2725 Judge Fran Jamieson

—y Agenda Report Way

r/l Viera, FL 32840
“4revard
g Public Hearing

H.2. 12/11/2025

Subject:
City Pointe Landfall LLC (David Bassford) requests a change in zoning classification from EU and RP with an
existing BDP to PUD with the removal of existing BDP. (24PUD00003) (Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

Fiscal Impact:
None

Dept/Office:

Planning & Development

Requested Action:

It is requested that the Board of County Commissioners conduct a public hearing to consider a change of
zoning classification from EU (Estate Use Residential) and RP (Residential-Professional) with an existing BDP
(Binding Development Plan) to PUD (Planned Unit Development) with the removal of existing BDP. As part of
the approval of the Preliminary Development Plan of the PUD, the applicant requests a waiver to Section 62-
2883(d), Brevard County Code of Ordinances (requiring an undisturbed 15-foot buffer around the perimeter of
the project). The applicant has notified staff that it is willing to accept a change to RES 2 (Residential 2} in place
of the requested RES 4 on the residential portion of the property. That alternative is addressed in Addendum
#2. Depending on the Board’s findings of the SSCPA, the numbers of allowable units could be affected.

Summary Explanation and Background:

The applicant is requesting a change of zoning classification from Estate Use (EU) and Residential Professional
(RP) to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with Removal of Binding Development Plan (BDP) on an
undeveloped parcel of 12.88 acres. The applicant has proposed a project consisting of 23 single family units on
10.96 acres for an overall gross density of 2.09 dwelling units per acre and an indoor RV storage commercial
development on 1.92 acres with a potential FAR of 1.

The subject property is located on the east side N. Highway 1 and west side of N. Indian Drive approximately
200 feet south of Roundtree Drive. N. Indian River Drive bifurcates a small portion of the subject property.

Zoning action Z-11455, approved on November 6, 2008, a portion of the subject property was rezoned from
AU to EU with a BDP. The existing BDP, recorded in OR Book 5897 Page 624, stated the following restrictions
shall apply to said subdivision; there shall be a 15 foot natural buffer on exterior of subdivision, no access to
said subdivision to Indian River Drive, shall not exceed seven lots, subdivision shall have no access to
Parkchester Subdivision, minimum house size of 2,200 square feet under air, the subdivision shall have EU
zoning and have an HOA to maintain common elements and architectural control.

Under zoning action Z-10666, approved on February 7, 2002, the eastern portion of the subject property was
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H.2. 12/11/2025

rezoned from AU to RP.

A companion Future Land Use Map (FLUM) amendment application (245S00009) was submitted
accompanying this request to change the Future Land Use designation on 12.88 acres of the subject property
from Residential 1 (RES 1) and Residential 2 (RES 2), Residential 4 (RES 4) and Neighborhood Commercial (NC)
to Community Commercial (CC) on 1.92 acres and Residential 4 (RES 4) on 10.96 acres. The RES 4 designation
would allow 43 residential units.

The applicant has proposed an alternative proposal of RES 2 with a 25 percent density bonus in accordance
with Policy 1.8(D) of the Future Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan. Should the Board not make
such a finding to allow the density bonus, the allowable density on the subject property would allow for 21
units.

Based on the gross floor area and the lot size of the commercial portion of the property indicated in the
Preliminary Development Plan (PDP), a FAR of approximately 0.31 is proposed for the commercial
development.

To the north is a subdivision, recorded as Parkchester in Plat Book 18, Page 114, with approximately 63 single-
family detached homes on approximately 0.2 to 0.25 acre lots with RU-1-11 zoning designation and RES 2 FLU.
There are three additional parcels separate from the platted subdivision. One parcel, 8.06 acres, developed
with a single-family residence with EU zoning designation and RES 4 FLU. This parcel also includes a nursery
with AU zoning and RES 1 FLU. Parcel two is 0.56 acres, developed as a single-family residence, with EU zoning
and RES 2 FLU. The third parcel is 0.49 acres, developed with a single-family residence with EU zoning and
includes RES 2 FLU. To the south is a 0.17-acre parcel, cemetery land, with zoning designation IN(L) with RES 1
FLU. A second parcel is 1.67 acres, developed with a single-family residence, EU zoning designation and RES 4
FLU. A third parcel totals 1.53 acres, undeveloped with AU zoning designation and RES 1 FLU. To the east of
the subject property is the Indian River, a class Il waterway. To the west is a 1.32-acre parcel, developed with
an office building with RP zoning and NC FLU designation. Additionally, to the west of the subject parcel is
Highway 1.

The applicant has volunteered to offer up to 50 feet of right-of-way for Brevard County maintenance and
roadway projects along N. Indian River Dr.

This item was first before P&Z/LPA on March 17, 2025, which resulted in a recommendation for approval by a
vote of 7 to 3. At the April 3, 2025, BOCC hearing, the representative for the applicant requested a
continuance to the luly 3, 2025, BOCC hearing date because they wanted to meet with the residents and make
changes to the PDP. The applicants were notified at that time that if the changes were substantial in nature,
the item would need to return to P&Z/LPA. County staff received the revised PDP and determined that the
changes made were substantial in nature. Therefore, the item was required to return to the P&Z/LPA.

On August 18, 2025, the Planning and Zoning Board heard the revised request and voted 10:3 to recommend
approval with removal of the BDP, with the added conditions of working with staff on satisfying open space

Code requirements, and approval of the resubmitted PDP by staff.

The item was continued at the request of the applicant from its September Zoning Meeting to the October
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Zoning Meeting. At the October Zoning Meeting, the applicant requested that the Board continue the item
from its October Zoning Meeting to the November 6, 2025, Zoning Meeting and the Board did so. On
November 6, 2025, the Board continued this item to its December 11, 2025, Zoning Meeting.

Previous PDP revision was submitted on October 27, 2025. Addendum #1 described the changes and
outstanding staff comments to the PDP since the previous Board meeting. A substantive change the Board
may wish to consider includes a modification with the 15-foot buffer of the project, which requires a waiver to
Section 62-2883(d). This Section reads as follows: “Buffer requirements: In the design of a proposed
residential subdivision, a minimum 15-foot perimeter buffer shall be required. Such buffer shall remain
undisturbed along all property boundaries and shall be platted as a common tract, separate from individual
lots. Landscape improvements may be constructed within said buffer tract subject to review and approval by
the county. The buffer requirements described herein shall not apply to minor subdivisions.” In lieu of an
undisturbed buffer, the applicant proposes to install landscaping analogous to a type “B” buffer, as defined in
Brevard County Code of Ordinances.

Addendum #2 includes revisions to prior staff comments, a summary of outstanding PDP-related issues,
remarks made by the applicant during previous Board meetings, and additional considerations for the Board.
The addendum also presents an applicant alternative proposal, that would allow for a reduced Future Land
Use designation (RES 2) in lieu of the RES 4 applied for (the Commercial land use portion would be unchanged
from the application). Please refer to Addendum #2 for the full staff analysis of both the applicants request
and the alternative proposed RES 2. Both the original PDP and the alternative proposed PDP reflecting the RES
2 are included in the attachments.

Board Considerations

e The Board may wish to consider if the request is consistent and compatible with the surrounding area
and whether removing the BDP, inciuding, but not limited to, provisions restricting access from the
Parkchester Subdivision and Indian River Drive, will impact the surrounding area.

e The Board may also wish to consider the applicant’s waiver request. Whether granting the proposed
waiver to the 15-foot undisturbed buffer requirements is appropriate; specifically, if providing the 15-

foot Type B buffer is sufficient screening. The installed landscaping under a Type B-style buffer may not

produce the same screening as the native vegetation currently on the subject property. As a reminder,
the type B buffer is landscaped, and there will be no parking or structures other than permitted
signage located in this vegetated area as per Brevard County Code Section 62-4342.

e Including commitments made by the representatives of the applicant at the November 3, 2025,
identifying enhanced procedures (above Code requirements), as conditions of approval, memorialized
in a Binding Development Plan (BDP). Such conditions would include:

o Overall reduction of the rate of stormwater discharge from the subject property

o Overall reduction of the volume of stormwater discharge from the subject property

o Conduct a groundwater analysis to identify any groundwater concerns, and address them
accordingly

o Offer to dedicate up to 50 feet of right-of-way for Brevard County maintenance and roadway
projects along N. Indian River Dr.

e The Board may also consider including a condition, to be memorialized in a BDP, that any future change
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to the PDP will be considered a substantial change and require board approval for the change

Clerk to the Board Instructions:
Upon receipt of the resolution, please execute and return a copy to Planning and Development.
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ADMINISTRATIVE POLICIES OF THE FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT

Administrative Policies in the Future Land Use Element establish the expertise of staff with
regard to zoning land use issues and set forth criteria when considering a rezoning action or
request for Conditional Use Permit, as follows:

Administrative Policy 1

The Brevard County zoning official, planners and the Director of the Planning and
Development, however designated, are recognized as expert witnesses for the purposes of
Comprehensive Plan amendments as well as zoning, conditional use, special exception, and
variance applications.

Administrative Policy 2

Upon Board request, members of the Brevard County planning and zoning staff shall
be required to present written analysis and a recommendation, which shall constitute an
expert opinion, on all applications for zoning, conditional uses, comprehensive plan
amendments, vested rights, or other applications for development approval that come before
the Board of County Commissioners for quasi-judicial review and action. The Board may
table an item if additional time is required to obtain the analysis requested or to hire an expert
witness if the Board deems such action appropriate. Staff input may include the following:

Criteria:
A. Staff shall analyze an application for consistency or compliance with
comprehensive plan policies, zoning approval criteria and other applicable
written standards.

B. Staff shall conduct site visits of property which are the subject of analysis and
recommendation. As part of the site visit, the staff shall take a videotape or
photographs where helpful to the analysis and conduct an inventory of
surrounding existing uses. Aerial photographs shall also be used where they
would aid in an understanding of the issues of the case.

C. In cases where staff analysis is required, both the applicant and the staff shall
present proposed findings of fact for consideration by the Board.

D. For development applications where a specific use has not been proposed, the
worst case adverse impacts of potential uses available under the applicable
land use classification shall be evaluated by the staff.

Administrative Policy 3

Compatibility with existing or proposed land uses shall be a factor in determining
where a rezoning or any application involving a specific proposed use is being considered.
Compatibility shall be evaluated by considering the following factors, at a minimum:

Criteria:

A. Whether the proposed use(s) would have hours of operation, lighting, odor,
noise levels, traffic, or site activity that would significantly diminish the
enjoyment of, safety or quality of life in existing neighborhoods within the area
which could foreseeably be affected by the proposed use.
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B. Whether the proposed use(s) would cause a material reduction (five percent or
more) in the value of existing abutting lands or approved development.

C. Whether the proposed use(s) is/are consistent with an emerging or existing
pattern of surrounding development as determined through analysis of:

1. historical land use patterns;
2. actual development over the immediately preceding three years; and

3. development approved within the past three years but not yet
constructed.

D. Whether the proposed use(s) would result in a material violation of relevant
policies in any elements of the Comprehensive Plan.

Administrative Policy 4

Character of a neighborhood or area shall be a factor for consideration whenever a
rezoning or any application involving a specific proposed use is reviewed. The character of
the area must not be materially or adversely affected by the proposed rezoning or land use
application. In evaluating the character of an area, the following factors shall be considered:

Criteria:

A. The proposed use must not materially and adversely impact an established
residential neighborhood by introducing types of intensity of traffic (including but
not limited to volume, time of day of traffic activity, type of vehicles, et cetera),
parking, trip generation, commercial activity or industrial activity that is not already
present within the identified boundaries of the neighborhood.

B. In determining whether an established residential neighborhood exists, the
following factors must be present:

1. The area must have clearly established boundaries, such as roads, open
spaces, rivers, lakes, lagoons, or similar features.

2. Sporadic or occasional neighborhood commercial uses shall not preclude
the existence of an existing residential neighborhood, particularly if the
commercial use is non-conforming or pre-dates the surrounding residential
use.

3. An area shall be presumed not to be primarily residential but shall be
deemed transitional where multiple commercial, industrial or other non-
residential uses have been applied for and approved during the previous five
(5) years.

Administrative Policy 5

In addition to the factors specified in Administrative Policies 2, 3, and 4, in reviewing a
rezoning, conditional use permit or other application for development approval, the impact of
the proposed use or uses on transportation facilities either serving the site or impacted by the
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use(s) shall be considered. In evaluating whether substantial and adverse transportation
impacts are likely to result if an application is approved, the staff shall consider the following:

Criteria:
A. Whether adopted levels of services will be compromised;

B. Whether the physical quality of the existing road system that will serve the
proposed use(s) is sufficient to support the use(s) without significant
deterioration;

C. Whether the surrounding existing road system is of sufficient width and
construction quality to serve the proposed use(s) without the need for
substantial public improvements;

D. Whether the surrounding existing road system is of such width and construction
quality that the proposed use(s) would realistically pose a potential for material
danger to public safety in the surrounding area;

E. Whether the proposed use(s) would be likely to result in such a material and
adverse change in traffic capacity of a road or roads in the surrounding area
such that either design capacities would be significantly exceeded or a de facto
change in functional classification would result;

F. Whether the proposed use(s) would cause such material and adverse changes
in the types of traffic that would be generated on the surrounding road system,
that physical deterioration of the surrounding road system would be likely;

G. Whether projected traffic impacts of the proposed use(s) would materially and
adversely impact the safety or welfare of residents in existing residential
neighborhoods.

Administrative Policy 6

The use(s) proposed under the rezoning, conditional use or other application for
development approval must be consistent with, (a), all written land development policies set
forth in these administrative policies; and (b), the future land use element, coastal
management element, conservation element, potable water element, sanitary sewer element,
solid waste management element, capital improvements element, recreation and open space
element, surface water element, and transportation elements of the comprehensive plan.

Administrative Policy 7

Proposed use(s) shall not cause or substantially aggravate any, (a), substantial
drainage problem on surrounding properties; or (b), significant, adverse and unmitigatable
impact on significant natural wetlands, water bodies or habitat for listed species.

Administrative Policy 8

These policies, the staff analysis based upon these policies, and the applicant’s written
analysis, if any, shall be incorporated into the record of every quasi-judicial review application
for development approval presented to the Board including rezoning, conditional use permits,
and vested rights determinations.
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Section 62-1151(c) of the Code of Ordinances of Brevard County directs, “The planning and
zoning board shall recommend to the board of county commissioners the denial or approval
of each application for amendment to the official zoning maps based upon a consideration of
the following factors:

(1) The character of the land use of the property surrounding the property being
considered.

(2) The change in conditions of the land use of the property being considered and the
surrounding property since the establishment of the current applicable zoning
classification, special use or conditional use.

(3) The impact of the proposed zoning classification or conditional use on available and
projected traffic patterns, water and sewer systems, other public facilities and utilities
and the established character of the surrounding property.

(4) The compatibility of the proposed zoning classification or conditional use with existing
land use plans for the affected area.

(5) The appropriateness of the proposed zoning classification or conditional use based
upon a consideration of the applicable provisions and conditions contained in this
article and other applicable laws, ordinances and regulations relating to zoning and
land use regulations and based upon a consideration of the public health, safety and
welfare.

The minutes of the planning and zoning board shall specify the reasons for the
recommendation of approval or denial of each application.”

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS (CUPs)

In addition to the specific requirements for each Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Section 62-
1901 provides that the following approval procedure and general standards of review are to
be applied to all CUP requests, as applicable.

(b) Approval procedure. An application for a specific conditional use within the
applicable zoning classification shall be submitted and considered in the same
manner and according to the same procedure as an amendment to the official
zoning map as specified in Section 62-1151. The approval of a conditional use
shall authorize an additional use for the affected parcel of real property in
addition to those permitted in the applicable zoning classification. The initial
burden is on the applicant to demonstrate that all applicable standards and
criteria are met. Applications which do not satisfy this burden cannot be
approved. If the applicant meets its initial burden, then the Board has the
burden to show, by substantial and competent evidence, that the applicant has
failed to meet such standards and the request is adverse to the public interest.
As part of the approval of the conditional use permit, the Board may prescribe
appropriate and reasonable conditions and safeguards to reduce the impact of
the proposed use on adjacent and nearby properties or the neighborhood. A
nearby property, for the purpose of this section, is defined as any property
which, because of the character of the proposed use, lies within the area which
may be substantially and adversely impacted by such use. In stating grounds in
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support of an application for a conditional use permit, it is necessary to show
how the request fulfills both the general and specific standards for review. The
applicant must show the effect the granting of the conditional use permit will
have on adjacent and nearby properties, including, but not limited to traffic and
pedestrian flow and safety, curb-cuts, off-street loading and parking, off-street
pickup of passengers, odors, glare and noise, particulates, smoke, fumes, and
other emissions, refuse and service areas, drainage, screening and buffering
for protection of adjacent and nearby properties, and open space and economic
impact on nearby properties. The applicant, at his discretion, may choose to
present expert testimony where necessary to show the effect of granting the
conditional use permit.

(c) General Standards of Review.

(1) The planning and zoning board and the board of county commissioners
shall base the denial or approval of each application for a conditional use
based upon a consideration of the factors specified in Section 62-
1151(c) plus a determination whether an application meets the intent of
this section.

a. The proposed conditional use will not result in a substantial and
adverse impact on adjacent and nearby properties due to: (1), the
number of persons anticipated to be using, residing or working under
the conditional use; (2), noise, odor, particulates, smoke, fumes and
other emissions, or other nuisance activities generated by the
conditional use; or (3), the increase of traffic within the vicinity caused
by the proposed conditional use.

b. The proposed use will be compatible with the character of adjacent
and nearby properties with regard to use, function, operation, hours of
operation, type and amount of traffic generated, building size and
setback, and parking availability.

c. The proposed use will not cause a substantial diminution in value of
abutting residential property. A substantial diminution shall be
irrebuttably presumed to have occurred if abutting property suffers a
15% reduction in value as a result of the proposed conditional use. A
reduction of 10% of the value of abutting property shall create a
rebuttable presumption that a substantial diminution has occurred. The
Board of County Commissioners carries the burden to show, as
evidenced by either testimony from or an appraisal conducted by an M
A | certified appraiser, that a substantial diminution in value would
occur. The applicant may rebut the findings with his own expert
witnesses.

(2) The following specific standards shall be considered, when applicable, in
making a determination that the general standards specified in
subsection (1) of this section are satisfied:
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a. Ingress and egress to the property and proposed structures thereon, with
particular reference to automotive and pedestrian safety and convenience,
traffic flow and control, and access in case of fire and catastrophe, shall be: (1),
adequate to serve the proposed use without burdening adjacent and nearby
uses, and (2), built to applicable county standards, if any. Burdening adjacent
and nearby uses means increasing existing traffic on the closest collector or
arterial road by more than 20%, or 10% if the new traffic is primarily comprised
of heavy vehicles, except where the affected road is at Level of Service A or B.
New traffic generated by the proposed use shall not cause the adopted level of
service for transportation on applicable roadways, as determined by applicable
Brevard County standards, to be exceeded. Where the design of a public road
to be used by the proposed use is physically inadequate to handle the numbers,
types or weights of vehicles expected to be generated by the proposed use
without damage to the road, the conditional use permit cannot be approved
without a commitment to improve the road to a standard adequate to handle the
proposed traffic, or to maintain the road through a maintenance bond or other
means as required by the Board of County Commissioners.

b. The noise, glare, odor, particulates, smoke, fumes or other emissions from the
conditional use shall not substantially interfere with the use or enjoyment of the
adjacent and nearby property.

c. Noise levels for a conditional use are governed by Section 62-2271.

d. The proposed conditional use shall not cause the adopted level of service for
solid waste disposal applicable to the property or area covered by such level of
service, to be exceeded.

e. The proposed conditional use shalil not cause the adopted level of service for
potable water or wastewater applicable to the property or the area covered by
such level of service, to be exceeded by the proposed use.

f. The proposed conditional use must have existing or proposed screening or
buffering, with reference to type, dimensions and character to eliminate or
reduce substantial, adverse nuisance, sight, or noise impacts on adjacent and
nearby properties containing less intensive uses.

g. Proposed signs and exterior lighting shall not cause unreasonable glare or
hazard to traffic safety, or interference with the use or enjoyment of adjacent
and nearby properties.

h. Hours of operation of the proposed use shall be consistent with the use and
enjoyment of the properties in the surrounding residential community, if any. For
commercial and industrial uses adjacent to or near residential uses, the hours
of operation shall not adversely affect the use and enjoyment of the residential
character of the area.

i. The height of the proposed use shall be compatible with the character of the
area, and the maximum height of any habitable structure shall be not more than
35 feet higher than the highest residence within 1,000 feet of the property line.
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j. Off-street parking and loading areas, where required, shall not be created or
maintained in a manner which adversely impacts or impairs the use and
enjoyment of adjacent and nearby properties. For existing structures, the
applicant shall provide competent, substantial evidence to demonstrate that
actual or anticipated parking shall not be greater than that which is approved as
part of the site pan under applicable county standards.

FACTORS TO CONSIDER FOR A REZONING REQUEST
Section 62-1151(c) sets forth factors to consider in connection with a rezoning request, as
follows:

“The planning and zoning board shall recommend to the board of county commissioners the
denial or approval of each application for amendment to the official zoning maps based upon
a consideration of the following factors:

(1) The character of the land use of the property surrounding the property being
considered.

(2) The change in conditions of the land use of the property being considered and
the surrounding property since the establishment of the current applicable
zoning classification, special use or conditional use.

(3) The impact of the proposed zoning classification or conditional use on
available and projected traffic patterns, water and sewer systems, other public

facilities and utilities and the established character of the surrounding property.

(4) The compatibility of the proposed zoning classification or conditional use with
existing land use plans for the affected area.

(5) The appropriateness of the proposed zoning classification or conditional use
based upon a consideration of the applicable provisions and conditions
contained in this article and other applicable laws, ordinances and regulations
relating to zoning and land use regulations and based upon a consideration of
the public health, safety and welfare.”

These staff comments contain references to zoning classifications found in the Brevard
County Zoning Regulations, Chapter 62, Article VI, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County.
These references include brief summaries of some of the characteristics of that zoning
classification. Reference to each zoning classification shall be deemed to incorporate the full
text of the section or sections defining and regulating that classification into the Zoning file
and Public Record for that item.

These staff comments contain references to sections of the Code of Ordinances of Brevard
County. Reference to each code section shall be deemed to incorporate this section into the
Zoning file and Public Record for that item.

These staff comments contain references to Policies of the Brevard County Comprehensive
Plan. Reference to each Policy shall be deemed to incorporate the entire Policy into the
Zoning file and Public Record for that item.
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These staff comments refer to previous zoning actions which are part of the Public Records
of Brevard County, Florida. These records will be referred to by reference to the file number.
Reference to zoning files are intended to make the entire contents of the cited file a part of
the Zoning file and Public Record for that item.

DEFINITIONS OF CONCURRENCY TERMS
Maximum Acceptable Volume (MAV): Maximum acceptable daily volume that a roadway
can carry at the adopted Level of Service (LOS).

Current Volume: Building permit related trips added to the latest TPO (Transportation
Planning Organization) traffic counts.

Volume with Development (VOL W/DEV): Equals Current Volume plus trip generation
projected for the proposed development.

Volume/Maximum Acceptable Volume (VOL/MAV): Equals the ratio of current traffic
volume to the maximum acceptable roadway volume.

Volume/Maximum Acceptable Volume with Development (VOL/MAV W/DEV): Ratio of
volume with development to the Maximum Acceptable Volume.

Acceptable Level of Service (CURRENT LOS): The Level of Service at which a roadway is
currently operating.

Level of Service with Development (LOS W/DEV): The Level of Service that a proposed
development may generate on a roadway.
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| Planning and Development Department
’ 2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way
' reva rd Building A, Room 114
- : : Viera, Florida 32940

: - (321)633-2070 Phone / (321)633-2074 Fax
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS https//wwwbrevardﬂgov/PIannlngDev

STAFF COMMENTS
24PUD00003
City Pointe Landfall LLC.

Estate Use (EU) and Residential Profession (RP) to Planned Unit Development
(PUD) with Removal of Binding Development Plan (BDP)

Tax Account Number(s): 2411252

Parcel I.D.: 24-36-08-00-514

Location: 3477 N Indian River Dr, Cocoa, FL 32926, East side of
Highway 1, approximately 210 feet south of Roundtree Drive

Acreage: 12.88 acres

Planning & Zoning Board: 8/18/2025

Board of County Commissioners: 9/4/2025
Consistency with Land Use Regulations

e Current zoning can and cannot be considered under the Future Land Use
Designation, Section 62-1255.

e The proposal can be considered under the Future Land Use Designation, Section
62-1255.

e The proposal will not maintain acceptable Levels of Service (LOS) (XIIl 1.6.C)

CURRENT PROPOSED
Zoning EU, RP PUD
Potential* 24 Dwelling units 23 Dwelling units, FAR of 1

Can be Considered under | RES 1 (NO), RES 2 (NO), | YES**
the Future Land Use Map | RES 4 (YES) & NC (YES) | RES 4 & CC

* Zoning potential for concurrency analysis purposes only, subject to applicable land development
regulations.

**Companion request 24SS00009 which proposes to amend the Future Land Use designation from
Residential 1 (RES 1), Residential 2 (RES 2), Residential 4 (RES 4) and Neighborhood Commercial (NC)
to Residential 4 (RES 4) and Community Commercial (CC) is pending approval.

Background and Purpose of Request

The applicant is requesting a change of zoning classification from Estate Use (EU) and
Residential Professional (RP) to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with Removal of
Binding Development Plan (BDP) on an undeveloped parcel of 12.88 acres. The applicant
has proposed a project consisting of 23 single family units on 10.96 acres for an overall

308



gross density of 2.09 dwelling units per acre and an indoor RV storage commercial
development for on 1.92 acres with a potential FAR of 1.

The subject property is located on the east side N. Highway 1 and west side of N. Indian
Drive approximately 200 feet south of Roundtree Drive. N. Indian River Drive bifurcates
a small portion of the subject property.

Zoning action Z-11455, approved on November 6, 2008, a portion of the subject property
was rezoned from AU to EU with a BDP. The existing BDP, recorded in OR Book 5897
Page 624, stated the following restrictions shall apply to said subdivision; there shall be
a 15 foot natural buffer on exterior of subdivision, no access to said subdivision to Indian
River Drive, shall not exceed seven lots, subdivision shall have no access to Parkchester
Subdivision, minimum house size of 2,200 square feet under air, the subdivision shall
have EU zoning and have an HOA to maintain common elements and architectural
control.

Under zoning action Z-10666, approved on February 7, 2002, the eastern portion of the
subject property was rezoned from AU to RP.

A companion Future Land Use Map (FLUM) amendment application (245S00009) was
submitted accompanying this request to change the Future Land Use designation on
12.88 acres of the subject property from Residential 1 (RES 1) and Residential 2 (RES
2), Residential 4 (RES 4) and Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to Community Commercial
(CC) on 1.92 acres and Residential 4 (RES 4) on 10.96 acres. The RES 4 designation
would allow 43 residential units.

Based on the gross floor area and the lot size of the commercial portion of the property
indicated in the Preliminary Development Plan (PDP), a FAR of approximately 0.31 is
proposed for the commercial development.

After the initial approval of the PUD, should a request to make any substantial changes
(as defined as any change which increases the density or intensity of the project or
decreases the amount of buffer areas from adjacent property or decreases the amount of
common open space), the owner or applicant shall be required to return to the Board of
County Commissioners for approval of amendment to the PDP. The zoning official shall
have the authority to approve minor changes not determined by him/her to be substantial
as defined in Brevard County Code of Ordinances.

At this time, there are no active code enforcement cases associated with the subject
parcel.

Page 2
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Surrounding Area Zoning classifications and Land Use designations

Existing Use Zoning Future Land Use
Subdivision, single-family residential RU-1-11
North | detached home w/ nursery, single- EU. AU ’

family residential detached ’
Vacant, cemetery, single-family | IN(L), EU, | RES 1, RES 2, RES 4,

RES 1, RES 2, RES 4

South

residential AU, BU-1 | CC
East Indian River N/A N/A
West Office building, Highway 1 RP NC

To the north is a subdivision, recorded as Parkchester in Plat Book 18, Page 114, with
approximately 63 single-family detached homes on approximately 0.2 to 0.25 acre lots
with RU-1-11 zoning designation and RES 2 FLU. There are three additional parcels
separate from the platted subdivision. One parcel, 8.06 acres, developed with a single
family residence with EU zoning designation and RES 4 FLU. This parcel also includes
a nursery with AU zoning and RES 1 FLU. Parcel two is 0.56 acres, developed as a
single-family residence, with EU zoning and RES 2 FLU. The third parcel is 0.49 acres,
developed with a single-family residence with EU zoning and includes RES 2 FLU.

To the south is a 0.17 acre parcel, cemetery land, with zoning designation IN(L) with RES
1 FLU. A second parcel is 1.67 acres, developed with a single family residence, EU zoning
designation and RES 4 FLU. A third parcel totals 1.53 acres, undeveloped with AU zoning
designation and RES 1 FLU.

To the east of the subject property is the Indian River, a class || waterway.

To the west is a 1.32 acre parcel, developed with an office building with RP zoning and
NC FLU designation. Additionally, to the west of the subject parcel is Highway 1.

AU zoning classification permits single-family residences and agricultural uses on 2.5
acre lots, with a minimum lot width and depth of 150 feet. The minimum house size in
AU is 750 square feet. The AU classification also permits the raising/grazing of animals,
fowl and beekeeping.

EU zoning classification encompasses lands devoted to single-family residential
development of a spacious character, together with such accessory uses as may be
necessary or are normally compatible with residential surrounding. The minimum lot size
is 15,000 square feet with a minimum lot width and depth of 100 feet. The minimum living
area is 2,000 square feet.

RU-1-11 classification encompasses lands devoted to single-family residential

development of spacious character, together with such accessory uses as may be
necessary or are normally compatible with residential surroundings on minimum 7,500
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square foot lots, with a minimum width and depth of 75 feet. The minimum house size is
1,100 square feet. RU-1-11 does not permit horses, barns or horticulture.

BU-1 classification allows retail commercial land uses on minimum 7,500 square foot lots.
The BU-1 classification does not permit warehousing or wholesaling.

RP is a residential-professional zoning classification encompasses land devoted to a
mixture of professional and residential uses. Principal uses and restrictions of this zoning
classification are intended to promote development of low- to medium-density residential
development, in conjunction with low-intensity commercial development. This zoning
classification is intended to provide restricted commercial uses which are compatible with
and meet a need for limited commercial services convenient to residential development.
The intent of this zoning classification is to provide for a combination of residential and
professional uses on the site, although this classification does not prohibit use of the site
as exclusively residential or professional. Minimum lot area requirements in the RP
classification are 7,500 square feet, with 75 feet of width and depth.

IN(L) is an Institutional (Light) zoning classification, intended to promote low impact
private, nonprofit, or religious institutional uses to service the needs of the public for
facilities of an educational religious, health or cultural nature.

The institutional use zoning classification is divided into two types, Low intensity (L) and
High Intensity (H). Low intensity uses are low impact and are compatible with residential
uses in residential land use designations, or neighborhood commercial uses in
neighborhood commercial land used designations.

Planned Unit Development

The Planned Unit Development (PUD), as provided in Sec. 62-1442, is a concept which
encourages and permits variation in development by allowing deviation in development
standards such as, but not limited to, lot size, bulk or type of dwellings, density, lot
coverage and open space from that required in any one residential zoning classification
under this article. The purpose of a planned unit development is to encourage the
development of planned residential neighborhoods and communities that provide a full
range of residence types, as well as industrial, commercial and institutional land uses. It
is recognized that only through ingenuity, imagination and flexibility can residential
developments be produced which are in keeping with the intent of this subdivision while
departing from the strict application of conventional use and dimension requirements of
other zoning districts or other land development regulations in articles Il, VI, VIL, VIIL, 1X,
or X1l of chapter 62 of the Brevard County Code.

In order to accomplish the objectives of this section, the applicant of a PUD may propose,
and the county may consider, alternative development standards to any land
development regulation in articles VI or VIl of chapter 62 of the Brevard County Code.

The applicant shall justify the proposed alternative development standard(s) by describing
how it promotes a development form facilitating the goals and objectives of article VI of
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this chapter and does not violate the purpose of this chapter for the protection of the public
health, safety and welfare in the subdivision of land.

Applicant’s response:
No alternative development standards have been requested.

The PDP is a mechanism to request such waivers. The applicant shall specifically include
the alternative development standard(s) in the preliminary development plan, and shall
present its justification to the planning and zoning board and board of county
commissioners in public hearing.

Substantial (major) changes to the PDP require Board approval. As provided in sec. 62-
1448(c): If, after the initial approval of the PUD preliminary development plan, should the
owner or applicant or his successors desire to make any changes to the preliminary
development plan, such changes shall first be submitted to the county. If the zoning official
deems there is a substantial change or deviation from that which is shown on the
preliminary development plan, the owner or applicant shall be requested to return to the
Board of County Commissioners where it is determined that the public interest warrants
such procedure. For purposes of this subsection, a substantial change shall be defined
as any change which increases the density or intensity of the project or decreases the
amount of buffer areas from adjacent property or decreases the amount of common open
space. The zoning official shall have the authority to approve minor changes not
determined by the director to be substantial as defined in this subsection.

The Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) is part of the zoning application for a PUD,
which depicts the use and intensity of the project. It is not intended to be specific with
respect to engineering details that are normally reviewed at the Final Development Plan
(site plan) stage of review. Design elements shown as on the Preliminary Development
Plan are required to meet code, unless a waiver has been granted by the Board.
Substantial changes would require Board approval.

The Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) is a mechanism to request such waivers. The
PDP is part of the zoning application for a PUD, which depicts the use and intensity of the
project. It is not intended to be specific with respect to engineering details that are
normally reviewed at the Final Development Plan (site plan) stage of review. Design
elements shown as on the Preliminary Development Plan are required to meet code,
unless a waiver has been granted by the Board. Substantial changes would require Board
approval.

Specific waivers to land development regulations must be stated on the preliminary
development plan and must be verbally requested by the applicant at the public hearing.
Unless a waiver is specifically requested by the applicant and specifically approved by
the Board, it will not be assumed to have been approved.

No waivers have been requested for the proposed development.
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Land Use

The EU zoning classification is not consistent with the RES 1 and RES 2 Future Land
Use designations provided on the FLUM series contained within Chapter XI — Future Land
Use Element of Brevard County’'s Comprehensive Plan. However, EU zoning
classification is consistent with the RES 4 portion of the property. The subject property’s
RP zoning classification is consistent with the current NC FLU designation. The proposed
PUD zoning classification may be considered consistent with the requested CC FLU
designation if permitted by Policy 2.10 of the Future Land Use Element. Residential 4
(RES 4) Future Land Use designation is consistent with the requested RES 4 FLU
designation.

Applicable Land Use Policies

The Board should evaluate the compatibility of this application within the context of
Administrative Policies 2 — 8 of the Future Land Use Element.

Analysis of Administrative Policy #3

Compatibility with existing or proposed land uses shall be a factor in determining where
a rezoning or any application involving a specific proposed use is being considered.
Compatibility shall be evaluated by considering the following factors, at a minimum:

Criteria:

A. Whether the proposed use(s) would have hours of operation, lighting, odor, noise
levels, traffic, or site activity that would significantly diminish the enjoyment of, safety
or quality of life in existing neighborhoods within the area which could foreseeably be
affected by the proposed use;

The proposed development of single-family detached homes and an indoor RV
storage may be considered harmonious with adjacent developments in the area.
In addition, it is not anticipated to significantly diminish the enjoyment of, safety
or quality of life in the existing area.

Development would need to meet performance standards set forth in code
sections 62-2251 through 62-2272 and will be reviewed at the site plan review
stage.

B. Whether the proposed use(s) would cause a material reduction (five percent or more)
in the value of existing abutting lands or approved development.

Only a certified MAI appraisal can determine if material reduction has or will
occur due to the proposed request.

C. Whether the proposed use(s) is/are consistent with an emerging or existing pattern of
surrounding development as determined through an analysis of:
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1. historical land use patterns;

The surrounding land use patterns within half a mile of the subject property
include single-family residential, agricultural pursuits, cemetery,
warehousing, professional offices, commercial and retail uses on the east
side of Highway 1. West of Highway US 1 are single-family mobile homes,
industrial, commercial, retail, and mini-storage warehouse uses.

There are five (5) FLU designations within 500 feet of the subject site: RES
1, RES 2, RES 4, NC, and CC. Please note, this analysis only includes
unincorporated areas of Brevard County. The character of this area includes
a mix of vacant land, residential, agricultural pursuits, commercial and
industrial properties.

2. actual development over the immediately preceding three years; and

Within Brevard County jurisdiction in the area of the subject property, there
has been a storage facility and a packaged icehouse constructed within the
preceding three (3) years west of the subject property across Highway 1.

There have been three approved zoning actions within 0.5 miles of the
subject property within the preceding three years.

e 21Z00034: Approved on 12/02/2021 rezoning from BU-1 to BU-2 in order
to have taller storage buildings and a metal storage building for a mini-
storage warehouse.

e 22700007: Approved on 07/14/2022 for an amendment to the BDP to
remove limitation of use on a portion of the property and to increase east
property line buffer from 20ft. to 50ft.

e 24AD00011: Approved on 05/17/2024 to add a new 200 sq. ft. building for
packaged ice as part of the Ice House site plan.

3. development approved within the past three years but not yet constructed.

There has been no development approved but not yet constructed in the
preceding three (3) years.

D. Whether the proposed use(s) would result in a material violation of relevant policies in
any elements of the Comprehensive Plan.

Only a certified MAI appraisal can determine if material reduction has or will
occur due to the proposed request.

FLUE Administrative Policy 4

Character of a neighborhood or area shall be a factor for consideration whenever a
rezoning or any application involving a specific proposed use is reviewed. The character
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of the area must not be materially or adversely affected by the proposed rezoning or land
use application. In evaluating the character of an area, the following factors shall be
considered:

Criteria:

A. The proposed use must not materially and adversely impact an established residential
neighborhood by introducing types or intensity of traffic (including but not limited to
volume, time of day of traffic activity, type of vehicles, etc.), parking, trip generation,
commercial activity or industrial activity that is not already present within the identified
boundaries of the neighborhood.

The maximum development potential from the proposed FLUM amendment
increases the percentage of MAV utilization by 0.87%. The corridor is
anticipated to operate at 65.25% of capacity daily. The proposal would not
create a deficiency in LOS. Specific concurrency issues will be address at the
time of site plan review. This is only a preliminary review and is subject to
change. The RV storage use is not anticipated to materially or adversely impact
the area.

B. In determining whether an established residential neighborhood exists, the following
factors must be present:

1. The area must have clearly established boundaries, such as roads, open spaces,
rivers, lakes, lagoons, or similar features.

The Parkchester subdivision is the established residential neighborhood
abutting the subject property to the north. Platted in 1964, with a FLU of RES
2 and RU-1-11 zoning. This subdivision was approved for 63 single-family
lots on 19 acres. Another subdivision north of the subject property
approximately 0.3 miles was platted in 1963 as Indian River Estates and has
RU-1-13 zoning designation with RES 2 FLU. This subdivision has
approximately 40 single-family lots.

2. Sporadic or occasional neighborhood commercial uses shall not preclude the
existence of an existing residential neighborhood, particularly if the commercial use
is non-conforming or pre-dates the surrounding residential use.

The east side corridor of Highway 1 has existing Neighborhood and
Community commercial FLU designations. The request includes a
commercial component of an indoor RV storage facility that will not
encroach or interfere with the existing residential neighborhood located to
the northeast of the subject property.
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3. An area shall be presumed not to be primarily residential but shall be deemed
transitional where multiple commercial, industrial or other non-residential uses have
been applied for and approved during the previous five (5) years.

There has not been commercial, industrial, or other non-residential uses
approved in this area during the previous five (5) years within the County’s
jurisdiction.

Analysis of Administrative Policy 7

Proposed use(s) shall not cause or substantially aggravate any (a) substantial drainage
problem on surrounding properties; or (b) significant, adverse and unmitigable impact on
significant natural wetlands, water bodies or habitat for listed species.

The Natural Resources Management Department identified the following
environmental constraints: Wetlands, Aquifer Recharge Soils, Coastal High
Hazard Area, Floodplain Protection, Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction
Septic Overlay, Surface Waters of the State, Protected and Specimen Trees and
Protected Species.

A state-approved wetland delineation will be required prior to any land clearing
activities, site plan design, or building permit submittal.

For residential parcels greater than five acres in area, the preceding limitation of
one dwelling unit per five acres within wetlands may be applied as a maximum
percentage limiting wetland impacts to not more than 1.8% of the total non-
commercial and non-industrial acreage on a cumulative basis as set forth in
Section 62-3694(c)(6).

The eastern portion of this property is mapped within the Indian River Lagoon
Nitrogen Reduction Overlay. Per Chapter 46, Article Il, Division IV - Nitrogen
Reduction Overlay, if adequate sewer for the development is not available.

The eastern portion of this property is located within the Coastal High Hazard
Area (CHHA) as defined by Florida Statute 163.3178(2)(h).

The subject property is located on the Indian River Lagoon, designated as a Class
Il Water in this location. A 50-foot Surface Water Protection Buffer is required.
Primary structures shall be located outside the Buffer. Accessory structures are
permittable within the Buffer with conditions (e.g., storm water management is
provided, avoidance/minimization of impacts, and maximum 30% impervious).
The removal of native vegetation located within the Buffer is prohibited unless
approved through an active development order. Temporary impacts to native
vegetation require in-kind restoration. The Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) regulates mangrove trimming.

Please refer to all comments provided by the Natural Resource Management
Department at the end of this report.
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Preliminary Development Plan

The Preliminary Development Plan should be evaluated in the context of Section 62-
1448 (b) (5) of the Zoning code:

Review criteria. The decision of the planning and zoning board on the preliminary
development plan application shall include the findings of fact that serve as a basis for its
recommendation. In making its recommendation, the planning and zoning board shall
consider the following facts:

a. Degree of departure of the proposed planned unit development from surrounding
residential areas in terms of character and density.

Applicant response: The departure is limited, and the predominant use of the PUD
shall be residential, single-family detached with a complementary accessory for RV
Storage. It should be noted that the proposed commercial is abutting the existing
surrounding commercial and the SFR units that abut existing platted lots are
proposed to be the same size as the existing lots.

Staff response:

The developed character of the surrounding area is mix of single-family residential on lots
greater than 0.15 acres, agricultural lands (active and vacant), retail, professional office,
commercial, one developed single-family residential subdivision with RU-1-11 zoning and
a second developed single-family residential subdivision with RU-1-13 zoning. There is
one mobile home subdivision with TR-1 zoning.

Surrounding Area Existing and Approved Development

Development Acreage Density (units built) Lot sizes

0.5 miles West 20.0 56 units — 2.8 units/ac | 0.15to 0.20 ac
0.25 miles North 18.0 40 units — 2.2 units/ac | 0.25t0 0.5 ac
Adjacent North 19.0 63 unit— 3.3 units/ac 0.20 to 0.40 ac
Grand Total 57.0 159 — 2.78 units/ac

b. Compatibility within the planned unit development and relationship with surrounding
neighborhoods.

Applicant response: The surrounding neighborhoods are single-family detached
homes, an attorney’s office, and an automotive center. The proposed PUD
continues those uses to maintain compatibility. See Response 1 for abutting
compatibility.

Staff response:
The proposed single-family lot sizes range from 0.13 to 0.23 acres may be

considered compatible with existing lot sizes in the surrounding area under
Brevard County jurisdiction within one half mile of the subject property.
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c. Prevention of erosion and degrading of surrounding area.

Applicant response: As is required by state and local laws and code ordinances,
the construction and stormwater erosion prevention shall be implemented and
maintained to not cause adverse impacts to the adjacent properties.

Staff response:

The PDP indicates the surface water management system for the project will consist of
swales, culverts and shallow retention areas which overflow into existing on-site wetland
systems and/ or existing on and off-site drainage systems. There are two stormwater
retention ponds indicated in the PDP. Specific drainage issues and design will be
addressed at site plan review.

d. Provision for future public education and recreation facilities, transportation, water
supply, sewage disposal, surface drainage, flood control and soil conservation as
shown in the preliminary development plan.

Applicant response: Recreation facilities, potable water supply extension and
looping, sewage collection and transmission, stormwater treatment/attenuation
and flood control, and soil conservation are proposed within the PUD. Justification
shall be provided with the construction plans.

Staff response:

The school concurrency indicates there is enough capacity for the total of projected and
potential students from the proposed development.

The maximum development potential of the proposal is not anticipated to create a
deficiency in LOS of Highway 1.A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) has been submitted for
review. Per the study results, a right furn-lane is not warranted at the project driveway on
Highway 1. Further concurrency evaluation and review will be done during site plan
review. Transportation impacts are typically addressed during the site plan review, unless
the Board determines the study is necessary to evaluate the PUD rezoning.

The applicant has provided verification of a stormwater system.

e. The nature, intent and compatibility of common open space, including the proposed
method for the maintenance and conservation of the common open space.

Applicant response: A mix of common open space features and facilities shall be
provided in addition to the preservation of existing wetlands. All maintenance shall
be performed by the proposed homeowner’s association.

Staff response:
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Staff analysis indicates the proposed common open space could be considered
compatible. The proposed method for the maintenance and conservation of the common
open space is indicated as Homeowners Association (H.O.A.).

f. The feasibility and compatibility of the specified stages contained in the preliminary
development plan to exist as an independent development.

Applicant response: All stages of the PUD shall be capable of meeting applicable
code sections as an independent development.

Staff response:

The applicant has indicated two (2) phases for the project: one for residential and one for
commercial. The applicant intends for each phase fo be developed in a manner with
infrastructure including onsite and offsite roads, water, sewer and stormwater drainage to
enable the phase to be an independent unit. Phasing can be amended if the phases are
recorded separately, however, this will require an engineering review and minor
amendment to the PDP.

g. The availability and adequacy of water and sewer service to support the proposed
planned unit development.

Applicant response: The availability of water and sewer service has been
confirmed as part of the concurrency review.

Staff response:
City of Cocoa provided the applicant with two (2) acknowledgment letters which state they
have the availability and capacily to serve the proposed development with potable water

and sanitary sewer. A connection to water and sewer is proposed in the PDP.

Pursuant to Policy 1.2 of Future Land Use Element states Public Facilities and Services
shall be available concurrent with development in all residential land use designations

h. The availability and adequacy of primary streets and thoroughfares to support traffic
to be generated within the proposed planned unit development.

Applicant response: A traffic operational technical memorandum has been
provided. All required improvements shall be designed and provided with the
construction plan submittal.

Staff response:

There is one primary access and thoroughfare to support the residential and the RV
storage. The applicant has indicated in the PDP that direct access off Highway 1 will be
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for both the RV storage and to support the residential portion of the development. The
applicant has submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis for review.

i. The benefits within the proposed development and to the general public to justify the
requested departure from the standard land use requirements inherent in a planned
unit development classification.

Applicant response: We are not requesting a departure from the code. All stages
of the PUD shall be capable of meeting applicable code sections as an independent
development. A large amount of undeveloped open space is proposed, which is a
public benefit.

Staff response:

The property currently has a County Future Land Use designation of RES 1, RES 2, RES
4, CC and NC. With multiple FLU designations, only RES 4 corresponds with the current
EU zoning and NC currently corresponds with the current RP zoning. As a result of the
split land use categories, the applicant elected to pursue a uniform PUD to provide one
set of development standards for the proposed development containing single family
detached, other amenities and a RV storage commercial use.

j. The conformity and compatibility of the planned unit development with any adopted
development plan of the county.

Applicant response: The proposed project is in conformance with and is
compatible with the current development plan of the County.

Staff response:

The applicant is requesting RES 4 and CC FLU designations. The proposed single family
detached, single family attached, and commercial use of RV storage are compatible with
the surrounding area. The total density of the proposed development is 1.96 units per
acre which fits within the surrounding area.

Staff analysis has also indicated there is interconnectivity within the development
between residential and RV storage.

k. The conformity and compatibility of the proposed common open space, primary
residential and secondary nonresidential uses with the proposed planned unit
development.

Applicant response: The proposed common open space features and RV storage

provide new compatible complementary features that were not previously available

and are in accordance with the adjacent neighborhood character.

Staff response:
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The proposed Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) indicates 5.88 acres of common
open space fo include 2.08 acres of dry retention pond will be provided. Of which 4.60
acres is active open space and 1.28 acres of passive open space. Amenities on the PDP
indicate a walking trail, recreation and stormwater open space. Specific details have not
been provided for the specified use. The Board may consider whether the dry retention
can be counted in whole or part toward the open space requirements.

Preliminary Concurrency

The closest concurrency management segment to the subject property is Highway 1
between S.R. 528 and Canaveral Groves Blvd., which has a Maximum Acceptable
Volume (MAV) of 41,790 trips per day, a Level of Service (LOS) of D, and currently
operates at 64.38% of capacity daily. The maximum development potential from the
proposed FLUM amendment increases the percentage of MAV utilization by 0.87%. The
corridor is anticipated to operate at 65.25% of capacity daily. The proposal would not
create a deficiency in LOS. Specific concurrency issues will be address at the time of site
plan review. This is only a preliminary review and is subject to change.

The subject property is not located within the Brevard County Utility Services Department
service area for potable water and sanitary sewer. The applicant has submitted
acknowledgement letters from the City of Cocoa which state they have sewer and potable
water capacity to serve the proposed development.

A non-binding, school capacity determination letter indicates there is sufficient capacity
at Fairglen Elementary School and Cocoa Junior/Senior High School for the total of
projected and potential students from this development.

Environmental Constraints

Summary of Mapped Resources and Noteworthy Land Use Issues:

Wetlands

Aquifer Recharge Soils

Coastal High Hazard Area

Floodplain Protection

Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Septic Overlay
Surface Waters of the State

Protected and Specimen Trees

Protected Species

e © & o o o o ©

The applicant's submittal indicates the presence of wetlands on the property. A state-
approved wetland delineation will be required prior to any land clearing activities,
site plan design, or building permit submittal.

Per Section 62-3694(c)(1), residential land uses within wetlands shall be limited to
not more than one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres unless strict application of
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this policy renders a legally established parcel as of September 9, 1988, which is
less than five acres, as unbuildable. For residential parcels greater than five acres
in area, the preceding limitation of one dwelling unit per five acres within
wetlands may be applied as a maximum percentage limiting wetland impacts to
not more than 1.8% of the total non-commercial and non-industrial acreage on a
cumulative basis as set forth in Section 62-3694(c)(6). Any permitted wetland
impacts must meet the requirements of Section 62-3694(e), including avoidance
of impacts, and will require mitigation in accordance with Section 62-3696. The
applicant is encouraged to contact NRM at 321-633-2016 prior to any plan or
permit submittal.

Please refer to all comments provided by the Natural Resource Management Department
at the end of this report.

For Board Consideration

The Board should consider if the request is consistent and compatible with the
surrounding area.

The Board may also wish to consider whether removing the BDP, including, but not limited
to, provisions restricting access from the Parkchester Subdivision and Indian River Drive,
will impact the surrounding area.

Additionally, the Board may wish to consider whether the proposed development meets
the objective of Section 62-1442(b)(6) “Establishment of criteria for the inclusion of
compatible associated uses to complement the residential areas within the planned unit
development.”

The Board may wish to consider approval of a portion of the proposed 2.08 acre dry
retention pond to be counted as open space per Section 62-1102. Open Space definition
paragraph 5, states: “The exclusion of water bodies which are in whole, or part drainage
easements may be waived by the board of county commissioners after adequate
measures are provided which guarantee in perpetuity a level of water quality acceptable
for recreational purposes.”
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NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
Land Use Review & Summary
Item No. 24SS00009

Applicant: David Bassford MBV Engineering (Owner: City Pointe Landfall LLC)
Land Use Request: RES 1, RES 2, RES 4 and NC to RES 4 and CC

Note: Proposed PUD development of 23 SF detached units on 10.96 ac. and
commercial RV storage on 1.92 ac.

LPA Hearing: 08/18/2025; BCC Hearing: 09/04/2025

Tax ID No.: 2411252

This is a preliminary review based on best available data maps reviewed by the Natural
Resources Management Department (NRM) and does not include a site inspection to
verify the accuracy of the mapped information.

In that the rezoning process is not the appropriate venue for site plan review, specific
site designs submitted with the rezoning request will be deemed conceptual. Board
comments relative to specific site design do not provide vested rights or waivers from
Federal, State or County regulations.

This review does not guarantee whether or not the proposed use, specific site
design, or development of the property can be permitted under current Federal,
State, or County Regulations.

Summary of Mapped Resources and Noteworthy Land Use Issues:

Wetlands

Aquifer Recharge Soils

Coastal High Hazard Area

Floodplain Protection

Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Septic Overlay
Surface Waters of the State

Protected and Specimen Trees

Protected Species

® © @ o & © o o

The applicant's submittal indicates the presence of wetlands on the property. A state-
approved wetland delineation will be required prior to any land clearing activities,
site plan design, or building permit submittal.

Per Section 62-3694(c)(1), residential land uses within wetlands shall be limited to not
more than one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres unless strict application of this policy
renders a legally established parcel as of September 9, 1988, which is less than five
acres, as unbuildable. For residential parcels greater than five acres in area, the
preceding limitation of one dwelling unit per five acres within wetlands may be
applied as a maximum percentage limiting wetland impacts to not more than 7.8%
of the total non-commercial and non-industrial acreage on a cumulative basis as
set forth in Section 62-3694(c)(6). Any permitted wetland impacts must meet the
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requirements of Section 62-3694(e), including avoidance of impacts, and will require
mitigation in accordance with Section 62-3696.

This parcel was established after September 9, 1988, and the proposed residential
(non-commercial) portion of the parcel measures 11.71 acres. Therefore, the
maximum allowable area of wetland impacts is 0.211 acres. The applicant is
encouraged to contact NRM at 321-633-2016 prior to any plan or permit submittal.

Land Use Comments:

Wetlands

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and St. Johns River Water Management District
(SJRWMD) wetlands and hydric soils are not mapped on the subject property. However,
the applicant’s submittal indicates the presence of wetlands on the property. A wetland
delineation will be required prior to any land clearing activities, site plan design, or
building permit submittal.

Per Section 62-3694(c)(1), residential land uses within wetlands shall be limited to not
more than one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres unless strict application of this policy
renders a legally established parcel as of September 9, 1988, which is less than five (5)
acres, as unbuildable. For residential parcels greater than five acres in area, the
preceding limitation of one dwelling unit per five (5) acres within wetlands may be
applied as a maximum percentage limiting wetland impacts to not more than 1.8%
of the total non-commercial and non-industrial acreage on a cumulative basis as
set forth in Section 62-3694(c)(6). Any permitted wetland impacts must meet the
requirements of Section 62-3694(e), including avoidance of impacts, and will require
mitigation in accordance with Section 62-3696.

This parcel was established after September 9, 1988, and the proposed residential
(non-commercial) portion of the parcel measures 11.71 acres. Therefore, the
maximum allowable area of wetland impacts is 0.211 acres. The applicant is
encouraged to contact NRM at 321-633-2016 prior to any plan or permit submittal.

Aquifer Recharge Soils

This property contains Candler fine sand; Paola fine sand, 0 to 8 percent slopes; and
Paola fine sand, 5 to 12 percent slopes classified as aquifer recharge soils. Mapped
topographic elevations indicate the soils may consist of Type 2 and/or Type 3 Aquifer
Recharge soils that have impervious area restrictions. The applicant is hereby notified
of the development and impervious restrictions within Conservation Element Policy
10.2 and the Aquifer Protection Ordinance.

Coastal High Hazard Area

The eastern portion of this property is located within the Coastal High Hazard Area
(CHHA) as defined by Florida Statute 163.3178(2)(h), and as shown on the CHHA Map.
The Coastal Management Element of the Comprehensive Plan, Policy 6.1, designates
Coastal High Hazard Areas to be those areas below the elevation of the Category 1
storm surge elevation as defined in Chapter 163, Florida Statute. Objective 7 of the
Coastal Management Element aims to limit densities within the Coastal High Hazard

Page 17
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Area and direct development outside of this area. The CHHA extends approximately
100 feet into the subject property from the western edge of the Right-of-Way (Indian
River Drive).

Floodplain Protection

The eastern portion of this property is mapped within estuarine floodplain as identified
by FEMA and as shown on the FEMA SFHA Map. The property is subject to the
development criteria in Conservation Element Objective 4, its subsequent policies, and
the Floodplain Ordinance. Chapter 62, Article X, Division 6 states, "No site alteration
shall adversely affect the existing surface water flow pattern." Chapter 62, Article X,
Division 5, Section 62-3723 (2) states, "Development within floodplain areas shall not
have adverse impacts upon adjoining properties.”

Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Septic Overlay

The eastern portion of this property is mapped within the Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen
Reduction Overlay. Per Chapter 46, Article Il, Division IV - Nitrogen Reduction Overlay,
if adequate sewer for the development is not available, then the use of an alternative
septic system, designed to provide at least 65% total nitrogen reduction through multi-
stage treatment processes, shall be required. NRM requires a Septic Maintenance
Notice be filed with the Brevard Clerk of Courts.

Surface Waters of the State

The subject property is located on the Indian River Lagoon, designated as a Class ||
Water in this location. A 50-foot Surface Water Protection Buffer is required. Primary
structures shall be located outside the Buffer. Accessory structures are permittable
within the Buffer with conditions (e.g., storm water management is provided,
avoidance/minimization of impacts, and maximum 30% impervious). The removal of
native vegetation located within the Buffer is prohibited unless approved through an
active development order. Temporary impacts to native vegetation require in-kind
restoration. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) regulates
mangrove trimming and can be reached at 407-897-4101. The applicant is encouraged
to contact NRM at 321-633-2016 prior to any activities, plan, or permit submittal.

Protected and Specimen Trees

Protected (>= 10 inches in diameter) and Specimen (>= 24 inches in diameter) trees
likely exist on the parcel. The applicant shall perform a tree survey prior to any site plan
design in order to incorporate valuable vegetative communities or robust trees into the
design. Per Article XllI, Division 2, entitled Land Clearing, Landscaping, and Tree
Protection, Section 62-4341(18), Specimen and Protected Trees shall be preserved or
relocated on site to the Greatest Extent Feasible. Greatest Extent Feasible shall
include, but not be limited to, relocation of roads, buildings, ponds, increasing building
height to reduce building footprint or reducing Vehicular Use Areas. The applicant is
advised to refer to Article XIlI, Division 2, entitled Land Clearing, Landscaping, and
Tree Protection, for specific requirements for preservation and canopy coverage
requirements and buffer requirements. Applicant should contact NRM at 321-633-
2016 prior to performing any land clearing activities.

Page 18
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Protected Species

Federally and/or state protected species may be present on the property. Specifically,
Gopher Tortoises can be found in areas of aquifer recharge soils. Prior to any plan,
permit submittal, or development activity, including land clearing, the applicant should
obtain any necessary permits or clearance letters from the Florida Fish and Wildlife

Conservation Commission (FWC), and/or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as applicable.

The applicant is advised to call Valeria Guerrero at 561-882-5714 (O) or 561-365-5696
(C) with the FWC to obtain any necessary permits or clearance letters for Gopher
Tortoises.

Page 19
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Addendum #1 24PUD00003 CITY POINT PUD

The applicant is now requesting a waiver to Section 62-2883(d), due to site constraints to the required
undisturbed 15-foot buffer along the perimeter of the project. The applicant is requesting that fill be allowed
within the 15-foot buffer. For areas that are disturbed due to fill, in lieu of the undisturbed buffer, the
applicant proposes landscaping similar to a type ‘B’ buffer as defined in the Brevard County Code of
Ordinances.

The applicant has revised the City Point PUD Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) from the previously
submitted document included in the October 2, 2025, Zoning Meeting agenda packet. Changes include:

e The date on the cover sheet

e Corrected the bullet numbering under section V in the table of contents (it was A, C, it is now A, B) on
page 2

e Added section VI for waiver(s) in the table of contents on page 2

e Removed proposed driveway noted on page 12 from W. Roundtree Drive

e Revised Open Space Tract C to Landscape Tract C on page 12

e Revised Open Space Active and Passive data on page 12

e Revised Project Data on page 12

e Revised Tract | from Open Space to Landscape Tract. This is different from what is noted in the Passive
Open Space data table.

e Revised the phasing schedule in section V on page 16

e Added section VI for waivers on page 16

e Revised usable Open Space Total Provided on page 16

e Added a note for an opaque buffer along the length of the adjacent property line to Ron Howse on the
Tract Exhibit

e Corrected the note on the Tract Exhibit (note 3) to remove the reference to townhomes

e Added waiver information section to the Tract Exhibit

e Added a tract maintenance table to the Tract Exhibit

Outstanding Staff Comments from NRM:
e Page 8 — Wetlands Conservation: 2.44 + doesn’t match page 7 & 14
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Addendum #2 24PUD00003 CITY POINT PUD

Amendment to the staff comments considering the wetlands on the subject property:
o Per Section 62-3694(c)(1) residential land uses within wetlands shall be limited to not

more than one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres. The wetland portion of the property is
less than five (5) acres, therefore residential land uses cannot be supported. The
current entitlement allows for seven (7) dwelling units.

There remains an outstanding staff comments, dated November 3, 2025:
e Public Works Engineering: The engineer will need to evaluate the outfall pipes across
the North Indian River roadway. The pipe will most likely need to be replaced, and
raising the road should be evaluated in the area of the outfalls.

At the November 6, 2025, BOCC Zoning Meeting, City Point PUD was presented for Public
Hearing, and the applicant stated they would be willing to commit to the following:

¢ Provide a 15-foot-wide landscaping buffer similar to a Type B, around the perimeter of
the property. The applicant is seeking a waiver to disturb the buffer only as necessarily
required. The buffer requirement is per Brevard County Code Section 62-2883(d) which
states: In the design of a proposed residential subdivision, a minimum 15-foot perimeter
buffer shall be required. Such buffer shall remain undisturbed along all property
boundaries and shall be platted as a common tract, separate from individual lots.
Landscape improvements may be constructed within said buffer tract subject to review
and approval by the county. The buffer requirements described herein shall not apply to
minor subdivisions.

¢ Reduce the volume of stormwater discharge on the property to better control the runoff
from the property and allow no more water than currently comes from the property. This
will exceed the requirements of the Brevard County Code and the St. Johns Water
Management District. This will be addressed during the site plan stage.

» Reduce the rate of stormwater discharge by being able to slow the drainage down to
better manage it than what is currently occurring. This will exceed the requirements of
the Brevard County Code and the St. Johns Water Management District. This will be
addressed during the site plan stage.

o Conduct a groundwater analysis to identify and address any of the groundwater
concerns that have been brought up. This will be addressed during the site plan stage.

e Dedicate up to 50 feet of right-of-way for Brevard County maintenance and roadway
projects.

e The applicant also offered to enter into a Binding Development Plan that would cause
the future land use designation to revert if the Final Development Plan were never filed
(causing the zoning classification change to revert). There is no mechanism to
implement this proposal that is consistent with Florida law and Brevard County Code of
Ordinances.

Phone (321) 633-2070 ® Fax (321) 633-2087
Website: www.brevardcounty.us/PlanningDev/Home
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On November 25, 2025, the applicant, MBV Engineering, stated they are amendable to the
Board considering RES 2 in lieu of the applied-for RES 4 (excluding that portion proposed for
Community Commercial (CC)). As such staff has done an analysis to consider this, hereinafter
referred to as Alternative proposal:

o Original proposal: Keep the current proposed PDP with rezoning to PUD and RES 4
FLU for the residential portion and CC FLU for the commercial portion of the property.

» Alternative proposal: Applicant has proposed to rezone to PUD; however, change the
FLU to RES 2 on the residential portion of the property and CC FLU on the commercial
portion as previously noted. In order to keep the density of 23 units, or 2.10 units to the
acre, the applicant is asking for a 25% density bonus based on FLU policy 1.8.

Staff Analysis Original proposal:

o The property is currently allowed to develop seven (7) units (taking into account the
existing BDP and limitations on developing in wetlands). The applicant’s request would
increase this to 23 units.

e The subdivision abutting to the north, Parkchester, currently has 63 units developed on
a total of 19 acres, which amounts to 3.3 units to the acre.

« In the original submittal, the applicant's PDP included 11 single-family residences and 8
townhomes, along with commercial RV storage. The proposed development of 19
residential units on 10.848 acres equates to 1.75 units per acre. When compared to the
current proposal, 23 single-family detached dwellings, along with two (2) commercial RV
storage buildings, would equate to 2.10 units per acre based on 23 units on 10.94
acres.

o Natural resources will require a 20 ft. vegetated Type A compatibility buffer between the
commercial and any residential use (inside or outside the site) will need to be provided

Staff Analysis for Alternative proposal:
 In order for the proposed PDP to be compatible with RES 2, a density bonus would be

required for the project to reach the requested 23 units. Under FLU Policy 1.8(D), in
order to apply a density bonus under RES 2 “Up to a 25% density bonus to permit up to
2.5 dwelling units per acre may be considered where the Planned Unit Development
concept is utilized, where deemed compatible by the County with adjacent
development, provided that minimum infrastructure requirements set forth in Policy 1.2
are available. Such higher densities should be relegated to interior portions of the PUD
tract, away from perimeters, to enhance blending with adjacent areas and to maximize
the integration of open space within the development and promote inter-connectivity
with surrounding uses. This density bonus shall not be utilized for properties within the
CHHA.” The minimum infrastructure requirements referenced are available, and the
proposed residential development will take place outside of the Coastal High Hazard
Area (CHHA).

Phane (321) 633-2070 ® Fax (321) 633-2087
Website: www.brevardcounty.us/PlanningDev/Home
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[ ]

Should the Board make the necessary finding to apply the density bonus under Policy
1.8(D) to the subject property, the max number of units will be 25 units. However, Board
approval of the PDP would limit the max number of units to 23. Should the Board not
make such a finding, the allowable density of the subject property would be 21 units.

The Board should consider:

[ ]

Whether granting the proposed waiver to the 15-foot undisturbed buffer requirements is
appropriate; specifically, if providing the 15-foot Type B buffer is sufficient screening.
The installed landscaping under a Type B-style buffer may not produce the same
screening as the native vegetation currently on the subject property. As a reminder, the
type B buffer is landscaped, and there will be no parking or structures other than
permitted signage located in this vegetated area as per Brevard County Code Section
62-4342.
Including commitments made by the representatives of the applicant at the November 3,
2025, identifying enhanced procedures (above Code requirements), as conditions of
approval, memorialized in a Binding Development Plan (BDP). Such conditions would
include:
o Overall reduction of the rate of stormwater discharge from the subject property
o Overall reduction of the volume of stormwater discharge from the subject
property
o Conduct a groundwater analysis to identify any groundwater concerns, and
address them accordingly
o Applicant volunteer offer to dedicate up to 50 feet of right-of-way for Brevard
County maintenance and roadway projects along N. indian River Dr.
Applicants statement that they would accept RES 2 in lieu of RES 4 across the subject
property (excluding that portion requested for Community Commercial). Should the
Board wish to approve RES 2 in lieu of the RES 4 identified in the application, the Board
shall consider whether the PDP meets the requirements of FLU Policy 1.8(D), and find
that the plan is compatible with adjacent development
The Board may also consider including a condition, to be memorialized in a BDP, that
any future change to the PDP will be considered a substantial change and require board
approval for the change.

Phone (321) 633-2070 e Fax (321) 633-2087
Website: www.brevardcounty.us/PlanningDev/Home
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Previous approvals:

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

CITY POINT PUD

Prepared for:

City Point Landfall LLC
18 Bougainvillea Drive
Cocoa Beach, FL 32931

Prepared by:

MBV Engineering, Inc.

1250 W. Eau Gallie Blvd., Suite H
Melbourne, FL 32935

MBYV # 23-1071
October 27, 2025
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l. INTRODUCTON

LOCATION:

The City Point PUD (12.86 + acres) is located between US Highway 1 and N. Indian River Drive,
approximately one-half of a mile north of State Road 528. The project is located within
unincorporated Brevard County in:

SECTION TOWNSHIP RANGE
08 24 South 36 East
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
PARCEL 1

THE NORTH 82 1/2 FEET OF THE SOUTH 1234 FEET OF UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT LOT 3,
SECTION 8. TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, TOGETHER WITH THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED
PARCEL TO WIT; COMMENCE AT A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SECTION &, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH,
RANGE 36 EAST, WHICH SAID POINT IS 363 YARDS NORTH OF THE SW CORNER OF SAID SECTION 8,
TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, AND GO THENCE EAST AND PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 440 YARDS TO A POINT WHICH SAID POINT IS THE POINT
OF BEGINNING; FROM SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, GO NORTH PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF
SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 27 1/2 YARDS TO A POINT; WHICH SAID POINT IS THE NW
CORNER OF THE LANDS HEREIN DESCRIBED; THENCE GO EAST PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH LINE OF
SAID SECTION 8, TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG
THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER TO A POINT OPPOSITE THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE GO
WEST, PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING

LESS AND EXCEPT ROAD RIGHT OF WAY AND LESS AND EXCEPT THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED
PARCEL; A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST,
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS;
COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION §; THENCE RUN NORTH 00°43'16"
EAST, ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 1255.69 FEET; THENCE RUN
SOUTH 89°30'56" EAST, PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF
1320.05 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 89°50'56" EAST, PARALLEL
WITH SAID SOUTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 350.00 FEET; THENCE RUN SOUTH 25°16'02" EAST, A
DISTANCE OF 155.00 FEET; THENCE RUN SOUTH 89°50'56" EAST, PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE
OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 360.04 FEET TO A POINT AT THE WATERS EDGE OF THE
INDIAN RIVER; THENCE RUN SOUTH 25°16'02" EAST, ALONG WATERS EDGE OF THE INDIAN RIVER,
A DISTANCE OF 27.68 FEET; THENCE RUN NORTH 89°50'56" WEST, PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 790.09 FEET) THENCE RUN NORTH 00°43'16" EAST,
PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 165.00 FEET TO THE POINT
OF BEGINNING.

LESS AND EXCEPT THE RIGHT OF WAY OF INDIAN RIVER DRIVE.

PARCEL 2

TAX PARCEL #515 DESCRIPTION PER DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451: FIRST PARCEL: A TRACT OF LAND
HERETOFORE CALLED CRESSON GROVE DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: FROM THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF SECTION EIGHT (8), IN TOWNSHIP TWENTY-FOUR (24) SOUTH, RANGE THIRTY-SIX (36)
EAST, IN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, RUN NORTH ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION, A
DISTANCE OF ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED FIFTY FOUR AND FIVE TENTHS (1254.5) FEET TO AN
IRON PIPE WHICH IS THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE LAND HEREIN DESCRIBED; AND FROM
SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, RUN EAST, ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET TO THE
WEST LINE OF THE LAND OF EDWARD S. GIFFORD AND W.M. BARCLIFF; AND THENCE RUN THE
WEST LINE OF THE LANDS OF THE SAID GIFFORD AND BARCLIFF, NORTH, A DISTANCE OF THREE
HUNDRED (300) FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE LAND CONVEYED TO EDWARD S.
GIFFORD BY ROBERT M. AND ELIZABETH C. MACDONALD; THENCE RUN EAST ON THE NORTH
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LINE OF SAID GIFFORD LAND, TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER; THENCE RUN
NORTHERLY, IN THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER, TO A POINT TWENTY (20) FEET NORTH OF
THE LAST COURSE AFORESAID; AND THENCE RUN WEST, TO THE WEST LINE OF SECTION EIGHT
(8); AND THENCE RUN SOUTH, ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION EIGHT (8), A DISTANCE OF
THREE HUNDRED TWENTY (320) FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

LESS AND EXCEPT LANDS DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 380 PAGE 446, PUBLIC RECORDS OF
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA.

TAX PARCEL #515 (20' TRACT)

DESCRIPTION PER DEED BOOK 380, PAGE 444: A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN SECTION EIGHT (8),
TOWNSHIP TWENTY-FOUR (24) SOUTH, RANGE THIRTY-SIX (36) EAST, IN BREVARD COUNTY,
FLORIDA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION EIGHT (8),
RUN THE WEST LINE OF THE SECTION, NORTH, ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED FIFTY FOUR AND
FIVE TENTHS (1254.5) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE; AND THENCE RUN EAST, ONE THOUSAND SIX
HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE, WHICH IS THE BEGINNING POINT OF THE LAND
HEREIN DESCRIBED; FROM SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, FOR A FIRST COURSE, RUN SOUTH
EIGHTY-NINE (89) DEGREES FIFTY-THREE (53) MINUTES EAST, ON THE PROJECTED LINE LAST
ABOVE DESCRIBED, A DISTANCE OF FOUR HUNDRED TWENTY-SEVEN AND EIGHT TENTHS (427.8)
FEET TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER; THENCE FOR A SECOND COURSE, RUN
NORTHERLY, IN THE WATERS EDGE OF THE INDIAN RIVER, TO A POINT WHICH IS TWENTY (20)
FEET NORTH AND SOUTH MEASUREMENT FROM THE FIRST COURSE AFORESAID; THENCE FOR A
THIRD COURSE, RUN WEST AND TWENTY (20) FEET DISTANT FROM THE FIRST COURSE
AFORESAID, A DISTANCE OF FOUR HUNDRED TWENTY-SEVEN (427) FEET, MORE OR LESS TO A
POINT WHICH IS ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET EAST FROM THE WEST LINE
OF SECTION EIGHT (8); AND THENCE FOR A FOURTH COURSE, RUN SOUTH, ON A LINE PARALLEL
TO AND ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET EAST FROM THE WEST LINE OF
SECTION EIGHT (8), A DISTANCE OF TWENTY (20) FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

TAX PARCEL #514 DESCRIPTION PER DEED BOOK 383, PAGE 98: A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN
SECTION EIGHT (8), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-FOUR (24) SOUTH, RANGE THIRTY-SIX (36) EAST, IN
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: FROM THE SOUTHWEST COMER OF SAID
SECTION EIGHT (8), RUN THE WEST LINE OF THE SECTION, NORTH, ONE THOUSAND TWO
HUNDRED SEVENTY FOUR AND FIVE TENTHS (1274.5) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE; AND THENCE RUN
EAST, ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE, WHICH IS THE
BEGINNING POINT OF THE LAND HEREIN DESCRIBED; FROM SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, FOR A
FIRST COURSE, RUN NORTH AND PARALLEL TO THE WEST LINE OF SECTION EIGHT (8), A
DISTANCE OF ONE HUNDRED SIXTY (160) FEET; THENCE FOR A SECOND COURSE, RUN SOUTH
EIGHTY-NINE (89) DEGREES FIFTY-THREE (53) MINUTES EAST, TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE
INDIAN RIVER; THENCE FOR A THIRD COURSE, RUN SOUTHERLY, IN THE WATERS EDGE OF THE
INDIAN RIVER TO A POINT WHICH IS ONE HUNDRED SIXTY (160) FEET, BY PERPENDICULAR
MEASUREMENT FROM THE SECOND COURSE PROJECTED; AND THENCE FOR A FOURTH COURSE,
RUN NORTH EIGHTY-NINE (89) DEGREES FIFTY-THREE (53) MINUTES WEST AND PARALLEL TO
THE SECOND COURSE AFORESAID, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. LESS AND EXCEPT FROM THE
FOLLOWING;

PARCEL "A"

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, BREVARD
COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCE AT A 4
INCH BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PARKCHESTER,
UNIT NO. 1 RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 18, PAGE 114 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD
COUNTY, FLORIDA, AND RUN S 00 DEGREES 22' 33" W., ALONG THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF
U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 1, A DISTANCE OF 11.13 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF LANDS
DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451, THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE S. 00
DEGREES 22" 33" W., ALONG SAID RIGHT OF WAY LINE, A DISTANCE OF 159.99 FEET; THENCE S 89
DEGREES 54' 45" E\U+201E PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH LINE OF SAID DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451, A
DISTANCE OF 350.00 FEET; THENCE N. 00 DEGREES 05' 15" E., PERPENDICULAR TO SAID NORTH
LINE, A DISTANCE OF 56.96 FEET; THENCE N. 29 DEGREES 54' 50" W., A DISTANCE OF 118.97 FEET TO
A POINT ON SAID NORTH LINE OF DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451; THENCE N. 89 DEGREES 54'45" W,
ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 289.71 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

PARCEL "B"
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A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, BREVARD
COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS; BEGIN AT A 4 INCH
BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PARKCHESTER, UNIT
NO. 1, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 18, PAGE 114 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY,
FLORIDA, AND RUN S.00°22'33"W., ALONG THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF U.S. HIGHWAY NO. [,
A DISTANCE OF 171.12 FEET; THENCE 5.89°54'45"E., PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF LANDS
DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451 A DISTANCE OF 350.00 FEET THENCE N.00°05'15"E.,
PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SOUTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 56.96 FEET; THENCE N29°54'50" W. A
DISTANCE OF 129.10 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF ROUNDTREE DRIVE
(A 50 FOOT WIDE RIGHT OF WAY) THENCE N. 89°26'14'W. , ALONG SAID SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY
LINE, A DISTANCE OF 284.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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PROJECT HISTORY:
Zoning:

Land use:

Total land area:

Number of units:

Gross density:
Road ROW:

Wetlands:

City Point PUD
Preliminary Development Plan

EU (Estate Use) & RP (Residential Professional),

Residential 1, Residential 2, Residential 4, &
Neighborhood Commercial

12.86 * acres

Neighborhood Commercial — 1.75 + acres
Land Use Residential 1 —6.42  acres
Land Use Residential 2 — 0.47 + acres
Land Use Residential 4 — 4.22 + acres
None

N/A

0.00 acres

2.11 £ acres
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PROPOSED PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Zoning: PUD
Land use: CC (Community Commercial) —1.92 + acres

RES 4 — 10.94 + acres

Total land area: 12.86 * acres
Number of units: (23 Single-Family)
Gross density: 1.79 units/acre
Road ROW: 1.38 £ acres
Residential use: 4.39 t acres
Stormwater area: 2.08 £ acres
Wetland Conservation: 2.44 + acres
Total Open Space: 4.60 £ acres
Conservation Areas: 2.44 t acres
Active open space provided: 0.67 + acres
Passive open space provided: 3.92 + acres
Buffer/open area/conservation: 5.75 + acres
Commercial RV Storage: 1.15 % acres
Utilities: 0.06 t acres
Landscape: 0.13 £ acres
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118 OPEN SPACE AND AREA CALCULATIONS

USE AREA RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE ACTIVE OPEN PASSIVE OPEN
UNIT TYPE REQUIRED SPACE PROVIDED | SPACE PROVIDED
RES-4 | 10.94 ac. | SINGLE-FAMILY | 1.10 ac. (10.0%) | 0.67 ac. 3.92 ac.
DETACHED
CcC 1.92 ac. RV STORAGE 0.00 ac. 0.00 ac. 0.00 ac.
12.86 ac. 1.10 ac. (8.5%) | 0.67 ac. (5.2%) 3.92 ac. (30.6%)

Note: Displayed percentages represent the open space area in relation to the total site area of 12.86 acres.

V. SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The surface water management system will consist of swales, culverts, and dry retention areas,
which will overflow into existing on-site wetland systems and/or existing on- and off-site drainage
systems. On an overall basis, in the developed condition, the proposed stormwater facilities will
preserve the historic drainage patterns on the existing site based on the preliminary topographic
survey and will allow continued flow from the project site to the onsite wetlands and into the Indian

River.

Within each drainage basin, stormwater runoff will be routed to the proposed stormwater facilities,
which will be sized to provide the nutrient load reduction as required by Sections 8.3 and 9.0 of
the St. Johns River Water Management District Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) handbook.
The stormwater facilities will overflow to the existing wetlands, generally located toward the east
of the project, to preserve historic drainage patterns and proper wetland hydration. Overflow from
the stormwater facilities to the wetland system will be limited in accordance with Brevard County
and SIRWMD stormwater management requirements.

It should be noted that the exact configuration and location of the surface water management
facilities shown on the master plan are conceptual. Final configuration and location will be
determined at the time of final design and permitting.
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City Point PUD
Preliminary Development Plan

V. PHASING SCHEDULE AND TIMING:

The City Point PUD will be developed in two (2) phases: the commercial component and the
residential component. Each phase will be developed in a manner with the infrastructure including
onsite and offsite roads, water, sewer, and stormwater drainage, to enable the phase to be an
independent unit. The phases of development may vary slightly from the numerical chronology
depending on market conditions. Multiple phases and/or tracts/blocks within the PUD can be
developed concurrently.

A. DEVELOPMENT PHASING

PHASE DEVELOPMENT
PHASE ONE Commercial
PHASE TWO Residential

B. USABLE COMMON OPEN SPACE PER PHASE

PHASE ONE
USABLE OPEN SPACE
PROVIDED

TOTAL PROVIDED 0.67 ac.

TOTAL REQUIRED 0.35 ac.

VI. WAIVER(S) TO PUD CRITERIA:

Due to site constraints, the required 15-foot buffer along the perimeter of the project cannot be
left undisturbed. The project is requesting that fill be allowed within the 15-foot buffer. In addition,
for areas that are disturbed due to fill shall be landscaped similar to a type ‘B’ buffer as defined in
the Brevard County Code of Ordinances.
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Previous approvals:

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

CITY POINT PUD

Prepared for:

City Point Landfall LLC
18 Bougainvillea Drive
Cocoa Beach, FL 32931

Prepared by:

MBYV Engineering, Inc.
1250 W. Eau Gallie Blvd., Suite H
Melbourne, FL 32935

MBYV # 23-1071
November 24, 2025
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L. INTRODUCTON

LOCATION:

The City Point PUD (12.86 + acres) is located between US Highway 1 and N. Indian River Drive,
approximately one-half of a mile north of State Road 528. The project is located within
unincorporated Brevard County in:

SECTION TOWNSHIP RANGE
08 24 South 36 East
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
PARCEL 1

THE NORTH 82 1/2 FEET OF THE SOUTH 1234 FEET OF UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT LOT 3,
SECTION 8. TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, TOGETHER WITH THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED
PARCEL TO WIT; COMMENCE AT A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH,
RANGE 36 EAST, WHICH SAID POINT IS 363 YARDS NORTH OF THE SW CORNER OF SAID SECTION 8,
TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, AND GO THENCE EAST AND PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 440 YARDS TO A POINT WHICH SAID POINT IS THE POINT
OF BEGINNING; FROM SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, GO NORTH PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF
SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 27 1/2 YARDS TO A POINT; WHICH SAID POINT IS THE NW
CORNER OF THE LANDS HEREIN DESCRIBED; THENCE GO EAST PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH LINE OF
SAID SECTION &, TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG
THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER TO A POINT OPPOSITE THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE GO
WEST, PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING

LESS AND EXCEPT ROAD RIGHT OF WAY AND LESS AND EXCEPT THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED
PARCEL; A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST,
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS;
COMMENCE AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION &; THENCE RUN NORTH 00°43'16"
EAST, ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 1255.69 FEET; THENCE RUN
SOUTH 89°30'56" EAST, PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION &, A DISTANCE OF
1320.05 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE SOUTH 89°50'56" EAST, PARALLEL
WITH SAID SOUTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 350.00 FEET; THENCE RUN SOUTH 25°16'02" EAST, A
DISTANCE OF 155.00 FEET; THENCE RUN SOUTH 89°50'56" EAST, PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE
OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 360.04 FEET TO A POINT AT THE WATERS EDGE OF THE
INDIAN RIVER; THENCE RUN SOUTH 25°16'02" EAST, ALONG WATERS EDGE OF THE INDIAN RIVER,
A DISTANCE OF 27.68 FEET; THENCE RUN NORTH 89°50'56" WEST, PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 790.09 FEET) THENCE RUN NORTH 00°43'16" EAST,
PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 8, A DISTANCE OF 165.00 FEET TO THE POINT
OF BEGINNING.

LESS AND EXCEPT THE RIGHT OF WAY OF INDIAN RIVER DRIVE.

PARCEL 2

TAX PARCEL #515 DESCRIPTION PER DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451: FIRST PARCEL: A TRACT OF LAND
HERETOFORE CALLED CRESSON GROVE DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: FROM THE SOUTHWEST
CORNER OF SECTION EIGHT (8), IN TOWNSHIP TWENTY-FOUR (24) SOUTH, RANGE THIRTY-SIX (36)
EAST, IN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, RUN NORTH ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION, A
DISTANCE OF ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED FIFTY FOUR AND FIVE TENTHS (1254.5) FEET TO AN
IRON PIPE WHICH IS THE POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE LAND HEREIN DESCRIBED; AND FROM
SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, RUN EAST, ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET TO THE
WEST LINE OF THE LAND OF EDWARD S. GIFFORD AND W.M. BARCLIFF; AND THENCE RUN THE
WEST LINE OF THE LANDS OF THE SAID GIFFORD AND BARCLIFF, NORTH, A DISTANCE OF THREE
HUNDRED (300) FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE LAND CONVEYED TO EDWARD S.
GIFFORD BY ROBERT M. AND ELIZABETH C. MACDONALD; THENCE RUN EAST ON THE NORTH
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LINE OF SAID GIFFORD LAND, TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER; THENCE RUN
NORTHERLY, IN THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER, TO A POINT TWENTY (20) FEET NORTH OF
THE LAST COURSE AFORESAID; AND THENCE RUN WEST, TO THE WEST LINE OF SECTION EIGHT
(8); AND THENCE RUN SOUTH, ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION EIGHT (8), A DISTANCE OF
THREE HUNDRED TWENTY (320) FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

LESS AND EXCEPT LANDS DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 380 PAGE 446, PUBLIC RECORDS OF
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA.

TAX PARCEL #515 (20' TRACT)

DESCRIPTION PER DEED BOOK 380, PAGE 444: A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN SECTION EIGHT (8),
TOWNSHIP TWENTY-FOUR (24) SOUTH, RANGE THIRTY-SIX (36) EAST, IN BREVARD COUNTY,
FLORIDA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION EIGHT (8),
RUN THE WEST LINE OF THE SECTION, NORTH, ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED FIFTY FOUR AND
FIVE TENTHS (1254.5) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE; AND THENCE RUN EAST, ONE THOUSAND SIX
HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE, WHICH IS THE BEGINNING POINT OF THE LAND
HEREIN DESCRIBED; FROM SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, FOR A FIRST COURSE, RUN SOUTH
EIGHTY-NINE (89) DEGREES FIFTY-THREE (53) MINUTES EAST, ON THE PROJECTED LINE LAST
ABOVE DESCRIBED, A DISTANCE OF FOUR HUNDRED TWENTY-SEVEN AND EIGHT TENTHS (427.8)
FEET TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE INDIAN RIVER; THENCE FOR A SECOND COURSE, RUN
NORTHERLY, IN THE WATERS EDGE OF THE INDIAN RIVER, TO A POINT WHICH IS TWENTY (20)
FEET NORTH AND SOUTH MEASUREMENT FROM THE FIRST COURSE AFORESAID; THENCE FOR A
THIRD COURSE, RUN WEST AND TWENTY (20) FEET DISTANT FROM THE FIRST COURSE
AFORESAID, A DISTANCE OF FOUR HUNDRED TWENTY-SEVEN (427) FEET, MORE OR LESS TO A
POINT WHICH IS ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET EAST FROM THE WEST LINE
OF SECTION EIGHT (8); AND THENCE FOR A FOURTH COURSE, RUN SOUTH, ON A LINE PARALLEL
TO AND ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET EAST FROM THE WEST LINE OF
SECTION EIGHT (), A DISTANCE OF TWENTY (20) FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

TAX PARCEL #514 DESCRIPTION PER DEED BOOK 383, PAGE 98: A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN
SECTION EIGHT (8), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-FOUR (24) SOUTH, RANGE THIRTY-SIX (36) EAST, IN
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: FROM THE SOUTHWEST COMER OF SAID
SECTION EIGHT (8), RUN THE WEST LINE OF THE SECTION, NORTH, ONE THOUSAND TWO
HUNDRED SEVENTY FOUR AND FIVE TENTHS (1274.5) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE; AND THENCE RUN
EAST, ONE THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED THREE (1603) FEET TO AN IRON PIPE, WHICH IS THE
BEGINNING POINT OF THE LAND HEREIN DESCRIBED; FROM SAID POINT OF BEGINNING, FOR A
FIRST COURSE, RUN NORTH AND PARALLEL TO THE WEST LINE OF SECTION EIGHT (8), A
DISTANCE OF ONE HUNDRED SIXTY (160) FEET; THENCE FOR A SECOND COURSE, RUN SOUTH
EIGHTY-NINE (89) DEGREES FIFTY-THREE (53) MINUTES EAST, TO AND INTO THE WATERS OF THE
INDIAN RIVER; THENCE FOR A THIRD COURSE, RUN SOUTHERLY, IN THE WATERS EDGE OF THE
INDIAN RIVER TO A POINT WHICH IS ONE HUNDRED SIXTY (160) FEET, BY PERPENDICULAR
MEASUREMENT FROM THE SECOND COURSE PROJECTED; AND THENCE FOR A FOURTH COURSE,
RUN NORTH EIGHTY-NINE (89) DEGREES FIFTY-THREE (53) MINUTES WEST AND PARALLEL TO
THE SECOND COURSE AFORESAID, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. LESS AND EXCEPT FROM THE
FOLLOWING;

PARCEL "A"

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, BREVARD
COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCE AT A 4
INCH BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PARKCHESTER,
UNIT NO. 1 RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 18, PAGE 114 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD
COUNTY, FLORIDA, AND RUN S 00 DEGREES 22' 33" W., ALONG THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF
U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 1, A DISTANCE OF 11.13 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF LANDS
DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451, THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE S. 00
DEGREES 22" 33" W., ALONG SAID RIGHT OF WAY LINE, A DISTANCE OF 159.99 FEET; THENCE S 89
DEGREES 54' 45" E\U+201E PARALLEL WITH THE NORTH LINE OF SAID DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451, A
DISTANCE OF 350.00 FEET; THENCE N. 00 DEGREES 05' 15" E., PERPENDICULAR TO SAID NORTH
LINE, A DISTANCE OF 56.96 FEET; THENCE N. 29 DEGREES 54' 50" W., A DISTANCE OF 118.97 FEET TO
A POINT ON SAID NORTH LINE OF DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451; THENCE N. 89 DEGREES 54'45" W,
ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 289.71 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

PARCEL "B"
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A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, BREVARD
COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS; BEGIN AT A 4 INCH
BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT MARKING THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF PARKCHESTER, UNIT
NO. 1, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 18, PAGE 114 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY,
FLORIDA, AND RUN S$.00°22'33"W., ALONG THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF U.S. HIGHWAY NO. 1,
A DISTANCE OF 171.12 FEET; THENCE 5.89°54'45"E., PARALLEL WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF LANDS
DESCRIBED IN DEED BOOK 372, PAGE 451 A DISTANCE OF 350.00 FEET THENCE N.00°05'15"E.,
PERPENDICULAR TO SAID SOUTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF 56.96 FEET; THENCE N29°54'50" W. A
DISTANCE OF 129.10 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF ROUNDTREE DRIVE
(A 50 FOOT WIDE RIGHT OF WAY) THENCE N. 89°26'14'W. , ALONG SAID SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY
LINE, A DISTANCE OF 284.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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PROJECT HISTORY:
Zoning:

Land use:

Total land area:

Number of units:

Gross density:
Road ROW:

Wetlands:

City Point PUD
Preliminary Development Plan

EU (Estate Use) & RP (Residential Professional),

Residential 1, Residential 2, Residential 4, &
Neighborhood Commercial

12.86 £ acres

Neighborhood Commercial — 1.75 + acres
Land Use Residential 1 - 6.42 £ acres
Land Use Residential 2 — 0.47 + acres
Land Use Residential 4 — 4.22 + acres
None

N/A

0.00 acres

2.11 t acres
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L. PROPOSED PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Zoning: PUD
Land use: CC (Community Commercial) —1.92 £ acres
RES 2 - 10.94 + acres”

CHHA — 0.27 + acres™

Total land area: 12.86  acres
Number of units: (23 Single-Family)
Gross density: 2.16 units/acre*
Road ROW: 1.38 + acres
Stormwater area: 2.08 + acres
Wetland Conservation: 2.44 + acres
Total Open Space: 4.60 £ acres
Conservation Areas: 2.44 + acres
Active open space provided: 0.67 £ acres
Passive open space provided: 3.92 t acres
Buffer/open area/conservation: 5.75 £ acres
Commercial RV Storage: 1.15 & acres
Utilities: 0.06 £ acres
Landscape: 0.13 + acres

*Note: Gross density is based on the residential area, less the area within the coastal high
hazard area (10.73 % acres). See section VII for additional information.
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1L OPEN SPACE AND AREA CALCULATIONS

USE AREA RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE ACTIVE OPEN PASSIVE OPEN
UNIT TYPE REQUIRED SPACE PROVIDED | SPACE PROVIDED
RES-2 | 10.94 ac. | SINGLE-FAMILY | 1.10 ac. (10.0%) | 0.67 ac. 3.85 ac.
DETACHED
CC 1.92 ac. RV STORAGE 0.00 ac. 0.00 ac. 0.00 ac.
12.86 ac. 1.10 ac. (8.5%) | 0.67 ac. (5.2%) 3.85 ac. (29.9%)

Note: Displayed percentages represent the open space area in relation to the total site area of 12.86 acres.

V. SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The surface water management system will consist of swales, culverts, and dry retention areas,
which will overflow into existing on-site wetland systems and/or existing on- and off-site drainage
systems. On an overall basis, in the developed condition, the proposed stormwater facilities will
preserve the historic drainage patterns on the existing site based on the preliminary topographic
survey and will allow continued flow from the project site to the onsite wetlands and into the Indian
River.

Within each drainage basin, stormwater runoff will be routed to the proposed stormwater facilities,
which will be sized to provide the nutrient load reduction as required by Sections 8.3 and 9.0 of
the St. Johns River Water Management District Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) handbook.
The stormwater facilities will overflow to the existing wetlands, generally located toward the east
of the project, to preserve historic drainage patterns and proper wetland hydration. Overflow from
the stormwater facilities to the wetland system will be limited to pre-development rates during the
25-year, 24-hour design storm event.

It should be noted that the exact configuration and location of the surface water management
facilities shown on the master plan are conceptual. Final configuration and location will be
determined at the time of final design and permitting.
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City Point PUD
Preliminary Development Plan

V. PHASING SCHEDULE AND TIMING:

The City Point PUD will be developed in two (2) phases: the commercial component and the
residential component. Each phase will be developed in a manner with the infrastructure including
onsite and offsite roads, water, sewer, and stormwater drainage, to enable the phase to be an
independent unit. The phases of development may vary slightly from the numerical chronology
depending on market conditions. Multiple phases and/or tracts/blocks within the PUD can be
developed concurrently.

A. DEVELOPMENT PHASING

PHASE DEVELOPMENT
PHASE ONE Commercial
PHASE TWO Residential

B. USABLE COMMON OPEN SPACE PER PHASE

PHASE ONE
USABLE OPEN SPACE
PROVIDED

TOTAL PROVIDED 0.67 ac.

TOTAL REQUIRED 0.35 ac.

VI._WAIVER(S) TO PUD CRITERIA:

Due to site constraints, the required 15-foot buffer along the perimeter of the project cannot be
left undisturbed. The project is requesting that fill be allowed within the 15-foot buffer. In addition,
for areas that are disturbed due to fill shall be landscaped similar to a type ‘B’ buffer as defined in
the Brevard County Code of Ordinances.

Vil. COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREA (CHHA):

The project site is partially within the CHHA (0.273 + acres). Per Chapter 11 — Future Land Use
Element, Policy 11.2 1.8.D, of the Brevard County Comprehensive Plan, a density bonus for
Residential-2 shall be allowed up to 2.5 du/ac. (dwellings per acre). The Residential-2 acreage
(10.94 acres) less the CHHA area (0.26 acres) is 10.67 % acres. The total number of dwellings
(23) over the 10.67 acres is +2.16 du/ac.

11
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City Point PUD
Preliminary Development Plan

V. PHASING SCHEDULE AND TIMING:

The City Point PUD will be developed in two (2) phases: the commercial component and the
residential component. Each phase will be developed in a manner with the infrastructure including
onsite and offsite roads, water, sewer, and stormwater drainage, to enable the phase to be an
independent unit. The phases of development may vary slightly from the numerical chronology
depending on market conditions. Multiple phases and/or tracts/blocks within the PUD can be
developed concurrently.

A. DEVELOPMENT PHASING

PHASE DEVELOPMENT
PHASE ONE Commercial
PHASE TWO Residential

B. USABLE COMMON OPEN SPACE PER PHASE

PHASE ONE
USABLE OPEN SPACE
PROVIDED

TOTAL PROVIDED 0.67 ac.

TOTAL REQUIRED 0.35 ac.

VI. WAIVER(S) TO PUD CRITERIA:

Due to site constraints, the required 15-foot buffer along the perimeter of the project cannot be
left undisturbed. The project is requesting that fill be allowed within the 15-foot buffer. In addition,
for areas that are disturbed due to fill shall be landscaped similar to a type ‘B’ buffer as defined in
the Brevard County Code of Ordinances.
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Ellis, Clerk of Courts, Brevard County

PREPARED BY:

John H. Evans, Esquire
John H. Evans, P.A.
1702 S. Washington Ave
Titusville, FL. 32780

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
G&D DEVELOPERS, L.C.

BETURN: Clerk to the Board #27

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this szﬁ day of  Oclatrer , 2008, between

the BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a

political subdivision of the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as “County”) and G&D

DEVELOPERS, L.C., aFlorida Limited Liability Company (hereinafter referred to as

“Owner").

RECITALS
WHEREAS, Owner owns property (hereinafter referred to as the “Property”) in Brevard
County, Florida, as more particularly described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated
herein by this reference; and
WHEREAS, Owner has requested the EU zoning classification and desires to develop the
Property for Residential uses pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and
WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Owner wishes to
mitigate negative impact on abutting land owners and affected facilities or services; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized to regulate development of the Property.
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. The County shall not be required or obligated in any way to construct or maintain

or participate in any way in the construction or maintenance of the improvements. It is the intent

of the parties that the Owner, its grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other Associ-

69¢
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RETURN: Clark to the Board #‘27

ation and/or assigns satisfactory to the County shall be responsible for the maintenance of any

improvements.
2. The following restrictions shall apply 1o said subdivision:
A, There shall be a 15 foot natural buffer on the exterior of the
subdivision;

B. There shall be no access for said subdivision to Indian River Drive;
C. The number of lots shall not exceed 7;

D. The subdivision shall have no access to Parkchester subdivision.
E. The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet under air;

F. The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain comrmon

elements and architectural control.
G. The Property shall have EU zoning.
3.

Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida. This Agreement constitutcs Owner’s agreement to meet the above additional standards

or restrictions in developing the Property. This agreement provides no vested rights against
changes to the comprehensive plan or land development regulations as they may apply to this
Property.

4. Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of

recording this Agreement in Brevard County, Florida.

5. This Agreement shall be binding and shall inure to the benefit of the successors or

assigns of the parties and shall run with the subject Property unless or until rezoned and be

binding upon any person, firm or corporation who may become the successor in interest dircetly
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RETURN: Cierk to the Board #27

or indirectly to the subject Property, and be subject to the above referenced conditions as

approved by the Board of County Commissioners on %M, 2008. In the event the

subject Property is annexed into a municipality and rezoncd, this Agreement shall be null and

void.

6. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning

Classification and this Agreement may be enforced by Section 1.7 and 62-5, Code or Ordinances

of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be signed all

as of the date and year first above written.

A'ITEEQ":;;&TT"“

BRI BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
M{;’%ﬁ R T OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
; ,f,"'-:_, b R T 2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL 32940

o Truman Scarborough, Chairman
As approved by the Boardon _10/28/08

Scott Ellis, Clerk- 5 (_g
(SEAL)- ""..% &

v 4

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _ 28 day of
__October  ,2008by__ Truman Scarborough ,Chairman of the Board of County
Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida who is personally known to me or who has produced
__ as identification.

My commission expires :
Notary Public

SEAL
Commission No.:

{Name typed, printed or stamped)

s “‘“"m«‘l’, TAMARA ) RICARD

3 % Nolary Publc - Siate of Florlda

'i' '_é My Commission Exprres Nov 8, 2000
3 Commissio. # DD 439744

Bonded By Narionial Notary Assn

'b'?( o
fet
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WITNESSES:

Sl T

LD ﬂ/

\;}L ss_Name %ped &pn%%ed

/Cm L. M Qanm

Witness Name typed or printed

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

OWNER
G&D DEVELOPERS, L.C.,
a Florida Limited Liability Company

Lo g
(Name)

(Add

327 SARIL Lake pe (TR, FC

(President)
rcﬁf:j;.o—c L lﬂﬁf’)’

(Name typed, printed or stamped)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

M day W_. 74
2008 by George Papp as Manager of G&D Developers, L.C, a Florida Limjited ity
Company, who is personally known to me or who has produced 7
as identification.

My commission expires:
SEAL

Commission No.:

Linda M. King
& Commission # DD8096S2
Expires January 19, 2011

Boaded Froy Fpn Inswancs, lne BRG-H0e

\staciexG&DA 9714 /Binding Plan/ 9-3-08-k doc

'gotaril Public

_pé//v o M %’/\sﬁ_

{Name typed, printed or starnped) ¥
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RAETURN

SKETL

TO ACCOMPANY DESCr.c TION
THIS SKETCH S NOT A "EOUNDARY SURVEY”

DESCRIPTIUN — RESIDZNTIAL #1-

4 PARCIL OF LAND LYING N SECTIONM 8. TOUNSHIS 24 SOUTH, HAKGE 36 EAST, EREVARD CQUWTY
FLORIDA  EEING IAORE PARTCULARLY DCSCRIBEN AS “OLLOWS

CQWMEMNCE AT A 4 IKCH BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT, WHIIH MARKS THE SOUTHWEST CORMNIR OF
“PARNCHISTER, LHIT NOQ 17, RICOROED 'M PLAT 8004 18 PAGE 114 OF THE PUBLIC IECORDS OF
RREVARD COUMTY TLORIDA, 440 RUN 3 09°23"14°E, ALOMC T=C SOUD UME OF SAD SUBIMMSION, &
MRTANCE 0F 281 o) FEET 7O IHT NORTHEAST COANEN OF LAMDS DESCRIBLD I8 DE 4528, BAGS 2103
CF THe PUDLIC RAFCORDS CF SREVARD COUMTY FLORIDA, Tufl POINT OF DECIINING  THENGI CUNTINIE
S A0R914TE, ALCNEG Sall SOUIH LNE OF "PARKCHESTIR, JNIT NGO 4" A DISYANCE OF 745 44 FELI 10
L SOUTAEAST CCRNER OF SAN SUSIMGIOM, THEMOE SSO'MTMYYW  ALSNG AL SCULNHERLY ENTONSIGN
Of THE ZAST LINE OF 5AD SURDIMS:ON, A DISTANCE OF 2 58 MEET, 10 7+E SOUTHWES! CORNMER OF
LANDS CESCRUBED N O.R 323 PAGE 30 OF SAI) PUBUSC IECORIS, THENZE S BG4 ISE  ALDHS THE
S0UTH LING OF SAID LANDS, A DISTAMCE OF 25008 FEEY IC IHE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LANDS,
THENCE DEPARTING SAD SOUTH UME, RUN SCOAD'SI™W. A DISTANCE QF 330,00 FEET TO A POINT O
TWE SOUH LHNC OF LasDs DESTRIDED I CCUD AOCK 372, PAGE A THINGE N AG'SAASTW | ALONC AN

SOUTH LINE, A DISTARCE &7 928 3% 7LEY 0 A POINT OM THE SOUNERLY EXTENSIGN OF THE 2431 _IME

O AFORESAID LANDS DESCRIBIC. IN OR. ASZ6. PAGE V100, THINCE N 30053575, ALONG SAID SXILNSIoN

AND SAIDY EAST LHIE, A DGTAINCE OF 216 95 FEE™ TO AN AMELT JUINT, THENCE N.78 SLE0W, ALONG AN

E.-‘;S‘TER&:_L,THE OF SAIL LANDE A CISTANCE OF 12910 FEET 0 THE POINT O BECINNING, CoNTAINING
00 ACRIS,

Pl el =

SUBJECT 70 ALL CALEUINTS, RESTRICT'ONS, LBATATIONS ANO / OR RIGHIS OF wav CF RECCRD
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THIS INSTRUMENT PREPARED BY
AND RETURN TO:

JOHN H. EVANS, ESQUIRE

1702 S. WASHINGTON AVE
TITUSVILLE, FL 32780

JOINDER IN BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that the undersigned, being the authorized
agent and signatory for the owner and holder of the following mortgages:
First Mortgage recorded on August 20, 2001 in Official Records Book 4404, Page 0975,
further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2002, recorded on August 26,
2002 in Official Records Book 4667, Page 3227, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage
dated July 15, 2003, recorded on July 31, 2003 in Official Records Book 4998, Page 1828,
further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2004, recorded on August 12,
2004 in Official Record Book 5347, Page 7706, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage
dated January 15, 2005, recorded on February 2, 2005 in Official Records Book 5416, Page
4076, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2005, recorded on August
12, 2005 in Official Records Book 5515, Page 5258, further evidenced by Modification of
Mortgaged dated July 15, 2006, recorded on August 15, 2006 in Official Records Book 5685,
Page 1116, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2007, recorded on
August 9, 2007 in Official Record Book 5803, Page 90 of the Public Records of Brevard County,
Florida and further modified by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2008 and recorded in
Official Records Book 5886, Page 3181, Public Records of Brevard County, Florida.
Second Mortgage recorded on August 20, 2002, recorded in Official Records Book 4663,
Page 3371, further evidenced by limitation of right of future advances dated July 12, 2002,

recorded on August 20, 2002 in Official Records Book 4663, Page 3369, further evidenced by
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Modification of Mortgage dated July 12, 2003, recorded on July 30, 2003 in Official Records
Book 4997, Page 3348, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12, 2004,
recorded on August 12, 2004 in Official Records Book 5347, Page 8160, further evidenced by
Modification of Mortgage dated January 12, 2005, recorded on February 2, 2005 in Official
Records Book 5416, Page 4072, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12,
2005, recorded August 12, 2005 in Official Records Books 5515, Page 5254, further evidenced
by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12, 2006, recorded on August 15, 2006 in Official
Records Boak 5685, Page 3904, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12,
2007, recorded on August 9, 2007 in Official Records Book 5802, Page 9690 of the Public
Records of Brevard County, Florida. Further modified by Mortgage Modification of Mortgage
dated July 12, 2008 and recorded in Official Records Book 5886, Page 3100, Public Records of
Brevard County, Florida.
Third Mortgage dated August 4, 2008 and recorded in Official Records Book 5886,
Page 3185 in the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida and encumbering lands described in
said Mortgages.
I do hereby consent to the Binding Development Plan attached as Exhibit “A™ for the

purpose of subordinating the lien of the undersigned’s Mortgage to said Binding Development
Plan.

WITNESSES: FLORIDA BUSINESS BANK
340 N. Harbor City Blvd.
P Melbourne, FL 32935
Einp SAVtia 4
Witness Printed Name By:/ gég g_’é ;_p,}__ﬂ_ C /_{%Q
BOPN > Authorized Agent’s Signature
Kacen \)\\_\jQ Printed Name: i, //i@ e <. fge hae

Witness Printed Name As: S /P )
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this /9#h day of September,
2008 by Wituam @. Xoghasy , as S.(.P.

Business Bank who is personally known to me or who has produced
as identification.

of Florida

My Commission Expires:__/ 1f20 /eq

Notary Public )
EINA V. 2AVALLA
SEAL Notary Public, State of Florida
My comm. exp. Nov. 20, 2009
Comm. No. DD 492338

Name typed, printed or stamped

Staciedocs/G&D! 9714/Jamder/ @ -18-08-k



SANITARY SEWER SERVICE
CAPACITY AVAILABILITY CERTIFICATE

This certificate is issued for the purpose of verifying that sanitary sewer service is available pursuant to Section
163.3202 (2) (g), Florida Statutes. However, this certificate in no way reserves capacity for the project or
property described below and is issued for conditional Site Plan, Subdivision, or building permit approval only.

I. Unit of Government or Entity Issuing Certificate BRENSHIICEYNREX  City of Cocoa

Il. Applicant/Owner Information
Owner Name City Point Landfall LLC, Brian McKee - Manager

Address 185 Bougainvillea Drive, Cocoa Beach, FL 32931

Home Phone # Work #
Applicant Name MBV Engineering, Inc. David W. Bassford, P.E.
Address 1250 W. Eau Gallie Blvd. Ste H, Melbourne, FL 32935
Work # 321-253-1510

Home Phone #

lll. Legal Description and Development Proposal
24 36 08 00 514

Township Range Section Subdivision# Block/Parcel Lot

Subdivision Name

Site Acreage 14.06 Zoning Classification

If Residential: Type of Residential 5~ (! detached. 8 townhomes) y 1. ximum Number of Dwelling Units 19
RV Storage Square Footage 29,900

Note that NO facilities are proposed for the RV Storage

Buildings. These are for residents use only.
The Following sanitary sewer capacities are available as of the date of this application.

If Non-Residential: Specific Uses

IV. Availability of Sanitary Sewer Service

19 # of units or equivalent non-residential units

5035 ____gallons/day @ 265 gallons/residential unit/day
Affected Facility Claude H Dyal WTP

As of the date of this evaluation sufficient capacity is available for the project described in Sections 11l & IV.
___ Asof the date of this application, sanitary sewer capacities are not available.
Katherine Ennis o371 1ssmr om0 City of Cocoa 12/13/24

Signature and Title lurisdiction Date

V. The subject property is in an area not served by public sewer supply system and will be utilizing an on-
site sewage disposal/septic tank.

___ This site is or can be made suitable for the use of an on-site sewage disposal system.

__ Thissite is currently serviced by an on-site sewage disposal system, which is adequate to handle the
proposed hew development described above.

Signature and Title Jurisdiction Date
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POTABLE WATER SERVICE
CAPACITY AVAILABILITY CERTIFICATE
This certificate is issued for the purpose of verifying that potable water service is available pursuant to Section

163.3202 (2) (g), Florida Statutes. However, this certificate in no way reserves capacity for the project or
property described below and is issued for conditional Site Plan, Subdivision, or building permit approval only.

I. Unit of Government or Entity Issuing Certificate City of Cocoa

Il. Applicant/Owner Information

owner Name City Point Landfall LLC, Brian McKee - Manager

Address 185 Bougainvillea Drive, Cocoa Beach, FL 32931

Home Phone # Work #

Applicant Name MBV Engineering, Inc. David W. Bassford, P.E.
Address 1250 W. Eau Gallie Blvd. Ste H, Melbourne, FL 32935

Home Phone # Work # 321-253-1510
lll. Legal Description and Development Proposal
24 36 08 00 514
Township Range Section Subdivision# Block/Parcel Lot

Subdivision Name

14.06

PUD

Site Acreage Zoning Classification

If Residential: Type of Residential 5 (1! detached, 8 townhomes) \ 1. ximum Number of Dwelling Units 19

If Non-Residential: Specific Uses RV Storage Square Footage 25,500

IV. Availability of Potable Water Service  Note that NO facilities are proposed for the RV Storage

Buildings. These are for residents use only.
The Following potable water capacities are available as of the date of this application.

19

5,035 gallons/day @ 265 gallons/residential unit/day
Affected Facility Claude H Dyal WTP

# of units or equivalent non-residential units

As of the date of this evaluation sufficient capacity is available for the project described in Sections [Il & IV.

__ As of the date of this application, potable water capacities are not available.
Katherine Ennis 3555 13555200500 City of Cocoa 12/13/24

Signature and Title lurisdiction Date

V. The subject property is in an area not served by public water supply system and will be utilizing a private
well. Location of said wells must be shown on site plan.

Signature and Title Jurisdiction Date
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From: Black.Kar Pl ign an nstr

To: Wanda Kessler
Cc: Hughey, Derrick; Gilliam, Trina
Subject: Re: Revised Concurrency
Date: Wednesday, June 18, 2025 9:40:39 AM
Attachments: image001,gif

image002.png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

No update is necessary for preliminary changes of less than 50 units. Thank you for letting us
know. | will make a note in my records of the unitincrease. We will still need a final (binding)
review when the development goes for final approval.

Sincerely,

Karen M. Black, AICP

Manager-Facilities Planning & Intergovernmental Coordination

Brevard Public Schools

Facilities Services, Planning & Project Management
2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL 32940

321-633-1000, ext. 11418

From: Wanda Kessler <wandak@mbveng.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2025 9:25 AM

To: Black.Karen@Plng, Design and Constr <Black.Karen@Brevardschools.org>

Cc: Hughey, Derrick <derrick.hughey@brevardfl.gov>; Gilliam, Trina <trina.gilliam@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Revised Concurrency

||Caution: This email originated from outside of Brevard Public Schools. Do not click links '
||or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hey Karen,

We received a concurrency (attached) for this property in July of last year but we
have revised our site plan and added one additional unit that what was previously
approved. Please see revised application. | will send paper copies and payment
via courier today. | have copied both Derrick and Trina from zoning, if you could
please reply to all with the updated document when received it would be greatly
appreciated.

Thank you and have a great day.

Wanda Kessler
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Permitting Coordinator - MBV Engineering, Inc.

1250 W. Eau Gallie Blvd., Suite H = Melbourne, FL 32935
P:321-253-1510 - F:;321-253-0911

www.mbveng.com

Due to Florida's broad public records law, most written communications to or from
government employees regarding public education are public records. Therefore, this e-mail
communication may be subject to public disclosure.
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School Board of Brevard County

Brevardy %)
2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way e Viera, FL 32940-6699 Public | ¥
Dr. Mark Rendell, Ed.D., Superintendent Schgqls__\,U

July 9, 2024

Ms. Trina Gilliam, Senior Planner

Planning & Development Department

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, Florida 32940

RE: Proposed City Point PUD Development
School Impact Analysis — Capacity Determination CD-2024-10

Dear Ms. Gilliam,

We received a completed School Facility Planning & Concurrency Application for the
referenced development. The subject property is Tax Account 2411252 (Parcel ID: 24-
36-08-00-514), containing a total of approximately 12.86 acres in District 1, Brevard
County, Florida. The proposed development includes 19 single-family homes. The
School Impact Analysis of this proposed development has been undertaken and the
following information is provided for your use.

The calculations used to analyze the prospective student impact are consistent with the
methodology outlined in Section 13.2 and Amended Appendix “A’-School District Student
Generation Multiplier (approved April 11, 2022) of the Interlocal Agreement for Public
School Facility Planning & School Concurrency (ILA-2014). The following capacity
analysis is performed using capacities/projected students as shown in years 2023-24 to
2028-29 of the Brevard County Public Schools Financially Feasible Plan for School Years
2024-25 to 2028-29 which is attached for reference.

Single-Family Homes 19
Student Calculated |Rounded Number
Students Generated Generation Students of Students
Rates Generated Generated
Elementary 0.24 4.56 5
Middle 0.07 1.33 1
High 0.12 2.28 2
Total 0.43 8

Planning & Project Management
Facilities Services
Phone: (321) 633-1000, ext. 11418 = FAX: (321) 633-4646
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School Board of Brevard County
2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way * Viera, FL 32940-6699

Dr. Mark Rendell, Ed.D., Superintendent

FISH Capacity (including relocatable classrooms) from the
Financially Feasible Plan (FFP) Data and Analysis for School Years 2024-25 to 2028-29

Ty N
Public
Schools.

\

School 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 l 2028-29
Fairglen 789 789 789 789 789
Cocoa 2,085 2,085 2,085 2,085 2,085
Cocoa 2,085 2,085 2,085 2,085 2,085
Projected Student Membership
School 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29
Fairglen 492 511 540 531 534
Cocoa 1,480 1,441 1,421 1,444 1,437
Cocoa 1,480 1,441 1,421 1,444 1,437
Students Generated by Newly Issued SCADL Reservations Since FFP
School 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29
Fairglen 17 34 50 67 84
Cocoa 5 10 15 20 25
Cocoa 8 18 26 35 43
Cumulative Students Generated by
Proposed Development
School 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29
Fairglen 5 5 5 5
Cocoa 1 1 1 1
Cocoa 2 2 2 2
Total Projected Student Membership (includes
Cumulative Impact of Proposed Development)
School 2024-25 2025-26  2026-27 2027-28 2028-29
Fairglen 509 550 595 603 623
Cocoa 1,485 1,452 1,437 1,465 1,463
Cocoa 1,488 1,461 1,449 1,481 1,482
Projected Available Capacity =
FISH Capacity - Total Projected Student Membership
School 2024-25 2025-26  2026-27  2027-28 2028-29
Fairglen 280 239 194 186 166
Cocoa 600 633 648 620 622
Cocoa 597 624 636 604 603

At this time, Fairglen Elementary School and Cocoa Jr./Sr. High School are projected to have
enough capacity for the total of projected and potential students from the City Point PUD
development.

Planning & Project Management

Facilities Services

Phone: (321) 633-1000, ext. 11418 = FAX: (321) 633-4646
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School Board of Brevard County Brcy_‘,’ma\ \).

2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way e Viera, FL 32940-6699 Public &
Dr. Mark Rendell, Ed.D., Superintendent SCh{JOJS__.\\’”)

This is a non-binding review; a Concurrency Determination must be performed by the
School District prior to a Final Development Order and the issuance of a Concurrency
Evaluation Finding of Nondeficiency by the Local Government.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this proposed project. Please let us know if you
require additional information.

Sincerely,

/ . Tl 7 -
Al Rlrel
Karen M. Black, AICP
Manager — Facilities Planning & Intergovernmental Coordination
Planning & Project Management, Facilities Services

Enclosure: Brevard County Public Schools Financially Feasible Plan for School
Years 2023-24 to 2028-29

Copy: Susan Hann, AICP, Assistant Superintendent of Facility Services
File CD-2024-10

David G. Lindemann, AICP, Director of Planning & Project
Management, Facilities Services
File CD-2024-10

Planning & Project Management
Facilities Services
Phone: (321) 633-1000, ext. 11418 = FAX: {321) 633-4646
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PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD/LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY MINUTES

The Brevard County Planning & Zoning Board met in regular session on Monday, March 17, 2025, at
3:00 p.m., in the Florida Room, Building C, Brevard County Government Center, 2725 Judge Fran
Jamieson Way, Viera, Florida.

The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m.

Board members present were Mark Wadsworth, Chair (D4); Henry Minneboo, Vice-Chair (D1); Ana
Saunders (D5); Erika Orriss (D3); Logan Luse (D4); Ruth Amato (D1); John Hopengarten (D1); Jerrad
Atkins (D1); Melissa Jackson (D5); and Greg Nicklas (D3).

Staff members present were Trina Gilliam, Interim Zoning Manager; Paul Body, Planner; Jane Hart,
Environmental Specialist (Natural Resources Management); Alex Esseesse, Deputy County Attorney;
and Alice Randall, Operations Support Specialist.

Excerpt of complete agenda

H.5. City Pointe Landfall LLC. (David Bassford) requests a Small-Scale Comprehensive Plan
Amendment (3rd of 2025, 24S.11), to change the Future Land Use Designation from Res 1, Res
2, Res 4, and NC to CC and Res 4. (24SS00009) (Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

H.6. City Pointe Landfall LLC. (David Bassford) requests a change in zoning classification
from EU and RP with an existing BDP to PUD with the removal of existing BDP. (24PUD00003)
(Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

Trina Gilliam read companion Items H.5. and H.6. into the record.

Kim Rezanka spoke to the application. Here actually on 3 items, the future land use, the rezoning to
PUD, and removal of the binding development plan. The last page of the handout is the Parkchester
plat, in Plat Book 18, Page 114. This is in north Brevard County, with a zip code of Cocoa, but it's
unincorporated Brevard County. The property has been vacant for a very long time. The concept is to
put single-family homes, townhomes and a completely enclosed RV storage. It will exit for the most
part off A1A and then there will be a small exit off River Road, just for parking for the residents to
enjoy the amenity of the river. There will be no housing with access from River Road. You have the
current future land use map; it is a mix of different future land uses. RES-2 on the river, which is
unusual, you would think that would be the lowest residential land use along the river. Then it goes to
RES-1 in the middle, with EU zoning, which is inconsistent. Then it has Neighborhood Commercial on
the west side, adjacent to highway 1. We're here asking that the NC portion go to Community
Commercial with the little bit that goes into the RES-1 to make it function better. The RES-1 to go to
RES-4, the RES-4 will stay RES-4, and then the RES-2 would go to RES-4 also. Currently with the
future land use as it sits there is about 6.44 acres of RES-1, 4.2 acres of RES-4, almost half an acres
of RES-2. There could be 22 homes built on this. We’re asking for 19 homes. 11 single-family and 8
townhomes. A PUD is to encourage different types of housing development and mix it with
commercial, institutional and industrial. That's exactly what this PUD does. First with the future land
use the idea is to make it consistent and then to put a PUD. The community commercial is needed to
have the enclosed RV storage, on US-1 next to other commercial uses. Also, with the PUD, the
zoning is RP on US-1 and then it does to EU all the way to the river. RU allows for 15,000 sq. ft.
homes. We’re proposing hot to put any homes on River Road because that's where the wetland is.
This will allow us to preserve the wetland and spread density over the entirety of the PUD. That's why
the wetland would only be minorly impacted. On page 4 of the handout, you see the proposed land
use of RES-4 and Community Commercial and below that is a diagram of what exists now. That little
strip on the river is also RES-4. For the FLU that community commercial request is for the 1.91 acres,
and then completely changes all the rest of it going to the east to RES-4, 10.94 acres. Regarding
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future land use element policy 1.7(a) this is adjacent to other RES-4 both on the property itself and to
the north and south. So, it is permissible to change to RES-4. The staff report says there are 43
potential lots that could be developed with this FLU change, but this will be limited by the PDP to 19.
Since there is a PDP, we don’t need a BDP, Binding Development Plan, because everything is
encompassed within the PDP. As to school concurrency, there is sufficient capacity for the future land
use amendment. Page 5 is the PDP required for the PUD zoning, showing the layout. The single-
family homes, 11 are about 10,000 sq. ft., which is .23 of an acre, which is very consistent with the
Parkchester subdivision to the north. It matches almost identically, some of these will be bigger than
the lots adjacent to the north, slightly. There is a 15 ft. buffer and a passive open space next to the
buffer. So, the buffer is being kept around this, which is what the old BDP had. This will be a little bit
bigger because of that tract. It also has the 8 townhomes, which are single-family attached, that will
be platted and under single ownership, they’re not to be rented. Then you have the proposed
stormwater, the walking trail all the way over to the Indian river, that's the amenity. Tract C is going to
be a conservation area, that's where the wetland is and it will not be impacted, except minorly for the
boardwalk. Below that you have the zoning as it currently exists. Page 6 is the color rendering of what
this is going to look like, so you can see the consistency with Parkchester to the north. To the north of
the townhomes is property owned by Ron Howse, a unique 8 acres, adjacent to it is a small house,
but that's where his agricultural use is. You'll see the enclosed RV storage on US 1. Exhibit 7 is the
wetland and conservation area and the impacts that will be had to that. And then page 8 is the
Parkchester subdivision plat. The PUD zoning is for the entire 12.86 acres. The PDP plan gives you
the number of units, 11 single-family, 8 multi-family, the gross density of 1.48 units per acre, the
roads, the residential use, the stormwater, the wetlands — 2.63 acres, common usable open space is
just over 4 acres. You have passive open space, buffers of 1.76, and RV storage of 1.62. There’s
also phasing in the PDP narrative. Phase 1 is the residential, Phase 2 is intended to be the
commercial. Because of the size and shape of this property with the wetland on the east side, this is a
way to spread the density and make the entire property more usable. There are no concurrency
issues. This will have a minor impact on traffic, it is on US-1. It will increase traffic by 0.62 percent.
US-1 will have a maximum allowable value of 65 percent with this increase. With the PDP the lot
sizes are comparable to the ones to the north. The proposed uses are compatible with the
surrounding area. The BDP from 2008, on the last page, it only applies to the middle 7 acres. the 7
acres was to have 7 units, it will now have 11 units. It is still less dense than what could be under the
allowable future land use right now. There will be a buffer, | don’t know if it's going to be natural.
There will be another tract next to that buffer between the development and Parkchester. Number of
lots will be 11. Shall have no access to Parkchester subdivision. Minimum house size will be 2,200
sq. ft. The EU zoning is 2,000 sq. ft., RU-1-11 to the north is 1,300 sq. ft. Some of those houses are
1,900 sq. ft. as well. In conclusion we ask that you approve the future land use as stated, that you
would change the zoning on the entirety to PUD, approving the PDP and removal of the BDP. The EU
zoning on the entire 10.94 acres would allow 31 units. This is less than what the zoning would allow.
This provides consistency. The PDP lets you know exactly what is going to be built there. If there are
any other conditions you believe need to be added, they can be added at the PDP stage if necessary.

Public Comment

Sandra Kennedy began with this entire area, council mentioned A1A, it's not anywhere near A1A, it's
right on US-1. The entire area is on a coquina ridge. It weeps continuously. Water flows down that hill
from City Point all the up to Indian River Drive. Indian River Drive is a historic Indian trail. It's barely 2
lanes wide. It's not even enough for a truck and a car to pass. Someone’s got to pull over. It would be
a complete liability for the County to approve this change in use or the project. It's compietely
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incompatible with the surrounding area. Most of it is wetlands. Water weeps out of the coquina shelf
along US-1 on the east side. St. Johns River Water Management is pushing the water that goes down
US-1. If there’s a hurricane, that water will flow for months. If you pave over all that area and cover it
with cement for parking or RV parking, you couldn’t have septic, and sewer will be a real liability in
that area. Indian River drive has no business having sewer under it because of the salt water. That
water washes over Indian River drive from the lagoon and it floods down from the top. You've got
water coming in from 2 sources. The project is about 1/4 mile from 528 and US-1. You have the exit
ramp and entrance ramp. If you start backing up traffic because people can’t get out and down the
road because now you've got a red light on US-1, where right now there isn’t one, you're going to
cause traffic problems. This is going to affect all the residents. Right now, if it rains heavily, we can't
use the road. We must hang out and wait. If they have an entrance at US-1, maybe they're not going
to be affected by it, but the rest of us that are forced to go down Indian River Drive because we don't
have an exit onto US-1, we're going to be dealing with the flooding that they’re going to create.

Joseph McLain stated he’s right in the middle of all this issue. The water comes down off the ledge. |
have 2 area on either side of my property that flows when it rains. It's exactly what she says. A lot of
Indian River is flooded when we have high water or a lot of rain. If you've ever been there on the
weekend, tremendous amount of traffic, which people are enjoying that. People that must go to work,
coming out of the area, it could increase the traffic. | don’t know if she did a traffic count. She says it's
0.6 percent increase to route 1. It's a nightmare to get onto US-1 from Indian River Drive. We need a
stop sign there. Even 1 car is going to influence this. She’s talking 22, so we're talking about at least
30 more cars. The housing is fine, but the RV storage and townhouses I'm afraid in time will turn out
to be BNBs or rentals. We need a revised comprehensive plan for that whole area, along with sewer
and such.

Diane Burrows read Mark Ward’s public comment letter, submitted to staff via email, into the record.
A copy of which was provided to the applicant, all Board members and the County Attorney’s Office.
She stated she approves of his letter. They are now making a light at Citgo, but you still must make a
U-turn.

Cherlene Miller her major concern is that entrance onto Parkchester off US-1, that road is also going
to be used and is not yet functioning, by a mini-warehouse facility that is being built on the north side
of that road. And you have the entrance to the law firm that sits on that intersection. Doesn’t know if
that traffic was included in the traffic count. At the end of Parkchester there is an immediate, sharp,
left-hand turn that does a snake configuration. It has been a close call. Her second concern is the old
pioneer graveyard in the middle of this facility that they plan on building, and what accommodations
they are making to protect the cemetery.

Dennis Knaughton wants to reiterate what everyone has said. Everything thing from US-1 is downbhill
to Indian River Drive. We have environmental issues with the Indian River Lagoon to begin with. We
are constantly flooded and during hurricanes we literally cannot get out of our subdivision, unless you
have a high truck. If you have a car, you cannot get out of the subdivision. And that runs from our
entrance, 100 yards each way. The water is up over the grills of the cars when we've had hurricanes.
He reiterated the traffic, water and environment concerns mentioned by the previous speakers.

James Sudermann stated his property abuts the south side of the development. He agrees with most
of the other concerns that we're hearing here. We've lived there for 30 years and fought battles with
developers wanting to change the character, the densities, and get the zoning the way that they could
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get the most money, for years. We've come to expect, in this process, that once a developer has
become aware of community concerns, either on their own or by advice from you guys, they schedule
a meeting with the community where they talk to us about what they’re going to do. We can have a
productive give and take with meetings like that. This has not happened in this case. We would like to
plea for that process to continue. The other thing we’re worried about is with the zoning and land use
plan may set a precedence for what we expect our community to be.

Ron Howse stated he has the strange property shape that the attorney mentioned that’s directly to
the north of this property. Are you going to wipe out the Binding Development Order that was agreed
to before. Those points were important because this deal has been made before, it's tied with the
property. Those who are buying the property are buying it with the knowledge of that agreement.
They’re stretching the commercial into that Binding Development area because the commercial was
only so far, the Binding Development Agreement was only the 7 acres that starts just behind the
commercial line. So, they're increasing the commercial comprehensive land use plan. The word
“townhouses” is sort of a good-looking word, and it shows lots, but it's going to be 2 quadraplexes
beside our property. You can talk density, but you must talk compatibility, it's not compatible with us.
We bought the property to build a house, we have a “U” shaped piece of property. The Binding
Development Agreement has a lot more items in there than just coming off Parkchester. The way the
plan is currently designed there’s a cul-de-sac for the commercial and then there’s an entrance off
Parkchester. So, if the developer wanted to keep it insulated from Parkchester they could by
extending the cul-de-sac on down. It seems that this could be designed not necessarily to affect
Parkchester, it might change the character of the front, but it's no different than the attorney’s office
off the side of Parkchester having it all self-done. There are 2 items that scare him a little bit. One is
that if you did have quadraplexes there, even though they’re cut up into townhomes and sold,
someone wrongfully or rightfully can (unintelligible). We have problems up and down the street with
that already because of all the launches and people can do that. So, VRBO scares me a little bit. The
next item is just a little parking lot entering off Indian River Drive, sort of like a parking lot hangout.
You can gate it, you can lock it, you can do whatever you want but you're still going to have transients
sometimes breaking in there, because we have people park in our front yard all the time to watch
rockets launch. It's not really a good parking area. There are a couple other parking areas up and
down the river that have the same problem. So, VRBO, parking problems, quadraplexes, we have a
binding development approval, we've already done this before, and you don'’t have to enter
Parkchester if you don’t want to.

Alyssa Christopher Wallen stated she is half here on behalf of her mother who is very concerned as
the community has fought this kind of development before. She states she is not personally opposed
to development, but she is concerned that they have not fully investigated the drainage problems.
This area does have drainage problems and Parkchester is in a precarious position traffic wise. The
townhomes do not fit in with the character of the area. It's a very old area. The roads are not the best.
Development has seemed odd. There’s a lot of empty lots that people have tried to develop, but it
seems a little hostile to bigger projects. | don’t understand the desire for an RV lot.

Megan Riker stated she believes there are a lot of concerns here. My main concerns are the drainage
issues. But | do believe the townhomes are not consistent with this area. There are townhome
communities along river road. If you go from north where Indian River Road starts all the way down to
south Rockledge, where Indian River Road ends, there is not one townhome community. It is not
consistent with our area at all. | am not opposed to the current Binding Development Plan that is on
record at the point, because it does keep it consistent with feel and the values of the area. | do
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believe that this would negatively impact the values of the surrounding areas including those that live
north and south of this community. We have other parks along the river, so my other concern is the
paved parking lot. The things that concern me are the safety and loitering and these abandoned
parks that are never used by the neighborhoods. There is a park at the end of McFarland on River
Road that has a very steep hill. It's loitered all the time. There’s crime that’s happened. You can look
up these statistics with the Cocoa PD or the Brevard Sheriff's Office. It invites loitering and crime, and
most of these communities never use their parking lots or their parks. | feel like that would be a very
negative impact on the wetlands as far as the drainage goes, not to mention the traffic. She
mentioned 26% of a change, but what about the 25 or 30 other developments in the area that are
asking for that, that adds up. Go along 524, it's nothing but development right now, so it's not just this
project, it is multiple projects that are adding up all at one time that are impacting our traffic every day.
We have the launches, the cruise ships that are adding cruise ships, we have multiple developments
that are being added. It's not just this development, it is everything being added together. It puts a
drain on the quality of life around us. There are more and more people moving here all the time. |
think that parking lot is the worst part about it.

Beverly Sudermann asked if you would like to have a parking lot in your front yard, that's what they're
proposing. We live just south of this proposed project, and it is also directly in front of us. We have a
flag lot and they're proposing a walking path in front of the property and a parking in front of our
home. When we get up in the morning, first thing we're going to see is the parking lot. We have power
lines that go all the way down the north side of our property in front of us that need to be cleared so
that Florida Power and Light can keep that open from the hurricane due to the trees falling, and the
scrub below that needs to be maintained. This property has been maintained since 1975, bush
hogged and mowed, so that those power lines could be accessed, and we don't lose power. The
parking lot right in front of us, that is just going to deflate the value of our home. | don't want the
change of the future land use map or the Binding development plan. If you change this the RES-4
and this PUD doesn't go through, then you've changed it for the whole area. The area goes from
north of the beach line all the way to the fire station North. We're concerned with this whole area that
we want to protect from high-density and nowhere in this entire area is there townhomes or condos.
Like a lot of people have said here, it's just too much traffic, too much water, and this proposal goes
against the future land use map and the Binding Development Plan. | have come before The Board of
Commissioners three times to fight this from multiple developers to keep our area consistent with our
whole community. So, | vote no for this development.

Victor Watson stated his law firm owns the property on the corner of the entrance to Brook Hill and
immediately north of the subject property. | think that the people here have made some very good
points about the drainage and traffic, and all the issues in the area. My biggest concern is that our
property is zoned RP, Residential Professional, which could be either homes or office buildings. That
kind of very low impact sort of use, and the subject property is zoned the same, so we were thinking
when this was done that the use would be like what we have. Changing this now to RV storage, I'm
not sure that would be the best use next to us. Our biggest concern really is that we have some kind
of buffer between us and them, so that we're not looking up at these big, tall buildings. We've got
some natural vegetation, which is what we've tried to do at our office, so as far as just our property
next to them, we really are very concerned about the compatibility and making the uses compatible. |
am also concerned about the increased traffic coming out onto US-1, you know that it is a difficult
situation for people coming in and out, so this would just add to that.

End of Public Comment
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Ms. Rezanka stated she would like to answer some of these questions and there’s been a lot stated
here today. As you know a lot of these things will be handled at the site plan level. | always say A1A,
yes this is on US-1. There will be no access onto River Road except for those using the HOA
controlled parking lot, it's four parking spaces. No one else can use that walkway except people who
live in the neighborhood or their guests. It's not open to the public, it's going to be HOA maintained
and controlled. It's just so people can park there and enjoy the riverfront like all of those along Indian
River do that own property along there. People are concerned about the flooding, again it must be
engineered flooding. They must retain their own water and any water that historically drains on it so if
there's a ridge draining onto that property it will be continued to be maintained by that property. Bruce
can discuss that more, but again that is a site plan issue. If this development impacts others it can't
be built so that's a site plan issue that will be taken care of. This is 19 homes, could be 22 with the
future land use that's there. Townhomes are single-family homes; they are platted, and they are sold.
Regarding that Pioneer graveyard, if you look at your future land use map it's below the property and
it's the little item that says 516, so it is not in this property, that graveyard is not in there nor accessed
through this property. There will be sewer on this property, sewer is required for this property. Mr. and
Mrs. Sudermann have that flag lot to the south of the property which you can see on the future land
use map, they are RES-4, they're asking you not to change anything to what they already have.
There are no residents adjacent there. There is a walkway and that little four spots for parking for the
residents only, used by the residents and HOA maintained. Mr. Moia spoke to several people about
this. We didn't know there were any negative thoughts about this until this morning when | got one
email from staff, so this is somewhat new. We have heard their comments, and we will talk with the
owner about them. Again, there's been statements to protect the density. This PDP lowers the density
so that is being protected. Regarding the BDP and wiping out the conditions, the 15 ft. buffer will
remain, and Mr. Moia has told me that does have to be a natural buffer. This is slightly increasing the
commercial future land use by 0.2 of an acre, it's a tiny amount. | do want to provide you Mr. Howse’
property detail and his map, so you will see his house that he lives in is nowhere near this property,
it's on the other side. If you look at the last page, he has three homes on this, but the property that's
adjacent to this site is the agricultural portion and a small home. Then his large home is on the
Northern U part. He will not be living adjacent to this use at all. Regarding the potential to enter
through the RV storage facility, Mr. Moia will talk about that. The cul-de-sac is necessary because of
turnaround for RVs. He can tell you why they weren't able to do it and maybe the access to the
roundabout. He did look at it and he will tell you why it's not. Again, no access on Indian River Road.
The townhomes are to allow for a variety of housing, that's somewhat requested in your
comprehensive plan, to have a variety of housing and single-family homes. Even though they're
attached they are still single-family homes and are compatible. The traffic analysis does consider all
developments that have been approved. Mr. Moia has the traffic analysis report and can talk to that
further if you want, but again that's a site plan issue.

Mr. Minneboo asked when the property was purchased.
Ms. Rezanka responded with | don’t know.
Mr. Hopengarten responded in November 2021.

Mr. Minneboo stated that was the date, so you didn't really have an opportunity to meet with the
people, or you're saying you were unaware that there was anyone in the entire area that wasn't in
favor of it or did they just bring you on lately.
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Ms. Rezanka replied that Mr. Moia has been handling it. He was the contact person. Mr. Moia had a
few people contact him. He'll tell you what they said.

Mr. Minneboo commented there's a lot of history down there and I'm working off some recollections
here, but | think everything south of City Point Road is probably in the incorporated area of Cocoa.

Ms. Rezanka stated no it's further south. It's probably half a mile south of here.
Mr. Minneboo stated High Point subdivision is probably not in the city of Cocoa.
Ms. Rezanka responded if that's Forest Hill Drive then it's city of Cocoa.

Mr. Minneboo then stated if you look at City Point Road which has been there a long time and you go
north to Black's road which is really a condensed version of this area, | don't know of anything that's
multiple family through there.

Ms. Rezanka continued | don't know but we're not asking for multiple family townhouses.

Mr. Minneboo stated in this general area there isn't any subdivisions other than defined from yester
year, is that correct.

Ms. Rezanka responded not to my knowledge.

Mr. Minneboo commented not the 208 to the best of my thoughts or | think somebody said 208 and
refresh my memory, was done by Hank.

Ms. Rezanka stated yes, the binding development plan obviously couldn't be built because it's been
18 years.

Mr. Minneboo stated none of these people were here. Unfortunately, we went through a major
change, and it wasn't just arbitrarily put together, this binding development plan and generally you
don't make most of the people happy. But this is one of the ones | could recall because you had Park
Chester subdivision there. You had numerous other subdivisions that ring a bell, but everybody sort
of left about as happy as they could leave, and you know this board has a tendency to take these
binding development plans from yester year and just say you know I'm done. We need to change that
and a couple members that are no longer here said “why develop a binding development plan if we're
never going to stick to it” so I'm going to be adamant on this project. I'm not going to get off that 2008
binding development plan. Let the pieces fall where they may today but | think it's a good plan for the
neighborhood.

Ms. Rezanka responded that looking at those criteria the only one that we don't meet is that there's
seven, well there's one acre lots in the middle of the Seven Acres.

Mr. Minneboo continued there's just too much history in that area to change it and I'm trying to save
what little we have left, especially in that area. | mean we don't need to terrify that area like we've
done on 524.

Ms. Rezanka stated it just seems inconsistent to require one acre lots next to 10,000 sq. ft. lots which
is the park Chester subdivision.
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Mr. Minneboo commented | know you don't believe this but I'm not going to support it.
Ms. Rezanka replied | know | gathered that but I'm completing the record.

Greg Nicklas stated | heard a lot of people say they had concerns about water, about drainage, does
the public, including obviously these folks, be involved in the site plan process where apparently that's
going to be an issue.

Ms. Rezanka stated technically the PDP that's before you, that's a semi- engineered site plan, but
actually what happens is it goes to a final development plan stage where the engineers submit
everything for staff to review, so the drainage is a site plan issue and the law says we can't impact
this property, cannot impact anyone else, so if water drains onto this property now it has to be
continued to allow to drain, it has to be held. Mr. Moia can tell you more about the drainage
requirements, but it's not fully engineered yet but that's a site plan issue that staff reviews.

Mr. Nicklas commented | heard you say that if water's raining onto it now, it has to continue to, but
conversely, | guess if there's evidence that more water is draining on to their property as a result of
this development

Ms. Rezanka responded that would be a violation of the county code subject to code enforcement,
subject to engineering complaints and all kinds of things, so again that's the requirement. There's lots
of examples where people say we're impacted more. Park Chester subdivision was built a long time
ago, they're going to be lower than this subdivision, but they have to account for it. The engineers
must account for that.

Bruce Moia commented | want to talk about the drainage first, so | think as most of you know we must
comply with DOT drainage. We're in the county, must comply with County drainage requirements and
we're in the St John's River Water Management District, so three entities will be reviewing our
drainage design to make sure that we're not impacting the area. There was less of an impact in the
post development than were in the pre. Currently that site is a cool site. It's very high on the west side
and it just drops off like a bluff towards the roadway, Indian River Drive. When | was out there, | did a
site inspection. They were surveying that area because | believe the county is working on some
drainage improvements, so | think there's something in the works because there were County
surveyors out there at the time. Regardless of that it's just a free-for-all out there. The water just
drains from the US-1 right-of-way uncontrolled, out to the river. It's not treated, it's not routed, it just
happens. We'll be building a system that will take the water that comes on our property or that we
create from putting in impervious surface into a storm water pond, treat it and reduce the discharge
from what's happening right now. That's the requirement, so we think that we can control the drainage
a lot better in the post-development than what's happening out there right now. A far as traffic, all our
traffic is going to the West, we're not adding any traffic at all. We're proposing an amenity so that the
residents can come down and use the river. | believe there's a dock that's basically gone except for
the pilings, but they're going to rebuild that, so they have river frontage, so they want the residents to
be able to come down, unload their vehicle into their boat and go out and enjoy the river like
everybody else does. It's not going to technically be a public parking lot. It's going to be an amenity
for the residents, so most of them will be able to go down there on the pedestrian walk that we're
providing and go enjoy the riverfront. The townhomes are, from my understanding when talking to the
client, going to be luxury townhomes. Because of what a lot of people said up here about watching
the launch, they're going to be high up on the bluff and they're going to have prime views of lift-offs.
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And, they're going to be probably bigger and probably more expensive than some of the existing
homes in the area. So, the fact that they're attached doesn't mean they're muiti-family. They're still
single-family. They're just attached, but they'll be bigger in area, and they'll be new, and they'll be
luxury and they'll be very expensive. So, | think that there's not going to be a property value issue
because of that. The reason we are not mixing the commercial and the residential traffic is because
that is not good planning. You usually have residential traffic go to the lower classification road which
is the local road that everybody else that's residential is using and the commercial traffic access is
directly on US-1, so there's no reason to intermix the two. The cul-de-sac is provided in the
commercial part not just for the RVs to turn around, but for the fire trucks to come in and turn around
and the garbage trucks and all that and they'll go back out to US-1. The residential will be separate,
using a local road which is good planning practice. We've been working on this for a while, and | did
get a couple calls. | don't remember who it was that called me, but there was no overwhelming
concern to whoever [ talked to. They just had a couple questions and so we answered the questions
and there was no real follow-up, or | wasn't convinced that there was an outcry from the public. Like |
said | got maybe a couple inquiries about it, and it was just a couple questions and nothing to this
level that we're getting today. We usually contact the County staff and say hey, have you received
any letters, have you received any phone calls. We didn't get that. | think it was 1 this morning, so we
didn't know that there was going to be a turnout like this today or we probably would have had a
meeting earlier.

Mr. Hopengarten commented your discussion on the stormwater retention, can you tell me what the
impact will be on the neighbors to the north of whatever you're planning on doing up there, in other
words are you going to help their neighborhood. One of the comments that | heard today was that
there's a lot of flooding going on after a storm and they have a lot of problems. Will your design abate
some of that.

Mr. Moia responded | believe it will because | think that we can take some of the water that's up on
the hill and route it to the west instead of routing it to the east and then holding it and treating it, so it's
not going uncontrolled and untreated into the Indian River Lagoon.

Mr. Hopengarten replied you're dealing with DOT on that because that's their right-of-way.
Mr. Moia replied yes.

Mr. Hopengarten said Ms. Rezanka mentioned the four parking spots on the east side of the site,
what is that area because it's not really delineated in this master document here.

Mr. Moia responded that's going to be an amenity for the residents to be able to park vehicle, so if
they do rebuild the dock on the river, they can come park their car, unload their vehicle onto the boat,
any boats that are parked there, unload their life vests and their coolers and whatever. They can keep
the car there, enjoy the day on the river, come back, load the car up and go back to the to their
house.

Mr. Hopengarten asked about the dock. Does the owner have any plans to put a dock out there, there
is already a dock there that belongs to this property.

Mr. Moia responded it's been wiped out except for the piles, so that would be rebuilt as an amenity.
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Mr. Hopengarten then asked if there a pedestrian walkway from this development to Indian River
Drive.

Mr. Moia responded it's on the plan.
Mr. Hopengarten then asked what's that area to the north.

Mr. Moia replied that's all Wetlands. There's no paving or anything, we're trying to preserve that to the
highest extent possible.

Mr. Hopengarten then commented okay and then you have the retention pond that you're putting in,
which will help remediate any of the storm issues, which is not there currently. So, in essence there is
a benefit to development going in there, but you're going to have some impermeable space which is
going to generate more runoff. What's your maximum building height going to be out there?

Mr. Moia responded typical zoning is 35 ft.

Mr Hopengarten stated you were saying that the townhouses are sitting on a ridge there and they'll be
able to get the views to the rockets, but you're saying no higher than the 35 ft. Let's talk about the
congestion that you might cause on Round Tree Drive. You're going to have 19 units with about 30
cars, maybe maximum, exiting in the morning along with the 63, | believe it is, of the people that live
in that area to the north. Your impact study says that it's negligible but for those neighbors they're
going to see traffic and that's coming in when they're going out it's going to be coming in from their
left.

Mr. Moia responded correct.

Mr. Hopengarten continued now since they widened US-1 they're no longer going to be able to make
a left so everybody's going to have to go right and make a U-turn. Did they take all that into account
just other than counting cars and saying this is a minor impact.

Mr. Moia responded yes; | don't believe those improvements were made since the study was done. |
think it was in that condition, what's there now is what was in place when the study was done, and the
study was done in conjunction with coordinating with the County traffic department, so they took the
existing counts and then the new trips and came up with no impact. Obviously, every development
increases the traffic, but it doesn't increase it to degrade the level of service.

Mr. Hopengarten stated this thing is going to go to the County Commission in April.
Mr. Wadsworth responded April 3rd at 5:00 p.m.

Mr. Hopengarten asked if they would be willing to have a public meeting between today and then just
to hear from the people and make them feel a little better.

Mr. Moia stated he would ask the client and see if he wants to do that.

Mr. Hopengarten commented if you didn’t get any comments before today, normally on a
development of this size, it's not really a big one, but it has an impact and people are complaining, so
it might be beneficial just to keep peace in the neighborhood and | noticed in the 2008 BDP that was
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approved, the neighborhood evidently was satisfied with what that prior developer was going to do.
Unfortunately, 2008 was a bad year for new housing developments and so it didn't happen, but at
least back in those days they were willing to allow a development to go in there.

Mr. Moia replied | don't know all the other details and that just a small part of the is what they were
proposing or even if they owned all the property that's owned now. | don't really know much about
what happened back in 2008 on this property, but the BDP is only for a small portion, the central
section. | don’t know if they owned all the property from US-1 to River Road. | don't know if they're
proposing other developments in those areas. | don't know, | haven't seen a plan that said what that
was supposed to look like. It only was restricted to that central area. So, without knowing what else
they were proposing to develop | don't know if this is less impactful or more impactful.

Mr. Hopengarten stated as far as the RV storage is concerned, there's another property just up the
road which is being converted to storage currently. | believe it's going to be storage by FMH limited.
Seems to be a trend. It's a big shell there right now and they're renovating it. So, | assume that's
going to be public storage. This is going to be for RV storage.

Mr. Moia replied this is going to be right in front of their neighborhood. This is going to be enclosed,
high end, class A parking. Totally enclosed in a building, which is rare, nobody's really building to that
level. If you don't want traffic this is the use you want, you're going to see days where you're not
going to see one single vehicle move in or out of that property. But you could put all kinds of things
where you'd be seeing all kinds of traffic, so if you don't like traffic this is the use to have on that
property.

Mr. Hopengarten inquired there will be no outside storage at all and there will be a parking lot in the
front for pedestrian cars.

Mr. Moia responded yes.

Mr. Hopengarten asked where | find the PDP, it should be in your package, | was looking for it, |
couldn't find it.

Mr. Moia responded it’s in the package.

Mr. Hopengarten stated | didn't see any restrictions that you had given based on the old BDP that
would place some of the existing conditions. | didn't see that.

Mr. Moia replied no, the plan that we submitted becomes part of the PDP.
Ms. Gilliam stated it starts after page 265 or 264.

Ana Saunders stated there was concern about it being a VRBO or being rented out, is there any
consideration for including restrictions in the declaration to limit or prohibit that particular use.

Mr. Moia replied we can make that suggestion. | don't know what the restrictions are countywide or in
that area, | think anybody can VRBO their house in that area. We can ask him if he wants to
volunteer that.
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Paul Body stated you can't do them in this area unless you have a muiti-family zoning. PUD allows
them though.

Mr. Moia replied we can go ahead and recommend that he add that to the PDP.

Ms. Amato stated that the natural resources map shows it as candle fine sand. | believe it lists it as
aquifer recharge. Is that correct? I'm not familiar with this particular section but | am familiar with
ridges further north like this and generally what happens is it's a fast aquifer recharge because of the
fine sand and that's why it has wetlands on the side of it because the amount of water that flushes
down through it actually filters back up on the other side, so it's a bigger issue than just stormwater
and if you redirect that stormwater how does that affect the aquifer itself.

Mr. Moia stated if you're in an aquifer recharge area then you must comply with another section of the
county code that limits your development in that area. You're restricted to the amount of impervious
area you can have. You demonstrate that your post-development recharge rate is equal to your pre-
development. So, if it's recharging a certain amount, we must match that no matter how we build.
What we normally do is we have to go and verify if the soils are truly porous soils, and once we do
that testing, if it exists then we're limited on what we can do in those areas.

Ms. Amato stated if the whole front of this according to the map is an aquifer recharge and fine
candler or fine sand and it is a fast aquifer recharge with the limitations on building on that section,
then the limitations of building on the back end, which is a wetland area, what is the limitations to
building on an aquifer recharge like that.

Jane Hart stated they could develop but they would need to demonstrate that the post-development
recharge volume is at least as good or better than the pre-development, so basically, they are going
to hold the water on their site.

Ms. Amato inquired with the wetlands they are limited to 1 home per 5 acres? Is there a limit like that
on aquifer recharge or is it just that they monitor the stormwater portion of it.

Ms. Hart stated well there is an impervious restriction, and it depends on your elevation, if it's a type
one, a type two, or type three. And that would depend on your location or your elevation. | think in this
area it could be a type two or a type three, it would really depend, because the elevation up there is
around the cut off between type two and type three of 30 ftin NGVD, so it could be both types. In type
three they're limited to 45% impervious coverage, type two is 35%, but as we said before if they can
demonstrate that their post-development is as good or better than pre-development, holding that
water, then they would be okay. They could develop in the recharge areas.

Ms. Amato stated my final question would kind of be like if it was considered for all the environmental
impacts on this property, with the environmental impacts what would be the number of houses being
allowed to be built on it versus the PUD?

Mr. Wadsworth stated that would all be site plan. It affects the people and the community and that's
literally things they're asking about. We've got to kind of reel it in because we're just planning and
zoning and all those questions that you're asking here will be answered, but the with them.
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Ms. Amato replied | appreciate that chair. It's just they don't get answers to their questions on the
back end, they just get to watch what happens, and this is their only chance to have a say and learn
something about the process.

Mr. Wadsworth stated that they would be answered, even with the County Commissioners. We're just
an advisory board.

Ms. Amato responded with yes sir, thank you.

Mr. Moia stated | appreciate the question and that's why you have a code and that's why we have to
develop to that code. And if your code requires that we must minimize our development then that's
what we must do. Typically, residential don't exceed 45% impervious, so especially 100 by 100-foot
lots, we would comply with that. |t wouldn't reduce our lot count it just reduces the amount we can
build on that lot and if we provide open spaces where we're not providing lots at all it's a cumulative
number. So, we provide open space, so we don't exceed that impervious number. We also have to
deal with making sure our pre and post recharge rates, so that's where you get the cluster of houses.
A lot of times we'll do that so we can have more open space recharge.

Ms. Amato inquired so when you do the clusters and you leave more open space it reduces lot size
generally, that's the theory behind cluster development and including avoiding wetlands and other
issues like that so it's being able to get as many houses as possible in a smaller area, a smaller
footprint.

Mr. Moia responded you clear less land to have the same number of homes.

Ms. Amato stated it sounds like you're taking into consideration a lot of the flooding issues that are
going on right now, so you're aware of that. So, the water's coming down and you're going to consider
for that, and you said that this water runs right through, so you're aware and you're going to make
whatever you need to make happen so that we're not having more flooding in that area. That's the
last thing these residents need, is more flooding. My real point was just the consistency | heard of
people talking about we've now got townhomes out there and we didn't want to have townhomes. We
don't have any townhomes any place. When Miss Rezanka was speaking, she said that she was
going to make certain that the townhomes were owned, and they were not going to be rented out. |
don't know if you can do that.

Mr. Moia replied we're going to plat those lots and sell them fee simple, so they will be owned, they
won't be owned by one entity and then rented out. It'll be owned individually just like a single-family
home, exactly the same.

Mr. Wadsworth stated he was just going to hit the high spots quick. He spoke further on the topics
that had been discussed. He then asked the board for a motion.

Motion to recommend approval of Item H.5. by John Hopengarten, seconded by Ana Saunders. The
motion passed 7 to 3.

Motion to recommend approval of ltem H.6. by John Hopengarten, seconded by Ana Saunders. The
motion passed 7 to 3.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:58 p.m.
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PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD/LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY MINUTES

The Brevard County Planning & Zoning Board met in regular session on Monday, August 18, 2025,
at 3:00 p.m., in the Florida Room, Building C, Brevard County Government Center, 2725 Judge Fran
Jamieson Way, Viera, Florida.

The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m.

Board members present were Mark Wadsworth, Chair (D4); Henry Minneboo, Vice-Chair (D1); Ana
Saunders (D5); Erika Orriss (D3); Debbie Thomas (D4); Greg Nicklas (D3); Ron Bartcher (D2); Ruth
Amato (D1); John Hopengarten (D1); Jerrad Atkins (D1); Robert Brothers (D5); Melissa Jackson (D5)
and Eric Michajlowicz (3).

Staff members present were Trina Gilliam, Zoning Manager; Paul Body, Planner; Alex Esseesse,
Deputy County Attorney; and Jordan Sagosz, Operations Support Specialist.

Excerpt of complete agenda

Item H.5. City Pointe Landfall LLC (David Bassford) requests a Small-Scale Comprehensive
Plan Amendment (24S.11) to change the Future Land Use designation from RES-1, RES-2,
RES-4, and NC to CC and RES-4. (24SS00009) (Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

Item H.6. City Pointe Landfall LLC (David Bassford) requests a change in zoning classification
from EU and RP with an existing BDP to PUD with the removal of existing BDP. (24PUD00003)
(Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

Trina Gilliam read both item H.5. and H.6. into the record as they are companion applications but will
need separate recommendations.

Ms. Gilliam added before you begin, I'd also like to state on the record we just received an email
resubmittal of the City Pointe PDP. So obviously | have not had time to review that as | just received it
in email about half an hour ago.

Bruce Moia spoke to the application. He stated if this all looks familiar, it should it came to you a few
months ago and this board did approve it based on the previous layout, but if you recall when you did
approve it, you suggested we meet with the neighbors, which we did. We met with the neighbors. We
also met with the district one commission office, and we submitted a plan that is very different from
what you approved based on the input we got from the residents. They had some pretty significant
comments, and we made some very significant changes. We basically had over a hundred people in
the first meeting, and we changed | think every major comment that they had including removing
access from the subdivision street to the north to making it off of US-1. So now this project solely
accesses off US-1. We've reduced the commercial to about half of what we had proposed before. We
removed the access and parking off Indian River Drive. We removed all the townhouses, and it is all
only single family with a small piece of commercial in the front which is proposed for indoor RV
storage. Very non-intensive use. We think we've gone over and above and met all their requests. And
then we had a follow-up meeting just a couple of days ago where we went ahead and showed them
that this is what we did. So, we went from about 100 people down to about 18 people at the second
meeting. And there's a couple things that we were willing to also change based on what came out of
the meeting. There were concerns about the minimum floor area. So, we have no problem stating that
the minimum floor area for these houses would be the same as what is to the north in that
subdivision. So, they'd be compatible, be the same. And when we do the plat that we would put the
wetland into conservation, which we pretty much do anyway, so we will do that. There was some
storm water questions and concerns because Indian River Drive is very low. It's just barely above the
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Indian River and the drainage there is not very good. So, we think we have an opportunity when we
work with staff once we get into the design that we can maybe help that somehow. It's a little difficult
because the wetland goes all the way up to the edge of pavement. And the county has no right-of-
way there. The road is on our property through a prescriptive easement. Then there was a comment
that if we find coquina on the property that maybe we could build a seawall with it. | don't know if we
can do that or not, but if we can, we'll sure try. We did have comments from staff and apologize for
the timing, but we had come to you guys before we were finished with staff review the first time and
now, we had some minor comments that we feit we've addressed. Mostly open space. We've added,
if you've been out there, there's what's left of an existing dock out there that we're now showing on
the plan that that'll be part of our open space. We reconfigured the walkway to get it farther away from
the neighbors to the north. And that was pretty much all the things that we changed. And there were
some other minor planning comments, but nothing significant that would change the layout of what
you're seeing now. So, | hope that gives you an idea of what we've done. | hope you're happy that we
did listen to the neighbors, and we did make a lot of changes and we're hoping that we can get your
approval. I'm here to answer any questions that you have.

Ms. Saunders stated she wanted to thank Mr. Moia for meeting with the residents. You went back and
you worked with them, and I'm pleased with the outcome. I'm glad you did that hard work.

Ms. Orriss stated I'd like to say the same thing. I'm really impressed that you took the time and met
with everybody, made the necessary modifications. | just am thrilled that you did that. Thank you.

John Hopengarten asked what's the elevation that this project is going to be.

Mr. Moia stated it's going to vary. This site basically slopes from US-1 continuously to the river. It
does fall quite a bit once you get about two thirds from US-1. It has a drop off. So, we would pretty
much maintain that configuration.

Mr. Hopengarten stated so some of the buildings will be higher than the others as you go.
Mr. Moia responded all the construction is on the top side of the bluff.

Mr. Hopengarten stated he’s a little disappointed for the residents that they didn't figure out that if you
had maintained your entrance at Roundtree Road, that you could have fixed that problem on Round
Tree, which floods all the time because it's very low and now you're not using it at all and so they
don't benefit from that. I'm a little concerned about the elevation change though because Highway
One is quite high compared to all the surrounding area there. You're coming straight off one. And
then you're going to slide down toward the river. So, where's all that water going to end up?

Mr. Moia responded now it just winds up across the road and into the river. So, we're going to contain
all that through our retention ponds and treat it before it ever has a chance to go to the river. Would
probably store most of the water that you probably won't even see discharged in most storms, but in
the bigger ones you would. So, we think it's going to be an improvement because now you're going to
get treated water going to the lagoon instead of just a hill that just runs right off into the road. And
then also | think we can work with the county to see if there's any way, we can improve the drainage
system on Indian River Drive. I'm not going to raise the road unless the county wants to raise the
road. We’'d be happy to give them the room to do that, but it's going to be hard between the river on
one side and the wetland on the other.
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Mr. Hopengarten commented he drove in that area and it's almost 8 feet from Highway One to the
bend at Round Tree Road.

Mr. Moia stated | think more than that. US-1 is at about 20.

Mr. Hopengarten stated when you first presented this to us, | thought it was a benefit of what you
were doing by introducing your entrance at Roundtree because then you would have raised that
elevation down there but evidently, they didn't opt for that.

Mr. Moia responded they did not want that entrance.
Public Comment

Sandra Kennedy stated the entire development in that area has one entrance in and out basically
from Indian River Drive and that's City Point Road. Otherwise, we must drive far north to get out. That
whole area floods. But interestingly, the area where this development is isn't the flooding area yet, but
it will be with the development. The area that floods the worst right now is where the retention ponds
already sit near US-1. In the Twin Lakes area, you've got retention ponds all over the place. FDOT
just moved a project that was supposed to be at this project, this area, this property down to my
backyard, a ditch line that went through my backyard. And now the bottom of that ditch line is flooded
continuously when it rains and when hurricanes come. And that doesn't mean a hurricane hits us. It
just means if a hurricane comes anywhere nearby, we flood like crazy. And the hills weep for months
after the hurricanes and the water washes over Indian River Drive and then it comes up from the
lagoon also. So, this project which I'm adamantly against the change in the density in the zoning it is
going to increase the flooding because it's going to make it more impermeable. The water will just run
right off. And when you talk about putting a retention pond, if everybody is on a flat elevation, that
pond is great. It'll funnel the water down. But what's going to happen is when the water funnels down,
it goes to Indian River Drive. And that is a historic road. It's a former indian trail. And it would be an
outrageous cost for the county to have to raise that road. And not only that, but it would destroy the
country bucolic nature of that area, the historic nature. We've got historic churches on that road. We
have old historic houses on that road. And this is not your Indian River Drive in Cocoa where it's on a
bluff. This is all the way down at the bottom where the road is very low. So, this project is certain to
cause flooding. Another thing is that it's completely not compatible with the surrounding area. Right
now, all the surrounding areas are very large lots, full acre or more or half an acre and single-family
homes. And the only thing that has a higher density, Parkchester was built back in the 60s or maybe
the 50s before planning and zoning functions existed, probably before this was even Brevard County.
To go back to that that's basically eliminating all our planning function. The planning consisted in
setting the development plan that we have now, the zoning that we have now is most appropriate. Do
not increase that density. Please just leave it as it is.

Joseph McClain commented | just want to bring your attention that Governor DeSantis and the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection are really focused on Indian River Lagoon and
they're spending a lot of money. So is Brevard County. Spending a lot of money to clean that up. My
problem is | haven't heard exactly what they want to do, but the flow down if it goes through the grass
and everything else and comes out, it pretty much cleans itself. | understand that. Having a retention
pond when it fills up and spills over, it goes straight out into the lagoon. And as far as I'm concerned,
when it floods that much, it's going to stir up the water, stir up all the ingredients that the Indian River
is trying to eliminate and clean up. So, what doesn't kill all the grassy areas. | would hate to see this
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board go ahead and not consider that when the governor and the environmental control have really
spent money or are in the process of spending the money to clean it up. If it just flows out like most of
the areas right through a pipe, then we've lost a lot of the issue of having clean water. So, | have yet
to hear an exact and then who is going to maintain it afterwards? Those reservoirs fill up. And if they
don't maintain it, you're going to have the same thing in four or five years, and it's going to be filled
and spilled over. So, my concern is the river is getting the environmental flow off that hill. By the time
you put cement, you put asphalt roofs, you put people washing their own cars, all that rushes straight
down to that retention pond. And when that gets down to the retention pond, some of it lays in the
bottom, some of it settles, but if there's a lot of splash, as you know, it will stir that up and run it out.
My concern.

Keith Wessner stated his Iot is a long lot that's just south of this lot. | purchased that property previous
to this company purchasing their lot with knowledge of the environmental conditions on site and the
zoning there. I'm planning on building a single-family residence for my family. So, I'm opposing the
change in the zoning that's allowing, we don't even know how small those lots are, but they are
certainly less than quarter acre. That will be abutting my property. The other concern | have is the
retention pond that is there to collect that water is along my property and along all that ridge. There's
a weep in the coquina. There's a fissure in the coquina that is like a spring. It's constantly, especially
in the summer, bubbling up water. | have ponds on my property that are 15, 20 feet above the river
that hold water that bubble up and overflow down into the river. This plan has retention pond that is
concentrating all that storm water right into that spot where | think you're going to have a storm water
and environmental issue there that they don't really understand. And | just don't think it's a great idea
to reduce the zoning to RES4 to stack more houses in there. That's just going to make that issue
worse with the water retention.

Robert Dyer stated this proposal represents a fundamental and detrimental shift to the character of
our quiet single family riverfront neighborhood. This developer's request to change the land use of
community commercial and the zoning of PUD is a direct contradiction to the tranquil residential
environment that has defined this area for generations. The proposed change would allow for the
construction of 50 or more units and RV storage, a significant increase in density from the handful of
homes that would be permitted under the current zoning. This dramatic increase in residential units
and potential for commercial activity is not a logical fit for our community's needs. We moved here for
peace, not to live next to a high-density development. While the developer and others suggested in
previous meeting these no new homes could raise property values, | would argue that this is a
misconception of why our community exists. People don't purchase these properties to flip to the
highest bidder. These are considered forever homes, places where families intend to settle down and
pass on to the next generation. This neighborhood isn't built on speculation. It's built on the
foundation of long-term stability and quality of life. The proposed changes threaten to erode the
foundation, not enhance it. The developer is in an engineering firm, and while they may be experts in
engineering physical structures, their proposed demonstration, a critical failure to engineer trust and
tranquility with the surrounding homeowners. A project that lacks the support of the community will
directly impact a project that is not well engineered for success. | ask you as a fellow board member
on another board and public servants to listen to the constituents who live here. The people of
Brevard County already have concerned that all undeveloped land will become high-density
apartment complexes or storage units. This proposal, which includes both, validates those fears. Your
vote to deny these requests would demonstrate your commitment to listening to the people you serve
and to protecting the unique character of our community. Tonight, | want to challenge you. | challenge
you to be bold and ask the hard questions of the developers. | ask you to look at this proposal and
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think deeply about whether it truly serves the long-term interests of our community. If for any reason
you find yourselves not asking questions, 1 ask that you reflect on why you chose to serve on this
board. You chose to serve your community. And in this moment, your community needs you to act as
if this project were happening on your own doorstep. It is discouraging to see a consistent pattern
where board members are slow to ask bold and curious questions and instead often simply
congratulate applicants for meeting with neighbors. While neighbor meetings are a start, they do not
replace the rigorous, critical review that the proposal demands. Please do not mistake the smalier
number of people attending these meetings for a lack of community opposition. For many young
working families like mine, it is constant struggle to balance work, family, and time and resources
needed to continuously engage in these public forums. Our inability to attend every meeting does not
mean that we agree with this proposal.

James Sudermann stated he is directly south of this proposed PUD. This plan has been in place for
several years and when the current landowner of this development bought it, this binding
development plan was in place. He knew what he was buying. The developer and their engineer are
back before you with a new revision which does address several of our concerns that we had and
expressed at the meetings. But it continues to ignore our prime underlying concern which is too much
density. The developer continues to ask for the Florida land use plan to be changed to RES 4, 4 units
per acre for the entire 10.86 acres of residential area in his proposed PUD. So even though the 10.8
8 acres times four units per acre results in a potential of 44 units on this land, his PUD calls out for
only 23 units. And 23 units happens to be more than three times the number of units he is currently
allowed to build under his BDP. Changing to a greater allowed density will necessarily exacerbate our
ongoing flooding problems which is illustrated here in this uh little picture. This land that you see the
green part is the green part on your map that was just handed out to you. That is the Indian River
Drive directly east of his wetlands boundary. So, you can see that it's not just like a little bit of flooding
between the Indian River itself rising and the water coming off the hills. Even with the fact that most of
that land is permeable right now, it still runs off and it meets right there at the river. And this flooding
goes on all up and down the road. His PUD shows a drainage plan that collects all this runoff and
directs it eastward.

Diane Burroughs wanted to correct Mr. Hopengarten on the statement earlier that you stated about
being Roundtree being a flooding area. We've been there since 2017 and that has not flooded the
entrance. We are just thankful that the developer did take the entrance off the Parkchester area. But |
would like to speak also to the concerns raised for the flooding. It is significant flooding on Indian
River with that artesian well that's there. My concern is that not enough is being done to make sure
that we're not going to have unnecessary runoff. And by increasing the amount of housing per acre by
ignoring the binding development agreement that is currently in place, it is going to put that area at
more risk for flooding. So, | just wanted to state my opposition to that. While we are thankful for the
concessions that the developer has made, not enough is being done and that the binding
development plan needs to stay in place.

End Public Comment

Mr. Wadsworth clarified we voted on this. We pretty much approved it. Advised you to go back to the
public. You went back to the public. 100 people or so in the meeting. You made all these changes.
Even though you were approved. And now got it down to what, six or seven or whatever. Thank you.
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Mr. Moia stated there was one point he wanted to make. There was some talk about this being high
density. That’s just not true. This is less than two units per acre. The lots to the north of us are .2
acres, and they have no open space, no retention pond. So, they're more like four, maybe five units to
the acre. And there's some that are .3 that might be three plus units per acre. So, we're lower than
the surrounding. We even, for the existing homes to our north, we kept those lot sizes the same size
as their lots. So, when we butt up to them, we're not putting small lots up against big lots. for putting
the same size lots up against the same size lots. So lower density. | think you can see from the
pictures that road floods because the Indian River topped the bank and went into the road. | think that
was clear. And then for the engineers in the room vacant property still provides pollutants to the river.
It's a direct discharge. So, those numbers are quantitative. We look at that and we're tasked that we
can't exceed that even though we pave and put asphalt down and put in buildings. Our post
development rate must be less than what was existing. And this is going to be subject to the brand-
new DEP rule that's going to come into effect December 31st. So, these ponds will be like no ponds
you've ever seen before. These will be the best storm water ponds in the county. We don't have any
like them. They're changing the rules. So, the water leaving the site will be cleaner than any other
water. If you look at the map, there's maybe a handful of storm water ponds between State Road 528
and Titusville on the east side of US-1. So, we'll be one of the only properties that's handling and
treating our own storm water to help with what we're trying to do with the Indian River Lagoon. So, |
think we have demonstrated that this is going to be a benefit. Unless you had any other questions, |
would hope that you would approve our project.

Ms. Saunders stated there was a comment about an artesian well. Can you speak on that? If there is
one, is it being capped?

Mr. Moia responded if there is one, it'll be capped to St. John's standards. We'll have to abandon it
properly.

Ms. Saunders went on and then | think there was a question about the stormwater function and the
operation and maintenance of that. Do you want to maybe talk about the requirements to put in. |
know things that | work on, we are now required to put in an operation and maintenance plan that's
reviewed by permitting agency. We must put a budget together, so the HOA knows what it's going to
cost. | assume you're going to be subject to those same rules. Do you want to talk about that just for a
second?

Mr. Moia responded now currently there's been changes in the rule that took effect a little while ago
and it's going to get even more restrictive in the near future that the homeowners association will
have will be the maintenance entity of the storm water system. So, they'll have to maintain it. We
must submit what that entails. What does that mean maintain a storm water pond? Well, you know
nowadays it means wait for it to stop working and then you do something about it. Well, not anymore.
We must tell them what they must do, how often they have to do it, and how much it's going to cost
them so they can budget their homeowners fees to make sure they address it. So, that's required
now. You're going to see that they're going to be mandated to maintain the system like we've never
had to do before, and they'll know exactly what that entails and how much that's going to cost them.

Mr. Atkins inquired if there was an attempt to come up with a design that exists within the existing
BDP or was this something that kind of just did not take any of that into consideration?
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Mr. Moia responded for one thing, the BDP only is for a portion of the property. It doesn't extend to
the entire property. If you use the BDP and the existing zoning that's on the property and land use,
you could get about 22 units and we're proposing 23. And then the commercial of course is on the
corridor which is US-1, which is all commercial now so that's compatible. What's weird is that the
higher density land use is in the wetland and the lower density is in the upland so basically what we're
doing is we're just because we can't put higher density, and we don't want to build in the wetland of
course, but we can't shift that density uphill. We have to do the land use change to cover the entire
property in order to move those units to the uplands.

Mr. Atkins asked if the BDP that's on it now allows for more density, but it's in the wetlands, there's
very low likelihood that anything would have ever been built there anyway. So, it probably would not
have more density overall, right?

Mr. Moia responded if you chose not to mitigate for the wetlands. Offsite mitigation. | mean, you
could.

Mr. Brothers inquired if this was the property that used to be a nursery.
Mr. Moia responded there’s a nursery to the north.

Mr. Wadsworth commented I'm going to say [ believe you went above and beyond, Miss Kim, yourself
also to try to resolve and handle all these issues the surrounding neighborhoods had.

Ms. Gilliam commented for consideration before you make your recommendation. We do have at the
end of the staff report that part of what they're proposing for recreation is a dry retention bond. So,
your recommendation would include whether that is to be approved. That needs to be waived by the
board. And the other thing is again what you would be approving today. The PDP that's in your packet
may be different from the PDP | received in email right at the start of the meeting. So, staff has not
had time to review that. If you want to make a recommendation today, it will need to have a clause in
there that after staff has reviewed the resubmitted PDP that it would be approved based upon staff
approvals of that resubmitted PDP.

Unintelligible comment from the audience.

Mr. Esseesse responded yes, ma'am. It's public record at this point. It's been entered into the record.
I'm sure it'll be part of the packet that gets brought before the board of county commissioners.

Mr. Moia responded | did go over those points that we did change, and that's all we changed is what |
stated earlier. It was like four things and most of them were stuff that came from the public meeting
that we're agreeing to.

Ms. Saunders commented for the dry retention, it looks like on the plan that you've got a raised
walkway or something going across down. There's a dry retention area, but that's part of the open
space.

Mr. Moia responded it’s an observation deck on there as well.

Ms. Saunders inquired it that's part of the open space.
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Mr. Moia responded yes, and then we're also going to propose to reconstruct the dock, and that will
also be part of our open space.

Ms. Gilliam added there also appears to be a new dock connected to that dock going across the
wetlands leading to maybe a crosswalk to the pond to the dock on the river. So briefly scanning it
over, that's a change that | see so far on there. And again, if you read in the staff report, section
621102 states that to use that as open space, it needs to be with water, and this is proposed to be
dry, and it's supposed to have a perpetual level of water quality acceptable for recreational purposes.
There is no active proposed on the PDP and they are required to provide active and passive. Right
now, the only thing that's identified on the PDP is passive. So, we need where's your active?

Ms. Saunders inquired do you guys have a response for that since you just did that submittal?

Mr. Moia responded if it'll meet the requirement, we'll add a top lot to the plan. Will that meet it for
active? Okay, we'll add that to the submittal.

Ms. Saunders went on with | would make a motion that we approve subject to applicant working with
staff on this recent submittal to confirm the open space, active and passive recreational open space
that that gets sorted out.

Motion to recommend approval of item H.5. by Ana Saunders, seconded by Robert Brothers. Motion
passed 10:3.

Motion to recommend approval of Item H.6. by Ana Saunders subject to the applicant working with
staff to refine and satisfy both the active and passive recreational open space requirement, seconded
by Debbie Thomas. Motion passed 10:3.

Ms. Gilliam stated in your last motion; you're missing some items. Removal of the BDP and it would
be approved once staff approves the PDP. So, it would be three conditions. Working with Staff for
open space, approval of the resubmitted PDP by staff, and removal of the BDP.

Ms. Saunders replied, “so amended.”

Meeting adjourned at 4:18 p.m.
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From: Prasad, Billy

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: FW: City Pointe Landfall: 245.11 &24PUD003: Continuance Request
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2025 2:50:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
image003,png
im. 4
image005.0ng
FYI

From: Kim Rezanka <krezanka@LLR.Law>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2025 2:08 PM

To: Calkins, Tad <tad.calkins@brevardfl.gov>

Cc: Prasad, Billy <Billy.Prasad@brevardfl.gov>; Gilliam, Trina <Trina.Gilliam@brevardfl.gov>; Jones,
lennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov>; Bruce A. Moia (brucem@mbveng.com)
<brucem@mbveng.com>; Wanda Kessler <wandak@mbveng.com>

Subject: City Pointe Landfall: 24S.11 &24PUDO003: Continuance Request

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Tad,

City Point Landfall’s applications arc currently set for BOCC on Sept. 41 but the
engincer of record and myself are out of town that day.

We respectfully request this be continued to the October 2"d County Commission
meeting.

Please let me know if this request can be granted without appearance at County
Commission.

Thank vou.
Sincerely,
Kim Rezanka

Kimberly Bonder Rezanka
Partner

121-608-0802
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

KRezankao LLRLaw

6013 Farcenda Place. Suite 101
Melbourne. FL 32940
LLR.Law

Jolivilin

IMPORTANT: The contents of this email and any attachments are confidential. They are intended for the named
recipient(s) only. If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender immediately and do not disclose the

contents to anyone or make copies thereof.
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From: Linda Weinbera

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: Commissioner, D1; tom

Subject: P&Z request 24-PUD00003, City Point Landfall, LLC
Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2025 8:01:10 PM

Attachments: City Point Landfall rezone request.docx

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Attached, please find our request for denial of the above referenced rezoning application to be heard
by P&Z on March 17. Would appreciate it being provided to all the P&Z members.
Also, would appreciate confirmation of receipt.

Best regards,
Linda Weinberg
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February 26, 2025

Planning and Zoning Board Members
Administrativeservices@BrevardFL.gov

Re: City Point Landfall, LLC - rezoning request. 24-PUD00003

This letter is regarding your upcoming meeting scheduled March 17, 2025 wherein you will
consider the rezoning of a 12.86 acre parcel. This rezoning request has been posted on the
property located at 3477 N Indian River Drive, Cocoa. We live at 104 Sonya Drive, Cocoa,
which is less than a mile north of this property.

Upon contacting the zoning department, we were advised the initial request included a
rezoning of approximately 12 acres from an Estate Use (EU which is defined as a single-
family development of a “spacious nature”) and Residential Professional designation, to a
Planned Unit development for 22 single family homes or multi-family. This is a dramatic
zoning change and is entirely inconsistent with the character of surrounding properties.

We draw your attention to the most salient reasons to deny the requested rezoning:

- Indian River Drive is one of only 27 Florida Scenic Drives as well as a National Scenic
Byway. From Cocoa Village north to US 1, there have been no multi-family structures
built along Indian River Drive. Indian River Drive is a single-family, residential, non-
commercial drive. As a 4" generation resident of Brevard County, the preservation of
indian River Drive has been sacrosanct for many generations.

- The proposed development plan prepared by MBV, appears to have a cul-de-sac coming
from the west side of property down towards the river with a fan of eight, thin
substandard lots that face the river. With re-zoning, these eight lots could conceivably
be zero lot line structures or multi-family. Either scenario is just an effort to “over
monetize” their investment in a way that denigrates the character of this entire area.

- The flooding along North Indian River Drive, including the location of this property, is
already at a critical level. The roads are frequently impassable by cars and bikes due to
a heavy rain or strong easterly winds blowing the river over the roadway. Additionally, the
road is narrow, lacks bike lanes or sidewalks and already suffers from poorly performing
septic tanks.

The idea of jumping from an EU zoning to PUD with 22 homes or multifamily is ludicrous and
should summarily be rejected. The recorded deed shows this developer purchased these
12+ acres with its present EU/RP zoning, for $1.25 Million. It should be noted that lots along
Indian River Drive zoned for one home are selling for $700K and above. This request to
dramatically increase the density and intensity reflects a complete lack of respect for the
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unique character of this river drive, the people who live here, and the many folks who enjoy
the scenic drive along its shoreline.

You have an important job on the Planning Board. We appreciate your thoughtful
consideration of our comments and would request that you deny the rezoning request.

Regards,

Tom and Linda Weinberg

104 Sonya Drive

Cocoa, FL. 32926
321-258-8002
Tweinberg2@gmail.com
Lindaweinberg321@gmail.com

Cc: Brevard County Commissioner Katie Delaney, District One

429



From: davidi@tredel.com

To: AdministrativeServices

Subject: ID# 24PUD00003 & 245500009
Date: Tuesday, March 4, 2025 8:42:36 PM
Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Good Evening;

In reference to the zoning change request....

Please keep current EU & RP with the Binding Development Plan, in place.
Thank you

Richard Battin

220 City Point Road
Cocoa FL 32926
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From: Sanja Hernandez

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: E. Hernandez Michael; Jennifer Schneider

Subject: City Point Landfall LLC - Request for rezoning PDU-00003
Date: Monday, March 10, 2025 4:38:50 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Dear Planning and Zoning Board members,

The county needs to reject the proposed development and stay the course with the Binding
Development Agreement that allows 7 single family homes on subject property. Hank Evans
wrote the original agreement. He was a highly respected attorney.

I’ve lived in the Sabal Chase neighborhood just north of this plot since May 2002! I do not
believe this proposal would be a good land use option. Every summer the flooding on Indian
River Drive gets worse and the county is not doing anything to mitigate or raise the road.

The Riverwalk community was allowed to demolish all of the trees to cram more homes
impacting the traffic on Indian River drive as well as the impacts to city infrastructure. I don’t
believe there is any positive case to justify changing the zoning on this property from 7 to 22
units so that one family can recoup the cost of their investment in the property where they are
building their new home.

Impacts to the river, environment and infrastructure must be top concern. Furthermore, I
believe the development plan calls for impacting the designated wetland.

Please consider the impacts to the existing residents and the taxes we pay. I am disgusted by
the passersby’s who toss out their garbage along the scenic drive which I often pick up bags
full. We have raised our three children in this little peaceful community and wish to see it
preserved. Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Mike and Sonja Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926
321.289.6331
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February 26, 2025

Planning and Zoning Board Members
Administrativeservices@BrevardFL.gov

Re: City Point Landfall, LLC - rezoning request. 24-PUD00003

This letter is regarding your upcoming meeting scheduled March 17, 2025 wherein you will
consider the rezoning of a 12.86 acre parcel. This rezoning request has been posted on the
property located at 3477 N Indian River Drive, Cocoa. We live at 104 Sonya Drive, Cocoa,
which is less than a mile north of this property.

Upon contacting the zoning department, we were advised the initial request included a
rezoning of approximately 12 acres from an Estate Use (EU which is defined as a single-
family development of a “spacious nature”) and Residential Professional designation, to a
Planned Unit development for 22 single family homes or multi-family. This is a dramatic
zoning change and is entirely inconsistent with the character of surrounding properties.

We draw your attention to the most salient reasons to deny the requested rezoning:

- Indian River Drive is one of only 27 Florida Scenic Drives as well as a National Scenic
Byway. From Cocoa Village north to US 1, there have been no multi-family structures
built along Indian River Drive. Indian River Drive is a single-family, residential, non-
commercial drive. As a 4™ generation resident of Brevard County, the preservation of
Indian River Drive has been sacrosanct for many generations.

- The proposed development plan prepared by MBV, appears to have a cul-de-sac coming
from the west side of property down towards the river with a fan of eight, thin
substandard lots that face the river. With re-zoning, these eight lots could conceivably
be zero lot line structures or multi-family. Either scenario is just an effort to “over
monetize” their investment in a way that denigrates the character of this entire area.

- The flooding along North Indian River Drive, including the location of this property, is
already at a critical level. The roads are frequently impassable by cars and bikes due to
a heavy rain or strong easterly winds blowing the river over the roadway. Additionally, the
road is narrow, lacks bike lanes or sidewalks and already suffers from poorly performing
septic tanks.

The idea of jumping from an EU zoning to PUD with 22 homes or multifamily is ludicrous and
should summarily be rejected. The recorded deed shows this developer purchased these
12+ acres with its present EU/RP zoning, for $1.25 Million. It should be noted that lots along
Indian River Drive zoned for one home are selling for $700K and above. This request to
dramatically increase the density and intensity reflects a complete lack of respect for the
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unique character of this river drive, the people who live here, and the many folks who enjoy
the scenic drive along its shoreline.

You have an important job on the Planning Board. We appreciate your thoughtful
consideration of our comments and would request that you deny the rezoning request.

Regards,

Tom and Linda Weinberg

104 Sonya Drive

Cocoa, FL. 32926
321-258-8002
Tweinberg2@gmail.com
Lindaweinberg321@gmail.com

Cc: Brevard County Commissioner Katie Delaney, District One
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: ini iveServi
Subject: Fw: Concerns on CityPaint Landfall LLC plans
Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 11:32:26 AM

From: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Monday, March 17, 2025 11:17 AM

To: Amato, Ruth <Ruth.Amato@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: Fw: Concerns on CityPoint Landfall LLC plans

From: MaryJane Duncan <janemisc@icloud.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2025 4:32 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Concerns on CityPoint Landfall LLC plans

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

To Katie Delaney:
reference to;
ID# 24PUDO00003 & 24800009

My husband and I own a home in Parkchester, we have grave concerns regarding the impact of the
increased traffic flow, on Roundtree Dr from the proposed entrance road for the proposed
development.

We are also opposed to the proposed zoning changes. The plan goes against our Future Land Use
(FLU) map and our Binding Development Plan (BDP) for our overall area.

As Cocoa’s growth continues to increase, please consider the importance of preserving
neighborhoods with single family homes.

Respectfully,
MaryJane Duncan
John Evrard

304 N Roundtree Dr
Cocoa FL

32926

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Commissigner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices

Subject: Fw: P&Z request 24-PUD00003, City Point Landfall, LLC
Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 11:44:39 AM

Attachments: Ci i fall rezon: st.docx

From: Linda Weinberg <lindaweinberg321@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2025 8:01 PM

To: AdministrativeServices <administrativeservices@brevardfl.gov>

Ce: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; tom <tweinberg2 @gmail.com>
Subject: P&Z request 24-PUD00003, City Point Landfall, LLC

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Attached, please find our request for denial of the above referenced rezoning application to be heard
by P&Z on March 17. Would appreciate it being provided to all the P&Z members.
Also, would appreciate confirmation of receipt.

Best regards,
Linda Weinberg
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From: Mark W, Ward

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: “Mark and Maggie Ward"; Commissioner, D1
Subject: ID# 24PUD00003 & 245500009

Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 10:13:26 AM
Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Dear Sir/Madam,

As co-owner of the property located at 382 Chester Drive in PARKCHESTER
(Unincorporated Brevard County) and as such community abuts said development plans
proposed by City Pointe Landfall LLC, T respectfully submit my comments in OPPOSITION
to the any change in existing zoning and binding agreements that would allow higher density
and impervious surfaces. Parkchester is a small community established in the early-mid 60’s,
consisting of 63 homes. There exists only one point of entrance/egress to this neighborhood,
Roundtree Drive off of US Rt. 1. Before 2014, Roundtree Drive exited the neighborhood and
residents were afforded the opportunity for both RIGHT and LEFT turns upon egress from the
neighborhood,

The 2014-2016 widening of US Route 1 changed that by making the exit from Roundtree
Drive onto US Route 1 a RIGHT TURN ONLY at the stop sign, eliminating the ability to turn
left due to the median separating the northbound and southbound lanes of Route 1.
Additionally, the widening project caused the removal our designated “right turn-only” lane
from northbound US Rt. 1 into Parkchester, as now that lane is not a MERGE LEFT lane.
This has caused many close calls with our residents as they slow to turn right while people are
looking over their left shoulder in attempt to merge.

In 2014-2015, we, the residents of Parkchester held a community meeting with DOT
engineers and county officials, including Lisa.Mark@dotstate.flus, Lisa coordinated the
meeting in which we voiced our concerns about the aforementioned changes. At that time, we
also requested a STOP LIGHT at Route 1 and Roundtree Drive to increase the safety of our
residents exiting our neighborhood into 50+ MPH Traffic or attempting to dodge traffic in
order to get in the far-left lane to turn left onto Cidco Rd or make a U-turn to head south. We
were told that, due to the size of our community, we do not qualify for a traffic control device
at the entrance to our neighborhood.

Since 2016, traffic in this area of the US Rt. 1 corridor has increased dramatically, along with
the speed of the approach to Parkchester, making it increasingly difficult to safely exit our
homes. With the additional traffic which will accompany the development of the City Pointe
Landfall development, no matter how small, the safety of our neighborhood’s residents will,
once again, be sacrificed in the name of “progress” and development. Unless these issues
can be fixed, at cost to the developers, without affecting the cost to existing residents, the
project developer and engineer should consider being allowed only ONE entrance off of
Indian River Drive and not be allowed any access from Roundtree drive. Any such change in
plans or infrastructure should be paid for by the developer via impact fees and not passed
along to any of the neighboring residents.

Finally, with all of the concern of the health of the Indian River Lagoon, and with the mandate
to clean up runoff by 2030, the Commission should LIMIT any impervious surfaces that
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would allow, even inadvertent runoff, to enter the Lagoon. I would be extremely perplexed if
the Commission would allow any change in density east of I-95 given this mandate. High and
medium density housing directly adjacent to the Indian River is irresponsible. The City of
Cocoa had all but said “damn the torpedoes” as they are allowing building with reckless
abandon and bending of rules; That does not mean Brevard County should do the same.. Let’s
set a better example and make a better life for all of us who choose to live here.

Sincerely,

Mark W. Ward

382 Chester Drive

Cocoa, FL. 32926

Mark W. Ward

Ward & Lawless LLC
2410 Armadillo Court
Cocoa, Florida 32926
TEL: 888-658-8484 x1
FAX: 877-658-8484
www.wardlawless.com

ARISTOT LR

.:l:ream'l’aam
WINNER

Ward & Lawless LLC is not a law firm nor does it employ or retain any attorneys. The
communications or services provided by Ward & Lawless LLC are not prepared, endorsed
or reviewed by any form of licensed legal professional, including but not limited to an
attorney. No communication of Ward & Lawless LLC should be taken as legal advice. You
are encouraged to consult with a licensed attorney/lawyer for all legal questions or matters.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS HERETO IS
CONFIDENTIAL. MAY BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED. AND IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE ADDRESSEE(S). IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS
NOT AN INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR AN AGENT THEREOF, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
REVIEW. USE, DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY
ATTACHMENT HERETO IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY E-MAIL. AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE.
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From: Ward, Margaret C.

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: Commissioner, D1

Subject: ID# 24PUDO00003 & 245500009
Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 10:20:37 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Sir/Madam,

As co-owner of the property located at 382 Chester Drive in PARKCHESTER (Unincorporated
Brevard County) and as such community abuts said development plans proposed by City Pointe
Landfall LLC, I respectfully submit my comments in OPPOSITION to the any change in existing
zoning and binding agreements that would allow higher density and impervious surfaces.
Parkchester is a small community established in the early-mid 60’s, consisting of 63 homes. There
exists only one point of entrance/egress to this neighborhood, Roundtree Drive off of US Rt. 1.

Before 2014, Roundtree Drive exited the neighborhood and residents were afforded the opportunity
for both RIGHT and LEFT tumns upon egress from the neighborhood;

The 2014-2016 widening of US Route 1 changed that by making the exit from Roundtree Drive onto
US Route 1 a RIGHT TURN ONLY at the stop sign, eliminating the ability to turn left due to the
median separating the northbound and southbound lanes of Route 1. Additionally, the widening
project caused the removal our designated “right turn-only” lane from northbound US Rt. 1 into
Parkchester, as now that lane is not a MERGE LEFT lane. This has caused many close calls with
our residents as they slow to turn right while people are looking over their left shoulder in attempt to
merge.

In 2014-2015, we, the residents of Parkchester held a community meeting with DOT engineers and

county officials, including Lisa.Mark{@dotstate flus, Lisa coordinated the meeting in which we
voiced our concerns about the aforementioned changes. At that time, we also requested a STOP

LIGHT at Route 1 and Roundtree Drive to increase the safety of our residents exiting our
neighborhood into 50+ MPH Traffic or attempting to dodge traffic in order to get in the far-left lane
to turn left onto Cidco Rd or make a U-turn to head south. We were told that, due to the size of our
community, we do not qualify for a traffic control device at the entrance to our neighborhood.

Since 2016, traffic in this area of the US Rt. 1 corridor has increased dramatically, along with the
speed of the approach to Parkchester, making it increasingly difficult to safely exit our homes. With
the additional traffic which will accompany the development of the City Pointe Landfall
development, no matter how small, the safety of our neighborhood’s residents will, once again, be
sacrificed in the name of “‘progress” and development. Unless these issues can be fixed, at cost to
the developers, without affecting the cost to existing residents, the project developer and engineer
should consider being allowed only ONE entrance off of Indian River Drive and not be allowed any
access from Roundtree drive. Any such change in plans or infrastructure should be paid for by the
developer via impact fees and not passed along to any of the neighboring residents.

Finally, with all of the concern of the health of the Indian River Lagoon, and with the mandate to
clean up runoff by 2030, the Commission should LIMIT any impervious surfaces that would allow,
even inadvertent runoff, to enter the Lagoon. I would be extremely perplexed if the Commission
would allow any change in density east of [-95 given this mandate. High and medium density
housing directly adjacent to the Indian River is irresponsible. The City of Cocoa had all but said
“damn the torpedoes’ as they are allowing building with reckless abandon and bending of rules;
That does not mean Brevard County should do the same.. Let’s set a better example and make a
better life for all of us who choose to live here.

Sincerely,
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Margaret C. Ward
382 Chester Drive
Cocoa. FL. 32926

Margaret C. Ward
Director, Security Services
Magellan Health

***Confidentiality Notice***

This electronic message transmission contains information belonging to Magellan Health, its subsidiaries or
affiliates, that is solely for the recipient named above and which may be confidential or privileged. MAGELLAN
HEALTH, its subsidiaries or affiliates, EXPRESSLY PRESERVES AND ASSERTS ALL PRIVILEGES AND
IMMUNITIES APPLICABLE TO THIS TRANSMISSION. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any
disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of this communication is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received
this electronic transmission in etror, please notify us by telephone at 410-953-4808 Thank you.
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From: Mark W. Ward

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: "Mark and Magaie Ward"; Commissioner, D1
Subject: RE: ID# 24PUD00003 & 245500009

Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 10:43:55 AM
Attachments: 211455 (1).pdf

Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Regarding the binding agreement (attached), already states NO ACCESS TO THE
PARKCHESTER SUBDIVISION OR INDIAN RIVER DRIVE. WE OPPOSE ANY AND ALL
CHANGES TO EXISTING BINDING AGREEMENT.

From: Mark W. Ward <mward@wardlawless.com>

Sent: Monday, March 17, 2025 10:13 AM

To: 'administrativeservices@brevardfl.gov' <administrativeservices@brevardfl.gov>
Cc: 'Mark and Maggie Ward' <mmward97 @gmail.com>; 'Commissioner, D1'
<D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: ID# 24PUDO00003 & 245500009

Importance: High

Dear Sir/Madam,

As co-owner of the property located at 382 Chester Drive in PARKCHESTER
(Unincorporated Brevard County) and as such community abuts said development plans
proposed by City Pointe Landfall LLC, I respectfully submit my comments in OPPOSITION
to the any change in existing zoning and binding agreements that would allow higher density
and impervious surfaces. Parkchester is a small community established in the early-mid 60’s,
consisting of 63 homes. There exists only one point of entrance/egress to this neighborhood,
Roundtree Drive off of US Rt. 1. Before 2014, Roundtree Drive exited the neighborhood and
residents were afforded the opportunity for both RIGHT and LEFT turns upon egress from the
neighborhood;

The 2014-2016 widening of US Route 1 changed that by making the exit from Roundtree
Drive onto US Route 1 a RIGHT TURN ONLY at the stop sign, eliminating the ability to turn
left due to the median separating the northbound and southbound lanes of Route 1.
Additionally, the widening project caused the removal our designated “right turn-only” lane
from northbound US Rt. 1 into Parkchester, as now that lane is not a MERGE LEFT lane.
This has caused many close calls with our residents as they slow to turn right while people are
looking over their left shoulder in attempt to merge.

In 2014-2015, we, the residents of Parkchester held a community meeting with DOT
engineers and county officials, including Lisa.Mark@dotstate {l.us, Lisa coordinated the
meeting in which we voiced our concerns about the aforementioned changes. At that time, we
also requested a STOP LIGHT at Route 1 and Roundtree Drive to increase the safety of our
residents exiting our neighborhood into 50+ MPH Traffic or attempting to dodge traffic in
order to get in the far-left lane to turn left onto Cidco Rd or make a U-turn to head south. We
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were told that, due to the size of our community, we do not qualify for a traffic control device
at the entrance to our neighborhood.

Since 2016, traffic in this area of the US Rt. 1 corridor has increased dramatically, along with
the speed of the approach to Parkchester, making it increasingly difficult to safely exit our
homes. With the additional traffic which will accompany the development of the City Pointe
Landfall development, no matter how small, the safety of our neighborhood’s residents will,
once again, be sacrificed in the name of “progress” and development. Unless these issues
can be fixed, at cost to the developers, without affecting the cost to existing residents, the
project developer and engineer should consider being allowed only ONE entrance off of
Indian River Drive and not be allowed any access from Roundtree drive. Any such change in
plans or infrastructure should be paid for by the developer via impact fees and not passed
along to any of the neighboring residents.

Finally, with all of the concern of the health of the Indian River Lagoon, and with the mandate
to clean up runoff by 2030, the Commission should LIMIT any impervious surfaces that
would allow, even inadvertent runoff, to enter the Lagoon. I would be extremely perplexed if
the Commission would allow any change in density east of I-95 given this mandate. High and
medium density housing directly adjacent to the Indian River is irresponsible. The City of
Cocoa had all but said “damn the torpedoes” as they are allowing building with reckless
abandon and bending of rules; That does not mean Brevard County should do the same.. Let’s
set a better example and make a better life for all of us who choose to live here.

Sincerely,

Mark W. Ward

382 Chester Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926

Mark W. Ward

Ward & Lawless LLC
2410 Armadillo Court
Cocoa, Florida 32926
TEL: 888-658-8484 x1
FAX: 877-658-8484
www.wardlawless.com

ARISTOTLE

.:I::aam Team
WINNER

Ward & Lawless LLC is not a law firm nor does it employ or retain any attorneys. The
communications or services provided by Ward & Lawless LLC are not prepared, endorsed
or reviewed by any form of licensed legal professional, including but not limited to an
attorney. No communication of Ward & Lawless LLC should be taken as legal advice. You
are encouraged to consult with a licensed attorney/lawyer for all legal questions or matters.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS HERETO 1S
CONFIDENTIAL. MAY BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED. AND IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE ADDRESSEL(S). [F THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE [S
NOT AN INTENDED RECIPIENT. OR AN AGENT THEREOF, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
REVIEW. USE, DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY
ATTACHMENT HERETO IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE IN
ERROR. PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY E-MAIL, AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE.

441



442



evy

RESOLUTION NO. Z-11455

On motion by Commissioner Voltz, seconded by Commissioner Nelson, the following resolution was adopted by a

unanumous vote:
WHEREAS, G & D DEVELOPBERS

has/have applied for a Small scale Plan Amendment (08S.03) to change the Future Land Use Designation from Residential 1 to
Residential 2 and Residential 4; and a change of classification from AU (Agricultural Residential) to EU (Estate Use Residential) on
property described as

SEE ATTACHED LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Section 08, Township 24 S, Range 36 E, and,

WHEREAS, a public hearing of the Brevard County Planning and Zoning Board was advertised and held, as required by
law, and after hearing all interested parties and considering the adjacent areas, the Planning and Zoning Board recommended that the
application be denied (*see below) and,

WHEREAS, the Board, afier considering said application and the Planning and Zoning Board’s recommendation and
hearing all interested parties and after due and proper consideration having been given to the matter, find that the application should be
Approved with a Binding Development Plan, allowing a maximum of seven units, now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida, that the requested Small Scale Plan
Amendment (085.03) 1o change the Future Land Use Designation from Residential | (o Residential 2 and Residential 4: and a change
of classification from AU (Agricultural Residential) to EU (Estate Use Residential) be decided as follows: request for Small Scale
Plan Amendment was WITHDRAWN by the applicant and the change of classification from AU (Agricultural Residential) (o EU
(Estate Use Residential) be APPROVED with a Binding Development Plan, recorded in ORB 5897, Pages 624 through 638, dated
11/6/08, allowing a2 maximum of seven (7) units, and that the zoning classification relating to the above described property be changed
to EU (Estate Use Residential), and the Planning & Zoning Director, or designee, is hereby directed to make this change on the
official zoning maps of Brevard County, Florida.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effective as of November 6, 2008.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Brevard County, Florida

. Qs

ATTEST: by Truman Scarborough,
Chairperson

SCOTT ELLIS, CLERK As Approved by the Board on September 4, 2008,

(SEAL)

*LP A Recommendation — Denied Small Plan Amendment (Applicant later withdrew request for Small Scale Plan Amendment)
(P&Z Hearing — March 10, 2008)

Please note: A Conditional Use Permit will generally expire on the three year anniversary of its approval if the use is not established prior to that date. Conditional Use
Permits for Towers and Antennas shall expire if a site plan for the tower is not submitted within one (1) year of approval or il construction does not commence within
two years of approval. A PUD Preliminary Development Plan expives if a final development plan is not filed within three years.

THE GRANTING OF THIS ZONING DOES NOT GUARANTEE PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPERTY. AT THE TIME OF DEVELOPMENT, SAID DEVELOPMENT
MUST BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CRITERIA OF THE BREVARD COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND OTHER APPLICABLE LAWS AND ORDINANCES.
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONER FLORIDA’S SPACE COAST

ARA J. RICARD, Clerk to the Board, 400 South Street » P.O. Box 999, Titusville, Florida 32781-0999 Telephone: (321) 637-2001
Tam Fax: (321) 264-6972

November 10, 2008

MEMORANDUM

TO:  Scott Knox, County Attorney ~ Attn: Christine Lepore

RE: Item IILA.6, Binding Development Plan Agreement with G & D Developers, LLC
The Board of County Commissioners, in regular session on October 28, 2008, executed
Binding Development Plan Agreement with G & D Developers, LLC, for property
located on the east side of U.S. 1, approximately .17 mile south of Cidco Road. Said
Agreement was recorded in ORBK 5897, PGs 624 through 638. Enclosed for your
necessary action are two certified copies of the recorded document.

Your continued cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SCOTT ELLIS, CLERK 7

amara Ricard, Deputy Clerk

/clj
Encls (2)
cc: Zoning- Candy Hanselman / RECEIVED
Contracts Administration
NOV 15 cvuu
PLANNING & ZONING

711 h R
L1145

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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CEN 2008210794, OR BK 5897 PA_GE 624,
PREPARED BY: Recorded 11/06/2008 at 01:33 PM, Scott Ellis. Clerk of
John H. Evans, Esquire Courts, Brevard County
John H. Evans, P.A. # Pgs:15

1702 S. Washington Ave
Titusville, FL 32780

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
G&D DEVELOPERS, L.C.

GETURN: Clerk to the Board #27

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this {4’ % day of (O Tadrer , 2008, between

the BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a

political subdivision of the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as “County”) and G&D

DEVELOPERS, L.C., a Florida Limited Liability Company (hereinafter referred to as

“Owner”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Owner owns property (hereinafter referred to as the “Property™) in Brevard

County, Florida, as more particularly described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated

herein by this reference; and
WHEREAS, Owner has requested the EU zoning classification and desires to develop the
Property for Residential uses pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and
WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Owner wishes to
mitigate negative impact on abutting land owners and affected facilities or services; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized to regulate development of the Property.
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. The County shall not be required or obligated in any way to construct or maintain

or participate in any way in the construction or maintenance of the improvements. It is the intent

of the parties that the Owner, its grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other Associ-

1 /11455
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ation and/or assigns satisfactory to the County shall be responsible for the maintenance of any

improvements.

2.

RETURN: Clerk to the Board #27

The following restrictions shall apply to said subdivision:

A. There shall be a 15 foot natural buffer on the exterior of the
subdivision;
B. There shall be no access for said subdivision to Indian River Drive;
(&= The number of lots shall not exceed 7;
D. The subdivision shall have no access to Parkchester subdivision.
E. The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet under air;
)5 The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain common
elements and architectural control.
G.

The Property shall have EU zoning.

3. Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida. This Agreement constitutes Owner’s agreement to meet the above additional standards
or restrictions in developing the Property. This agreement provides no vested rights against
changes to the comprehensive plan or land development regulations as they may apply to this
Property.

4. Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of

recording this Agreement in Brevard County, Florida.

Sz This Agreement shall be binding and shall inure to the benefit of the successors or

assigns of the parties and shall run with the subject Property unless or until rezoned and be

binding upon any person, firm or corporation who may become the successor in interest directly

-
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RETURN: Clerk to the Board #27

I

or indirectly to the subject Property, and be subject to the above referenced conditions as

approved by the Board of County Commissioners on &%&M, 2008. In the event the

subject Property is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be null and

void.

6. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning

Classification and this Agreement may be enforced by Section 1.7 and 62-5, Code or Ordinances

of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be signed all

as of the date and year first above written.

A’I"TES:I" L BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

N ;
)/ %’ Viera, FL 32940

Scott Ellis, Clerk
(SEAL)

Truman Scarborough, Chairman
As approved by the Boardon 10/28/08

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 28 day of

Qctober ,2008by _ Truman Scarborough , Chairman of the Board of County
Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida who is personally known to me or who has produced
as identification.

My commission expires

Notary Public
Tamara J. Ricar
(Name typed, printed or stamped)

-

SEAL
Commission No.:

LD

S, TAMARA J. RICARD
3 % Notary Public - State of Fiorida
@; My Commission Expires Nav 9, 2009
£ qp'.* Commissior # DD 489244

e o
ST Bonded By National Notary Assn,

AWy,

&
(el

11455



WITNESSES: OWNER
G&D DEVELOPERS, L.C

a Florida Limited Liability Company
M j% \-71?4./{

Zj-wx»» A gf#’

AETURN: Clerk to the Board #2

(Name) ()
:J/N’Oﬁ‘ /éf b//v ?\f 537 SPLL Lake pe ~fILR P
eSS Namet ped or prifed (Address)
N ﬁ Frg pdn
— (President)
/]/MA L. M Qanny Georse o PApr
Witness Name typed or printed (Name typed, printed or stamped)

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
2008 by George Papp as Manager of G&D Developers, L.C, a Florida L
Company, who is personally known to me or who has produced

LA
as identification.
My commission expires: %L j; ;7 %
SEAL otary Public
Commission No.: }(
Lo og /N EZ,
R d, ted or st d
’% Linda M. King (Name typed, printed or stamped) "~
5z Commission # DD609692

Expires Janu
Jh m&wm W‘lm‘l

\\stacie\G&D\ 97 14 /Binding Plan/ 9-3-08-k.doc

4
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CHK'D BY:

DRAWN BY: RMP

DATE: 10/30/07
!
JOB # 98—429-4

PREPARED FOR AND CERTFED TO:

SHEET 1 OF 2

SKETCH & DESGRIPTION FOR:
G &t D DEVELOPERS, 1LC..

EXHIBIT

1013 ROCKLEDGE DRIVE
ROCKLEDGE, FLORIDA 32955
TEL.: (321) 632—6335
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Clerk to the Board #27

RETURN

SKETC

TO ACCOMPANY DESCro,rTION
THIS SKETCH 1S NOT A "BOUNDARY SURVEY"

DESCRIPTION ~ RESIOENTIAL #i:

A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION B, TOWNSHI® 24 SOUTH. RANGE 36 EAST, BREVARD COUNTY,
FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS

COMMENCE AT A 4 INCH BY 4 [NCH CONCRETE MONUMENT, WHICH MARKS THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
"PARKCHESTER. UNIT NO. 17, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 18, PAGE 114 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF
HREVARD COUNTY, FLORIOA, AND RUM S.89°26"147E,, ALONG THE SOUTH HINE ©F SAID
DISTANCE QF 28260 FEET TD THE NORTHEAST CORMNER OF LAMDS DESCRI

OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNYY. FLORIDA. THE PCIKT OF

S.B972814E., ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF "PARKCHESTER, UNIT NO. 1°, A DISTANCE OF 74644 FEET TO
THE SOUTHEAS| CORNER OF SAID SUBDIVISION: THENCE S.00°37° 337 W.. ALONG THE SOUTHERLY EXTENSION
OF THE EAST LINE OF SAMD SUBDIMSION, A DISTANCE OF 2.58 FEET, TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
LANDS DESCRIBED IN O.R. 323, PAGE 90 OF SAID PUBUC RECORDS: THENCE SO2S445E, ALONG THE
SOUTH LINE OF SAIN LANDS, A DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET 10 THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAlD LANDS;
THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH UME, RUN S.0040°53"W., A DISTAN

CE OF 320.00 FEET 10 A POINT ON
THE SOUTH LINE OF LANDS DESCRIBED N DEED BODK a7z,
SOUTH LINE, A DISTANCE OF

PAGE 451, THENCE M.AG'54'25°W, ALONE SAID
928,53 FEET TD A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE EAST LINE
G AFORESAID LANDS DESCRISED IN OR. 4526, PAGE 2109; THENCE N OODS15°E., ALONG SAID EXTINSION
AND SAID EAST LINE, A DISTANCE OF 216.95 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT: THENCE N29'5450°W,, ALONG An
&;?JEI%;EIF;INE OF SAID LANDS, A DISTANCE of 129.10 FEET TO THE POINT OF BECINNING, COMTAINING

i A .

SUBDIVISION, A
BED IN O.R. 4525, PAGE 2109
BEGINMING; THEMCE CONTINUE

SUBJECT TO ALL EASEMENTS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS AND A

OR RIGHTS OF wAY OF RECORD.

EXHIBIT
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AETURN: Clerlc to #he Board_#g?

THIS INSTRUMENT PREPARED BY
AND RETURN TO:

JOHN H. EVANS, ESQUIRE

1702 S. WASHINGTON AVE
TITUSVILLE, FL. 32780

JOINDER IN BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that the undersigned, being the authorized
agent and signatory for the owner and holder of the following mortgages:
First Mortgage recorded on August 20, 2001 in Official Records Book 4404, Page 0975,
further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2002, recorded on August 26,
2002 in Official Records Book 4667, Page 3227, further evidenced by Modification of Morigage
dated July 15, 2003, recorded on July 31, 2003 in Official Records Book 4998, Page 1828,
further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2004, recorded on August 12,
2004 in Official Record Book 5347, Page 7706, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage
dated January 15, 2005, recorded on February 2, 2005 in Official Records Book 5416, Page
4076, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2005, recorded on August
12, 2005 in Official Records Book 5515, Page 5258, further evidenced by Modification of
Mortgaged dated July 15, 2006, recorded on August 15, 2006 in Official Records Book 5685,
Page 1116, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2007, recorded on
August 9, 2007 in Official Record Book 5803, Page 90 of the Public Records of Brevard County,
Florida and further modified by Medification of Mortgage dated July 15, 2008 and recorded in
Official Records Book 5886, Page 3181, Public Records of Brevard County, Florida.
Second Mortgage recorded on August 20, 2002, recorded in Official Records Book 4663,
Page 3371, further evidenced by limitation of right of future advances dated July 12, 2002,

recorded on August 20, 2002 in Official Records Book 4663, Page 3369, further evidenced by

L11455
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AETURN: Clerk to the Boan_i #27

Modification of Mortgage dated July 12, 2003, recorded on July 30, 2003 in Official Records
Book 4997, Page 3348, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12, 2004,
recorded on August 12, 2004 in Official Records Book 5347, Page 8160, further evidenced by
Modification of Mortgage dated January 12, 2005, recorded on February 2, 2005 in Official
Records Book 5416, Page 4072, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12,
2005, recorded August 12, 2005 in Official Records Books 5515, Page 5254, further evidenced
by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12, 2006, recorded on August 15, 2006 in Official
Records Book 5685, Page 3904, further evidenced by Modification of Mortgage dated July 12,
2007, recorded on August 9, 2007 in Official Records Book 5802, Page 9690 of the Public
Records of Brevard County, Florida. Further modified by Mortgage Modification of Mortgage
dated July 12, 2008 and recorded in Official Records Book 5886, Page 3100, Public Records of
Brevard County, Florida.
Third Mortgage dated August 4, 2008 and recorded in Official Records Book 5886,
Page 3185 in the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida and encumbering lands described in

said Mortgages.

I do hereby consent to the Binding Development Plan attached as Exhibit “A” for the

purpose of subordinating the lien of the undersigned’s Mortgage to said Binding Development
Plan.

WITNESSES: FLORIDA BUSINESS BANK
340 N. Harbor City Blvd.
B T Melbourne, FL 32935
Einve 2aVain

Witness Printed Name

’ N A
AL Leiilzi. C
D s By 22 /@t’/z&f’

Authorized Agent’s Signature
Kesen \Mnde_ Printed Name: ;4,2 4. < Ko butc.
Witness Printed Name As: S Ve =

11455
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FLRM: e to the Board #2’{

.
B3

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this /9#h day of September,
2008by _ Wittian @. Kogharr , as S.V.P. of Florida
Business Bank who is personally known to me or who has produced

as identification.

My Commission Expires: I/ / 20 / 9

Notary Publ@
EINA V. ZAVALLA
SEAL Notary Public, State of Florida
My comm. exp. Nov. 20, 2009
Comm. No. DD 492338

Name typed, printed or stamped

Staciedocs/G&D/ 9714/Joinder/ 9 -18-08-k

L11455
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BETURN: Clark to the Board #27

PREPARED BY:

John H. Evans, Esquire
John H. Evans, P.A.
1702 S. Washington Ave
Titusville, FL 32780

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
G&D DEVELOPERS, L.C.

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this day of . 2008, between

the BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a
political subdivision of the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as “County”) and G&D
DEVELOPERS, L.C., aFlorida Limited Liability Company (hereinafter referred to as
“Owner”).
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Owner owns property (hereinafter referred to as the “Property”) in Brevard
County, Florida, as more particularly described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated
herein by this reference; and
WHEREAS, Owner has requested the EU zoning classification and desires to develop the
Property for Residential uses pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and
WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Owner wishes to
mitigate negative impact on abutting land owners and affected facilities or services; and

WHEREAS, the County is authorized to regulate development of the Property.
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. The County shall not be required or obligated in any way to construct or maintain

or participate in any way in the construction or maintenance of the improvements. It is the intent

of the parties that the Owner, its grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other Associ-

EXHIBIT
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ation and/or assigns satisfactory to the County shall be responsible for the maintenance of any

lmprovements.

2. The following restrictions shall apply to said subdivision:

A. There shall be a 15 foot natural buffer on the exterior of the

subdivision;
B. There shall be no access for said subdivision to Indian River Drive;
C. The number of lots shall not exceed 7;
D. The subdivision shall have no access to Parkchester subdivision.
E. The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet under air;
E;

The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain common
elements and architectural control.

G. The Property shall have EU zoning.

3. Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida. This Agreement constitutes Owner’s agreement to meet the above additional standards
or restrictions in developing the Property. This agreement provides no vested rights against
changes to the comprehensive plan or land development regulations as they may apply to this
Property.

4. Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of

recording this Agreement in Brevard County, Florida.

5. This Agreement shall be binding and shall inure to the benefit of the successors or

assigns of the parties and shall run with the subject Property unless or until rezoned and be

binding upon any person, firm or corporation who may become the successor in interest directly
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or indirectly to the subject Property, and be subject to the above referenced conditions as

approved by the Board of County Commissioners on

, 2008. In the event the

subject Property is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be null and
void.

6. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning

Classification and this Agreement may be enforced by Section 1.7 and 62-5, Code or Ordinances

of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be signed all

as of the date and year first above written.

ATTEST:

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL. 32940

Scott Ellis, Clerk

, Chairman
(SEAL) As approved by the Board on _
STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
, 2008 by

day of

, Chairman of the Board of County
Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida who is personally known to me or who has produced

as identification.

My commission expires

Notary Public
SEAL
Commission No.:

(Name typed, printed or stamped)
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WITNESSES:

Ly DA M. %/Vﬁ;

Witness Name typed or print&d
ol Je ‘-..-}._ ) \I‘.-"’L_'\:Xr Al

"].'sNu'\_ L N\((')tu\)f\}

Witness Name typed or printed

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

The foregoing instrument was acknowled
2008 by George Papp as Manager of G&D Deve

Company, who is
as identification.

My commission expires:
SEAL
Commission No.:
¥ Linda M. King
% iz Commission # DD609692
3 »‘3’..“3.22‘31 J:EL.L&W 18, 2011

o Int 800-285-2015

\stacie\G&D\ 9714 /Binding Plan/ 9-3-08-k.doc

e
otary Public

OWNER
G&D DEVELOPERS, L.C,,
a Florida Limited Liability Company

/éw?/m/ /W

(Name) )
S37 S/ Lte DR — ML B
(Address)
g, 74“\-«&/
(President

G Zher it ///‘1‘7“'/

~<

(Name typed, printed or stamped)

lopers, L.C, a Florida Limited Liabiffty

personally known to me or who has produced . A

7

7
Lonog M. A Ing

(Name typed, printed or stampedy7

4

j i j .
ged before me this /& t{ﬂay ,M;m{/‘fﬁ/
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THIS SKETCH 1S NOT A "BOUNDARY SURVEY"™

ESCRIPTION — RESIDENTTAL #1:

A PARCEL OF LAMD LYING IN SECTION B, TOWMSHIP 24 SOUTH. RANGE 3§ EAST, BREVARD COUNTY,
FLORIOA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY CESGRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCE AT A 4 INCH BY 4 INCH CONCRETE MONUMENT, WHICH MARIKS THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
"PARKCHESTER. UNIT NO. 1", RECORDED IN PLAT BQOR 18, PAGE 114 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, AND RUN S B9'26"14"F., ALOHC THE SOUTH UNE ©F SAID
OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF SREVARD COUNTY,

S.89°281 47E., ALONG SAID SOUTH UINE oF "PARKCHESTER, umIl NOQ. 77, A DISTANCE CF 745 44 FEET TO
THE SOUTHEASY CORNER OF SAID SUBDIMSION: THEMCE SOOITINW. ALONG THE SQUTHERLY EXTENSIDN
OF THE EAST LINE OF SAID SUBDIVISION, A DISTANGE OF 2.58 FEET, 10 THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
LANDS DESCRIBED IN O.R. 323, PAGE 90 OF, SAID PUBUC RECORDS: THENCE SBES4'45°E. ALONG THE
SOUTH LINE DF SAID LANDS, A DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET TD THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF Saln LANDS
THENCE CEPARTING SAID SCUTH UNE, RUN S.0040°53"W., i

THE SOUTH LINE OF LANDS DESCRIBED 1N DE)

NT DN
- THENCE M B9'S4'45°W., ALONG SAID
TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY EXTENSIOM OF THE EAST LINE
526, PAGE 2109; THENCE N.O0OSISE. ALONG SAID EXTEMSION
LIME, A DISTANCE OF 216.85 FEET TO AN ANGLE POINT. THENGCE N.29'54°507W., ALONG AM
EJ:,SBTE:E‘!.;EIEJNE OF SAID LANDS. A DISTANCE OF 12910 FEET TO THE POIMY OF GEGINNING, COMTAINING
SUBJECT TO ALL EASELENTS, RESTR

ICTIOMS, LIMITATIONS AND / OR

RIGHTS OF waY OF RECORD.




From: Jackson, Desiree

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: Kevin Jackson; D1.Commisioner@brevardfl.qov
Subject: RE: Proposed Development at City Point

Date: Friday, March 21, 2025 4:13:23 PM

Aloha Administrative Services,

Please see below public comment. Thank you.

Desirée Jackson, MBA

Planner I

Direct: (321) 350-8269

Planning and Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Building A, Room 114

Viera, FL 32940

Desiree. Jackson@brevardfl.gov

This office can only provide zoning and comprehensive plan information. You may wish to contact other County
agencies to fully determine the development potential of this property. This letter does not establish a right to
develop or redevelop the property and does not constitute a waiver to any other applicable land development
regulations. At the time of development, this property will be subject to all such regulations. Under Florida law, e-
mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a public records
request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.

From: Kevin Jackson <cbrkrj@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, March 21, 2025 3:30 PM

To: Jackson, Desiree <Desiree.Jackson@brevardfl.gov>; D1.Commisioner@brevardfl.gov
Subject: Proposed Development at City Point

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Ladies,

[ am writing to object to the proposed residential development and rezoning just north of City Point Rd. north of
Cocoa. Indian River Drive is a special place that we have been fortunate enough to live near in the Twin Lakes
subdivision for 4 years. I contend the character of this road and surrounding area will be negatively affected by this
rezoning and proposed development for the following reasons.

1. The natural beauty of the area along with the unique scenery of the many one-of-a-kind homes will be ruined by a
modem, zero lot line, cinder block and stucco, generic subdivision plopped right in the middle of it.

2. Indian River Drive is incredibly narrow along the northern section but especially so at the exact point of this
proposed development. Traffic is stop and go thru this area already after any significant rainfall. In addition, many
walkers, runners and bicyclists add to existing congestion. That area already has blind curves that present a hazard
for any recreational use of the road. A new subdivision will make this situation worse by orders of magnitude.

3. Indian River Drive at the site of the proposed development is at its lowest point (in relation to the river level)
along its entire length. The road is literally inches above the normal river level. During periods of strong NE winds,
the road is completely covered by water. During hurricanes, that area is impassable by a normal car. A subdivision
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in this area would only make this problem worse due to the addition of a large amount of impervious area created by
the new roadways, driveways and sidewalks. You are potentially creating a disastrous situation during hurricane
season by this road being inundated by onshore winds and then having large amounts of rainfall runoff pouring out
of this subdivision into the exact same spot. Any civil engineer could instantly spot the potential large scale flooding
of the road and potentially existing houses from the addition of this proposed development.

Please consider these points carefully when making a final ruling on this proposed rezoning/development. Thank
you for your time.

Sincerely & respectfully,
Kevin Jackson

118 S Twin Lakes Rd.
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: Please vote against
Date: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 10:10:57 AM

From: Sonja Hernandez <shernandez7578@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 18, 2025 8:18 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner @brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Please vote against

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

P&Z Meeting Report - City Point Landfall, LLC Rezoning Request

Despite our best efforts and testimony by many community members opposing zoning
and FLU map changes, the Planning and Zoning Board voted to move the zoning and
PUD requests by the developer on to the Board of Commissioners for a ruling at the next
Board of Commissioner’s meeting (April 3rd, 5:00 pm). The P&Z Board voted to
recommend accepting the developer's request for rezoning, with three members opposed
to accepting. One board member, Henry Minneboo, spoke up for respecting and
supporting Binding Development Plans in general and ours in particular (a mass
showing). He was also the only member who was around in 2004 when our community
successfully implemented our existing BDP. The decision is now up to the Board of
Commissioners and they do not necessarily have to abide by the P&Z Board’s
recommendation. The P&Z Board is requiring the developer set up a meeting with our
community to present details of their plans and to solicit our input and concerns. The
date and time of this meeting is TBD but should be before the April 3rd Board of
Commissioners meeting.

We prepared this letter to the P&Z Board. Our plan was to read it to them as part of
community comments, however we were only given three minutes to speak so we had to
summarize it on the fly. This is the full text of the letter that we turned into the P&Z
Clerk for inclusion in the minutes. Since it may be a bit difficult to locate online, we
thought we would share it with you all

P&Z Planning Board Testimony 3/17/2025
Board Members,

Here is a bit of history regarding our neighborhood and the ongoing efforts to preserve
our community’s essential character.

Our community is between the Indian River and the east side of US 1 and stretches north
from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points
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fire station. It is a rather large area that we as a community have worked hard over the
years to protect against high density development.

We are facing yet another development proposal which aims to change the underlying
zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point Landfall LLC is proposing
a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use
(FLU) map and the removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts
limits on what can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for us to challenge
future inappropriate development.

Some years ago, in response to a proposed massive condominium project in the middle of
our community, all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the
individual homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's character
and desirability. As a united group, we worked very hard for a year and a half with the
Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and
pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map) for
our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities that cannot be
exceeded by rezoning. The densities we set were guided by and compatible with the
current zoning and existing land uses in our area, but were somewhat simpler and in
many cases more generous.

Nevertheless, our current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at least
three different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with the
developers to understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it currently
exists. On these occasions, we find ourselves before the Planning and Zoning Board and
then the County Commissioners defending our density limits and our Comprehensive
Land Use Plan.

In the past, once the developers became aware of community concerns, either on their
own or by advisement from county officials, community/developer meetings were
scheduled where the developers presented their plans to solicit community input and
address concerns. These type of meetings can be very helpful and may result in a
mutually satisfactory outcome. With the rather short notification time we have been
given this time, our first opportunity to voice our community concerns are these County
Planning and Zoning Board and Commission meetings scheduled in the coming weeks.
Our time to prepare and respond has been considerably shortened this time around. We
have not heard of any outreach efforts on the part of City Point Landfall regarding this
project. The first substantive notification of a planned effort on their part to change
zoning, FLUM and remove the Binding Development Plan came by way of signs planted
on Indian River Drive and at the entrance to Parkchester two weeks ago. Hardly an
indication of concern for community involvement.

A big area of our concern is in setting a precedence. Since we fought so hard to establish
safeguards to our community at the local, county and state levels, we are keen to
continue keeping them in place so that future developers cannot cite exceptions given to
other developers as a defense for whatever changes they would desire for future
projects. We want to stick to our guns and defend our community’s character and
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environment.

The existing Binding Development Plan was executed October 28, 2008, signed by the
owner of the property at that time and became permanently attached to the property as
a safeguard to our community. The following restrictions were placed on the interior 7
acres of the property (referred to in the BDP as the “Subdivision):

A. There shall be a 15 foot natural buffer on the exterior of the subdivision;

B. There shall be no access for said subdivision to Indian River Drive;

C. The number of lots shall not exceed 7:

D. The subdivision shall have no access to Parkchester subdivision;

E. The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet under air;

F. The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain common elements and
architectural control;

E. The Property shall have EU zoning.

These restrictions and all of the provisions of the Binding Development Plan are present
on the property today and were present when City Point Landfall purchased the
property. We assume City Point Landfall knew what they were buying. We assume they
also knew what the zoning and FLUM designations were when they made the purchase.

We agree with all of the provisions and restrictions called out in the Binding
Development Plan and desire that it remain in force.

Irregardless of the PUD outlined in City Point Landfall’s Proposed Development Plan,
by changing the FLUM to RES4 for the entire property, City Point Landfall will end up
with the potential for 14.86 acres times 4 housing units each acre. This would be about
59 units if it was zoned to the maximum extent possible. While we appreciate the
thought and some of the features of the PUD in City Point Landfall’s Proposed
Development Plan, we worry that there is the possibility that the PUD may never be
built, but the FLUM and Zoning changes, if enacted, will then be permanently attached
to the property. It seems possible that funding could fall through, the economics of the
project could change for the worse, the desire on the part of developers could wane - any
number of things could conspire to make the PUD not come to fruition. City Point
Landfall might be compelled to redesign and go with a completely different PUD or they
might have to sell the property to a new buyer who would then have the opportunity to
build a completely different project with greatly increased density.

We believe that the current Future Land Use Map, Zoning and Existing Binding
Development Plan are adequate for development of a profitable and appropriate
subdivision within our community. We therefore ask that Planning and Zoning Board
recommend that the Board of Commissioners reject the changes requested by City Point
Landfall LLC at the earliest opportunity.

Thank You for your attention and consideration,
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James and Beverly Sudermann
3469 Indian River Drive
Cocoa, FL
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: ID# 24PUD00003 & 24SS00009
Date: Thursday, March 27, 2025 11:57:58 AM

From: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 10:57 AM

To: Diane Burroughs <ddburroughs68 @gmail.com>

Subject: Re: ID# 24PUD00003 & 245500009

Good morning Ms. Burroughs

On behalf of Commissioner Delaney, | want to acknowledge receipt of your email. It will be
submitted to the Commissioner for her consideration.

Thank you for contacting her office and sharing your concerns.

Ruth Amato

Administrative Aide to the County Commissioner
County Commissioner Katie Delaney District 1
7101 SUSHwy 1

South Titusville, FL 32780

321-607-6901

From: Diane Burroughs <ddburroughs68 @gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 10:00 AM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: ID# 24PUD0O0003 & 245500009

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Good Morning,

I am a resident of the Parkchester subdivision and reside at 381 Chester Drive. I am writing
this to voice my concerns regarding the planned City Point Landfall development at property
3477 North Indian River Drive with entrance and exit into the planned development off
Roundtree Drive just off USI.

Townhomes and large scale storage are NOT consistent with and NOT compatible within our

neighborhood. Townhomes are an open invitation to become rental properties that could be
suitable for Airbnb and Vrbo rentals to large groups of non-local individuals and is a
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welcoming situation for loud parties and for unknown people to wander onto the property.
They are unsightly and open the door to unsightly high density housing in this precious area
that needs to be protected.

This plan also conflicts with the binding development plan that must be honored which states
NO ACCESS TO THE PARKCHESTER SUBDIVISION OR INDIAN RIVER DRIVE. We
oppose any and all changes to this portion of the existing binding agreement. Webster defines
binding' as

(of an agreement or promise) involving an obligation that cannot be broken.

"business agreements are intended to be legally binding"

Why create a binding development plan if it is tossed aside? It must be honored.

As a member of the Parkchester community, the safety of our residents is paramount and this
plan is ripe for congestion and injury entering and exiting the neighborhood.

Also - what will happen to the City Point Cemetery. How will this be protected?

Please protect our neighborhood and the consistency of the housing in this part of your
district. Vote NO to this plan.

Sincerely,

Diane Burroughs
381 Chester Drive
Cocoa, FL. 32926
352-425-8408
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: CITY POINT LANDFALL LLC 24PUB00003 & 24SS00009
Date: Thursday, March 27, 2025 11:57:40 AM

From: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 4:04 PM

To: Mark W. Ward <mward@wardlawless.com>

Subject: Re: CITY POINT LANDFALL LLC 24PUB0OO003 & 245500009

Good afternoon,

On behalf of Commissioner Delaney, | want to acknowledge receipt of your email. It will be
submitted to the Commissioner for her consideration.

Thank you for contacting her office and sharing your concerns.

Ruth Amato

Administrative Aide to the County Commissioner
County Commissioner Katie Delaney District 1
7101 SUSHwy 1

South Titusville, FL 32780

321-607-6901

From: Mark W. Ward <mward@wardlawless.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 2:55 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Cc: 'Mark and Maggie Ward' <mmward97@gmail.com>
Subject: CITY POINT LANDFALL LLC 24PUBO0003 & 245500009

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Dear Commissioner Delaney,
This letter is a follow-up to my previous email on the same subject.

As the owner of 382 Chester Drive in the Parkchester Community, Unincorporated Brevard
County, District 1, | am writing to urge you to vote NO on the Planning & Zoning
Committee’s recommendation to remove the Biding Development Plan that was hashed out
in 2008 and contains protections for the PARKCHESTER community. | respectfully request
that you gather support of all Commissioners in support of their “NAY” votes as well.
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To that end, MBV Engineering will be holding a community meeting to discuss this matter
because they said it was not until the March 17 P&Z meeting that they learned of any
community opposition to the plan. A letter from Bruce Moine, P.E., President was then
drafted and mailed on March 19 in which they are inviting only a select few residents (only
those who live within 500 feet of the proposed development), to a meeting on April 1, 2025.
The letter states that they desire to discuss and answer any questions and record
feedback... and promise to present to “County Staff, the Planning and Zoning Board as
well as Council as we move through the review and public hearing process for this
request.” It is really too late to present to the P&Z Board, as that meeting was held 2 days
prior to the drafting of the notice (see attached). | respectfully request your attendance at
the April 1 Meeting, as well.

Unless the engineers remove any access to Parkchester from the proposed PUD, I will be
gathering and presenting, as representative of Parkchester, the signatures of all
Parkchester residents in opposition of the removal of the BDP. A survey of homeowners
indicates 100% are against the removal of the BDP.

While the access through our neighborhood is the main issue, there are a few other items
of concern for our community. They are outlined here:

1.  One developer should not set a precedent over our entire area: If we do not protect
our FLU map and BDP, this developer will have opened a much wider door for high
density housing (condos, apartments, etc.) affecting the future of our entire county and
providing for adverse effects in all of our local communities. The developer can state
that they will easily promise to fix infrastructure but, this plan will also remove the
protection of the FLU and BDP surrounding areas’ entire footprint and way of life by
seeking fundamental changes to the legal protections we have in place. A binding
agreement should be BINDING. These restrictions and all of the provisions of the
Binding Development Plan are present on the property today and were present when
City Point Landfall purchased the property. We assume City Point Landfall knew what
they were buying. We assume they also knew what the zoning and FLU designations
were when they made the purchase. We agree with all of the provisions and restrictions
called out in the 2008 BDP and desire that it remain in force.

2. When a developer buys land, they should be held to any FLU and BDP that go along
with the property and not change it through petition to a board that once voted against
it. Since we fought so hard to establish safeguards for our community at the local,
county and state levels, we are keen to continue keeping them in place so that future
developers cannot cite exceptions given to other developers as a defense for whatever
changes they would desire for future projects. We want to stick to our guns and defend
our community’s character and environment. The existing Binding Development Plan
was executed October 28, 2008, signed by the owner of the property at that time and
became permanently attached to the property as a safeguard to our community. The
following restrictions were placed on the interior seven acres of the property (referred to
in the BDP as the “Subdivision™):

There shall be a 15-foot natural buffer on the exterior of the subdivision;

There shall be no access for said subdivision to Indian River Drive;

The number of lots shall not exceed 7:

The subdivision shall have no access to the Parkchester subdivision;

The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet under air;

Q0 oTn

469



f.  The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain common elements and
architectural control;
g. The Property shall have EU zoning.

3. Parkchester has only ONE entrance/egress point; It has been thought that, because
of this, the crime has remained relatively low in our neighborhood; This also gives
concern due to the additional traffic using Roundtree Drive as a point of
entrance/egress for the current plan of 19 additional homes without sufficient traffic
control on US Route 1. The attorney for the developer, Kimberly Rezanka, even told
the Planning and Zoning Board that the access off of Roundtree Drive is not intended
to be used to enter our community but, rather, access to the new development; We
find this to be a very disingenuous and misleading statement as that is the only
access point for our neighborhood and “intention” or not, it is. Are they going to erect
a guard shack and entry gate to prevent it? But this is more than just an
inconvenience to our residents; it is a safety matter of traffic and invites crime,
increases traffic and associated accident chances.

4. After rezoning, the developer can very easily walk away from the project and sell the
property for much more than was initially purchased as, once the FLU and BDP are
changed, the change opens the floodgates for even higher density if that should
happen. Thus, the PUD outlined in City Point Landfall’'s Proposed Development Plan,
by changing the FLUM to RES4 for the entire property, City Point Landfall will end up
with the potential for 14.86 acres times four housing units each acre. This would be
about fifty-nine units if it were zoned to the maximum extent possible. While we
appreciate the thought and environmental features of the PUD in City Point Landfall’s
Proposed Development Plan, there is concern that the PUD may never be built, but
the FLU and Zoning changes, if enacted, will then be permanently attached to the
property. It seems possible that funding could fall through, the economics of the
project could change for the worse, the desire on the part of developers could wane -
any number of things could conspire to make the PUD not come to fruition. City Point
Landfall might be compelled to redesign and go with a completely different PUD or
they might have to sell the property to a new buyer who could then build a completely
different project with greatly increased density. This is similar to what happened with
the development projects in West Cocoa.

5. Regardless of what the Developer and their attorney, Kimberly Rezanka state,
TOWNHOMES are not consistent with the character of the surrounding
neighborhoods: There are absolutely no townhomes in Twin Lakes, Parkchester,
Indian River Drive, High Point, Westchester or River Heights. In fact, you have to
get to Dixon Avenue before any type of building has been approved, and that is
within the City of Coca.

We believe that the current Future Land Use Map, Zoning and Existing Binding
Development Plan are adequate for the development of a profitable and appropriate
subdivision within our community. We therefore ask that Planning and Zoning Board
recommendations be DENIED and sent back to the developer to re-work within the
confines of the exiting agreement.

Please vote NO against the Planning & Zoning Board’s Recommendation and have the
developers re-engineer the plans that conform to the BDP.
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I may be reached at 301-807-8704

Sincerely,
Mark W. Ward

Mark W. Ward

Ward & Lawless LLC

2410 Armadillo Court

Cocoa, Florida 32926

TEL: 888-658-8484 x1

FAX: 877-658-8484
wardlaw .com

ARISTOTLE

B Winin=R

Ward & Lawless LLC is not a law firm nor does it employ or retain any attorneys. The
communications or services provided by Ward & Lawless LLC are not prepared, endorsed
or reviewed by any form of licensed legal professional, including but not limited to an
attorney. No communication of Ward & Lawless LLC should be taken as legal advice. You

are encouraged to consult with a licensed attorney/lawyer for all legal questions or matters.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS HERETO IS
CONFIDENTIAL. MAY BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED. AND IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE ADDRESSEE(S). IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS
NOT AN INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR AN AGENT THEREOF, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
REVIEW, USE. DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY
ATTACHMENT HERETO IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECETVED THIS MESSAGE IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY E-MAIL, AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE.
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: Admini ive ices
Subject: Fw: Sammy Carpenter in favor (City Pointe)
Date: Thursday, March 27, 2025 12:02:42 PM

From: Gianella, Janette <Janette.Gianella@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2025 11:55 AM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Cc: D5_Users <D5_Users@brevardcounty.us>

Subject: Sammy Carpenter in favor (City Pointe)

Good morning,

Sammy Carpenter (321-917-5420) contacted our office in favor of the City Pointe
Landfalli LLC request to change from RES1 and NC to RES4 CC.

Thank you!

Janette Gianella

Legislative Affairs Director

Brevard County Commissioner Thad Altman, District 5
150 5'" Avenue Suite D Indialantic, FL. 32903

Phone: (321)253-6611

Janette.Gianella@brevardfl.gov
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To: Rob Feltner, Chair, Commissioner District Five
Tom Goodson, Vice-Chair, Commissioner District Two
Katie Delaney, Commissioner, District One
Kim Adkinson, Commissioner, District Three
Thad Altman, Commissioner District Four
From: Tom and Linda Weinberg, 104 Sonya Drive, Cocoa (unincorporated)
Re: Application of City Pointe Landfall, LLC
24 PUDO00003 - PUD /rezoning
April 3, 2025 Board Meeting
Date: March 27, 2025

This email is in regard to the above referenced request by City Pointe Landfall,
LLC to change the Future Land Use and Zoning of two parcels of land from Rural
Estate Use and Residential Professional to a Planned Unit Development thatis
designed, among other things, to nearly triple the residential component,
encroach upon existing wetlands and permit townhomes along some of the
most scenic areas of a Florida Scenic Highway. Despite claims otherwise,
allowing such a change is a dramatic departure from the existing uses,
diminishes the quality and character of the surrounding area as well as sets a
negative precedent for the entire Indian River Drive area. It also extinguishes a
Binding Development Agreement that was negotiated on the property in 2008.

In 2008, the bulk of this property, a 7.5-acre parcel, was owned by G&D
Developers, LLC. These developers had initially requested a land use and
zoning change, but after many discussions with the neighborhood and County
staff, modified their request for only a zoning change from the then-existing AU
to EU. The developer’s attorney told the County Commission that this
modification would make their request “consistent with the surrounding
residential uses and zoning”. At a September 4, 2008, Board meeting, the
County Commission approved a negotiated Binding Development Agreement
with G&D Development, in which the parties agreed to the following:

e EU zoning with the number of developable lots not to exceed seven

e Single family detached homes of a minimum size of 2,200 square feet

e No subdivision access to Indian River Drive
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e No subdivision access to Parkchester subdivision
This Binding Development Agreement was prepared by Hank Evans, a
respected land use attorney in Brevard County and executed by County
Chairman Truman Scarborough.

Unfortunately, the meeting video is not available online however, a review of the
official minutes of this September 4, 2008, County Commission meeting is
highly instructive. (The relevant portion of the minutes are included at the end
of this email). One resident thanked the Board “for working on this so diligently,
especially Chairman Scarborough, also Laura on the Planning and Zoning
Board: [and] all the people who have worked for almost five years on this small
area development plan”. Chairman Scarborough noted that “there was a
tremendous amount of interest in this as there was going to be a change in the
land use; the land use occurred from a small area plan that the community
worked on for multiple years; and the residents wondered why he or she should
have a small area plan if it can be changed so rapidly.” The BCC unanimously
agreed and approved the rezoning from AU to EU with a Binding Development
Agreement allowing a maximum of seven units and the applicant withdrawing
its request for a Future Land Use designation change.

City Pointe Landfall, LLC purchased this property in Nov 5, 2021 from G&D
Developers with full awareness and knowledge of the Binding Development
Agreement restrictions that were negotiated by the Sellers and placed upon the
property. There have been no changes in the character or circumstances of
the surrounding area and there is no reason to extinguish the Binding
Development Agreement. This area is part of a thoughtfully created small
area study that is designed to promote and protect expansion of non-
residential elements into the area.

Of the upmost importance to note in this recent proposal is that the P&Z staff
report posting online for the March meeting is woefully incomplete and
insufficient in summarizing the facts and circumstances that led to the creation
of the Binding Development Plan that runs with the property. It does not note
the dramatic departure in land use that would result from this proposal being
approved. Nor does it mention the negative impact to the surrounding
community or small area study that are likely to occur if this project were
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approved. Thus, the volunteer members of the P&Z Board did not have the full
background necessary to make an informed decision and vote. How that could
happen may be related to turnover in staff, but it is dramatic departure from
what the minutes reflect in the Board discussion of Set 4, 2008 when the BDA
was approved.

There have been numerous concerns to this proposal expressed by residents
in surrounding communities, many of whom spoke at the P&Z meeting. Overall,
these concerns include:

e Exacerbating the existing drainage problems and flooding along Indian
River Drive which already frequently floods in front of this property

e Impact on the wetlands from a walking path and proposed parking lot

e Creation of townhomes visible from Indian River Drive which is a
dramatic departure from the single-family home character of the
surrounding area. There are no townhomes along Indian River Drive north
of Cocoa Village.

e More wetlands impact as well as security concerns associated with a
proposed parking lot on Indian River Drive. This parking lot makes NO
sense from an ecological, environmental, drainage, safety, traffic or
practical perspective.

The property in question is in a highly desirable area along the Indian River
Lagoon. The major reason for this desirability is because of land and zoning
protections that have ensured residential compatibility with the surrounding
area. These residential protections not only benefit surrounding residents but
the entire county. Indian River Drive has been designated by the State of Florida
as one of only 27 Florida Scenic Drives —the mission of which is to highlight and
conserve natural resources and provide high quality experiences to visitors.
Taking the Indian River Drive north of Cocoa Village to US 1, you will find no
townhomes and no parking lots. Itis a beautiful residential drive that attracts
multitudes of drivers, motorcyclists, bikers, runners and walkers.

The Action we are requesting is that the rezoning and land use request of City
Pointe Landfall, LLC be DENIED and that the Binding Development Agreement
remain in place and govern whatever land uses are proposed for the property.
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Thank you for your time and attention in ensuring our community is valued and
respected.

not been resolved. He advised he would like to tie that In with the whole process ot getling the walter taken care
of. Chairman Scarborough advised as it moves forward perhaps that will happen: and staff will keep Mr. Teele in
the loap.

TABLED ITEMS

Chairman Scarborough called for a public hearing to eonsider items tabled by the Board of County
Commissioners on April 3, 2008 and August 7, 2008.

VI.A.1. (20801103) G & D Developers, L.C.’s request for a Small Scale Plan Amendment {083.03) to change
the Future Land Use designation from Res. 1 & Res. 2 to Res. 4, and a change from AU to EU on 7.434 acres
located east of U.S. 1, south of Cidco Road, which was recommended for approval by the Local Flanning
Agency and the Planning and Zoning Board.

Chairman Scarborough inquired if the request was amended where there would be no request for change in the
land use and it is just a zoning request now; with Attorney Richard Stadler responding that is correct. Mr. Stadler
distributed copies of a Binding Development Plan to the Board and to the homeowners.

Attorney Richard Stadler stated he represents G & D Developers who originally requested a land use change
and zoning request to the property that is shown in yellow

on the map: it is an interior partion that is currently zoned AU and has a Res. 1 designalion for the land use code;
and it was originally used as a grove, which is why the zoning is AU. He stated the applicant is withdrawing the
request for a change in the land use designation: at this point in time the applicant is requesting an EU zoning
change to change it from AU to EU; that would be consistent with the surrounding residential uses and the
zoning; those are all marked on the map in blue and green:; everything around it designated either EU or RU-1-
11; and all the land use designations are ail higher than Res. 1. He stated the applicant is willing to, after
meeting with the homeowner's, compromise and stick with Res. 1. He advised there is also a Binding
Development Plan, the terms of which would provide for a maximum of seven units in the area to be rezaned.

John Willis stated he wants to thank the Board for working on this so diligently, especially Chairman
Secarborough, also Laura on the Planning and Zoning Beard; he also wanis to thank all of the pecple who have
worked for almost five years on this small area development plan; and on behalf of all of the homeowners, he
wants to thank Mr. Owens office and Mr. Papp for finally seeing the way that the land was designed to use. He
stated they have a nice neighborhood and would like to keep it that way.

R. Victor Brungart stated it looks like Zoning Official Rick Enos has worked well with the homeowners to help get
this squared away; and in other states he has worked with zoning-type things. He stated it looks like this should
be approved as everyone is working together.

Chairman Scarbarough stated a lot of people did not come to the meeting this evening, there was a tremendous
amount of interest in this as there was going to be a change in the land use; the land use occurred from a smail
area plan that the community worked on for muliiple years; and the residents wondered why he or she should
have a smail area plan if it can be changed so rapidly.

There being no objections heard, molicn was made by Commissioner Voltz, seconded by Commissioner Nelson
to approve ftem VI.A.1 with a Binding Development Agreement allowing a maximum of seven units; and
applicant withdrawing request for Future Land Use designation change. Mation carried and ordered
unanimously. (See page

for Binding Development Plan.)

PlIRI I HEFARING RE+ Pl ANNING AND ZONING RFCOMMFNNATIONS OF
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From: z, Sonja D, (KSC-A| -4 A

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS

Cc: suderma@bellsouth.riet; FRYE, ERIN L. (KSC-COMET-6000)[COMET Primary]; Schneider, Jennifer CIV USARMY
P T S,

Subject: Zoning action: 24200025 PUD AMENDMENT: 24PUD0003 COMP PLAN: 24550009

Date: Sunday, March 30, 2025 10:23:11 AM

Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Honorable Commissioner Kathryn Delaney
Honorable Commissioner Kim Adkinson

Honorable Commissioner Vice Chair Tom Goodson
Henorable Commissioner Thad Altman

Honorable Commissioner Chair Rob Feltner

We are 23-year residents of the Indian River Drive North Community and | am asking for you to Vote
Against this change and protect Conservative values. The City Point Landfall change in zoning
request was recklessly approved by the Planning and Zoning Board. There is already a binding
agreement in place that aligns with sustainable growth management and infrastructure; decorum;
preserves our natural resources; and maintains our quality of life. { believe you can agree that the
Indian River is already struggling under the immense amount of residential and commercial
development impacting the natural coquina shelf; increased sewage runoff and other issues
contaminating this natural resource. Please be considerate of the residents of this community
who have been residents and stewards of this community and protect our future and property
values. This is a highly visible issue within our community and there are many residents who
would be extremely upset if this change in zoning is passed. | appreciate your support in
advance!

Sonja & Michael Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive

Cocog, FL 32926
321-289-6331
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From: Michele Meyer-Arendt

To: Commissioner. D4
Subject: zoning change
Date: Sunday, March 30, 2025 3:31:42 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hello Commissioner Feltner,

Please vote NO to the requests for a zoning and land use change for a planned
urban development for the property at 3477 North Indian River Dr., Cocoa. (Zoning action:
247.00025)

This acreage has a binding comprehensive land use plan from 2004 that limits the property to
no townhomes, and no access to Indian River Drive. This Amendment 2004 A.5 set land use
densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning.

Sincerely, Michele Meyer-Arendt
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: Zoning & Land Use Change
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 9:00:27 AM

From: DOUGLAS R DUNCAN <dougmel@aol.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 29, 2025 8:14 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Zoning & Land Use Change

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Ref: Zoning Action 24700025

As a native Floridian with a residence on City Point Road in Cocoa, I am asking that you please
honor the Binding Development Plan that was agreed upon and approved in 2008 for property
located at 3477 North Indian River Drive. This property was purchased a few years ago with full
disclosure of this legal instrument which was in place. The new request for rezoning is completely
incompatible with the history and character of the community, the health of the Indian River Lagoon,
flow of underground springs, stability of coquina rock formations, Indian River Drive flooding
issues, and scenic skyline value and most important of all, it does not reflect the desires of the
community.

No pressure but we are depending on you.

Thank you,

Melanie Duncan

190 City Point Road
Sent from my iPhone
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From: lintomw@aol.com

To: Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5; Commissioner, D2
Subject: Vote No - Zoning Change
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 12:51:46 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Please vote not to approve.
As a home owner on Indian River Dr, this will contaminate the Indian River Lagoon

and lower all property values -
Zoning Action: 24200025

PUD Amendment: 24PUDO00003
Comp Plan: 24SS00009

Thank you -

Linda Wallander
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From: randy randyshots.com

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Zoning Change for 3477 North Indian River Drive
Date: Saturday, March 29, 2025 12:09:38 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Dear Commissionetr,

My name is Randy Lathrop and | have been a resident here on Indian River Drive for over
fifty years. The area has changed greatly in the last fifty years, and continues to do so,
our neighborhood is now threatened with more development which will have a great

impact on current local residents.

I'm writing to ask you vote against the current approved plan which includes 8
townhomes that were not included in the original proposal. The current plan impacts the
river, the neighborhood, and has a "binding Plan", that limits property larger lots, no town

homes, and no access to Indian River Drive.

Please stay with that original plan and help us retain and conserve our lifestyle and
environment we have know for many years.

Sincerely
Randy Lathrop

204 Forest Hill Drive
Cocoa, Fla. 32926

481



From: Dave Andrews

To: Commissigner, D4
Subject: Zoning change request by City Point Lanfall, LCC at the April 3rd meeting
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 5:48:53 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

To Rob Feltner (Commissioner District 4)-Chairman

As President representing the Point View Place HOA, we want to formally object to
any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian River
Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is about two blocks south
of the listed address and is part of the larger community between the Indian River
and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where
Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large
area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to change
the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point
Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with changes to
Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal of an existing
Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be built in our
community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land development
in our area which would make it harder for those in the community to challenge
future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two miles south of our
street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the individual
homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's character and
desirability. As a united group, they worked very hard for a year and a half with
the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put
forward and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land
Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at
least three different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with
the developers to understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it
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currently exists. On these occasions, some from the area community came before
the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County Commissioners defending the
density limits and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting and
do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for this area.

Sincerely,

David A. Andrews
President

Point View Place HOA
(321) 693-0657
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From: Nathan Krohne

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Cocoa rezoning
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:46:35 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hello,

I would like to formally object to any zoning changes in District 1 at the
listed address of 3477 North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with
11 single family homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and
is part of the larger community between the Indian River and the

eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where
Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather
large area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to
protect against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards
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From: Mike Futch

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Zaning Change Request for 3477 North Indian River Drive, Cocoa, FL
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 4:53:32 PM

Attachments: image001.png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

To: Rob Feltner

From: Michael C Futch, Homeowner of 3620 North Indian River Drive, Cocoa, FL 32926

| am sending this email to express my and my family’s concerns over the zoning change
request for the property at 3477 North Indian River Drive, Cocoa, FL. This zoning change is
on the slate for your April 3, 2025 meeting date. | am adamantly opposed to any change
that allows townhomes or parking lots on our street and in our neighborhood. | am
organizing neighbors to attend this meeting and protest this zoning change.

Please deny this zoning change and maintain the prior, binding development plan. Thank

you.

Mike Futch
President & CEO

(© tompkins robotics

ble. Simple. Powerful.

O: 919.855.5505
M: 919.523.8803
E: mfutch@tompgkinsrobatics.com

www.tompkinsrobotics.com
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From: J A HOLMAN

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Zoning Change for 3477 N Indian River Dr (Zoning Action 24Z00025)
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 5:55:09 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

| am writing concerning the Zoning and Land Use Change (Zoning Action 24200025)
for the property at 3477 North Indian River Drive requested by Mr. Brian McKee, City
Point Landfall, LLC that will be decided at the County Commissioners meeting
Thursday, April 3, 2025. This tract of land already has a comprehensive binding
development plan in place that limits the property to larger lots, no multi-family
dwellings and access only via US1. | am respectfully asking the County Commission
to deny this zoning change due to the following.

. Multi-family dwellings are not consistent with nor compatible with our neighborhood.
More septic

systems and their potential sewage discharges would be detrimental to the health of
the Indian

River Lagoon.

. N Indian River Drive being a narrow winding two lane roadway is ill equipped to
handle the

increased traffic that would be generated by the proposed development.

. Flooding is already a concern along that stretch of roadway. The increased runoff
created by an

access road connecting to Indian River Drive and a parking lot would only add to the
flooding

potential.

. City Point Landfall, LLC should have known and understood the zoning and
development plan in

place for the property before making their purchase. Requesting a zoning change
now is only a

back handed attempt to increase their profits at the expense of our neighborhood.
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James A Holman
3767 N Indian River Dr
Cocoa, Fl 32926

jaholman@bellsouth.net
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From: Kevin Jackson

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: Zoning Action 24200025 - Proposed City Point Rezoning/Development
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 2:52:20 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Commissioners,

T am writing to object to the proposed residential development and rezoning just north of City Point Rd. north of
Cocoa. Indian River Drive is a special place that we have been fortunate enough to live near in the Twin Lakes
subdivision for 4 years. I contend the character of this road and surrounding area will be negatively affected by this
rezoning and proposed development for the following reasons.

1. The natural beauty of the area along with the unique scenery of the many one-of-a-kind homes will be ruined by a
modern, zero lot line, cinder block and stucco, generic subdivision plopped right in the middle of it.

2. Indian River Drive is incredibly narrow along the northem section but especially so at the exact point of this
proposed development. Traffic is stop and go thru this area already after any significant rainfall. In addition, many
walkers, runners and bicyclists add to existing congestion. That area already has blind curves that present a hazard
for any recreational use of the road. A new subdivision will make this situation worse by orders of magnitude.

3. Indian River Drive at the site of the proposed development is at its lowest point (in relation to the river level)
along its entire length. The road is literally inches above the normal river level. During periods of strong NE winds,
the road is completely covered by water. During hurricanes, that area is impassable by a normal car. A subdivision
in this area would only make this problem worse due to the addition of a large amount of impervious area created by
the new roadways, driveways and sidewalks. You are potentially creating a disastrous situation during hurricane
season by this road being inundated by onshore winds and then having large amounts of rainfall runoff pouring out
of this subdivision into the exact same spot. Any civil engineer could instantly spot the potential large scale flooding
of the road and potentially existing houses from the addition of this proposed development.

Please consider these points carefully when making a final ruling on this proposed rezoning/development. Thank
you for your time.

Sincerely & respectfully,
Kevin Jackson

118 S Twin Lakes Rd.
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Boh Stover

To: i i i

Subject: Petitions from Twin Lakes for Alice Randall
Date: Tuesday, Aprif L, 2025 3:52:07 PM

[EXTERNAL EMATL] DO NOT CILICK links or attachments unless you recoguize the sender and know the content is safe

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:
From: Bob Stover <b.stover@me.com>
Date: April |, 2025 at 3:09:10 PM EDT

To: Bob Stover <bobstover@outlook.com>
Subject: Petitions
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Paﬁﬂon Objecting to City Point Landfall, LLC requests for a New Comprehensive Plan
Amendment, Zoning Reclassification and Removal of Existing Binding Development Plan.
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Plan
Praliminary Developmant Plan, Gity Point PUD MN #23-1071, Augusns 2024)
We the undersigned would ke to register the following cbjections to the City Point Landfal, LLC requests;

1. We object to the request to change our community’s existing Florida Land Use Map designations from their current configuration.
2. Wa object to the request to change our community’s existing Brevard County Zoning from its current configuration.
3. We oblect to the removal of the current Binding Development Plan and the mplaoement of it with the proposed PUD.

d from devel bination of Florida Land Uss Map, Zoning and
inmmrnvwwmmwe:‘::d i efs of the tract of land now

Our community has been well p
Binding Devel Plan since lheywu'rc
owned by City Point Landfall, LLC. City Point Landfall, LLC purchased (his ract with all of the provisions [n force and we have always expected

County, the State of Flarida, Indian River h
any new project to adhers to them
We wiBt the Commissioners to leave ths Florida Land Use Map, Zoning and Binding Developmeant Plan in ptace unchanged

NamE /5746 fur < Address Twin Lakes Homeowners Assoclation
;&an m(.aﬂfw 0277, @ﬂrﬂmfj v

CGpne 7

Y / ST R by T

e
sk Michaale Packon 14 N o (ados 24, /
Gew\aﬁ_ GPP?RT’DQ DM"'\\M,\,\&EQ%Q&

= Mﬁ‘@/ﬁzj/mv/ﬁé vze v’

(42 2, Teoimw [etes D

/0/'%’ /organ
m /30 5 TwiKLAREs RD (-

(ZMW 130 S Twws \-At‘;‘;D ‘ 4
136 C Tawn Bdor R
%’ /Lw({,M D - eeow L Zaxte

C 12 Gk twin el
7/7 foode (31 500t T lalis U, Cocoo Fi-2292
L e Reay

LQ‘( ﬁ’fdm- "{'-.w.w' [«zﬂ@ f(eo ab" Fe 31926
ey Ray A 145 gm:fl(a&l Loper R, Locor FL_ 32928
L % ’ (83 i Lages Co. (hon, T 379%
_._:Lj'l_{g_u

491



Petition Objecting to City Point Landfall, LLC requests for a New Comprehensive Plan
Amendment, Zoning Reclassification and Removal of Existing Binding Development Plan.

?m&r-ttmy m”ao:::nl Pl.l:ucly Point PUD (&vgsl:gz}a‘g,ﬁs Au)gull 19, 2024)
We the undersigned would like to register the following objections to the City Point Landfall, LLG requests:
1. We object to the request to change our community’s existing Florida Land Use Map designations from their current configuration

2. We object to the request to change our community’s existing Brevard County Zoning from its current configuration

3 We object to the removal of the current Binding Development Plan and the replacement of it with the proposed PUD.

Our community has been well p fram i d by this co tion of Florida Land Usa Map. Zon-ng and
t isions since th p and negotiation process b
Binding D Plan ny wam y enaeted i in 2604 aﬂej a ‘.uvy lengthy ravwm i iere ofthe of 18rd ot

Counly, the Stato of Florida Indian River
owned by City Point Landfall, LLC. City
any new project to adhere to them

We want the Commissioners to leave the Florida Land Use Map, Zoning and Binding Development Plan in place unchanged

and
Paint Landfail, LLC. purchased this tract with all of the wtsior\s in force and wa have ahways expected

Address Twin Lakes Homeowners Assoclation

NAME
/;»%m SO M Tw)r (bn M e
Spbie §. I 3600 Tudic River DRive v

W/L I p 3550 Dl R Drier —
355y Wndcan Ripo 12

[
17 S v L afes R4 v/
/55 N Jom [ades fA— =
135" Taoin LasestE
32 N. im0 S cd.

1260 Ne Tyt in 2 nreesfn

JX7T N T e LAKES D

%m /355/«/!@@% RO

Sent from my iPhonc

L-/_’,
~
v
/o7 N s q 44/74 P/ / \
o>
I

492



From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: Cocoa plans
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 11:02:30 AM

From: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 11:01 AM

To: Myah Gallen <myah.belew@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Cocoa plans

Good morning,

On behalf of Commissioner Delaney, | want to acknowledge receipt of your email. It will be
submitted to the Commissioner for her consideration.

Thank you for contacting her office and sharing your concerns.
Sincerely,

Ruth Amato

Administrative Aide to the County Commissioner
County Commissioner Katie Delaney District 1
7101 S US Hwy 1

South Titusville, FL 32780

321-607-6901

From: Myah Gallen <myah.belew@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 10:50 AM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfi.gov>
Subject: Cocoa plans

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formaily
object to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477
North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family
homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the
larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
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rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect
against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the
removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits
on what can be built in our community. These changes could also set a
precedent for future land development in our area which would make it
harder for those in the community to chailenge future inappropriate
development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group,
they worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of
Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward
and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future
Land Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land
use densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were
guided by and compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses
in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning
Board and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits
and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases
for this area.

Regards,
Myah Gallen
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm. meeting
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 11:01:19 AM

From: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 11:01 AM

To: Jane Crowley <jbcrowley7 @gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm. meeting

Good morning Ms. Crowley,

On behalf of Commissioner Delaney, | want to acknowledge receipt of your email. It will be
submitted to the Commissioner for her consideration.
Thank you for contacting her office and sharing your concerns.

Sincerely,

Ruth Amato

Administrative Aide to the County Commissioner
County Commissioner Katie Delaney District 1
7101 SUS Hwy 1

South Titusville, FL 32780

321-607-6901

From: Jane Crowley <jbcrowley7 @gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 10:15 AM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm. meeting

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Suzie DeBusk - HOA <highpoi
Date: Tue, Apr 1, 2025 at 10:03 AM

Subject: Fwd: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm.
meeting

To:
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Hi all, I took the liberty of sending this email to the 5 county commissioners, individually. T
don't want a new neighborhood with higher density going in just north of us. I know you saw
the letter from the other folks around and I've been getting emails about it, but didn't want to
inundate you all with them.

Here is my letter below my signature. My version said "As the President of", I have already
modified it to say "As a resident of". Please forward it, if you see fit to do so. Here are the
individual emails for each of them:

District 1: D1.Commissioner(@brevardfl.gov
District 2: D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov
District 3: wbrevar :
District 4: D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov

District 5: D5.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov

BEFORE YOU FORWARD IT: Please add your own signature after the Regards,

Thank you,

Suzie DeBusk
President, High Point Civic Assoc

Email: HighPointCivicAssoc@gmail.com
Mobile: 321-223-5257

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North
Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is
about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the

larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.
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I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: Zoning Changes
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:36:35 PM

Good afternoon Ms. Deuchler,

On behalf of Commissioner Delaney, | want to acknowledge receipt of your email. It will be
submitted to the Commissioner for her consideration.

Thank you for contacting her office and sharing your concerns.

Ruth Amato

Administrative Aide to the County Commissioner
County Commissioner Katie Delaney District 1
7101 SUS Hwy 1

South Titusville, FL 32780

321-607-6901

From: patti deuchler <patches971@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:08 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Zoning Changes

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object to any
zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian River

Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is about two blocks

south of the listed address and is part of the larger community between the

Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the
Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It
is a rather large area that many in the community have worked hard over the years
to protect against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
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those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April
3rd meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density
increases for this area.

Regards

Patricia Deuchler
High Point Community
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From: Commissigner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: Opposition to Zoning Change
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 11:00:35 AM

From: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 11:00 AM

To: Della On RR <dellakennelly@cfl.rr.com>

Subject: Re: Oppasition to Zoning Change

Good morning,

On behalf of Commissioner Delaney, | want to acknowledge receipt of your email. It will be
submitted to the Commissioner for her consideration.
Thank you for contacting her office and sharing your concerns.

Sincerely,

Ruth Amato

Administrative Aide to the County Commissioner
County Commissioner Katie Delaney District 1
7101 SUSHwy 1

South Titusville, FL 32780

321-607-6901

From: Della On RR <dellakennelly@cfl.rr.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 10:14 AM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner @brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Zoning Change

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

My husband and | own and reside in a home at 3711 Indian River Drive near the Brookhill
Subdivision. It is my understanding the Brevard County Commission is considering a
zoning and land use change which would permit the building of townhomes, a larger
number of single-family residences and a parking lot at 3477 indian River Drive. We believe
this type of development is inconsistent with the nature of the existing community and
would lower the value of our homes, increase traffic along the road, and exacerbate
existing flooding problems. So, | am writing to request that you vote NO to zoning action
24700025 and PUD amendment 24PUDO00003.
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This property has an existing binding development plan, that limits the development to
larger lots with no vehicle access to Indian River Drive. Such a plan preserves the nature of
the area, especially if the resulting homes are of high-quality construction and substantial
size. We ask you to retain the existing zoning plan.

Thanks for your help in protecting this beautiful natural area from over development.
Sent from my iPad
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From: Commissioner, D1

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Fw: City Point
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:35:51 PM

From: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:35 PM

To: Nathan Krohne <nrkrohne@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: City Point

Good afternoon Nathan Krohne,

On behalf of Commissioner Delaney, | want to acknowledge receipt of your email. It will be
submitted to the Commissioner for her consideration.
Thank you for contacting her office and sharing your concerns.

Ruth Amato

Administrative Aide to the County Commissioner
County Commissioner Katie Delaney District 1
7101 SUS Hwy 1

South Titusville, FL 32780

321-607-6901

From: Nathan Krohne <nrkrohne@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:33 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: City Point

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hello,

Would like to formally object to any
zoning changes in District 1 at the listed
address of 3477 North Indian River
Drive. Our dead end street with 11
single family homes is about two blocks
south of the listed address and is part of
the larger community between the
Indian River and the eastside of US 1
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and stretches north from SR 528 (the
Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire
station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked
hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another
development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land
use restrictions currently in place. City
Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned
Unit Development (PUD) with changes to
Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU)
map and the removal of an existing
Binding Development Plan (BDP) which
puts limits on what can be built in our
community. These changes could also
set a precedent for future land
development in our area which would
make it harder for those in the
community to challenge future
inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in
response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of
our community (about two miles south
of our street), all of the existing
neighborhood homeowners associations
and the individual homeowners in the
area joined together to protect our
community's character and desirability.
As a united group, they worked very
hard for a year and a half with the Board
of Commissioners, the Planning and
Zoning Board and staff to put forward
and pass an amendment to the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future
Land Use Map) for our area. This
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amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land
use densities that cannot be exceeded
by rezoning. The densities set were
guided by and compatible with the
current zoning and existing land uses in
our area.

Nevertheless, the current
Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different
developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers
to understand their desires, we have
always held to our plan as it currently
exists. On these occasions, some from
the area community came before the
Planning and Zoning Board and then the
County Commissioners defending the
density limits and the Comprehensive
Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and
Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting
and do not allow multi family
townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards

Nathan Krohne

211 Forest Hill Dr.
Cocoa, Florida. 32926
321 604 0467
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From: 12rbaboon@aal.com

To: D.1Commissioner@Brevardfl.goy; D.2Commissioner@BrevardFlL.aov; Commissioner, D3; Commissigner, D4;
DSCommissipner@BrevardFL.gov

Subject: 3477 North Indian River Drive

Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 1:00:58 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Wendy McAllister, 3704 Windsor Drive, Cocoa

| don’t know who Brian McKee is, but still, | do feel strongly about
what | have written here. If these facts are correct.

RE: 3477 North Indian River Drive:
| am going to start this with my first thoughts:

Normally, or one might say, 99 percent of the time, | read these
complaints from the neighboring area and sympathize with the
letter bearer, but throw the letter in the garbage.

As a licensed CAM in the state of Florida, and after running
HOAs, | can tell you that | have seen over and over again good
intentions go wrong.

| will give you one example:

In one of the HOAs which was a single-family residence; one
house had their daughter and her family move in with Mom and
Dad. They were having hard times and we didn’t want to come
off as the hard guys, so we allowed this indiscretion. By the end
of the year, we had ten houses with families moving in, even
board members were doing it. Two board members. We were
stuck! Then came more problems with parking, for there had
become excess cars. Etc. No parking was allowed on the street,
so people were parking on the front lawn.

Townhouses:
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My granddaughter lives in a townhouse up in Jacksonville, which
is off a very quiet street a block from the ocean and beaches At
first all was fine, until the townhouse parking lot became a
problem. My granddaughter could never find a spot in the
parking lot, and there was limited parking on the street. This
happened because the residents had company or other people
moving in with them. Too many cars, and then the noise became
a problem and more. The area is a shared area, and each
person had their own idea of what was or was not acceptable.

Here's the problem in one sentence of a simple children’s book._
ns if ' ie? T wer, he
W f milk. If ive hi f milk n

straw, And so on....

It is best not to open the can of worms you cannot close.

In Closing:

This is not a big city, (Jacksonville) nor do any of the
homeowners want it to be, or they would have moved there not
here. These builders are not doing this to improve the area,
people moved here (As | have) to get away from the congestion,
people pay big taxes and sometimes straining to do so, to live as
we feel it should be, homes, neighbors. The quiet place. These
builders see money, and that is all. Money at other people's
expense. This will at first look innocent, but in no time escalate,
not to mention, change things to a point where it will never go
back to being just Cocoa, a nice place to live. | have seen this
too many times, | think we all have.

Please do not vote in approval of townhouses, for once you open
that can of worms, it cannot be closed. The builders will make it
sound as if it is not a precedence, But it is. Again, being involved
in law for many years, this one has come back to bite many
people.

There is no reason why this is worth voting yes, for only the
builders want that vote, no one else. Only the builders will make
out. Taxes? There are plenty that we pay, however, | am sure
the people would take a higher tax than to have these
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townhouses. | know | would. Don't let them destroy Cocoa. One
of the last remaining real neighborhoods.
Thank you,
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From: zZi sk - HOA

To: Commissigner, D4
Subject: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm. meeting
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 9:49:04 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As President representing the High Point Civic Association, we want to
formally object to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of
3477 North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family
homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the
larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards

Suzanne DeBusk

President, High Point Civic Assoc

Email: HighPointCivicAssoc@gmail.com
Mobile: 321-223-5257
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From: Sue

To! Commissigner, D4
Subject: Rezoning Property Proposal
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 2:51:38 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North
Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is
about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the

larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April
3rd meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density
increases for this area.

Sue A Lathrop
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From: Myah Gallen

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Cocoa plans
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 10:51:09 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally
object to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477
North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family
homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the
larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect
against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the
removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits
on what can be built in our community. These changes could also set a
precedent for future land development in our area which would make it
harder for those in the community to challenge future inappropriate
development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group,
they worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of
Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward
and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future
Land Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land
use densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were
guided by and compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses
in our area.
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Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning
Board and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits
and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases
for this area.

Regards,
Myah Gallen
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Dear Commissioner Goodson,

My wife and | have lived in the Twin Lakes Subdivision, just north of SR 528, for 21 years. When
we moved here in 2004 we became neighbors with people who had thrived here for four or five
decades. Several of them became our close friends, including next door neighbors Bernie and
LaVonn Simpkins and Fletcher and Leila Sheriff. They built homes here in the 1960s, raised families
and flourished as state-wide entrepreneurs. Their business accomplishments included developing
Melbourne’s Bay Tree community. They were successful enough to live anywhere but they stayed
in Twin Lakes for the rest of their lives because the neighborhood was such a great place to live.

In retirement Bernie kept Peking Ducks in the two lakes,
feeding them like clockwork each afternoon. The Simpkins'
and Sheriff's contributions to Twin Lakes are honored with
benches and stone seating areas that bear their names in the
neighborhood'’s Indian River front park, which is a great
place to watch rocket launches. Residents here have
cherished the legacy they and other pioneers of this area
created in Twin Lakes and a few other nearby subdivisions.
Over the years we have cheered the runners in the annual
Thanksgiving weekend marathon along Indian River Drive.
We enjoy walking the area, and when we drive out of the
neighborhood we drive very slowly so as not to endanger
the hundreds of residents who walk or ride bicycles for

exercise along the narrow, winding road.

But there are some difficulties. The
winding, narrow road is prone to flooding -
and washouts, and in heavy storms we've
even seen the two lakes unite as one. | have
attached photos from last October when we
were brushed by the back of a hurricane.
But it doesn't require a tropical storm to
flood this road in several places. More
intensive nearby development could make
it worse. | certainly wouldn't recommend a

parking lot on Indian River Drive in one of

its lowest places.
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Importantly, as Twin Lakes' original residents passed
away, new families - many with children - have moved
in, renovating and upgrading single family homes and
improving landscapes.

They've “invested” financially and emotionally in
this community. Their engagement has ensured that
this remains a vibrant, cohesive, safe area with
residents able to enjoy the cadence of an established
neighborhood that is well cared for. A few other
subdivisions nearby have also maintained this stability.

Many of us fear that these decades of investment in the community will be threatened by the
proposal to rezone Planned Unit Development 24PUD00003 and to remove the existing
Binding Development Plan for this area. It is on the Commission agenda this coming Thursday.
If this is approved now, there will be other proposals to fight in the future.

Please, do not approve this proposal.

Developers have suggested that more intense development would increase the tax base. That
may be true in the short term, but it might reduce the value of what is already here and potentially
cost the county more to serve. Also, if this is approved, we know it won't be the last request for
more intensive development in an area that you have so far managed to protect with thoughtful
planning.

Thank you for your consideration. In less than 24 hours we were able to get more than two dozen
homeowners' signatures on petitions opposing the zoning change in our subdivision. I'm sending
them to you, too.

Sincerely,

Bob Stover
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From: sallyh12@cfl.rr.com <sallyh12 @cfl.rr.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 5:03 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: Regarding Zoning change for 3477 North Indian River Drive

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.

Commissioner Delaney

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object to
any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian
River Drive. Our 90 single family home subdivision is about two blocks south
of the listed address and is part of the larger community between the Indian
River and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the
Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire
station. It is a rather large area that many in the community have worked
hard over the years to protect against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City
Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal of
an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be
built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent for future
land development in our area which would make it harder for those in the
community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two miles south
of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and
the individual homeowners in the area joined together to protect our
community's character and desirability. As a united group, they worked very
hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and
Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an amendment to the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map) for our area. This
amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities that cannot be exceeded
by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and compatible with the
current zoning and existing land uses in our area.
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Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged
by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we have always
worked with the developers to understand their desires, we have always held
to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions, some from the area
community came before the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County
Commissioners defending the density limits and the Comprehensive Land Use
Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting
and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for this area.

Regards
Sally Henderson
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From: kathy mardirosian

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Zoning change request for 3477 N. Indian River Dr.
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 7:04:07 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

am writing to request that you vote to NOT approve the request for zoning changes for the
above-noted address. I am a resident and homeowner in Brookhill subdivision (3702
Windsor Dr. Cocoa).

I am deeply concerned about the impact a zoning change would have on this road, which is the
only access to my neighborhood. A coquina rock shelf lies just beneath the subject property
and would be subject to any potential septic systems and its sewage discharges that may occur
from development. Plus there is already an issue with flooding on this area of Indian River Dr.
Each time we have a hurricane come through, this part of the road floods significantly. There
is also a section of the road that is under water after each hurricane north of Brookhill
subdivision. Repeatedly we have had no access to our neighborhood because of this flooding
and have had to park our cars at businesses on Hwy 1 and walk through private property and
down a steep incline to get into our neighborhood. While this is still a significant problem, we
do not need to deal with the potential impact of more development on this road.

Also, this tract already has a current binding development plan in place that limits the property
to larger lots and NO townhomes and NO access to Indian River Dr. Those of us who live in
this area chose it for multiple reasons-- including the limits on development that are currently
in place. There are good reasons for these current restrictions and there is no good reason to
change them.

Thank you for serving the residents of Brevard County, -Kathy Mardirosian
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From: Sally Henderson

To: Commissigner, D2
Subject: Regarding Proposed Zoning Change for 3477 North Indian River Drive
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 5:05:31 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Commissioner Goodson

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North
Indian River Drive. Our 90 single family home subdivision is about two
blocks south of the listed address and is part of the larger community
between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from
SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five
Points fire station. It is a rather large area that many in the community
have worked hard over the years to protect against high density
development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.
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Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards

Sally Henderson
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From: kathy mardirosian

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: zoning change request for 3477 N. Indian River Dr
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 7:01:03 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Commissioner Goodson-

| am writing to request that you vote to NOT approve the request for
zoning changes for the above-noted address. | am a resident and homeowner in
Brookhill subdivision (3702 Windsor Dr. Cocoa).

| am deeply concerned about the impact a zoning change would have on this road,
which is the only access to my neighborhood. A coquina rock shelf lies just beneath
the subject property and would be subject to any potential septic systems and its
sewage discharges that may occur from development. Plus there is already an issue
with flooding on this area of Indian River Dr. Each time we have a hurricane come
through, this part of the road floods significantly. There is also a section of the road
that is under water after each hurricane north of Brookhill subdivision. Repeatedly we
have had no access to our neighborhood because of this flooding and have had to
park our cars at businesses on Hwy 1 and walk through private property and down a
steep incline to get into our neighborhood. While this is still a significant problem, we
do not need to deal with the potential impact of more development on this road.

Also, this tract already has a current binding development plan in place that limits the
property to larger lots and NO townhomes and NO access to Indian River Dr. Those
of us who live in this area chose it for multiple reasons-- including the limits on
development that are currently in place. There are good reasons for these current
restrictions and there is no good reason to change them.

Thank you for serving the residents of Brevard County, -Kathy Mardirosian
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To: Rob Feltner, Chair, Commissioner District Five
Tom Goodson, Vice-Chair, Commissioner District Two
Katie Delaney, Commissioner, District One
Kim Adkinson, Commissioner, District Three
Thad Altman, Commissioner District Four
From: Tom and Linda Weinberg, 104 Sonya Drive, Cocoa (unincorporated)
Re: Application of City Pointe Landfall, LLC
24 PUDO00003 - PUD /rezoning
April 3, 2025 Board Meeting
Date: March 27, 2025

This email is in regard to the above referenced request by City Pointe Landfall,
LLC to change the Future Land Use and Zoning of two parcels of land from Rural
Estate Use and Residential Professional to a Planned Unit Development thatis
designed, among other things, to nearly triple the residential component,
encroach upon existing wetlands and permit townhomes along some of the
most scenic areas of a Florida Scenic Highway. Despite claims otherwise,
allowing such a change is a dramatic departure from the existing uses,
diminishes the quality and character of the surrounding area as well as sets a
negative precedent for the entire Indian River Drive area. It also extinguishes a
Binding Development Agreement that was negotiated on the property in 2008.

In 2008, the bulk of this property, a 7.5-acre parcel, was owned by G&D
Developers, LLC. These developers had initially requested a land use and
zoning change, but after many discussions with the neighborhood and County
staff, modified their request for only a zoning change from the then-existing AU
to EU. The developer’s attorney told the County Commission that this
modification would make their request “consistent with the surrounding
residential uses and zoning”. At a September 4, 2008, Board meeting, the
County Commission approved a negotiated Binding Development Agreement
with G&D Development, in which the parties agreed to the following:

e EU zoning with the number of developable lots not to exceed seven

¢ Single family detached homes of a minimum size of 2,200 square feet

e No subdivision access to Indian River Drive
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¢ No subdivision access to Parkchester subdivision
This Binding Development Agreement was prepared by Hank Evans, a
respected land use attorney in Brevard County and executed by County
Chairman Truman Scarborough.

Unfortunately, the meeting video is not available online however, a review of the
official minutes of this September 4, 2008, County Commission meeting is
highly instructive. (The relevant portion of the minutes are included at the end
of this email). One resident thanked the Board “for working on this so diligently,
especially Chairman Scarborough, also Laura on the Planning and Zoning
Board: [and] all the people who have worked for almost five years on this small
area development plan”. Chairman Scarborough noted that “there was a
tremendous amount of interest in this as there was going to be a change in the
land use; the land use occurred from a small area plan that the community
worked on for multiple years; and the residents wondered why he or she should
have a small area plan if it can be changed so rapidly.” The BCC unanimously
agreed and approved the rezoning from AU to EU with a Binding Development
Agreement allowing a maximum of seven units and the applicant withdrawing
its request for a Future Land Use designation change.

City Pointe Landfall, LLC purchased this property in Nov 5, 2021 from G&D
Developers with full awareness and knowledge of the Binding Development
Agreement restrictions that were negotiated by the Sellers and placed upon the
property. There have been no changes in the character or circumstances of
the surrounding area and there is no reason to extinguish the Binding
Development Agreement. This area is part of a thoughtfully created small
area study that is designed to promote and protect expansion of non-
residential elements into the area.

Of the upmost importance to note in this recent proposal is that the P&Z staff
report posting online for the March meeting is woefully incomplete and
insufficient in summarizing the facts and circumstances that led to the creation
of the Binding Development Plan that runs with the property. It does not note
the dramatic departure in land use that would result from this proposal being
approved. Nor does it mention the negative impact to the surrounding
community or small area study that are likely to occur if this project were
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approved. Thus, the volunteer members of the P&Z Board did not have the full
background necessary to make an informed decision and vote. How that could
happen may be related to turnover in staff, but it is dramatic departure from
what the minutes reflect in the Board discussion of Set 4, 2008 when the BDA
was approved.

There have been numerous concerns to this proposal expressed by residents
in surrounding communities, many of whom spoke at the P&Z meeting. Overall,
these concerns include:

e Exacerbating the existing drainage problems and flooding along Indian
River Drive which already frequently floods in front of this property

e Impact on the wetlands from a walking path and proposed parking lot

e Creation of townhomes visible from Indian River Drive which is a
dramatic departure from the single-family home character of the
surrounding area. There are no townhomes along Indian River Drive north
of Cocoa Village.

e More wetlands impact as well as security concerns associated with a
proposed parking lot on Indian River Drive. This parking lot makes NO
sense from an ecological, environmental, drainage, safety, traffic or
practical perspective.

The property in question is in a highly desirable area along the Indian River
Lagoon. The major reason for this desirability is because of land and zoning
protections that have ensured residential compatibility with the surrounding
area. These residential protections not only benefit surrounding residents but
the entire county. Indian River Drive has been designated by the State of Florida
as one of only 27 Florida Scenic Drives —the mission of which is to highlight and
conserve natural resources and provide high quality experiences to visitors.
Taking the Indian River Drive north of Cocoa Village to US 1, you will find no
townhomes and no parking lots. Itis a beautiful residential drive that attracts
multitudes of drivers, motorcyclists, bikers, runners and walkers.

The Action we are requesting is that the rezoning and land use request of City
Pointe Landfall, LLC be DENIED and that the Binding Development Agreement
remain in place and govern whatever land uses are proposed for the property.
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Thank you for your time and attention in ensuring our community is valued and
respected.

not been resolved. He advised he would lIKe to tie thal In with the whole process ot geting the water taken care
of. Chairman Scarborough advised as it moves forward perhaps that will happen; and staff will keep Mr. Teele in
the loop.

TABLED ITEMS

Chairman Scarborough called for a public hearing to consider items tabled by the Board of County
Comrnissioners on April 3, 2008 and August 7, 2008.

VI.A.1. (Z0B01103) G & D Developers, L.C.'s request for a Small Scale Plan Amendment {085.03) to change
the Future Land Use designation from Res. 1 & Res. 2 to Res. 4, and a change from AU to EU on 7.434 acres
located east of U.S. 1, south of Cidea Road, which was recommended for approval by the Local Planning
Agency and the Planning and Zoning Board.

Chairman Scarborough inquired if the request was amended where there would be no request for change in the
land use and it is just a zening request now; with Atterney Richard Stadler responding that is correct. Mr. Stadler
distributed copies of a Binding Development Plan to the Board and to the homeowners,

Attorney Richard Stadler stated he represents G & D Developers who originally requested a land use change
and zoning request to the property that is shown in yellow

on the map: it is an interior partion that is cumrently zoned AU and has a Res. 1 designation for the land use code;
and it was originally used as a grove, which is why the zaning is AU. He stated the applicant is withdrawing the
request for a change in the land use designation; at this point in time the applicant is requesting an EU zaning
change to change it fram AU to EU; that would be consistent with the surreunding residential uses and the
zoning; those are all marked on the map in blue and green: everything around it designated either EU or RU-1-
11; and all the land use designations are all higher than Res. 1. He stated the applicant is willing to, after
meeling with the homeowner's, compromise and stick with Res. 1. He advised there is also a Binding
Development Plan, the terms of which would provide for a maximum of seven units in the area to be rezaned.

John Willis stated he wants to thank the Board for warking on this so diligently, especially Chairman
Scarborough, also Laura on the Planning and Zoning Beard; he also wants to thank all of the peaple who have
worked for almost five years on this small area development plan; and on behalf of all of the homeowners, he
wants to thank Mr. Owens office and Mr. Papp for finally seeing the way that the land was designed to use. He
stated they have a nice neighborhood and would like to keep it that way.

R. Victor Brungart stated it looks like Zoning Official Rick Enos has worked well with the homeowners 10 help get
this squared away; and in other states he has worked with zoning-type things. He stated it looks like this should
be approved as everyane is working logether.

Chairman Scarborough stated a lot of people did not come to the meeting this evening; there was a tremendous
amount of interest in this as there was going ta be a change in the land use; the land use occurred from a small
area plan that the community worked on for multiple years: and the residents wondered why he or she should
have a small area plan if it can be changed so rapidly.

There being no objections heard, motion was made by Commissioner Voltz, seconded by Commissioner Nelson
to approve ltem VI.A_1 with a Binding Development Agreement allowing a maximum of seven units; and
applicant withdrawing request for Future Land Use designation change. Motion carried and ordered
unanimously. (See page

for Binding Development Plan.)

PIIRI I HFARING RF: Pl ANNING AND Z0ONING RFCOMMFENNDATINNS OF
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From: jacob mueller

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: City point development I concerns
Date: Friday, March 28, 2025 6:15:32 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hello Mr.Goodson,

My name is Jacob Mueller and I am a resident of Indian river drive. I am writing you today to
respectfully urge you to vote no on the city point development.

I have concerns that such a development would increase crime in the area and would further
degrade the Indian river. Moreover, I do not think the supporting roadways could handle the
increased traffic.

Please feel free to call me at anytime (513) 448-5596. I appreciate your time and fair
consideration.

Thank you,
~IM
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From: Nathan Krohne

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: City Point
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:44:27 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hello,

I would like to formally object to any zoning changes in District 1 at the
listed address of 3477 North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with
11 single family homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and
is part of the larger community between the Indian River and the

eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where
Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather
large area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to
protect against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards
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From: Myah Gallen

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Cocoa plans
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 10:50:51 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally
object to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477
North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family
homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the
larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect
against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the
removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits
on what can be built in our community. These changes could also set a
precedent for future land development in our area which would make it
harder for those in the community to challenge future inappropriate
development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group,
they worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of
Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward
and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future
Land Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land
use densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were
guided by and compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses
in our area.
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Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning
Board and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits
and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases
for this area.

Regards,
Myah Gallen
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From: i2rbaboon@aol.com

To: Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D5
Subject: Fw: 3477 North Indian River Drive
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 1:43:44 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: i2rbaboon@aol.com <i2rbaboon@aol.com>

To: D.1Commissioner@Brevardfl.gov <d.1commissioner@brevardfl. gov>;
D.2Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov <d.2commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
D3.commissioner@BrevardFL.gov <d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
D4.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov <d4.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
D5Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov <d5commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 at 01:00:52 PM EDT

Subject: 3477 North Indian River Drive

Wendy McAllister, 3704 Windsor Drive, Cocoa

| don’t know who Brian McKee is, but still, | do feel strongly
about what | have written here. If these facts are correct.

RE: 3477 North Indian River Drive:
| am going to start this with my first thoughts:

Normally, or one might say, 99 percent of the time, | read these
complaints from the neighboring area and sympathize with the
letter bearer, but throw the letter in the garbage.

As a licensed CAM in the state of Florida, and after running
HOAs, | can tell you that | have seen over and over again good
intentions go wrong.

| will give you one example:

In one of the HOAs which was a single-family residence; one
house had their daughter and her family move in with Mom and
Dad. They were having hard times and we didn't want to come
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off as the hard guys, so we allowed this indiscretion. By the
end of the year, we had ten houses with families moving in,
even board members were doing it. Two board members. We
were stuck! Then came more problems with parking, for there
had become excess cars. Etc. No parking was allowed on the
street, so people were parking on the front lawn.

Townhouses:

My granddaughter lives in a townhouse up in Jacksonville,
which is off a very quiet street a block from the ocean and
beaches At first all was fine, until the townhouse parking lot
became a problem. My granddaughter could never find a spot
in the parking lot, and there was limited parking on the street.
This happened because the residents had company or other
people moving in with them. Too many cars, and then the
noise became a problem and more. The area is a shared area,
and each person had their own idea of what was or was not
acceptable.

Here’s the problem in one sentence of a simple children’s
book:_What happens if you give a mouse a cookie? The

answer, he wants a glass of milk. If you give him a glass of
milk., he wants a straw, And so on....

It is best not to open the can of worms you cannot close.

In Closing:

This is not a big city, (Jacksonville) nor do any of the
homeowners want it to be, or they would have moved there not
here. These builders are not doing this to improve the area,
people moved here (As | have) to get away from the
congestion, people pay big taxes and sometimes straining to
do so, to live as we feel it should be, homes, neighbors. The
quiet place. These builders see money, and that is all. Money
at other people's expense. This will at first look innocent, but in
no time escalate, not to mention, change things to a point
where it will never go back to being just Cocoa, a nice place to
live. | have seen this too many times, | think we all have.
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Please do not vote in approval of townhouses, for once you
open that can of worms, it cannot be closed. The builders will
make it sound as if it is not a precedence, But it is. Again, being
involved in law for many years, this one has come back to bite
many people.

There is no reason why this is worth voting yes, for only the
builders want that vote, no one else. Only the builders will
make out. Taxes? There are plenty that we pay, however, | am
sure the people would take a higher tax than to have these
townhouses. | know | would. Don’t let them destroy Cocoa.
One of the last remaining real neighborhoods.

Thank you,
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From: Jane Crowley

To: Commissioner, 02
Subject: Fwd: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm. meeting
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 10:26:35 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

---------- Forwarded message -------—-

From: Suzie DeBusk - HOA <highpointcivicassoc@gmail

Date: Tue, Apr 1, 2025 at 10:03 AM

Subject: Fwd: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm.
meeting

To:

Hi all, I took the liberty of sending this email to the 5 county commissioners, individually. I
don't want a new neighborhood with higher density going in just north of us. I know you saw
the letter from the other folks around and I've been getting emails about it, but didn't want to
inundate you all with them.

Here is my letter below my signature. My version said "As the President of", I have already

modified it to say "As a resident of". Please forward it, if you see fit to do so. Here are the
individual emails for each of them:

District 1: D1.Commissioner(@brevardfl.gov

District 2: D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov
District 3: D3 imissioner@brevardfl.gov
District 4: D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov
District 5: DS.Commissioner(@brevardfl.g

BEFORE YOU FORWARD IT: Please add your own signature after the Regards,
Thank you,

Suzie DeBusk
President, High Point Civic Assoc

Email: HighPointCivicAssoc@gmail.com
Mobile: 321-223-5257

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North
Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is
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about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the

larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards
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From: Sonja Hernandez

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Please vote no
Date: Tuesday, March 18, 2025 8:31:35 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

P&Z Meeting Report - City Point Landfall, LLC Rezoning Request

Despite our best efforts and testimony by many community members opposing zoning
and FLU map changes, the Planning and Zoning Board voted to move the zoning and
PUD requests by the developer on to the Board of Commissioners for a ruling at the next
Board of Commissioner’s meeting (April 3rd, 5:00 pm). The P&Z Board voted to
recommend accepting the developer's request for rezoning, with three members opposed
to accepting. One board member, Henry Minneboo, spoke up for respecting and
supporting Binding Development Plans in general and ours in particular (a mass
showing). He was also the only member who was around in 2004 when our community
successfully implemented our existing BDP. The decision is now up to the Board of
Commissioners and they do not necessarily have to abide by the P&Z Board’s
recommendation. The P&Z Board is requiring the developer set up a meeting with our
community to present details of their plans and to solicit our input and concerns. The
date and time of this meeting is TBD but should be before the April 3rd Board of
Commissioners meeting.

We prepared this letter to the P&Z Board. Our plan was to read it to them as part of
community comments, however we were only given three minutes to speak so we had to
summarize it on the fly. This is the full text of the letter that we turned into the P&Z
Clerk for inclusion in the minutes. Since it may be a bit difficult to locate online, we
thought we would share it with you all.

P&Z Planning Board Testimony 3/17/2025
Board Members,

Here is a bit of history regarding our neighborhood and the ongoing efforts to preserve
our community’s essential character.

Our community is between the Indian River and the east side of US 1 and stretches north
from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points
fire station. It is a rather large area that we as a community have worked hard over the
years to protect against high density development.

We are facing yet another development proposal which aims to change the underlying
zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point Landfall LLC is proposing
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a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use
(FLU) map and the removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts
limits on what can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for us to challenge
future inappropriate development.

Some years ago, in response to a proposed massive condominium project in the middle of
our community, all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the
individual homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's character
and desirability. As a united group, we worked very hard for a year and a half with the
Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and
pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map) for
our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities that cannot be
exceeded by rezoning. The densities we set were guided by and compatible with the
current zoning and existing land uses in our area, but were somewhat simpler and in
many cases more generous.

Nevertheless, our current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at least
three different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with the
developers to understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it currently
exists. On these occasions, we find ourselves before the Planning and Zoning Board and
then the County Commissioners defending our density limits and our Comprehensive
Land Use Plan.

In the past, once the developers became aware of community concerns, either on their
own or by advisement from county officials, community/developer meetings were
scheduled where the developers presented their plans to solicit community input and
address concerns. These type of meetings can be very helpful and may result in a
mutually satisfactory outcome. With the rather short notification time we have been
given this time, our first opportunity to voice our community concerns are these County
Planning and Zoning Board and Commission meetings scheduled in the coming weeks.
Our time to prepare and respond has been considerably shortened this time around. We
have not heard of any outreach efforts on the part of City Point Landfall regarding this
project. The first substantive notification of a planned effort on their part to change
zoning, FLUM and remove the Binding Development Plan came by way of signs planted
on Indian River Drive and at the entrance to Parkchester two weeks ago. Hardly an
indication of concern for community involvement.

A big area of our concern is in setting a precedence. Since we fought so hard to establish
safeguards to our community at the local, county and state levels, we are keen to
continue keeping them in place so that future developers cannot cite exceptions given to
other developers as a defense for whatever changes they would desire for future
projects. We want to stick to our guns and defend our community’s character and
environment.

The existing Binding Development Plan was executed October 28, 2008, signed by the
owner of the property at that time and became permanently attached to the property as
a safeguard to our community. The following restrictions were placed on the interior 7
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acres of the property (referred to in the BDP as the “Subdivision™):

A. There shall be a 15 foot natural buffer on the exterior of the subdivision;

B. There shall be no access for said subdivision to Indian River Drive;

C. The number of lots shall not exceed 7:

D. The subdivision shall have no access to Parkchester subdivision;

E. The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet under air;

F. The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain common elements and
architectural control;

E. The Property shall have EU zoning.

These restrictions and all of the provisions of the Binding Development Plan are present
on the property today and were present when City Point Landfall purchased the
property. We assume City Point Landfall knew what they were buying. We assume they
also knew what the zoning and FLUM designations were when they made the purchase.

We agree with all of the provisions and restrictions called out in the Binding
Development Plan and desire that it remain in force.

Irregardless of the PUD outlined in City Point Landfall’s Proposed Development Plan,
by changing the FLUM to RES4 for the entire property, City Point Landfall will end up
with the potential for 14.86 acres times 4 housing units each acre. This would be about
59 units if it was zoned to the maximum extent possible. While we appreciate the
thought and some of the features of the PUD in City Point Landfall’s Proposed
Development Plan, we worry that there is the possibility that the PUD may never be
built, but the FLUM and Zoning changes, if enacted, will then be permanently attached
to the property. It seems possible that funding could fall through, the economics of the
project could change for the worse, the desire on the part of developers could wane - any
number of things could conspire to make the PUD not come to fruition. City Point
Landfall might be compelled to redesign and go with a completely different PUD or they
might have to sell the property to a new buyer who would then have the opportunity to
build a completely different project with greatly increased density.

We believe that the current Future Land Use Map, Zoning and Existing Binding
Development Plan are adequate for development of a profitable and appropriate
subdivision within our community. We therefore ask that Planning and Zoning Board
recommend that the Board of Commissioners reject the changes requested by City Point
Landfall LLC at the earliest opportunity.

Thank You for your attention and consideration,

James and Beverly Sudermann
3469 Indian River Drive
Cocoa, FL
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From: Sue

To: Commissianer, D2
Subject: Rezoning property City Point
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 2:49:45 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North
Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is
about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the

larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April
3rd meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density
increases for this area.

Sue A Lathrop
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From: lintomw

To: Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5; Commissioner, D2
Subject: Vete No - Zoning Change
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 12:51:46 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Please vote not to approve.
As a home owner on Indian River Dr, this will contaminate the Indian River Lagoon

and lower all property values -
Zoning Action: 247200025

PUD Amendment: 24PUDO00003
Comp Plan: 24SS00009

Thank you -

Linda Wallander
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From: Kevin Jackson

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Zoning Action 24200025 - Proposed City Point Rezoning/Development
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 2:52:20 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Commissioners,

T am writing to object to the proposed residential development and rezoning just north of City Point Rd. north of
Cocoa. Indian River Drive is a special place that we have been fortunate enough to live near in the Twin Lakes
subdivision for 4 years. I contend the character of this road and surrounding area will be negatively affected by this
rezoning and proposed development for the following reasons.

1. The natural beauty of the area along with the unique scenery of the many one-of-a-kind homes will be ruined by a
modern, zero lot line, cinder block and stucco, generic subdivision plopped right in the middle of it.

2. Indian River Drive is incredibly narrow along the northern section but especially so at the exact point of this
proposed development. Traffic is stop and go thru this area already after any significant rainfall. In addition, many
walkers, runners and bicyclists add to existing congestion. That area already has blind curves that present a hazard
for any recreational use of the road. A new subdivision will make this situation worse by orders of magnitude.

3. Indian River Drive at the site of the proposed development is at its lowest point (in relation to the river level)
along its entire length. The road is literally inches above the normal river level. During periods of strong NE winds,
the road is completely covered by water. During hurricanes, that area is impassable by a normal car. A subdivision
in this area would only make this problem worse due to the addition of a large amount of impervious area created by
the new roadways, driveways and sidewalks. You are potentially creating a disastrous situation during hurricane
season by this road being inundated by onshore winds and then having large amounts of rainfall runoff pouring out
of this subdivision into the exact same spot. Any civil engineer could instantly spot the potential large scale flooding
of the road and potentially existing houses from the addition of this proposed development.

Please consider these points carefully when making a final ruling on this proposed rezoning/development. Thank
you for your time.

Sincerely & respectfully,
Kevin Jackson

118 S Twin Lakes Rd.
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Hernan ia D, (KSC-AEGI Al

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissipner, D4; Commissioner, D5

Cc: suderma@bellsouth.net; FRYE, ERIN L. (KSC-COMET-6000)COMET Primary]; Schneider, Jennifer CIV USARMY
PEO STRI (USA)

Subject: Zoning action: 24200025 PUD AMENDMENT: 24PUD0003 COMP PLAN: 24550009

Date: Sunday, March 30, 2025 10:23:10 AM

Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Honorable Commissioner Kathryn Delaney
Honorable Commissioner Kim Adkinson
Honorable Commissioner Vice Chair Tom Goodson
Honorable Commissioner Thad Altman

Honorable Commissioner Chair Rob Feltner

We are 23-year residents of the Indian River Drive North Community and | am asking for you to Vote
Against this change and protect Conservative values. The City Point Landfall change in zoning
request was recklessly approved by the Planning and Zoning Board. There is already a binding
agreement in place that aligns with sustainable growth management and infrastructure; decorum;
preserves our natural resources; and maintains our quality of life. | believe you can agree that the
Indian River is already struggling under the immense amount of residential and commercial
development impacting the natural coquina shelf; increased sewage runoff and other issues
contaminating this natural resource, Please be considerate of the residents of this community
who have been residents and stewards of this community and protect our future and property
values. This is a highly visible issue within our community and there are many residents who
would be extremely upset if this change in zoning is passed. | appreciate your support in
advance!

Sonja & Michael Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926
321-289-6331
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From: J A HOLMAN

To: Commissioner.
Subject: Zoning Change for 3477 N Indian River Dr (Zoning Action 24200025)
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 5:48:16 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

| am writing concerning the Zoning and Land Use Change (Zoning Action 24Z00025)
for the property at 3477 North Indian River Drive requested by Mr. Brian McKee, City
Point Landfall, LLC that will be decided at the County Commissioners meeting
Thursday, April 3, 2025. This tract of land already has a comprehensive binding
development plan in place that limits the property to larger lots, no multi-family
dwellings and access only via US1. | am respectfully asking the County Commission
to deny this zoning change due to the following.

. Multi-family dwellings are not consistent with nor compatible with our neighborhood.

More septic

systems and their potential sewage discharges would be detrimental to the health of
the Indian

River Lagoon.

. N Indian River Drive being a narrow winding two lane roadway is ill equipped to
handle the

increased traffic that would be generated by the proposed development.

. Flooding is already a concern along that stretch of roadway. The increased runoff
created by an

access road connecting to Indian River Drive and a parking lot would only add to the
flooding

potential.

. City Point Landfall, LLC should have known and understood the zoning and
development plan in

place for the property before making their purchase. Requesting a zoning change
now is only a

back handed attempt to increase their profits at the expense of our neighborhood.
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James A Holman
3767 N Indian River Dr
Cocoa, Fl 32926

jaholman@pbellsouth.net
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From: Suzie DeBusk - HOA

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd Comm. meeting
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 9:20:29 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As President representing the High Point Civic Association, we want to
formally object to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of
3477 North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family
homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the
larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. Itis a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards

Suzanne DeBusk

President, High Point Civic Assoc

Email: HighPointCivicAssoc@gmail.com
Mobile: 321-223-5257
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From: Mike Futch

To: Commissioner, D2

Subject: Zoning Change Request for 3477 North Indian River Drive, Cocoa, FL
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 4:54:39 PM

Attachments: image001.png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

To: Tom Goodson

From: Michael C Futch, Homeowner of 3620 North Indian River Drive, Cocoa, FL
32926

| am sending this email to express my and my family’s concerns over the zoning
change request for the property at 3477 North Indian River Drive, Cocoa, FL. This
zoning change is on the slate for your April 3, 2025 meeting date. | am adamantly
opposed to any change that allows townhomes or parking lots on our street and in our
neighborhood. | am organizing neighbors to attend this meeting and protest this zoning
change.

Please deny this zoning change and maintain the prior, binding development plan.
Thank you.

Mike Futch
President & CEO
2]

O: 919.855.5505
M: 919.523.8803

£: mfutch@tompkinsrobotics.com

www.tompkinsrobotics.com
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From: R Baumann

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS; Robert
Baumann

Subject: Zoning change: 3477 Indian River Drive Cocoa, FL

Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 9:09:01 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Commissioners,

I live on point view place, just south of City Point RD, I want to formally object to
any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian River
Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is about two blocks south
of the listed address and is part of the larger community between the Indian River
and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where
Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large
area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to change
the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point
Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with changes to
Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal of an existing
Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be built in our
community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land development
in our area which would make it harder for those in the community to challenge
future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two miles south of our
street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the individual
homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's character and
desirability. As a united group, they worked very hard for a year and a half with
the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put
forward and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land
Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at
least three different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with
the developers to understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it
currently exists. On these occasions, some from the area community came before
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the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County Commissioners defending the
density limits and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting and
do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for this area.

Robert A Baumann
Point View Place, Cocoa
443 221 0925

Robert A Baumann
443 221 0925
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From: patti deuchler

To: Commissigner, D2
Subject: Zoning Changes
Date: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:09:37 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North
Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is
about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the

larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April
3rd meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density
increases for this area.

Regards

Patricia Deuchler
High Point Community
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From: Dave Andrews

To: Commissigner, D2
Subject: Zoning chnage request by City Point Landfall, LLC at the April 3rd meeting
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 5:23:08 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

To Tom Goodson (Commissioner District 2)-Vice Chairman

As President representing the Point View Place HOA, we want to formally object to
any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian River
Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is about two blocks south
of the listed address and is part of the larger community between the Indian River
and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where
Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large
area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to change
the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point
Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with changes to
Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal of an existing
Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be built in our
community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land development
in our area which would make it harder for those in the community to challenge
future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two miles south of our
street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the individual
homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's character and
desirability. As a united group, they worked very hard for a year and a half with
the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put
forward and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land
Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at
least three different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with
the developers to understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it
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currently exists. On these occasions, some from the area community came before
the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County Commissioners defending the
density limits and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting and
do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for this area.

Sincerely,

David A. Andrews
President

Point View Place HOA
(321) 693-0657
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From: Dave Andrews

To: Commissioner, D3
Subject: Re: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LCC at the April 3rd meeting
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 5:51:18 PM

[EXTERNAIL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Sorry,my mistake! I sent you this e-mail meant for Rob! I sent it to him again after I learned
of my mistake. I did send a similar e-mail to Kim!
Dave Andrews

On Mon, Mar 31, 2025 at 5:32 PM Dave Andrews <andrewda29(@gmail.com> wrote:
To Rob Feltner (Commissioner District 4)-Chairman

As President representing the Point View Place HOA, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian
River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is about two blocks
south of the listed address and is part of the larger community between the Indian
River and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to
where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather
large area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect
against high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City
Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal of

an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be
built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land
development in our area which would make it harder for those in the community
to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two miles south of
our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the
individual homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's
character and desirability. As a united group, they worked very hard for a year
and a half with the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and
staff to put forward and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan
(Future Land Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land
use densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided
by and compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.
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Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by
at least three different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked
with the developers to understand their desires, we have always held to our plan
as it currently exists. On these occasions, some from the area community came
before the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County Commissioners
defending the density limits and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting and
do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for this area.

Sincerely,

David A. Andrews
President

Point View Place HOA
(321) 693-0657
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From: Kevin Jackson

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Zoning Action 24200025 - Proposed City Point Rezoning/Development
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 2:52:20 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Commissioners,

I am writing to object to the proposed residential development and rezoning just north of City Point Rd. north of
Cocoa. Indian River Drive is a special place that we have been fortunate enough to live near in the Twin Lakes
subdivision for 4 years. I contend the character of this road and surrounding area will be negatively affected by this
rezoning and proposed development for the following reasons.

1. The natural beauty of the area along with the unique scenery of the many one-of-a-kind homes will be ruined by a
modern, zero lot line, cinder block and stucco, generic subdivision plopped right in the middle of it.

2. Indian River Drive is incredibly narrow along the northem section but especially so at the exact point of this
proposed development. Traffic is stop and go thru this area already after any significant rainfall. In addition, many
walkers, runners and bicyclists add to existing congestion. That area already has blind curves that present a hazard
for any recreational use of the road. A new subdivision will make this situation worse by orders of magnitude.

3. Indian River Drive at the site of the proposed development is at its lowest point (in relation to the river level)
along its entire length. The road is literally inches above the normal river level. During periods of strong NE winds,
the road is completely covered by water. During hurricanes, that area is impassable by a normal car. A subdivision
in this area would only make this problem worse due to the addition of a large amount of impervious area created by
the new roadways, driveways and sidewalks. You are potentially creating a disastrous situation during hurricane
season by this road being inundated by onshore winds and then having large amounts of rainfall runoff pouring out
of this subdivision into the exact same spot. Any civil engineer could instantly spot the potential large scale flooding
of the road and potentially existing houses from the addition of this proposed development.

Please consider these points carefully when making a final ruling on this proposed rezoning/development. Thank
you for your time.

Sincerely & respectfully,
Kevin Jackson

118 S Twin Lakes Rd.
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Dave Andrews

To: Commissioner, D3
Subject: Zoning change request by City Point Landfall, LCC at the April 3rd meeting
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 5:32:44 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

To Rob Feltner (Commissioner District 4)-Chairman

As President representing the Point View Place HOA, we want to formally object to
any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian River
Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is about two blocks south
of the listed address and is part of the larger community between the Indian River
and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where
Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large
area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to change
the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point
Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with changes to
Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal of an existing
Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be built in our
community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land development
in our area which would make it harder for those in the community to challenge
future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two miles south of our
street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the individual
homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's character and
desirability. As a united group, they worked very hard for a year and a half with
the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put
forward and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land
Use Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at
least three different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with
the developers to understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it
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currently exists. On these occasions, some from the area community came before
the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County Commissioners defending the
density limits and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting and
do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for this area.

Sincerely,

David A. Andrews
President

Point View Place HOA
(321) 693-0657
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123 Briarwood Ct.
Cocoa, FL32926-5938
March 31, 2025
Kim Adkinson
Commissioner District 3
Dear Commissioner:

Because I am recovering from major spinal surgery, I cannot attend the April 3, 2025, meeting.
But I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed zoning change adjacent to
Parkchester subdivision. NO way should you allow 8 Townhomes and 11 single family
residences The area is a critical water recharge area that drains into Indian River Lagoon.
Right now, with every heavy rain, Indian River Drive floods in multiple places. With sea levels
rising, this is already a serious issue which will only get worse. The more we pave over land,
the more flooding we will have. The water has to go somewhere! I'm sure you don‘t want it

flooding homes.

The tract of land already has a binding development plan in place that limits the property to
larger lots, NO townhomes, NO access to Indian River Drive (IRD). Plus the applicant wants to
construct a PARKING lot on Indian River Drive! Indian River Drive is in constant need of
patching. Allowing a parking lot will destroy the road surface, cause increased traffic and
constant problems for IRD residents and the several subdivisions affected by the proposed
zoning changes. Constructing townhomes means rental properties, sewage issues, water usage,
fertilizer run-off, and other potentially hazardous chemicals spilling into Indian River Lagoon.
The lagoon already needs clean-up; do we really want to add to the problem?

Please DO NOT allow the proposed changes to occur, especially townhomes but instead
maintain the current binding development plan. Please consider the wishes of the adjacent
property owners, not to mention the wishes of those neighborhoods along IRD which would be

negatively affected!

Sincerely

Lynne Hill
321-632-7297
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From: rnan nja D. (KSC-AEGI

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS

Cc: suderma@bellsouth.net; FRYE, ERIN L. (KSC-COMET-6000)COMET Primary]; Schneider, Jennifer CIV USARMY
PEQ STRI (USA)

Subject: Zoning action: 24200025 PUD AMENDMENT: 24PUD0003 COMP PLAN: 24550009

Date: Sunday, March 30, 2025 10:23:11 AM

Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Honorable Commissioner Kathryn Delaney
Honorable Commissioner Kim Adkinson

Honorable Commissioner Vice Chair Tom Goodson
Honorable Commissioner Thad Altman

Honorable Commissioner Chair Rob Feltner

We are 23-year residents of the Indian River Drive North Community and | am asking for you to Vote
Against this change and protect Conservative values. The City Point Landfall change in zoning
request was recklessly approved by the Planning and Zoning Board. There is already a binding
agreement in place that aligns with sustainable growth management and infrastructure; decorum;
preserves our natural resources; and maintains our quality of life. | believe you can agree that the
Indian River is already struggling under the immense amount of residential and commercial
development impacting the natural coquina shelf; increased sewage runoff and other issues
contaminating this natural resource. Please be considerate of the residents of this community
who have been residents and stewards of this community and protect our future and property
values. This is a highly visible issue within our community and there are many residents who
would be extremely upset if this change in zoning is passed. | appreciate your support in
advance!

Sonja & Michael Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926
321-289-6331
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From: Michele Mever-Arendt

To: Commissioner, D3
Subject: zoning change
Date: Sunday, March 30, 2025 3:30:40 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Hello Commissioner Adkinson,

Please vote NO to the requests for a zoning and land use change for a planned
urban development for the property at 3477 North Indian River Dr., Cocoa. (Zoning action:
24700025)

This acreage has a binding comprehensive land use plan from 2004 that limits the propetty to
no townhomes, and no access to Indian River Drive. This Amendment 2004 A.5 set land use

densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning.

Sincerely, Michele Meyer-Arendt
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From: kathy mardirosian <kathymardirosian@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2025 6:58 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Zoning change- 3477 N. Indian River Dr. Cocoa FL

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

] am writing to request that you vote to NOT approve the request for zoning changes for the
above-noted address. | am a resident and homeowner in Brookhill subdivision (3702 Windsor Dr.
Cocoa).

| am deeply concerned about the impact a zoning change would have on this road, which is the only
access to my neighborhood. A coquina rock shelf lies just beneath the subject property and would
be subject to any potential septic systems and its sewage discharges that may occur from
development. Plus there is already an issue with flooding on this area of Indian River Dr. Each time
we have a hurricane come through, this part of the road floods significantly. There is also a section
of the road that is under water after each hurricane north of Brookhill subdivision. Repeatedly we
have had no access to our neighborhood because of this flooding and have had to park our cars at
businesses on Hwy 1 and walk through private property and down a steep incline to get into our
neighborhood. While this is still a significant problem, we do not need to deal with the potential
impact of more development on this road.

Also, this tract already has a current binding development plan in place that limits the property to
larger lots and NO townhomes and NO access to Indian River Dr. Those of us who live in this area
chose it for multiple reasons-- including the limits on development that are currently in place. There
are good reasons for these current restrictions and there is no good reason to change them.

Thank you for serving the residents of Brevard County, -Kathy Mardirosian
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Zoning Action: 24200025
PUD Amendment: 24PUD00003

Comp Plan: 24SS00009

Please vote not to approve.

As a homeowner on Indian River Drive - This will further contaminate the Indian River Lagoon and
will lower everyone's property values.

Thankyou -

Thomas Wallander
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Debra Green<Debra.Green@hilton.com>

To:Commissioner, D1
Wed 4/2/2025 4:35 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

Good afternoon Katie. | respectfully ask you to vote against a request by City Pointe Landfall LLC to
change the zoning and land use for property at 3477 North Indian River Dr. This track of land already
has a current binding development plan that PROHIBITS townhomes. This area is also being sought
for a large parking lot. These projects are not compatible with the neighborhood and will be
unfavorable to current single homes values. In this parcelis also a proposal for 11 single family
homes and should be of upscale standards.

Thank you for your valuable time

Debra Green | General Manager

Home address: 221 City Point
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Sabal Ch...plan.pdf

HD

Hernandez, Sonja D. (KSC-AEGIS-4000)[AEGIS]<sonja.d.hernandez@nasa.gov>
To:Commissioner, D1;Commissioner, D2;Commissioner, D3;+2 others
Cc:suderma@bellsouth.net;+2 others

Wed 4/2/20255:13 PM

Sabal Chase Petition Against change to binding development plan.pdf
Downloaded

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recoghize the sender and know
the content is safe.

Commissioners,

| wanted to provide you with a petition of residents in Sabal Chase on Sonya Drive, Cocoa FL who
feel we will be negatively impacted by proposed change in zoning mentioned below. Please vote
against this zoning change. | will have the original sighed document with me for the meeting
tomorrow.

Many thanks!
Sonja Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive
Cocoa, FL 32926

321-289-6331

From: Hernandez, Sonja D. (KSC-AEGIS-4000)[AEGIS]

Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2025 10:23 AM

To: D1.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov; D2.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov;
d3.commissioner@BrevardFL.gov; d4.commissioner@BrevardFL.gov;
d5.commissioner@BrevardFL.gov

Cc: suderma®@bellsouth.net; FRYE, ERIN L. (KSC-COMET-6000)[COMET Primary]
<erin.l.frye@nasa.gov>; Schneider, Jennifer CIV USARMY PEO STRI (USA)
<jennifer.schneider7.civ@army.mil>
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Subject: Zoning action: 24200025 PUD AMENDMENT: 24PUD0003 COMP PLAN: 24550009
Importance: High

Honorable Commissioner Kathryn Delaney
Honorable Commissioner Kim Adkinson

Honorable Commissioner Vice Chair Tom Goodson
Honorable Commissioner Thad Altman

Honorable Commissioner Chair Rob Feltner

We are 23-year residents of the Indian River Drive North Community and | am asking for you to Vote
Against this change and protect Conservative values. The City Point Landfall change in zoning
request was recklessly approved by the Planning and Zoning Board. There is already a binding
agreement in place that aligns with sustainable growth management and infrastructure; decorum;
preserves our natural resources; and maintains our quality of life. | believe you can agree that the
indian River is already struggling under the immense amount of residential and commercial
development impacting the natural coquina shelf; increased sewage runoff and other issues
contaminating this natural resource. Please be considerate of the residents of this community who
have been residents and stewards of this community and protect our future and property values.
This is a highly visible issue within our community and there are many residents who would be
extremely upset if this change in zoning is passed. | appreciate your support in advance!

Sonja & Michael Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926
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Loren Price<loren.price621@gmail.com>
To:Commissioner, D1
Wed 4/2/2025 7:05 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object to any zoning changes
in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11
single family homes is about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the

larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and stretches north from SR
528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. Itis a
rather large area that many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to change the underlying
zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned
Unit Development (PUD) with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the
removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be built in our
community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land development in our area
which would make it harder for those in the community to challenge future inappropriate
development.

| have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive condominium projectin
the middle of our community (about two miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood
homeowners associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to protect our
community's character and desirability. As a united group, they worked very hard for a yearand a
half with the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and
pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map) for our area. This
amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The
densities set were guided by and compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our
area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at least three
different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with the developers to
understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these
occasions, some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board and then
the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd meeting and do not allow multi
family townhouses and density increases for this area.

Regards,

Loren Price & Douglas Webber
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PARKCHESTER NEIGHBORHOQD
UNINCORPORATED BREVARD COUNTY, DISTRICT 1

Via e-mail delivery

April 3, 2025

Parkchester Neighborhood
c/o Mark W. Ward

382 Chester Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926

District 1 Commissioner Katie Delaney

District 2 Commissioner Tom Goodson (Vice Chair)
District 3 Commissioner Kim Adkinson

District 4 Commissioner Rob Feltner (Chair)
District 5 Commissioner Thad Altman

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL 32940

RE: CITY POINT LANDFALL LLC 24PUB00003 & 245500009

Dear Commissioners Delaney, Goodson, Adkinson, Feltner and Altman,

I am honored to be asked by the owners and residents of Parkchester to represent them in our
collective opposition to the Brevard Planning and Zoning Board’s approval of the above project
recommendations. We ask that you, Commissioners, vote NO against the P&Z recommendation
and require the developers to return to the design phase to operate within the confines of the
existing land use and binding development agreement which all surrounding communities
fought for in 2008.

Mr. Henry Minneboo, who was on the Planning and Zoning Board in 2008 (and still serves on
the Planning and Zoning board today) indicated at the recent P&Z Hearing held on March 17,
2025, that he remembers the 2008 case very vividly and he opined that the binding
development plan should remain in force. He recalled that, in 2008, it was one of the few times
that residents, developers, owners.. just about everyone left happy when that agreement was
reached. Yet, on March 17, 2025, Mr. Minneboo was, sadly, one of just three members who
voted against the removal of that very Binding Development Plan agreement. Before the vote,
Mr. Minneboo even cautioned his fellow board members that “we should not terrorize these
people like we did those out on 524" We, in Parkchester, could not agree more. Now, it's your
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turn, to do the right thing, Commissioners; Please, Commissioners, do the right thing and vote
NO. A binding agreement hashed out by owners, developers and surrounding communities
should remain binding, especially when so many neighboring residents still oppose the changes
being suggested.

To that end, Parkchester is a community of 63 properties. In short order, we have been able to
obtain signatures from 59 out of the 63 owners requesting a “NO: vote from you. That’s 94% in
just three days. | failed to obtain four signatures: One is a corporate land leasing owner out of
Chicago with limited contact information (HPA Borrower Il LLC); Claude Blake passed away in
late December and | have had trouble locating his sons for signature, but | am certain they will
gladly sign when [ finally locate them, especially given the proposed development will be just
15’ behind their residence; Brenda Whidden’s husband recently passed away and she has been
spending time with family in Georgia, according to neighbors. Further, given her house is on the
corner, directly across them the proposed drive entrance to the development, | am sure she
would oppose having additional traffic right outside her bedroom window;; and, Bob and Betty
Everette left for their 2" home in Texas and repeated calls have gone unanswered; Both are
elderly and we certainly hope nothing ill has befallen either of them. To that end, both Bob and
Betty were instrumental in the neighborhood’s fight against the development in 2008 and |
know of no reason that they would have changed their minds now.

In addition to the 59 owners, 46 additional spouses or voting age, immediate family members
residing within the owner’s homes have signed the petition, giving us a total of 107 people
within Parkchester, alone, opposing the change in zoning on the parcel in question.

Please vote NO.

Sincerely,

We

Mark. W. Ward
On Behalf of Myself the Other 106 Undersigned Owners & Residents
Of Parkchester, Unincorporated Brevard County
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381 CHESTER

382 CHESTER

383 CHESTER

384 CHESTER

385 CHESTER

387 CHESTER

We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendatlons of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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\We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER communlty in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissloners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removat of the 2008 Binding

Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendatlons of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development {"PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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\We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissloners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissloners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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3511 HILLTOP

3512 HILLTOP

3513 HILLTOP

3514 HILLTOP

We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of BInding Devetopment Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the underslgned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER communlty In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Blnding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard Caunty Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zonlng Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissloners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zonlng Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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Mascellino, Carol

From: ruth euler <euler52000@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2025 4:31 PM

To: Commissioner, D4

Subject: Rezoning and Land Use Change, 3477 N Indian River Drive

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon Commissioner Feltner,

We write to you today as we are not in support of the proposed rezoning and land use change at 3477 N
Indian River Dr in Cocoa.

We believe the developer must abide by the binding development plan of 11 single family residences,
zero townhomes, and no storage facility construction.

Additionaltly, the proposed parking lot on Indian River Dr should be denied.
Presently there are large groups of vagrants in this area that pose safety and health concerns. It stands to
reason a parking lot on Indian River Drive would become another spot for them to loiter.

The development and beautification of US Hwy 1 will not be made better by the construction of the
proposed Storage facility. We also firmly believe this should be denied.

In closing, we do not support the development of townhomes, construction of a storage facility, nora
parking lot on Indian River Drive.

We would support 11 single family residences if they were constructed on larger lots using high end
design features and beatification at the community entrance thus increasing the price point per home
and property values throughout the area.

Thank you for your consideration,

Tom and Ruth Euler
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From: Mark W, Ward

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Cc: "Diane Burroughs"

Subject: RE: CITY POINT LANDFALL LLC 24PUB00003 & 24SS00009

Date: Thursday, April 3, 2025 10:33:39 AM

Attachments: PARKCHESTER NEIGHBORHOOD.pdf

Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

District 1 Commissioner Kae Delaney

District 2 Commissioner Tom Goodson (Vice Chair)
District 3 Commissioner Kim Adkinson

District 4 Commissioner Rob Feltner (Chair)
District 5 Commissioner Thad Altman

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL 32940

Dear Commissioners Delaney, Goodson, Adkinson, Feltner and Altman,

As the appointed community representative asked to represent the Parkchester Community,
please see the attached letter containing signatures of 59 owners out of the 63 properties, 4
Owners cannot be contacted at this time. To that end, | am certain that 100% of all residents
oppose the removal of the Binding Development Plan agreement that was approved by the
Planning & Zoning Board on March 17.

Tonight, l understand that agents for City Point Landfall LLC will be asking to table the vote on
the zoning board’s recommendation until May 1. We ask that, in lieu of tabling the
recommendation, that you simply vote NO on the recommendations of the P&Z Board and
return the entire process back to the developer to re-work the plans to conform within the
bounds of the existing BDP.

Please see our attached letter urging a NO vote against approval of the Planning & Zoning
Board’s recommendation.

Sincerely,
Mark Ward
(On behalf of the other 106 residents of Parkchester)

Mark W. Ward
Ward & Lawless LLC
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2410 Armadillo Court
Cocoa, Florida 32926
TEL: 888-658-8484 x1
FAX: 877-658-8484
www.wardlawless.com

ARILSTOTLLE

.:BreﬂnTeam
WINNER

Ward & Lawless LLC is not a law firm nor does it employ or retain any attorneys. The
communications or services provided by Ward & Lawless LLC are not prepared, endorsed or
reviewed by any form of licensed legal professional, including but not limited to an attorney.
No communication of Ward & Lawless LLC should be taken as legal advice. You are
encouraged to consult with a licensed attorney/lawyer for all legal questions or matters.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS HERETO IS
CONFIDENTIAL, MAY BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED, AND IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE ADDRESSEE(S). IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS
NOT AN INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR AN AGENT THEREOF, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
REVIEW, USE, DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY
ATTACHMENT HERETO IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY E-MAIL, AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE.
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Petition Objecting to City Point Landfall, LLC requests for a New
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Zoning Reclassification and Removal of
Existing Binding Development Plan.

Pertinent Documents are:

Planned Unit Development 24PUD00003

Small-Scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment (3rd of 2025, 24S.11)

Preliminary Development Plan, City Point PUD (MBV # 23-1071, August 19, 2024)

We the undersigned would like to register the following objections to the City Point Landfall, LLC
requests;

1. We object to the request to change our community’s existing Florida Land Use Map
designations from their current configuration.

2. We object to the request to change our community’s existing Brevard County Zoning from its
current configuration.

3. We object to the removal of the current Binding Development Plan and the replacement of it
with the proposed PUD.

Our community has been well protected from inappropriate development projects by this combination of
Florida Land Use Map, Zoning and Binding Development Plan provisions since they were enacted in 2004
after a very lengthy review and negotiation process between Brevard County, the State of Florida, Indian
River homeowner’s associations, individual homeowners and the previous owners of the tract of land now
owned by City Point Landfall, LLC. City Point Landfall, LLC purchased this tract with all of the provisions in
force and we have always expected any new project to adhere to them.

We want the Commissioners to leave the Florida Land Use Map, Zoning and Binding
Development Plan in place unchanged.
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From: Debra Green

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: FW: Concerned Brevard resident and Apr 3 meeting
Date: Wednesday, April 2, 2025 4:38:07 PM

Attachments: image0Q2,png

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Good afternoon Tom . | respectfully ask you to vote against a request by City Pointe Landfall LLC to
change the zoning and land use for property at 3477 North Indian River Dr. This track of land already
has a current binding development plan that PROHIBITS townhomes. This area is also being sought
for a large parking lot. These projects are not compatible with the neighborhood and will be
unfavorable to current single homes values. In this parcel is also a proposal for 11 single family
homes and should be of upscale standards.

Thank you for your valuable time.

Debra Green | General Manager

HILTON COCOA BEACH OCEANFRONT

t: 321-613-9044 | f: 321-799-0344

1550 N. Atlantic Avenue | Cocoa Beach, FL 32931 | USA
Instagram | Hilton Cocoa Beach | Facebook | Twitter

(2]

This transmissian 1s not a digital or electronic signature and cannot be used to form, document, or authenticate a contract. Hilton and its
affiliates accept no liability ansing in connection with this transmission  Copyright 2025 Hilton Proprietary and Confidential
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From: Commissioner, D2

To: mini jveServi
Cc: Commissioner, D2
Subject: FW: H7 on zoning meeting tonight
Date: Thursday, April 3, 2025 2:07:01 PM

Attachments: image001,png

Good afternoon,
Please see the below public comment our office received.

Thank you,

Susan Smith

Legisiative Aide

Brevard County Cammissioner Tem Goodson District 2
2575 Norih Courienay Parkway Suite 200

Merriti island, FL 32953

Ph: (321) 454-6601

E-mail: Susan.Smith@brevardfl.gov

From: Ken Harrison <searay215h@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 3, 2025 1:26 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D2
<D2.Commissioner @brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D3 <d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
Commissioner, D4 <D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D5
<D5.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: H7 on zoning meeting tonight

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon,

We would like to ask that you NOT change the future land use from agricultural to
RES-1 on item H7 (24SS00020) on tonight's agenda.

Changing the future land use will affect the character of the area. The absolute
majority of all parcels in this area are agricultural and we would like this character to
remain. There have been six new block homes built in the last 3 yrs nearby with zoning
changes but the future land use was kept as agricultural. We have no objection to the
zoning change, but do not want the future land use change, forever changing the
character of this area.

Thank You,
Ken Harrison, and concerned neighbors.

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S10+, an AT&T 5G Evolution capable smartphone
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PARKCHESTER NEIGHBORHOOQOD
UNINCORPORATED BREVARD COUNTY, DISTRICT 1

Via e-mail delivery

April 3, 2025

Parkchester Neighborhood
¢/o Mark W. Ward

382 Chester Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926

District 1 Commissioner Katie Delaney

District 2 Commissioner Tom Goodson (Vice Chair)
District 3 Commissioner Kim Adkinson

District 4 Commissioner Rob Feltner (Chair)
District 5 Commissioner Thad Altman

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL 32940

RE: CITY POINT LANDFALL LLC 24PUBO00O03 & 245500009

Dear Commissioners Delaney, Goodson, Adkinson, Feltner and Altman,

| am honored to be asked by the owners and residents of Parkchester to represent them in our
collective opposition to the Brevard Planning and Zoning Board’s approval of the above project
recommendations. We ask that you, Commissioners, vote NO against the P&Z recommendation
and require the developers to return to the design phase to operate within the confines of the
existing land use and binding development agreement which all surrounding communities
fought for in 2008.

Mr. Henry Minneboo, who was on the Planning and Zoning Board in 2008 (and still serves on
the Planning and Zoning board today) indicated at the recent P&Z Hearing held on March 17,
2025, that he remembers the 2008 case very vividly and he opined that the binding
development plan should remain in force. He recalled that, in 2008, it was one of the few times
that residents, developers, owners.. just about everyone left happy when that agreement was
reached. Yet, on March 17, 2025, Mr. Minneboo was, sadly, one of just three members who
voted against the removal of that very Binding Development Plan agreement. Before the vote,
Mr. Minneboo even cautioned his fellow board members that “we should not terrorize these
people like we did those out on 524.” We, in Parkchester, could not agree more. Now, it's your
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turn, to do the right thing, Commissioners; Please, Commissioners, do the right thing and vote
NO. A binding agreement hashed out by owners, developers and surrounding communities
should remain binding, especially when so many neighboring residents still oppose the changes
being suggested.

To that end, Parkchester is a community of 63 properties. In short order, we have been able to
obtain signatures from 59 out of the 63 owners requesting a “NO: vote from you. That’s 94% in
just three days. | failed to obtain four signatures: One is a corporate land leasing owner out of
Chicago with limited contact information (HPA Borrower Il LLC); Claude Blake passed away in
late December and [ have had trouble locating his sons for signature, but | am certain they will
gladly sign when 1 finally locate them, especially given the proposed development will be just
15’ behind their residence; Brenda Whidden’s husband recently passed away and she has been
spending time with family in Georgia, according to neighbors. Further, given her house is on the
corner, directly across them the proposed drive entrance to the development, | am sure she
would oppose having additional traffic right outside her bedroom window;; and, Bob and Betty
Everette left for their 2"¢ home in Texas and repeated calls have gone unanswered; Both are
elderly and we certainly hope nothing ill has befallen either of them. To that end, both Bob and
Betty were instrumental in the neighborhood’s fight against the development in 2008 and |
know of no reason that they would have changed their minds now.

In addition to the 59 owners, 46 additional spouses or voting age, immediate family members
residing within the owner’s homes have signed the petition, giving us a total of 107 people
within Parkchester, alone, opposing the change in zoning on the parcel in question.

Please vote NO.

Sincerely,

% W)

Mark. W. Ward
On Behalf of Myself the Other 106 Undersigned Owners & Residents
Of Parkchester, Unincorporated Brevard County
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the remaoval of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER communlity in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendatlons of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding

Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commisslaners to vote NO on the Recommendatlons of the Planning & Zoning Board aliowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD"} WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissloners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board atlowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissloners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER communlty In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development {("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of BindIng Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community In Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendatlons of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of BindIng Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfully OPPOSE the remaval of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissioners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Binding Development Plan (BDP).
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We, the undersigned HOMEOWNERS of the PARKCHESTER community in Unincorporated Brevard County, District 1, Respectfulty OPPOSE the removal of the 2008 Binding
Development Plan and Request the Brevard County Board Of Commissloners to vote NO on the Recommendations of the Planning & Zoning Board allowing the proposed Planned Unit
Development ("PUD") WITH REMOVAL of Bindlng Development Plan (BDP).
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From: Loren Price

To: Commissigner, D2
Subject: OBJECT ZONING TO DISTRICT ONE
Date: Wednesday, April 2, 2025 7:06:13 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

As a resident of the High Point Civic Association, we want to formally object
to any zoning changes in District 1 at the listed address of 3477 North
Indian River Drive. Our dead end street with 11 single family homes is
about two blocks south of the listed address and is part of the

larger community between the Indian River and the eastside of US 1 and
stretches north from SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive
rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. It is a rather large area that
many in the community have worked hard over the years to protect against
high density development.

Now the community is facing another development proposal which aims to
change the underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place.
City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with
changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the removal
of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what
can be built in our community. These changes could also set a precedent
for future land development in our area which would make it harder for
those in the community to challenge future inappropriate development.

I have been told that some years ago, in response to a proposed massive
condominium project in the middle of our community (about two

miles south of our street), all of the existing neighborhood homeowners
associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined together to
protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, they
worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map)
for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities
that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities set were guided by and
compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our area.

Nevertheless, the current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been
challenged by at least three different developers since 2004 and while we
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have always worked with the developers to understand their desires, we
have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
some from the area community came before the Planning and Zoning Board
and then the County Commissioners defending the density limits and the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

So again, please deny this Zoning and Land Use Plan at the April 3rd
meeting and do not allow multi family townhouses and density increases for
this area.

Regards,
Loren Price & Douglas Webber
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From: Mark W, Ward

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissipner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Cc: "Diane Burroughs”

Subject: RE: CITY POINT LANDFALL LLC 24PUB00003 & 24SS00009

Date: Thursday, April 3, 2025 10:33:39 AM

Attachments: PARKCHESTER NEIGHBORHOQD.pdf

Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

District 1 Commissioner Kae Delaney

District 2 Commissioner Tom Goodson (Vice Chair)
District 3 Commissioner Kim Adkinson

District 4 Commissioner Rob Feltner (Chair)
District 5 Commissioner Thad Altman

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL 32940

Dear Commissioners Delaney, Goodson, Adkinson, Feltner and Altman,

As the appointed community representative asked to represent the Parkchester
Community, please see the attached letter containing signatures of 59 owners out of the 63
properties, 4 Owners cannot be contacted at this time. To that end, | am certain that 100%
of all residents oppose the removal of the Binding Development Plan agreement that was
approved by the Planning & Zoning Board on March 17.

Tonight, | understand that agents for City Point Landfall LLC will be asking to table the vote
on the zoning board’s recommendation until May 1. We ask that, in lieu of tabling the
recommendation, that you simply vote NO on the recommendations of the P&Z Board and
return the entire process back to the developer to re-work the plans to conform within the
bounds of the existing BDP.

Please see our attached letter urging a NO vote against approval of the Planning & Zoning
Board’s recommendation.

Sincerely,
Mark Ward
(On behalf of the other 106 residents of Parkchester)

Mark W. Ward

Ward & Lawless LLC
2410 Armadillo Court
Cocoa, Florida 32926
TEL: 888-658-8484 x1
FAX: 877-658-8484
www.wardlawless.com
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Ward & Lawless LLC is not a law firm nor does it employ or retain any attorneys. The
communications or services provided by Ward & Lawless LLC are not prepared, endorsed
or reviewed by any form of licensed legal professional, including but not limited to an
attorney. No communication of Ward & Lawless LLC should be taken as legal advice. You

are encouraged to consult with a licensed attorney/lawyer for all legal questions or matters.

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS COMMUNICATION AND ANY ATTACHMENTS HERETO IS
CONFIDENTIAL, MAY BE ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED, AND IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OF THE ADDRESSEE(S). IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS
NOT AN INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR AN AGENT THEREOF, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY
REVIEW, USE, DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR ANY
ATTACHMENT HERETO IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE IN
ERROR. PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY E-MAIL, AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE.
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From: Hi nja D. (KSC-AEGIS-4 Al

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner. DS

Cc: suderma@bellsouth.net; FRYE, ERIN L. (KSC-COMET-6000)[COMET Primary]; Schneider, Jennifer CIV USARMY
PEQ STRI (USA)

Subject: RE: Zoning action: 24200025 PUD AMENDMENT: 24PUD0003 COMP PLAN: 24550009

Date: Wednesday, April 2, 2025 5:13:03 PM

Attachments: h tition Again inding developmen [

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Commissioners,

| wanted to provide you with a petition of residents in Sabal Chase on Sonya Drive, Cocoa FL who
feel we will be negatively impacted by proposed change in zoning mentioned below. Please vote
against this zoning change. | will have the original signed document with me for the meeting
tomorrow.

Many thanks!
Sonja Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive
Cocoa, FL 32926
321-289-6331

From: Hernandez, Sonja D. (KSC-AEGIS-4000)[AEGIS]

Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2025 10:23 AM

To: D1.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov; D2.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov;
d3.commissioner@8BrevardFL.gov; d4.commissioner @BrevardFL.gov;
dS.commissioner@BrevardFL.gov

Cc: suderma@bellsouth.net; FRYE, ERIN L. (KSC-COMET-6000)[COMET Primary]
<erin.|l.frye@nasa.gov>; Schneider, Jennifer CIV USARMY PEO STRI (USA)
<jennifer.schneider7.civ@army.mil>

Subject: Zoning action: 24200025 PUD AMENDMENT: 24PUD0003 COMP PLAN: 24550009
Importance: High

Henorable Commissioner Kathryn Delaney
Honorable Commissioner Kim Adkinson

Honorable Commissioner Vice Chair Tom Goodson
Honorable Commissioner Thad Altman

Honorable Commissioner Chair Rob Feltner

We are 23-year residents of the Indian River Drive North Community and | am asking for you to Vote
Against this change and protect Conservative values. The City Point Landfall change in zoning
request was recklessly approved by the Planning and Zoning Board. There is already a binding
agreement in place that aligns with sustainable growth management and infrastructure; decorum;
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preserves our natural resources; and maintains our quality of life. | believe you can agree that the
Indian River is already struggling under the immense amount of residential and commercial
development impacting the natural coguina shelf; increased sewage runoff and other issues
contaminating this natural resource. Please be considerate of the residents of this community
who have been residents and stewards of this community and protect our future and property
values. This is a highly visible issue within our community and there are many residents who
would be extremely upset if this change in zoning is passed. | appreciate your support in
advance!

Sonja & Michael Hernandez
185 Sonya Drive

Cocoa, FL 32926
321-289-6331
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From: lintomw®@aol.com

To: Commissioner. D3; Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS; Commissioner, D2
Subject: Vote NOT to approve
Date: Wednesday, April 2, 2025 3:48:48 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Zoning Action: 247200025
PUD Amendment: 24PUDO00003
Comp Plan: 24SS00009

Please vote not to approve.
As a homeowner on Indian River Drive - This will further contaminate the Indian River
Lagoon and will lower everyone's property values.

Thank you -
Thomas Wallander
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From: Commissioner, D2

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: Commissioner, D2

Subject: FW: Commissioner"s speech April 3rd
Date: Thursday, April 3, 2025 3:22:02 PM
Attachments: image001,png

Good afternoon,
Please see the below public comment our office received.

Thank you,

Susan Smith

Legistative Aide

Brevard County Commissioner Tom Goodson District 2
2575 North Courienay Parkway Suite 200

Merriti island, FL 32953

Ph: (321)454-6601

E-mail: Susan.smith@brevardfl.gov

From: Beverly Sudermann <sudermab@bellsouth.net>

Sent: Thursday, April 3, 2025 3:19 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D2
<D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D3 <d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
Commissioner, D4 <D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D5
<D5.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: Commissioner's speech April 3rd

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

April 3, 2024

Brevard County Board of Commissioners,

Re: City Point Landfall, LLC
County Parcel #: 24-36-08-00-514
Application Request: Rezoning and Future Land Use Amendment 24-PUD00003 & 24-SS00009

This is a request to deny City Point Landfall’s PUD, Rezoning and Future Land Use
Amendment request, 24PUD00003 & 24-SS00009
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A wonderful former commissioner, Truman Scarborough, once told me “Your community is the only
community that has been able to stand as one to protect yourselves from overdevelopment, all others
have failed.” It is up to all of us to continue to protect our way of life in our small but beautiful
community. | am asking you to please stand strong to help us protect our way of life.

Development is inevitable. However, our area is a historic gem in a concrete jungle. We have
a historic scenic drive lined with historic spacious homes and nature all around. Visitors to
our area enjoy the leisurely drive and the slower pace. People enjoy biking, running and
walking events throughout the year. It is not a cookie cutter neighborhood. There are no
condos or townhomes. It is a unique community style that those of us who live here wish to
protect and out of state visitors love to enjoy.

Commissioners before you have worked hard to put in place a plan to protect our area. Is

is perfect? No. We were all grandfathered in and right sized when the commissioners before
you created a plan that worked for everyone. They spent years working with our community
to achieve an agreeable plan that worked and continues to work for our historic area. Why
have a Binding Development Plan (BDP) if it is not binding? Why make it binding if it has no
meaning? We just ask that you continue to protect our uniques and historic community now
and in the future.

Thank you all very much for your time and continued support. | respectfully request that you
deny City Point Landfall, LLC requests.

Sincerely

Beverly Sudermann
3469 Indian River Dr.
Cocoa, FL 32926
321-536-3851
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P&Z Planning Board Testimony 3/17/2025 Board Members, Here is a bit of history regarding our
neighborhood and the ongoing efforts to preserve our community’s essential character. Our
community is between the Indian River and the east side of US 1 and stretches north from SR 528
(the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station. Itis a rather
large area that we as a community have worked hard over the years to protect against high density
development. We are facing yet another development proposal which aims to change the
underlying zoning and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a
Planned Unit Development (PUD) with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and
the removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be built in
our community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land development in our area
which would make it harder for us to challenge future inappropriate development. Some years ago,
in response to a proposed massive condominium project in the middle of our community, all of the
existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the individual homeowners in the area joined
together to protect our community's character and desirability. As a united group, we worked very
hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners, the Planning and Zoning Board and staff
to put forward and pass an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use
Map) for our area. This amendment (2004A.5) sets overall land use densities that cannot be
exceeded by rezoning. The densities we set were guided by and compatible with the current zoning
and existing land uses in our area, but were somewhat simpler and in many cases more generous.
Nevertheless, our current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at least three
different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with the developers to
understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these occasions,
we find ourselves before the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County Commissioners
defending our density limits and our Comprehensive Land Use Plan. In the past, once the
developers became aware of community concerns, either on their own or by advisement from
county officials, community/developer meetings were scheduled where the developers presented
their plans to solicit community input and address concerns. These type of meetings can be very
helpful and may result in a mutually satisfactory outcome. With the rather short notification time
we have been given this time, our first opportunity to voice our community concerns are these
County Planning and Zoning Board and Commission meetings scheduled in the coming weeks. Our
time to prepare and respond has been considerably shortened this time around. We have not heard
of any outreach efforts on the part of City Point Landfall regarding this project. The first substantive
notification of a planned effort on their part to change zoning, FLUM and remove the Binding
Development Plan came by way of signs planted on Indian River Drive and at the entrance to
Parkchester two weeks ago. Hardly an indication of concern for community involvement. A big area
of our concern is in setting a precedence. Since we fought so hard to establish safeguards to our
community at the local, county and state levels, we are keen to continue keeping them in place so
that future developers cannot cite exceptions given to other developers as a defense for whatever
changes they would desire for future projects. We want to stick to our guns and defend our
community’s character and environment. The existing Binding Development Plan was executed
October 28, 2008, sighed by the owner of the property at that time and became permanently
attached to the property as a safeguard to our community. The following restrictions were placed
on the interior 7 acres of the property (referred to in the BDP as the “Subdivision”): A. There shall be
a 15 foot natural buffer on the exterior of the subdivision; B. There shall be no access for said
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subdivision to Indian River Drive; C. The number of lots shall not exceed 7: D. The subdivision shall
have no access to Parkchester subdivision; E. The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet
under air; F. The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain common elements and
architectural control; E. The Property shall have EU zoning. These restrictions and all of the
provisions of the Binding Development Plan are present on the property today and were present
when City Point Landfall purchased the property. We assume City Point Landfall knew what they
were buying. We assume they also knew what the zoning and FLUM designations were when they
made the purchase. We agree with all of the provisions and restrictions called outin the Binding
Development Plan and desire that it remain in force. Irregardless of the PUD outlined in City Point
Landfall’s Proposed Development Plan, by changing the FLUM to RES4 for the entire property, City
Point Landfall will end up with the potential for 14.86 acres times 4 housing units each acre. This
would be about 59 units if it was zoned to the maximum extent possible. While we appreciate the
thought and some of the features of the PUD in City Point Landfall’s Proposed Development Plan,
we worry that there is the possibility that the PUD may never be built, but the FLUM and Zoning
changes, if enacted, will then be permanently attached to the property. It seems possible that
funding could fall through, the economics of the project could change for the worse, the desire on
the part of developers could wane - any number of things could conspire to make the PUD not
come to fruition. City Point Landfall might be compelled to redesign and go with a completely
different PUD or they might have to sell the property to a new buyer who would then have the
opportunity to build a completely different project with greatly increased density. We believe that
the current Future Land Use Map, Zoning and Existing Binding Development Plan are adequate for
development of a profitable and appropriate subdivision within our community. We therefore ask
that Planning and Zoning Board recommend that the Board of Commissioners reject the changes
requested by City Point Landfall LLC at the earliest opportunity. Thank You for your attention and
consideration,

James and Beverly Sudermann 3469 Indian River Drive
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Re: H.1.City Pointe Landfall LLC. (David Bassford) requests a Small-Scale Comprehensive Plan
Amendment (24S.11), to change the Future Land Use Designation from Res 1, Res 2,
Res 4, and NC to CC and Res 4. (245S00009) (Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

H.2. City Pointe Landfall LLC. (David Bassford) requests a change in zoning classification from
EU and RP with an existing BDP to PUD with the removal of existing BDP. (24PUD00003)
(Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

Attachment - P&Z Planning Board Testimony 3/17/2025
Commissioners,

My name is James Sudermann and 1 live at 3469 Indian River Drive. We share a property line with
City Point Landfall’s proposed project.

After the City Point Landfall, LLC community presentation on Tuesday night (4/1/2025) in which the
MBV Engineering representative suggested we not bother coming to the Board meeting today, we
were worried that perhaps we would not be given a chance to express our opposition to their
proposal.

| am against any changes to the current Florida Land Use Map designations and County Zoning
classifications and | am against the removal of the current Binding Development Plan.

Approximately 50 homeowners showed up at the Community Presentation on Tuesday. Almostto a
person, they were there to let the City Point Landfall representatives know of their opposition to the
company’s development plan in its current form. While the MBV representative promised to pass
our concerns on to the owner of City Point Landfall, Mr. Brian McKee, nothing was said that would
make us believe that any substantive changes would be made to the City Point Landfall plans. Most
importantly, our desire to keep our community’s Future Land Use Map designations, County Zoning
and the existing Binding Development Plan in place and unchanged was challenged over and over
again. We are left feeling that the City Point Landfall plan going forward is to simply wear down our
community until we accept their revisions to the current Future Land Use Map and Zoning and the
removal of the current Binding Development Plan.

This current request has been, from our point of view, rather rushed and hurried, We became aware
on of their current plans on February 26 by the presence of a sign posted on Indian River Drive. The
developer did not present any of their plans to the community prior to the April 1 Community
meeting. This was after the Planning and Zoning Board meeting on March 17,

A big area of our concern is in setting a precedence. Since we fought so hard in 2004 to establish
safeguards to our community at the local, county and state levels, we are keen to continue keeping
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them in place so that future developers cannot cite exceptions given to City Point Landfall as a
defense for whatever new variances they would desire for future projects in our community. We
want to continue to defend our community’s character and environment.

By asking the Commissioners to approve a Small-Scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment to
change the Future Land Use Designation to RES4 (H.1) for the entire property independently and
separately from the request to change zoning and remove the BDP in favor of their proposed PUD
(H.2), City Point Landfall will end up with the potential for 4 housing units on each acre times 14.86
acres. This would be about 59 units if it was zoned to the maximum extent possible. We worry that
there is the possibility that this PUD may never be built or even approved, but the Florida Land Use
Map changes, if enacted, will already be permanently attached to the property. By enacting the
Florida Land Use Map changes first and separately, City Point Landfall could decide to sell the
property to a new buyer who would then have the opportunity to build a completely different project
with greatly increased density.

One very good thing in City Point Landfall’s proposal is the declaration of the 2.4 acres fronting the
Indian River as Wetlands. It is an important recognition of the Environmental sensitivity of this
boggy, swampy, flood prone area. There is an active spring on this property right across property
line from our house that keeps these wetlands continually wet. We would like to see the wetlands
designation made permanent and official. And we would like to see it done NOW. Designate ita
conservation area like the one south of Sabal Chase.

We believe that the current Future Land Use Map, Zoning and Existing Binding Development Plan
are adequate for development of a profitable and appropriate subdivision within our

community. We therefore ask that the Board of Commissioners deny the changes requested by
City Point Landfall LLC.

Sincerely,

James E. Sudermann
3469 Indian River Drive
Cocoa, Florida 32926
321-536-3850
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P&Z Planning Board Testimony 3/17/2025

Board Members,

Here is a bit of history regarding our neighborhood and the ongoing efforts to preserve our
community’s essential character.

Our community is between the Indian River and the east side of US 1 and stretches north from
SR 528 (the Beachline) to where Indian River Drive rejoins US 1 at the Five Points fire station.
It is a rather large area that we as a community have worked hard over the years to protect
against high density development.

We are facing yet another development proposal which aims to change the underlying zoning
and land use restrictions currently in place. City Point Landfall LLC is proposing a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) with changes to Zoning, the state Future Land Use (FLU) map and the
removal of an existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) which puts limits on what can be built
in our community. These changes could also set a precedent for future land development in our
area which would make it harder for us to challenge future inappropriate development.

Some years ago, in response to a proposed massive condominium project in the middle of our
community, all of the existing neighborhood homeowners associations and the individual
homeowners in the area joined together to protect our community's character and desirability.
As a united group, we worked very hard for a year and a half with the Board of Commissioners,
the Planning and Zoning Board and staff to put forward and pass an amendment to the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Future Land Use Map) for our area. This amendment
(2004A.5) sets overall land use densities that cannot be exceeded by rezoning. The densities
we set were guided by and compatible with the current zoning and existing land uses in our
area, but were somewhat simpler and in many cases more generous.

Nevertheless, our current Comprehensive Land Use Plan has been challenged by at least three
different developers since 2004 and while we have always worked with the developers to
understand their desires, we have always held to our plan as it currently exists. On these
occasions, we find ourselves before the Planning and Zoning Board and then the County
Commissioners defending our density limits and our Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

In the past, once the developers became aware of community concerns, either on their own or
by advisement from county officials, community/developer meetings were scheduled where the
developers presented their plans to solicit community input and address concerns. These type
of meetings can be very helpful and may result in a mutually satisfactory outcome. With the
rather short notification time we have been given this time, our first opportunity to voice our
community concerns are these County Planning and Zoning Board and Commission meetings
scheduled in the coming weeks. Our time to prepare and respond has been considerably
shortened this time around. We have not heard of any outreach efforts on the part of City Point
Landfall regarding this project. The first substantive notification of a planned effort on their part
to change zoning, FLUM and remove the Binding Development Plan came by way of signs
planted on Indian River Drive and at the entrance to Parkchester two weeks ago. Hardly an
indication of concern for community involvement.

A big area of our concern is in setting a precedence. Since we fought so hard to establish
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safeguards to our community at the local, county and state levels, we are keen to continue
keeping them in place so that future developers cannot cite exceptions given to other
developers as a defense for whatever changes they would desire for future projects. We want
to stick to our guns and defend our community’s character and environment.

The existing Binding Development Plan was executed October 28, 2008, signed by the owner of
the property at that time and became permanently attached to the property as a safeguard to
our community. The following restrictions were placed on the interior 7 acres of the property
(referred to in the BDP as the “Subdivision”):

A. There shall be a 15 foot natural buffer on the exterior of the subdivision;

B. There shall be no access for said subdivision to Indian River Drive;

C. The number of lots shall not exceed 7:

D. The subdivision shall have no access to Parkchester subdivision;

E. The minimum house size shall be 2,200 square feet under air;

F. The subdivision shall have an Association to maintain common elements and architectural
control;

E. The Property shall have EU zoning.

These restrictions and all of the provisions of the Binding Development Plan are present on the
property today and were present when City Point Landfall purchased the property. We assume
City Point Landfall knew what they were buying. We assume they also knew what the zoning
and FLUM designations were when they made the purchase.

We agree with all of the provisions and restrictions called out in the Binding Development Plan
and desire that it remain in force.

Irregardless of the PUD outlined in City Point Landfall’s Proposed Development Plan, by
changing the FLUM to RES4 for the entire property, City Point Landfall will end up with the
potential for 14.86 acres times 4 housing units each acre. This would be about 59 units if it was
zoned to the maximum extent possible. While we appreciate the thought and some of the
features of the PUD in City Point Landfall’s Proposed Development Plan, we worry that there is
the possibility that the PUD may never be built, but the FLUM and Zoning changes, if enacted,
will then be permanently attached to the property. It seems possible that funding could fall
through, the economics of the project could change for the worse, the desire on the part of
developers could wane - any number of things could conspire to make the PUD not come to
fruition. City Point Landfall might be compelled to redesign and go with a completely different
PUD or they might have to sell the property to a new buyer who would then have the opportunity
to build a completely different project with greatly increased density.

We believe that the current Future Land Use Map, Zoning and Existing Binding Development
Plan are adequate for development of a profitable and appropriate subdivision within our
community. We therefore ask that Planning and Zoning Board recommend that the Board of
Commissioners reject the changes requested by City Point Landfall LLC at the earliest
opportunity.

Thank You for your attention and consideration,

James and Beverly Sudermann
3469 Indian River Drive
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To:Commissioner, D1;Commissioner, D2;Commissioner, D3;+2 others
Thu 4/3/2025 3:19 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know
the content is safe.

April 3, 2024

Brevard County Board of Commissioners,

Re: City Point Landfall, LLC

County Parcel #: 24-36-08-00-514

Application Request: Rezoning and Future Land Use Amendment 24-PUD00003 & 24-SS00009

This is a request to deny City Point Landfall’s PUD, Rezoning and Future Land Use
Amendment request, 24PUD00003 & 24-SS00009

A wonderful former commissioner, Truman Scarborough, once told me “Your community is the only
community that has been able to stand as one to protect yourselves from overdevelopment, all
others have failed.” It is up to all of us to continue to protect our way of life in our small but beautiful
community. | am asking you to please stand strong to help us protect our way of life.

Development is inevitable. However, our area is a historic gem in a concrete jungle. We have a
historic scenic drive lined with historic spacious homes and nature all around. Visitors to our area
enjoy the leisurely drive and the slower pace. People enjoy biking, running and walking

events throughout the year. It is not a cookie cutter neighborhood. There are no condos or
townhomes. It is a unique community style that those of us who live here wish to protect and out of
state visitors love to enjoy.

Commissioners before you have worked hard to put in place a plan to protect our area. Is

is perfect? No. We were all grandfathered in and right sized when the commissioners before you
created a plan that worked for everyone. They spent years working with our community to achieve
an agreeable plan that worked and continues to work for our historic area. Why have a Binding
Development Plan (BDP) if it is not binding? Why make it binding if it has no meaning? We just ask
that you continue to protect our uniques and historic community now and in the future.

Thank you all very much for your time and continued support. | respectfully request that you deny
City Point Landfall, LLC requests.

Sincerely
Beverly Sudermann
3469 Indian River Dr.

Cocoa, FL 32926 321-536-3851
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From:
To:
Subject:
Datex Tusscay. August 19, 2025 10 12 6 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachiients unlcss ) ou récognie Lhe scnier and kno the contenl 1 eale

These were the 1wo pietures [ put up on the sereen, T meant to leave my copies with you. but by the ume we left | had forgouen. Lapologize
Can you (eIl me when the meeting minutes will be posted for yesterday's meeting? Wil there be u video posted?

Thank You,
James Sudermann

On Aug 18,2025 a
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348 P AdminisranveServices <ud feester brevardil.gov= wrone:

Good afternoor. Mr Sugermann,
Please serd us ine aiclures you ar=seriza at foday s P&Z meet ng: we reed a cooy “or the recard  f there are any orner ifems you would like or us to add. piease send thase s well
Tnank you

Jordan Sagosz

QOperations Support Specialist

Direct 321:350.2282

Brevard County ?'arming & Developmient Department
2725 Judge =ran Jamieson Way

Bulding A 114

Viera, =L 32940

From: James Sudermann <u it lia it g

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 2 40°M

To: AdmiristrativeServices <aaie = w1 i) pay esifbeshprill g s>

Subject: Fwd P&Z Sozech on City Pomt Lanclal' 2UD 2025-08 19

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachmenls unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe

Text of speech concerning 23200038 & 245500009
Sent from my IPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: James Sudermann <sudeimadibellanuth et

Date: Augusr 18, 2025 at 13:04 34 EDT

To: James Sudermann <sudremigpibbelinouti net>, Beverly Sudermann <qustamplifilieiisnutiy naf>
Subject: P&2Z Speech on City Point Landfall PUD 2025-08-19

My name is James Sudermann and today | am here representing myself, my wife Beverly Sudermann and several of aur neighbors who are are worried about this
developer's request 1o change the Flornda Land Use map and zoning from 1t*s current FLU configuration which includes an overrnding Binding Development Plan.

The developer, Cily Point Landfall, and therr planner, MBVY engineerng, are back before you with a new revision that does address severat of our concerns but continues
ta ignore our prime underlying concern - too much density. The developer continues to ask for the FLU to be changed to RES4 (4 units per acre) for the entire 10 86 acres
of residential area in his propased Planned Unit Development. Even though 10.86 acres times 4 units per acre results in a patential 44 units and his PUD calls out for

“only” 23 umits, 23 units s still more than three times the number of units he is currently allowed to build under the existing Binding Development Plan

Changing to a greater allowed density will necessarily exacerbate our ongoing flooding problems bath on Indian River Drive and all of the adjacent low lying areas.
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Increasing the housing density will, by his own PUD design, greatly increase the amount of surface area that is coverad by asphalt, concrete, building roofs etc. This
land currently is forested with trees and scrub and open permeable land that soaks up rainfall directly. The PUD shows a drainage plan that collects all of this runoff
and directs it eastward towards first a holding pond which sits right on top of a coquina ridge, then

onto the low lying wetlands and the properties belonging to our neighbors on Indian River Drive, then onto Indian River Drive itself. This coquina ridge connects to
several local natural springs which further distribute the water onto low lying areas along the roadway. Indian River Drive to the east of the developers property already
floods guite often. The propesed PUD will make this flooding even worse than itis now and will increase the frequency of these floods.

Here Is a 30 second clip shawing the extent of the flooding a couple days after a major rain last October. | have more clips and sevaral pictures that we have collected
over the years.

624



From: Beverly Sudermann <sudermab®@bellsouth.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 1, 2025 11:59 AM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Cc: Beverly Sudermann <sudermab@bellsouth.net>; James Sudermann <sudermaj@bellsouth.net>
Subject: October 2, at 5:00 pm City Point Landfall Commissioners Meeting

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
contentis safe.

Hello Commissioner Delaney,
This is the message we are sending out to our indian River Community.

There will be a Brevard County Commissioners Zoning Meeting tomorrow Thursday October 2, at 5:00
pm.

City Point Landfall is first on the agenda with the same two items they have been presenting for months.
H1 to change the Future Land Use Map (FLUM), and H2 to change zoning and remove our existing
Binding Development Plan (BDP) replacing it with their own Planned Unit Development (PUD). Please
attend if you possibly can. The way we have been able to get results in the past has always been to
show up. If the Commissioners see a large crowd, they know that the neighbors are concerned and
engaged. If you want to speak, to voice your opinion, please, please do so. The Commissioners have
been giving concerned individuals three minutes each for public comments.

Here are some points to consider based on how the situation has evolved since City Point Landfall first
came forward last year. Through the combined efforts of our community, City Point Landfall has
modified some of their proposed PUD to incorporate several of our community’s concerns. They
eliminated the eight high density townhouses, they removed their proposal to use Parkchester’s
Roundtree Drive as the primary entrance to the PUD, they eliminated the boat parking lot/marina from
the design, they shrunk the RV storage garage from two buildings to one and they have designated the
2.44 acres closest to the river as a “Wetlands Conservation” area.

So presently, City Point Landfall is proposing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with 23 new houses, a
single RV parking garage, a new stormwater drainage scheme, a bike path and a substantial Wetlands
Conservation area.

In order to accomplish this they are asking the Commission to re-classify the basic Florida State Future
Land Use Map (FLUM) into two new designations - Community Commercial (CC) for the 1.92 acre RV
parking garage and Residential 4 units per acre (RES4) for the remaining 10.96 acres of the

property. Any new local Zoning will sit on top of the FLUM designations and must be compatible with
them - so the FLUM is an important driver in any future development. Itis key to remember that
designating 10.96 acres as RES4 results in the potential of 10.96 times 4 or 44 units possibly being built
on this property in the future.

They are also asking for the removal of our existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) that, among other

things, limits the number of houses on the western half of the property to seven units total. In 2004, our
community worked diligently and conscientiously with a previous County Commission to fashion his
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BDP into an instrument that protected the interests, desires and character of our Indian River
community. At the time it was implemented, there were successive proposals to build multi-story
condominiums in our neighborhood. The BDP has been our protection from developer pressure to build
at these high densities. We hate to see it discarded summarily without regard to all of the thought, effort
and purpose our neighborhood putinto it.

In their proposed PUD, City Point Landfall is self-declaring 2.44 acres as a “Wetland Conservation”
area.

The wetlands are on the east side and are the lowest elevation area of the property. They are located
adjacent to the Indian River Lagoon.

Using these wetlands as the final runoff area for their proposed stormwater drainage system is a a key
component of City Point Landfall’s stormwater system design.

At this point, our primary concern is that there is a fundamental mis-match between the underlying,
basic Future Land Use Map designation of RES4 and the proposed use of the 2.44 acre wetland tract as
a Wetland Conservation stormwater drainage repository. As a family that has lived right next to this land
for 30 years, we totally agree that this is a wetland. It is low, swampy, boggy, mucky, frequently flooded
and would be a real problem to build on. In order to use it to construct four houses per acre, it would
have to have several feet of muck removed and then several more feet of fill dirt brought in to raise the
land to an elevation high enough to build on. Raising the land elevation to this extent would be
extremely disruptive to the neighbors on both sides (Zhang, Huang, Mest, and Wessner) as whatever
water was draining into the City Point Landfall wetlands would now be flooding onto their land and into
the Indian River Drive roadway.

We totally agree that this land is basically unbuildable and is best left as is.

As such, its current designation of RES4 is totally inappropriate. It should have a Future Land Use Map
designation appropriate to its character and its most appropriate use. “Private Conservation” or
PRCON, would seem to be the right choice.

We plan to ask the Commission to change the underlying FLUM to encompass the three designations
that are appropriate to the actual character and intended uses of the property - 1.92 acres of
Community Commercial (CC) on US1, 2.44 acres of PRCON on the east side, and the remaining 8.52
acres in the middle as RES4. This gives the developer a housing unit budget for his PUD of 8.52 acres
times 4 for a total of a 34 units, easily covering the 23 units proposed in the PDP.

It also, most importantly, ensures that the wetlands remain wetlands. No matter what transpires in the
future. We are extremely worried about the absolute fact that a 44 unit housing budget is the result of
changing the FLUM to RES4 for the entire 10.96 acres. Just as our perceived certainty of the
permanence of the existing Binding Development Plan has turned out to be an itlusion, many things
could happen to prevent the City Point Landfall’s PUD from being built as proposed. The property
already has a history of being sold and resold. New owners could decide to scrap this PUD and start all
over again with something totally different. Markets and the economy may change, prompting City Point
Landfall or new owners to revise their plans.

We think it is a fair deal for the Commission to allow City Point Landfall to remove the existing Binding

Development Plan and to increase the density on the western 8.52 acres of the property to RES4 in
exchange for a legal, binding assurance of Wetland Conservation protection anchored in a proper FLUM
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designation of PRCON on the eastern 2.44 acres adjacent to our beautiful Indian River Lagoon. In other
words, put the RES4 where City Point Landfall needs it in exchange for creating a true Wetlands
Conservation area on the river.
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From: Mike Futch <mfutch@tompkinsrobotics.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 11, 2025 2:58 PM

To: Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>

Cc: Commissioner, D2 <D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D3
<d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D4 <D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
Commissioner, D5 <DS.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Gilliam, Trina <Trina.Gilliam@brevardfl.gov>;
NaturalResources <Natural.Resources@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: City Pointe Landfall PUD

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.

Commissioner Delany,

| reside at 3620 Indian River Drive which is not far from the proposed City Pointe Landfall
project. | am writing to make know my opposition to the proposal put forth by the
developer. While | agree some development is agreeable under the current, in place plan, |
object strongly to the RES 4 designation. | see the RES 4 request as a means to later apply
for 44 to 58 units on the property as clearly noted in the county’s own Staff Comment
which | quote below.

Page 5.

Residential Land Use Designations

FLUE Policy 1.1

Criteria:

B. Land use compatibility pursuant to Administrative Policy 3;

The RES 4 land use can be considered consistent with the existing larger lot patterns of
surrounding development. The RES 4 designation would allow up to 43 residential units.
Additionally, the requested companion PUD zoning could result in a density bonuses, should
Policy 1.2 be met, that would allow 54 residential units with a density of 5 units to the acre on 10.96
acres.

Page 8

Residential 4 (maximum of 4 dwelling units per acre)

FLUE Policy 1.7

D. Up to a 25% density bonus to permit up to five (5) dwelling units per acre may be considered where
the Planned Unit Development concept is utilized, where deemed compatible by the County with
adjacent development, provided that minimum infrastructure requirements set forth in Policy 1.2 are
available. Such higher densities should be relegated to interior portions of the PUD tract, away from
perimeters, to enhance blending with adjacent areas and to maximize the integration of open space
within the development and promote inter-connectivity with surrounding uses. This density bonus shall
not be utilized for properties within the CHHA.

The subject property has requested PUD zoning classification under application (24PUD00003).
The eastern portion of the subject property is within the CHHA. The RES 4 designation would allow
up to 46 residential units. Additionally, the requested companion PUD zoning couldresultina
density bonuses, should Policy 1.2 be met, that would allow 58 residential units with a density of 5
units to the acre on 11.71 acres. The PDP does not illustrate enhancement of blending with
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adjacent areas with the development to promote inter-connectivity with the proposed commercial
use. The Board may consider whether the proposed is consistent.

| strongly object to this being approved by the commissioners. The surrounding
infrastructure will not support even the 23 currently proposed units. The flooding
happening right now in front of this very tract of land clearly shows this entire projectis a
bad idea and will lead to further problems that the development will create. In fact, the
very nature of their supposed sincere proposal for only 23 units while pushing for RES 4
should tell us all this will be only the first foray into what happens with this property. There
is a binding land use plan that was in effect when the property was purchased. If the
commissioners deviate from that in place plan, then they will be not doing what is in the
best interests of the county, their constituents, and the local area affected by any such
decision. Keep the binding plan in place when bought by the developer and allow no
modifications. The county needs to focus on how to improve the area and the current
problems such as flooding, road erosion, etc. and totally reject any proposal that creates
more problems and solves none.

Mike

Mike Futch
President & CEO

(£ tompkins robotics

Flexitie Simple Powerful.

0O: 919.855.5505

M: 919.523.8803

E: mfutch@tompkinsrobotics.com
www.tompkinsrobotics.com

629



From: James Sudermann

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Cc: Gilliam, Trina; MaturalResources; Beverly Sudermann; James Sudermann

Subject: Message to Commissioners Regarding City Pointe Landfall 10-17-2025

Date: Saturday, October 18, 2025 10:12:15 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.

Message to Commissioners Regarding City Pointe Landfall 10-17-2025
Re:

City Pointe Landfall LLC (David Bassford) requests a Small-Scale Comprehensive Plan
Amendment (248.11) to change the Future Land Use designation from RES-1, RES- 2,
RES-4, and NC to CC and RES-4. (24SS00009) (Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

City Pointe Landfall LLC (David Bassford) requests a change in zoning classification from
EU and RP with an existing BDP to PUD with the removal of existing BDP. (24PUD00003)
(Tax Account 2411252) (District 1)

Commissioners,

We continue to object to City Pointe Landfall’s request to change the underlying Future Land Use Map to
Residential 4 over the entire 10.96 acre non-commercial tract.

We appreciate the changes they made to their proposed PUD to accommodate some of our community’s
concerns, but the fact remains that changing all 10.96 acres to RES4 will enable the property to be
developed with a density far beyond anything we and our neighbors would find in any way acceptable.

Your own County Staff Comments to 24SS00009 state: “The RES 4 designation would allow up to 46
residential units. Additionally, the requested companion PUD zoning could result in a density bonus{es],
should Policy 1.2 be met, that would allow 58 residential units with a density of 5 units to the acre on
11.71 acres. *

All through this process City Pointe Landfall has been resolute in their demand for RES4 for the entire non-
commercial property. We have become increasingly disturbed by this insistence and have begun to suspect
that there is more to it than just building the proposed PUD.

We realize that we must focus on the proposed changes to the Future Land Use Map. The FLUM sets the
fundamental underlying potential density and uses for any property. The PUD itself is zoning that sits on
top of the FLUM and the property may or may not be built precisely as the submitted PUD proposes. We
have been recently schooled on the fact that a PUD, like the existing Binding Development Plan, is not
really permanent and can be changed or discarded at the discretion of the Board of Commissioners. We
must therefore look to the FLUM as our basic line of defense to keep high density development from
changing the fundamental character of our community.

The whole purpose of the 2008 Binding Development Plan was to put to rest attempts by a previous owner
of this property to build seven separate six story tall condominium buildings on it from USI to Indian River
Drive. Qur community had to fight long and hard to change the FLUM to it’s current configuration of
RES1 on the central seven acres, Neighborhood Commercial on the 2 acres on US1, and leaving RES4 and
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RES2 on the remaining low-lying riverfront acres. In cooperation with the Board of Commissioners at the
time, our community was not only trying to address the 2004-2008 condo attempt, but to safeguard our
community against future attempts at emplacing high density development inappropriately into our midst.

So what bothers us the most is that if City Pointe Landfall is allowed to walk away with a new FLUM
designation of RES4 on the entire 10.96 acres of non-commercial property they, or any future owner, will
have the possibility of constructing up to 55 housing units on it. The proposed PUD currently calls for 23
single family houses (up from 19 units in their original proposed PUD), but we all know that can be
changed in the future. City Pointe Landfall could simply sell the property to a new owner who could start
the PUD/Rezoning process all over again, this time with a starting FLUM of RES4 everywhere, resulting in
possibly 44 units, maybe even 55 with a PUD bonus. Or, once the FLUM is changed, City Pointe
themselves could come back at a later date and restart with a new or amended development plan.

Also, importantly, it has become more and more apparent that the low-lying 2.44 acre riverfront acreage is
very problematic as far as its ability to support development. It is very wet, fed by stormwater runoff and
continuously flowing groundwater springs above on the west and the Indian River lagoon overtopping its
banks below on the east. The Indian River Drive roadway and the eastern parts of the property adjacent
have been flooded with brackish saltwater for weeks now, even without a hurricane, just rain. By their own
admission, City Pointe Landfall is declaring this lowest 2.44 acre area as a wetland. We agree. The County
Department of Natural Resources has flagged this portion of the property as having a possible Wetland
issue and is requiring an official delineation before land clearing activities can begin.

FLUM Modifications* - If City Pointe Landfall is serious and committed to building out the PUD as
described in their Preliminary Development Plan, then it would stand to reason they would be amenable to a
FLUM designed to accommodate that plan. To preserve the wetlands most effectively, the 2.44 acres
should have a FLUM designation of Private Conservation or PRCON. The commercial 1.92 acres could be
changed to CC from NC as requested. The rest of the property (8.52 acres) should have a FLUM
designation of RES2 which would allow for 21 housing units (8.52 acres x 2 + 25% PUD bonus).

This proposal would allow City Pointe Landfall to develop their property as they have been envisioning it,
with a much more robust protection of the wetlands and with a better guarantee of lower density in our
community. While it does not preserve the lower housing density that we fought so hard for between 2004
to 2008 with our BDP, it may be a compromise that enables us all to move forward.

Please either reject City Pointe Landfall’s request for a FLUM change outright and keep our BDP as is, OR
if a development is inevitable, accept their request with the FLUM modifications outlined above.

James and Beverly Sudermann
3469 Indian River Drive
Cocoa, Florida

* The proposed modifications to City Pointe Landfall’s FLUM change request is a new idea of our own and
does not represent a validated, vetted or voted-on position of our whole community, but if you check the
Public Comments recorded to date conceming this issue, you will find a common concem about high
density expressed by most members of our community from High Point to the south all the way up to Five
Points Fire Station (where Indian River Drive reconnects to US1) to the north. This includes individual
home owners all along Indian River Drive and Home Owner Associations including High Point, Point
Place, City Point Road, Parkchester, Twin Lakes, Sable Chase, Brookhill, and Briarwood Manor. Twin
Lakes Homeowners Association even submitted for the record a petition signed by 28 members requesting
the Commissioners leave the FLUM and BDP in place unchanged. (You can find this petition on page 65

of the 195 pages of comments at Public Comment for 3/17/2025 P&Z/LPA ). Additionally, flooding and

the connection between it and high density development is quite frequently cited as a major concern.
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From: David Jackson

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; D3.Commisioner@brevardfl.aov; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner. DS
Subject: City Pointe Landfall PUD

Date: Friday, October 24, 2025 1:13:08 AM

Importance: High

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Hello Commissioners,

This e-mail is to inform you of my opposition to the proposed City Pointe Landfall PUD. I live in the Parkchester
neighborhood which is just to the north of this proposed development. I'm opposed to this project because of the
increased stormwater it will cause to run down to the homes on Indian River Drive due to the topography of the land
stretching from U.S. | to the west down to the Indian River Lagoon (IRL). This stormwater along with water from
the IRL occasionally flood a part of Indian River Drive near the intersection of City Point Road. The flooding has
even occurred at times outside of hurricane season. This flooding restricts the residents along IRL from getting out
of their homes. The project would make a bad situation worse.

I’m also opposed to this project because the proposed increase in density to the current Binding Development Plan
from a total of seven units being developed on seven acres of land (one unit per lot) to four units per acre on the
10.96 acres of non-commercial land represents 44 housing units on the property. Based on staff comments, the
proposed development can receive a 25% "PUD density bonus.” Which means the owner can build as many as five
units per acre equaling potentially 55 housing units. The County Planning & Zoning (P & Z) Board completely
ignored the opposition to this proposed PUD. NO one from the public spoke in favor of this project at either of the
two zoning meetings or either of the community meetings. The P & Z Board and the owner completely ignored the
residents’ concerns about density.

In addition, I’m opposed to City Point Landfall PUD because of the proposed storage facility. The owner has
reduced the number of buildings making up the storage facility from two to one. However, I’m still opposed to any
commercial development on this property. About half a mile to the north of the proposed development the former
site of a Kane’s Furniture store has been redeveloped into a two story storage facility. On the north side of
Roundtree Drive which leads into the Parkchester neighborhood from U.S. 1, there is the construction site of the
U.S. 1 Business Center (3500 N. Highway 1, Cocoa, FL 32926). This construction has been occurring on and off
(mainly off) for over 10 years. Per the current (and 2nd) development plan this project consists of 15 warehouse
buildings and one large three story building consisting of nine indoor parking spaces, warehousing, storage and a
security apartment all sitting on two parcels totaling 2.58 acres. The U.S. 1 Business Center project is currently
being marketed for office space. This is overkill in terms of commercial development.

Cordially,
David W. Jackson
Parkchester resident
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