opinion, this was very competently handled by the Building Department and I congratulate you.

>> Was that a small roof?

>> No, it's a good-sized house.

>> It's pretty nice.

>> It's a good-sized house, yeah.

>> Well, I'm not a fan of roofing over shingles anyway. Most of the time, like they're saying, they're curled up to where it's a roller coaster when you're finished with it and it doesn't look good. It's just - it's a good idea to just rip off all that old stuff and throw it away with the peel and stick they have now. That's the best stuff ever invented for a roof.

>> Again, my comment was just that I hope she gets some kind of relief and we're more knowledgeable on the stuff in the future.

>> Alright. That it? I guess we're adjourned.
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