CITY OF FORT MYERS
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS
MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 27, 2021 MEETING

On January 27, 2021, at 1:30 p.m. the City of Fort Myers Board of Adjustments met in
the City Council Chambers, Oscar M. Corbin, Jr. City Hall, 2200 Second Street, in the
City of Fort Myers, Florida.
ROLL CALL
Chairwoman Kagan called the meeting to order at 1:38 p.m.

Members Present
Elizabeth Kagan
Michael Ward
Solomon Mitchel Jr.
Steven Weisberg

Planning Staff Present
Nicole DeVaughn, Planning Manager
Cary Mock, Zoning Officer
Monique John, Administrative Assistant
Other Staff Present
Grant Alley, City Attorney
Anthony Palermo, Assistant Director
William Porter, City Engineer

Members Absent
Marvin Burges
Andrew Fitzgerald
Blake A. Bartholomew

Minutes – Board of Adjustments
January 27, 2021
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: None
Mayor Kevin Anderson expressed his appreciation to the Board of Adjustments.
Ex Parte communication on any agenda items: None
Grant Alley, City Attorney, swore in all witnesses.
ITEM NO. 1 PUBLIC HEARING: CONSIDER A VARIANCE REQUEST TO REDUCE THE
FRONT SETBACK FOR 2762 PROVIDENCE ST. (QUASI-JUDICIAL) (WARD 2)
Cary Mock, Zoning Officer, Planning and Zoning Department gave the staff presentation
as follows:
BEGIN STAFF REPORT
PUBLIC HEARING: Consider a Variance request to allow for a reduced front yard
setback at 2762 Providence St. (Quasi-Judicial) (Ward 2)
1.

Application Information

Applicant:
Agent:
Property Owner:
Address:
Location:
Size:
Zoning:
Current Use:
Future Land Use:
STRAP number(s):

2.

Kathryn M. Clark
N/A
Kathryn M. Clark
2762 Providence Street, Fort Myers, FL 33901
South of First St.; West of Palm Ave.; North of Second
approx. 10,500 s.f. (0.24 acres)
Single Family (RS-7)
Single Family Residential
Downtown (D/T)
13-44-24-P2-0020I.0050

Request

The owner is requesting a variance from the Land Development Code (LDC) Sec.
118.2.2.B to address the existing conditions. The owner built an arbor/trellis in the front
yard within the minimum setback.
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3.

Staff Information

The arbor/trellis is located 16 feet from curb and 5 feet from the sidewalk in front of
home. The owner submitted for a permit after construction began and has not been
issued as of date. The Building Department currently has the permit on hold requesting
more details regarding the construction. The Historic Preservation Committee approved
the structure on November 19, 2020.

4.

Public Notice

A total of 36 public notice letters were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the
parcel. The property was posted with a sign alerting the general public about the case;
and an ad ran in the News-Press; all actions occurring at least 15 days prior to the
meeting on January 27, 2021. No comments of objections were received by phone mail
or email.

5.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the Variance Request. Land Development Code (LDC) Sec.
118.3.4.7. Findings, considered prior to approval by the Board of Adjustments; staff’s
review of each is as follows:
1.

The Board of Adjustments shall make findings that the requirements
of this section have been met by the applicant for a variance.
Staff finds that the requirements have been met.
That hardship(s), as defined in this land development code, and
circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure, or community
development involved and which are not applicable to other lands, structures,
or buildings in the same district.
The arbor, as a structure is often built over the front sidewalk so that it
welcomes people to your home. Although this arbor is not built over the
front sidewalk coming into the home, it is placed in a front flowerbed as a
welcoming feature in the front yard.
There are special conditions and circumstances peculiar to the land and
structures which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same
district.
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The City’s code does not provide regulations to allow arbors/trellises in the
front yard.
The literal interpretation of the code would deprive the applicant of rights
commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district.
The definition of an arbor is a shady resting place in a garden or park, often
made of latticework on which plants such as climbing shrubs or vines are
grown. A case can be made that the arbor should be allowed in the front
setback.
The special conditions and circumstances are not the result from actions of
the applicant.
The applicant created the situation by building the arbor in the front yard.
The variance would not confer on the applicant any special privilege that is
denied by the section to other lands, structure, or building in the same
district.
The applicant made the case that other homes in the historic neighborhood
have similar arbors, trellises and pergolas in front and side yard areas.
The addition of the arbor is consistent with the uses enjoyed by other
homeowners in similarly situated homes in the area.
That granting the variance is in the best interest of the public and promotes
the general health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood to be affected by
the variance.
The arbor was approved by the Historic Preservation Committee on
November 19, 2020.
The granting of the variance would not cause any issues with the general
health, safety, or welfare of the neighborhood.
2.

The Board of Adjustments shall further make a finding that the reasons
set forth in the application justify the granting of the variance, and
that the variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land, building, or structure.
Staff finds that the variance is the minimum variance that will make
possible the reasonable use of land.
The applicant makes the case that allowing the arbor will beautify the
property and the neighborhood with increased curb appeal.
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3.

The Board of Adjustments shall further make a finding that the
granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general purpose
and intent of this Land Development Code, and will not be injurious to
the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.
Staff finds that the variance request will have no adverse impacts. Staff
finds the variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent
of this land development code and will not be injurious to the neighborhood
or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.
The applicant makes the case that the project will be attractive, safe, and
consistent with the neighborhood. Granting this variance for this limited
purpose is not injurious to neighbors and is no detriment to the public
welfare.
Staff finds the variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and
intent of this land development code and will not be injurious to the
neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.

6. Recommended Action
Staff recommends the Board of Adjustment approve the Variance Request for 2762
Providence Street to allow reduced front yard setback for an arbor in front of the
residence with a minimum front setback for this structure only of 16 feet from right-ofway with the following conditions:
1. No other structures shall be approved in the minimum front setback
2. Structure shall be removed if the building department does not issue a permit.
END STAFF REPORT
PUBLIC INPUT: None
DISCUSSION: Ms. Kagan advised that a letter in opposition had been received from an
anonymous neighboring resident and admitted it into the record.
Mr. Weisberg stated that he had no objections to the request.
Mr. Ward stated that he felt that if the building department did not issue a permit to the
applicant, then the structure should be removed.
Mr. Mitchell agreed that the structure would benefit the aesthetics of the building.
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MOTION: Mr. Weisberg moved to approve the findings of fact as presented by the staff,
it seconded by Mr. Ward and unanimously approved 4-0.
It was moved to recommend approval of the variance requested for 2762 Providence street
to allow reduced front yard setbacks for an arbor in the front of the residence with a
minimum setback for the structure only of 16 feet from the right of way with the following
two conditions:
1. No other structures shall be approved in the minimum front setback
2. Structure shall be removed if the building department does not issue a permit.
Mr. Alley asked, regarding the second condition, for a date to be determined for how long
the applicant had to remove the structure should the building department not issue a
permit.
Mr. Weisberg amended his motion to include that in the event a permit was not issued
for the structure, that the structure was to be removed within 90 days of the final
determination. Mr. Ward seconded the amended motion and it passed unanimously 4-0.
ITEM NO. 2 PUBLIC HEARING: CONSIDER AN APPEAL OF AN ADMINISTRATIVE
INTERPRETATION FOR THE HAMPTON INN HOTEL PROJECT LOCATED AT 2151
JOHNSON ST. (QUASI-JUDICIAL) (WARD 4)
Item Removed - Appeal Withdrawn

ITEM NO. 3 PUBLIC HEARING: CONSIDER A CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST FOR
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 3620 BROADWAY TO ALLOW A BOARDING HOUSE.
(QUASI-JUDICIAL) (WARD 4)
Dan O’Berski, co-applicant and owner of the property, gave a short presentation on the
proposed Boarding house and the intention of the boarding house. Mr. O’Berski advised
that the residence would not be permanent for any of the residents and that the intent
was to provide affordable housing, mentorship, etc. Mr. O’Berski advised that the
boarding house would not be in any way a half-way home.
Ted Sottong, applicant, advised that the boarding house was to help young male
residents with hardship and affordable housing and intended to help the residents
become more independent when moving out of the boarding house. Mr. Sottong stated
that the expected duration of the time that the residents would be staying in the home
would be between three months to a year. Mr. Sottong advised that he would be living in
the boarding house as well to oversee the residents.
Nicole DeVaughn, Zoning Manager, Planning and Zoning Department gave the staff
presentation as follows:
BEGIN STAFF REPORT
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PUBLIC HEARING: Consider approval of a Conditional Use application to allow a
boarding house at 3620 Broadway.
1. Application Information
Owner:
Agent:
Address:
Location:
Size:
Folio ID:

3594 Broadway LLC
Theodore P. Sottong
3620 Broadway
South of Carrell Road, west of Broadway, north of Collier Ave.
0.55 +/- acres
10185362

Zoning:

Commercial General (C/G)

Future Land Use:

Traditional Community (T/C)

Request:

A conditional use to allow a boarding home with 12 beds.

Case Number:

CU20-0002

2. Request
Theodore Sottong, representing the owner, 3594 Broadway LLC, requests approval to
allow a boarding house facility with 12 beds in an existing building on 0.55 +/- acres
located at 3620 Broadway. The boarding house is intended be an affordable housing
option for its residents. The facility will also assist with job placement, financial
planning/budgeting, cooking and property maintenance lessons, and other educational
programs. Residents will be expected to maintain the property as well as provide service
to local non-profits.
3. Comprehensive Plan Compliance
Staff finds the proposed 12-bed boarding house use consistent with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, specifically Policy 1.5 Traditional Community and Policy 1.17 as
follows:
Future Land Use Element:
Policy (1.5) Traditional Community (T/C) contains areas located in close proximity to
residential and existing commercial areas or corridors accommodating employment
centers, where commercial services are necessary to meet the projected needs of the City.
These areas are specifically designated for a mix of residential and commercial uses and
the requisite infrastructure needed for commercial development is generally planned or
in place. A maximum base density established in the Land Development Regulations, not
to exceed 25 dwelling units per acre (25 du/ac), with a maximum bonus density of thirtyfive dwelling units per acre (35 du/ac) may be permitted through a process outlined in
the City’s Land Development Regulations. Criteria for bonus densities include, but are
not limited to, incorporating Leadership in Energy Efficient Design (LEED) standards,
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pedestrian connectivity, exceptional architectural design, and other considerations. A
Floor Area Ratio no higher than two (2 FAR) shall be used as an index of intensity for
non-residential development in this land use category.
Action 1.5.1) Single-family residential uses or single-family platted lots existing as
of October 26, 2010, shall be grandfathered, and considered a legal nonconforming use. New single-family residential uses, other than bona fide caretaker
residences, shall be permitted through the Planned Unit Development process as
detailed in Policy 1.17.
Action 1.5.2) Commercial retail developments, hotels and motels, banks, all types
of office development, research and development, public, and other similar
development will predominate in the Traditional Community land use designation.
Limited light industrial uses may be permitted. Any re-designation of land to
Traditional Community land use category should occur near major travel corridors
and at road intersections.
Action 1.5.3) All new developments in this category must connect to the City’s
potable water and sanitary sewer systems.
Policy 1.17) Within each land use classification, the Land Development Regulations
shall distinguish between permitted uses and conditional uses.
Action 1.17.2) Conditional uses are uses that would not be appropriate generally
or without restrictions throughout a particular district classification, but if
controlled as to number, area, location, and relation to the neighborhood, may be
an acceptable use.

4. Staff Findings
Staff finds the request consistent with Land Development Code Section 93.3.8.D. which
lists five (5) potential adverse impacts that shall be considered prior to approval by the
Board of Adjustments. Staff’s review of each is as follows:
1)

Impacts on the local economy, employment, and property values.
Staff Response: The existing office building was last occupied by a medical
office, which closed in July 2012 and has been vacant ever since. The
subject property is surrounded by commercial and multifamily uses. The
proposed boarding house will not have a negative impact on the local
economy, employment, or property values. The revitalization of a vacant
property will have a positive impact on property values.
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2)

Impacts on the natural environment, including air, water and noise
pollution, vegetation and wildlife, open space, noxious and desirable
vegetation, and flood hazards.
Staff Response: There will be no adverse impacts on the natural
environment if this conditional use is approved.

3)

Impacts on historic, scenic, and cultural resources, including views
and vistas, and loss of degradation of cultural and historic resources.
Staff Response: There will be no adverse impacts as there are no historical
or cultural resources in the area of the subject property.

4)

Impacts on public services, including water, sewer, surface water
management, police, fire, parks and recreation, streets, public
transportation, marinas and waterways, and bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.
Staff Response: City water, sewer and solid waste collection services are
available to the site. This conditional use will be no adverse impacts on
public services.

5)

Impacts on housing and social conditions, including variety of housing
unit types and prices and neighborhood quality.
Staff Response: The proposed 12-bed boarding house will provide an
additional affordable housing option in an area comprised of multifamily
residential and commercial uses. The proposed use will not have an
adverse impact on the existing housing.

5. Public Notice
In accordance with the notice of public hearing requirements in Section 98.3.1.H., nine
(9) letters were sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the site a minimum of 10
days prior to the hearing. In addition, the property was posted with an official sign from
the City stating the date and time of the hearing. And further, a public notice of the
hearing was published in the News-Press on 01/15/2021 and posted on the City’s
website. Staff received two (2) letters in opposition and a petition with 51 signatures
against the proposal, all are included in the backup to this staff report.

6. Staff Recommendations & Conditions
Staff finds the request for a conditional use to allow a 12-bed boarding house on 0.55 +/acres, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; that the granting of the Conditional Use
meets the criteria of Land Development Code Section 98.3.8, and recommends approval
to the Board of Adjustments with the following conditions:
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1.
2.
3.

The boarding house shall be limited to a maximum of 12 residents and
one (1) on-site manager.
All work shall be as shown on the site and landscape plans prepared by
Waldrop Engineering, dated 2020/11/10.
Construction shall commence by January 27, 2022 and be completed by
January 27, 2023.
END STAFF REPORT

PUBLIC INPUT: Ms. Kagan advised that there were two (2) letters sent in from the public
in favor of the application being requested and admitted them into the record.
Lee Berchtold, 3595 Broadway Boulevard, spoke in favor of the request and advised that
he felt it would be a benefit to the community.
Roberta Gretz, 3924 Maxine, spoke in favor of the request.
Adam Alexander, 1710 Maple Avenue spoke in favor of the request and stated that he
felt that the boarding house would be a benefit to its tenants and the community.
Rosalyn Barminski, 3620 Broadway, spoke in favor of the request and stated that she
felt the boarding house would be a tremendous benefit to its tenants.
David Phipps spoke in favor of the request and advised that he felt that the boarding
house will help it tenants grow and also that the boarding house would be a benefit to
the community.
Hugh Ryan, 5138 Balmer and member of club Hope House, spoke in favor of the boarding
house and asked for the board to support the boarding house request.
Kelly Queen, Director at Club Hope House, stated that she was in favor of the boarding
house and stated that she felt that the boarding house would provide young men to have
support in order to better themselves and advance in the community.
Charles Ruck, 1721 Braman Avenue spoke in favor of the boarding house and would
benefit the tenants tremendously and help them grow and better themselves.
Nancy Rybak, 3595 Broadway, spoke in favor of the boarding house and stated that she
as well as her church had partnered with the boarding house and fully supported the
request.
James Mayer, 1701 Juanita, spoke in favor of the boarding house and stated that his
church had partnered with the boarding house and wanted to do whatever was possible
to help the request move forward.
Scott Hudson, 3825 Roger Street, spoke in favor of the boarding house and stated that
he felt it would be a benefit to the community.
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Matt O’Berski, 1872 Braman, advised that he worked for the boarding house and spoke
in high favor of the request.
Miguel Garcia, resident, advised that he was not speaking against nor in favor of the
request, however he was very disappointed as the community was not made aware of the
request for the boarding house. Mr. Garcia advised that he felt the community should
have been made aware of the boarding house being placed in the community.
James Morris, 2037 carrell Road, spoke in opposition of the boarding house and advised
he was upset as the community had not been made aware of the boarding house request
being put in the community and also felt that the boarding house would present a danger
to the community and that the boarding house should be placed in a different
community.
June-Howland-Gradman spoke in opposition of the boarding house and advised that she
was unaware of the project being proposed but did think that the idea was a great idea.
Ms. Gradman stated she would like to know how the community will be kept involved
and informed.
Shelly Hartford, 2122 Carrell Road, spoke in opposition of the proposed boarding house
and stated that she felt that the boarding house did not belong in the area being proposed
but in a different area instead.
DISCUSSION: Mr. Weisberg questioned how the residents would find out about the
boarding house. Mr. O’Berski advised that the organization as of at the time was a word
of mouth program. Mr. Weisberg questioned how the boarding house was funded. Mr.
O’Berski advised that donors and leasing fees help fund the house.
Ms. Kagan asked Mr. Sottong to address some of the concerns from the public such as if
the boarding house will be a rehabilitation center, will there be routine drug testing, the
issue of weapons on the premises, and some type of security between the properties
surrounding.
Mr. Sottong stated that the application had questions asking the potential residents if
they owned any weapons only to advise them that if they did and were approved to live
in the home, that the weapons would be required to be stored in a safe by Mr. Sottong.
Mr. Sottong also advised that if the residents did not agree to the condition then they
were not welcome to live in the boarding house and also that under no circumstances
will any residents be permitted to have weapons in their room. Mr. Sottong advised that
the application has drug use questions so that if the potential resident is a user of drugs,
then they would be required to be in a recovery program separate from the boarding
house and if not agreed to then the resident would not be welcome in the boarding house.
Mr. Sottong advised that no weapons or alcohol would be permitted in the boarding
house. Mr. Sottong advised that he was in the process of getting a fence installed between
his property and the commercial property to the south of the property. Mr. Sottong
advised that he had no objections to meeting with the concerned residents of the
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community and also that they were welcome to come to the boarding house and speak
with him or meet the boarding house residents as well.
Mr. O’Berski stated that he was concerned that other conditions such as drugs,
residents, and ownership rather than only the decision on whether the boarding house
was allowed were being discussed. Ms. Kagan advised that because the boarding house
was a Conditional Use application, all conditions and questions needed to be reviewed in
order to determine if the conditional use was appropriate. Mr. Alley reiterated the code
that explained how the Board of Adjustments shall make a decision and what it shall be
based upon.
Ms. Kagan stated that she was impressed with the philosophy of the applicant and asked
if any women would be in the boarding house. Mr. Sottong advised that there would only
be men in the home. Ms. Kagan stated that there should be stipulations on the boarding
house such as confirming that the boarding house would not be used for drug and
alcohol rehabilitation and that it was incumbent upon the Board of Adjustments to make
sure the concerns were addressed with conditions.
Mr. Weisberg stated that if the Board did in fact approve the request, that the applicant
should reach out to the concerned residents and possibly get the community engaged so
that there would be more acceptance of the boarding house. Mr. Weisberg also stated
that he felt that the boarding house would not be detrimental to any of the surroundings
and that it would be beneficial to have the boarding house and residents at the site during
the nighttime.
Mr. Mitchell stated that he felt that the boarding house was a great program and that
the property owner and applicant should make sure to keep in contact with the residents
of the community moving forward.
Mr. Ward stated that he felt that the boarding house would be a benefit to the community
and a great program.
Ms. Kagan asked Mr. Alley if the board was permitted to enforce conditions in addition
to the staff conditions. Mr. Alley advised that the board was permitted to add additional
conditions to the staff conditions as adverse impacts of approval.
Nicole DeVaughn added a condition to the staff report that no drug and/or alcohol
treatment or rehabilitation services shall be provided on site.
MOTION: Mr. Weisberg moved that based on the rules and the law that, as a QuasiJudicial Board, the board does have the jurisdiction to make a decision to either approve
or deny the request as a conditional use. Mr. Ward seconded the motion and the motion
passed unanimously 4-0.
Ms. Kagan advised that the next motion would be for the findings of adverse impact. Mr.
Alley confirmed that the Board of Adjustments shall also make a finding that the granting
of the conditional use will meet the criteria of this section of the Land Development Code
and will not adversely affect the public interest.

12

Minutes – Board of Adjustments
January 27, 2021
Ms. Kagan moved to approve the findings on the adverse impact elements as contained
in the staff report and also finds that adhering to the findings and the granting of the
conditional use will meet the criteria of the Land Development Code and will not adversely
affect the public interest. Mr. Weisberg seconded the motion and it passed unanimously
4-0.
Mr. Ward moved to approve the conditional use to allow a 12 bed boarding house on 0.55
acres and found it consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and that the granting of the
conditional use would meet the Land Development Code criteria section 98.3.8 and
recommends approval as the Board of Adjustments with the following conditions:
1.
The boarding house shall be limited to a maximum of 12 residents and
one (1) on-site manager.
2.
All work shall be as shown on the site and landscape plans prepared by
Waldrop Engineering, dated 2020/11/10.
3.
Construction shall commence by January 27, 2022 and be completed by
January 27, 2023.
4.
No Alcohol or drug treatment or rehabilitation shall be allowed on site.
Mr. Ward seconded the motion, and the motion passes unanimously 4-0.
OTHER BUSINESS: None
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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My comments are as follows:
RE: Reduced front yard setback at 2762 Providence St
The placement of the trellis/arbor/pergola/folly in the front yard is highly visible, in part due to ignoring setback
requirements. If granted a variance to stay where it is, it will continue to serve as a monument to the
effectiveness of ignoring City rules to build as one pleases.
While I do not have any prior familiarity with the Board's process for making a decision, the requirements to
grant a variance appear to include establishing that the situation didn't arrise as result of the applicants' own
choices and actions. The applicants chose to build the structure without a permit in the course of a routine
disregard of City rules that is well-documented by the City~ They also chose to purchase a 1950s house that did
not possess the architectural features and "kerb appeal" that historic 1920s homes in the area have (or the resale
value that these attract). They chose to add a "kerb appeal" structure to try to emulate these features, and to do
so without a permit or any apparent consultation with the City regarding rules, including setbacks.
Granting a variance would create the appearance that they have been granted a special privilege. Given the
difficulties some neighbors have reported in getting permits, especially where other neighbors get to have a say
and have made big changes to plans in the past, the applicants' approach of building first appears almost
sensible. Are all property owners in Dean Park allowed to create DIY approximations of our favorite
architectural features of other homes in the area without permits or consultation, placed as close to setback lines
as we please? Is there a standard recalcitrance period that must be observed before the City grants a variance?

It also appears, based on the form they submitted, that "the general health, safety and welfare of the
neighborhood" need to be taken into account in making a decision, and that it must be shown that granting the
variance will "not be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare." While the
front yard trellis/arbor/pergola/folly is, in some ways, among the least-worst of the issues with the property, its
highly visible placement makes it an unignorable feature with important symbolic value, both to the applicants
and their neighbors.
There is a longstanding pattern of behavior detrimental to "the general health, safety and welfare of the
neighborhood" on the part of the applicants, as evidenced by the many complaints, code violations, Code
Enforcement Board hearings, fines, liens, and lawyers' fees it has taken to bring them into minimal
compliance. They now have a second property in the neighborhood they are also trying to flip, at 2645
Michigan Ave, where they appear to be repeating their "work first, permits later" approach, this time on a

condemned house. Their habitual disregard for City rules has cost Fort Myers' taxpayers a great deal of money,
and should not be encouraged by granting a variance to keep such a visible symbol of the effectiveness of this
approach.
The best interests .of the.neighborhood would be served by City rules applying equally to everyone, whether
they get their permits prior to work commencing, as required, or later on when the City forces them to do so.
Asking the applicants to comply with setback regulations by moving the structure would bring the outcome into
parity with what someone who applied for a permit first would likely be allowed to do by the City. Any
hardship arrising due to moving the structure is due to the applicants' choice to build it without a permit or a
cursurory check of City rules.
Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.
I request that this submission be treated in the strictest of confidence, due to the history of intimidating behavior
of one of the applicants toward neighbors, including myself, when objections have been raised about his
flagrant disregard of permitting, Code and other rules we all have to follow.

My name is Rosalyn Barminski and I am one of the Garden Therapy Coordinators for Hope
Clubhouse, a community of support for adults living with a mental illness. Our organization
eagerly looks forward to our new neighbors, Pick Up the Ball Boarding House.
At Hope Clubhouse, we see people shine daily. The beauty of this, is these are people who for
much of their lives have been told they don't fit or are not welcomed and are stigmatized as the
"trouble-minded". But the story is different at Hope Clubhouse, our people do fit, and they do
shine. This is because they have a PLACE where they are ENTRUSTED with important work, a
PLACE where they are SUPPORTED, a PLACE to ACCESS RESOURCES, and a PLACE where they
are CELEBRATED and PUSHED ONWARD TO THEIR GOALS. And all that Hope Clubhouse is as a
PLACE of support is the exact SAME PURPOSE of Pick Up the Ball Boarding House, to be a PLACE
of support so people can SHINE.
So, to all in this room, I invite you to open your eyes and look. From your apartment windows,
you have seen, and for some of you have tasted, an urban garden planted by the very hands of
those that have a PLACE to fit at Hope Clubhouse. Look at the beauty and worth Hope
Clubhouse has brought to our neighborhood and realize that Pick Up the Ball Boarding House
will bring EQUAL BEAUTY to our neighborhood, for WE SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE, to be a
PLACE of support for those that are courageously taking steps to achieve LIFE DREAMS and
GOALS. If we miss that because of FEAR or a MISLABELING OF PEOPLE or SEEING IT AS AN
INCONVENIENCE, we miss out on supporting and investing in the future of young men that are
ready to SHINE and are hungry for neighbors to BELIEVE in just how far they can go with your
support.
And so today Ted, we, as Hope Clubhouse, declare that we honor the decade-long work you
have done on behalf of these valuable men. We see the boarding house as the next step to
launch them to be the future teachers, the future coaches, and the future business owners of
Fort Myers. We support your Conditional Use Request, and we look forward to you as our
neighbors.
Rosalyn Barminski
Garden Coordinator
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HOPE Clubhouse of SW Florida, Inc.
3602 Broadway
Fort Myers, FL 33901
Phone: 239.267.1777
Cell: 970.901.8530
Email: rbarminski@hopeclubhouse.org
www.hopeclubhouse.org
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January 25, 2021

From Chef Chelle from Chelle's Special Touch - Restaurant and Caterer
Chelles pecialtouchcatering@gmail.com
239-362-0289 or 239-366-4653

Good morning I bird was going on ~ith the rooming house and the lady that has
the signed petitions. I don't have time out of my day to go now to the city
meeting today .. but there's something I would like to say to you and anybody else
that's involved with this rooming house.
You may see chef Michelle .. but I'm a ex-felon and a ex addict. I know addiction
like I know about food .. and I know what it takes to beat it.. l can talk to anyone
for about 15 minutes and figure out where they are and their rehabilitation. I can
look at them and tell what they use.. and if they are using or not.
As an addict you get to a point in life that you reach across road. A road where
you are tired and you know that your addiction is not the way to go. You become
desperate inside to want to change but the world around you is still the same.
some people do not have a safe haven and a family for support. They are
surrounded by their dysfunction. Sober homes provide addicts with an answer of
which road to take. You all have taken a stand to love on God's people regardless
of their condition and life and instruct them and show them the way to go. I will
support you all's vision in any way you need me to. If it's mentoring ... if it's
putting some time in with some of the clients .. and I'm not afraid to speak God's
word in front of anyone and how he changed my life. So I'm praying for you all
and your vision .. and I bind the hands of the enemy and I pray that God gives you
all favor in front of man and let the world see the works of God's people and what
love really looks like. That woman that is getting those petition signs is a clear
example how the enemy tries to destroy what God has meant to prosper.. no
weapon formed against you shall prosper that's a promise from God!!!!

