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AGENDA REPORT
December 6, 2018

Public Hearing, Re: Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (Kevin Lee) requests an
amendment to an existing BDP, in an IN(H) zoning classification.
(18PZ00088) (District 4)

SUBJECT:

Public Hearing, Re: Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (Kevin Lee) requests an amendment to
an existing BDP (Binding Development Plan), in an IN(H) (Institutional Use, High-Intensity)
zoning classification. The property is 5.33 acres, located on the southwest corner of U.S.
Highway 1 and Otter Creek Lane, on the east side of Old Dixie Highway. (18PZ00088)
(District 4)

FISCAL IMPACT:
None.

DEPT/OFFICE:
Planning and Development

REQUESTED ACTION:

It is requested that the Board of County Commissioners conduct a public hearing to
consider the request for an amendment to an existing Binding Development Plan.

SUMMARY EXPLANATION and BACKGROUND:

The applicant is seeking an amendment to their existing Binding Development Plan
(BDP). The revised BDP proposes to remove the limitation of use for “Dormitory for
women and children” (Dormitory is a permitted use within IN(H) zoning) and limit the use
of the property to a "Residential Detox, Treatment and Recovery Center licensed by
Florida DCF under rule 65D-30, Florida Administrative Code” (Treatment and Recovery
Facility is a permitted with conditions use within IN(H) zoning).

The applicant has submitted revisions to the proposed Binding Development Plan several
times during the course of this public hearing process, as follows:

December 15, 2009 - the existing BDP was enacted, resulting from a change of zoning
classification from IN(L) to IN(H).

June 28, 2018 - the applicant submitted an application for a zoning action to amend the
Binding Development Plan and provided a copy of proposed changes, which the Staff
Comments and associated analyses evaluated.

November 5, 2018 - the applicant presented a revised version of a condition during the
Planning & Zoning Board meeting for their consideration.



November 14, 2018 - the applicant submitted a revised version of the BDP, incorporating
conditions that the Planning & Zoning Board recommended.

November 19, 2018 - the applicant submitted a revised version of the BDP, making
corrections to the language of specific conditions.

November 21, 2018 - the applicant submitted a newly revised BDP, along with a concept
plan for a new facility, and provisions for 6,815 sq. ft. of newly proposed development
allowances.

An"Addendum to Staff Comments" has been included in the Board's package for
consideration, which outlines current BDP conditions, those proposed at the Planning and
Zoning Board, and those proposed for the Board of County Commissioners'
consideration. While a summary of considerations is included below, specific Board
Considerations for each of the proposed conditions have been included in the

attached Addendum to Staff Comments.

Section 62-184(d)(1) states that the applicant must submit any new evidence, not
presented to the Planning and Zoning Board, at least two weeks prior to the Board of
County Commissioners meeting. Failure to do so may result in a continuation of the
public hearing.

The applicants' most recent BDP revisions were submitted two weeks and one day before
the scheduled BCC meeting. The Board may wish to consider whether the revisions to
the proposal necessitates going back to the Planning and Zoning advisory board for a
new recommendation.

The Board may wish to consider whether the conditions, as newly proposed, amended or
removed should be approved.

The Board should be aware that, pursuant to Sec. 62-1157, conditions proposed within a
Binding Development Plan should be more restrictive than the existing County ordinances
and cannot be used as a tool to circumvent existing code provisions. The Board may wish
to consider whether any the newly proposed conditions meet this criteria.

If the Board should approve the replacement/amendment of the BDP and the change of
use permissible on the property to a treatment and recovery facility, the applicant will be
required to meet the facilities standards conditions of Sec. 62-1826 enumerated in the
Applicable Land Use Policies section of this report.

The Board should consider whether the request for expanded use of the site necessitates
that the parcel gain access from US 1. The applicant has not provided evidence that they
have received approval for the installation of an access to a roadway classified as an
arterial or higher as required within the IN(H) Zoning classification and defined with
Section 62-1573(8)(b)(2). FDOT is the maintaining agency that would permit such an
access to US 1.

On September 17, 2018, the Planning and Zoning Board heard the request and
unanimously tabled it to the October 8, 2018, Planning and Zoning Board meeting to allow
the applicant time to properly notice the property, and directed the applicant to meet with
surrounding property owners within 500 feet of the subject property.



On October 8, 2018, the Planning and Zoning Board unanimously tabled the request to
the November 5, 2018, Planning and Zoning Board meeting to allow the owner time to
properly notice the property.

On November 5, 2018, the Planning and Zoning Board heard the request and
recommended approval of the amendment to the existing BDP as proposed, with the
additional conditions as follows: 1.) Incorporation of Condition 2 from the previously
approved BDP recorded in ORB 6082, Pages 71 - 77, with the word 'forcible' added
before 'felony' in the first sentence; 2.) Developer/Owner shall limit the existing square
footage footprint to the existing structures; 3.) Developer/Owner shall limit ingress and
egress to Old Dixie Highway, unless access to U.S. Highway 1 were to become available
in the future.

ATTACHMENTS:

Description

Administrative Policies

Staff Comments

Addendum to Staff Comments 11-29-18
Maps

Existing BDP

Draft BDP

Power Point Presentation
Revised BDP Condition - 11/05/18
Florida Statute 776.08

Revised BDP 11-14-18

Summary of Proposed Changes
Revised BDP 11-19-18

P&Z Minutes - November

P&Z Mintues - September

Public Comment
Correspondence

Revised BDP Clean 11-21-18
Draft Floor Plan 11-21-18

Building Rendering 11-21-18
Truck Traffic Prohibitions on Local Roads
Request to Table

Disclosures
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5% Rita Pritchett, District 1 Commissioner
/ 2000 South Washington Avenue, Ste. 2
Titusville, FL 32780

/ drevard G2t 6ol

D1.commissioner@pbrevardfl.gov

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Planning and Development
Zoning Meeting December 6, 2018
Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (18PZ00088)

Commissioner Pritchett met with Mark & Shirley Leslie and Lin & Robert Blumauer
regarding Happy Landings Homes, Inc., on November 26, 2018. Mr. & Mrs. Leslie
have lived near the property for many years. Mr. & Mrs. Blumauer own property and
had intended to build a home. The Leslie’s and the Blumauer’s are concerned about
the expanded use at this location, which will cause decreased property values,
environmental concerns, increased traffic and affect the safety and welfare of the
neighborhood. They are okay with the current use of the property as INH (dormitory)
for women and children, but do not agree with a treatment and recovery facililty.

If this property is approved for amended BDP, Mr. Leslie would like to see an entrance
into the property from US1, a wall 8 feet or higher around the property with a gate.



e
‘revard

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

/csm

Rita Pritchett, District 1 Commissioner
2000 South Washington Avenue, Ste. 2
Titusville, FL 32780

(321) 607-6901

D1.commissioner@brevardfl.gov
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Planning and Development
Zoning Meeting December 6, 2018
Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (18PZ00088)

Commissioner Pritchett met with Attorney Scott Knox, who represents Happy
Landings Homes, Inc., on December 3, 2018. Revised BDP submitted November 21,
2018 includes a plan for a new facility and to expand footprint from 9,000 square
feet to 16,000 square feet. Attorney Knox stated that he would talk to his client
about a wall and gate around the facility. They are planning to move the entrance to
the facility more to the north, but would talk to FDOT about possibility of an entrance
off of UST.

/esm



From: Sterk, Erin

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: FW: Micco Hotel

Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:22:24 PM

Jen, please add to Board’s package.

From: Prasad, Billy

Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:15 PM
To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: FW: Micco Hotel

Ms. Sterk,

Please include the following communication in the files of H6, H10, and H11.

Thank you,

Billy M. Prasad

Chief of Staff to Commissioner Tobia, District 3
Billy.Prasad @BrevardFL.gov

(321) 633-2075

2539 Palm Bay Rd.

Suite 4

Palm Bay, FL 32905

From: Scott Knox [mailto:sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:08 PM

To: Prasad, Billy
Subject: RE: Micco Hotel

Billy:
No, | am going to request a tabling of the Happy Landings item. Is there a reason | should be
thinking about tabling the hotel item?

Scott L. Knox, Esq.

Widerman Malek PL

1990 W. New Haven Ave., Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904

Tel. 321.255.2332

Fax 321.255.2351

sknox@uslegalteam.com
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Scott Knox, Attorney at Law
1990 W New Haven Ave Ste. 201
Melbourne, Florida 32904

(321) 255-2332

(321) 255-2351 fax

ﬂ Primerus
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NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely
for the use of the intended recipient. They may contain
privileged and/or confidential information, attorney work
product, or other information protected from disclosure.
If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that you received this email in error. Any review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this email and
any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email, please contact
Widerman Malek at the above-referenced number, and
delete the message and any attachment from your
system. Thank you.

From: Prasad, Billy <Billy.Pr revardfl.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:06 PM

To: Scott Knox <sknox@uslegalteam.com>
Subject: Micco Hotel

Mr. Knox,

Do you have any intention of requesting to table the Micco Hotel rezoning/FLU amendment request
at tomorrow’s meeting?

Best regards,

Billy M. Prasad

Chief of Staff to Commissioner Tobia, District 3
illy.Prasa revardFL

(321) 633-2075

2539 Palm Bay Rd.

Suite 4



Palm Bay, FL 32905

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your e-mail address
released in response to public record requests, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead,
contact this office by phone or in writing."
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FLORIDA’'S SPACE COAST

Bryan A. Lober, Commissioner, District 2 Telephone: (321) 454-6601
2575 N. Courtenay Pkwy, Suite 200 Fax: (321} 454-6602
Merritt Island, FL 32953 www.brevardcounty.us

D2.commissioner@brevardfl.gov

Planning and Development
Zoning Meeting December 6, 2018

Happy Landing Homes, Inc. (18PZ00088)

On December 3, 2018, District 2 staff met with the applicant’s attorney, Scott Knox,
along with Mike Ronsisvalle, who provided background on behalf of the applicant. The
applicant desires to run a treatment center. Discussion included the following: the
property’s history; background on treatment facilities in general; purpose and description
of this specific business and use of the subject property; the benefits of the business; and
changes to accommodate concerns of the local community.

On December 5, 2018, District 2 staff met Shirley Leslie, Mark Leslie, Lin Blumauer and
Rob Blumauer. The persons above live in or plan to live in the neighborhood where the
subject property is located. They expressed their concerns about the following: the
intended use of the property; security issues, diminished property values; enforcement of
provisions in the current binding development plan; enforcement of provisions in the
proposed binding development plan; and related issues.

District 2 Includes

Cocoa ¢ Kennedy Space Center ¢ Merritt Island ¢ Port Canaveral ¢ Cape Canaveral ¢ Avon by the Sea * Cocoa Beach * Snug Harbor ¢ Patrick AFB ¢

Rockledge



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
and 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 staff,
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 development 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 appeals, 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 re-zoning 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



Administrative Policies

Page 2

existing neighborhoods within the area which could foreseeably be affected by the proposed
use;

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

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

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 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.

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.
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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 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:

Criteria:
A Whether adopted levels of service 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.
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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.”

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.

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

&) 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...
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...In stating grounds in 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, odor, 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.

(D

@

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 that the following general standards are
satisfied. The Board shall make the determination whether an application meets the intent of
this section.

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.

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.

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 MAI certified
appraiser, that a substantial diminution in value would occur. The applicant may rebut the
findings with his own expert witnesses.

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:

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
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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.

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.

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

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.

The proposed conditional use shall 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.

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.

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.

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.

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 thirty-five (35) feet higher
than the highest residence within 1000 feet of the property line.

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 plan under applicable county standards.
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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:

(D 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 the section into the Zoning file and Public Record for that
item.

These staff comments contain references to Policies of the Brevard County 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.

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

Volume/Maximum Acceptable Volume (VOL/MAYV): 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 (ALOS): Acceptable Level of Service currently adopted by the County.

Current 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 LOS that a proposed development may generate on
a roadway.



Commission District# 4
Hearing Dates:

Owner Name:

Request:

Subject Property:
Parcel ID# 26-37-19-DS-00-14.01

Tax Acct.# 2606020

Location: Southwest corner of U.S. Hwy 1 and Otter Creek Ln., on the east side of Old Dixie

Hwy
Address:
Acreage: 5.33

P&Z 09/17/18

HAPPY LANDINGS HOMES, INC.

Amendment to Existing BDP

5925 Old Dixie Hwy., Melbourne

Consistency with Land Use Regulations

YES
YES
YES

Current zoning can be considered under the Future Land Use Designation. Sec. 62-1255
Proposal can be considered under the Future Land Use Designation. Sec. 62-1255

REZONING REVIEW WORKSHEET

18PZ00088

BCC 10/04/18

Would proposal maintain acceptable Levels of Service (LOS) (XIll 1.6.C)

CURRENT PROPOSED
Zoning IN(H) with BDP IN(H) with Amended BDP
Potential* 12,325 sq. ft. 46,435 sq. ft.
47-68 ALF residents 47 ALF residents
Can be Considered under YES YES
FLU MAP cC CC

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

development regulations

ADT

PM PEAK

Trips from
Existing Zoning

125

7

Segment
Number

360L

Trips from
Proposed
Zoning

125

7 Segment Name

us 1
Pineda -
Suntree Blvd.

Maximum
Acceptable
Volume (MAV)

41,790

115

Acceptable

LOS 154

Current Volume

34,338

1.352

Directional Split 0.5

Volume With
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Background & Purpose of Request

The applicant is seeking an amendment to their existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) recorded in ORB
6082, Pgs. 71-77 for the purpose of expanding their services to include men and women and to develop the
property as a residential detoxification, treatment and recovery center licensed by Florida DCF under rule 65D30.
The BDP retains a commitment that the treatment center will not contract with DOC or any jail or prison for
patients. The applicant proposes the following changes to the existing BDP:

New provisions:
¢ A limitation on ingress and egress to Old Dixie Highway.

Existing provisions to be removed:

e Condition #2 — prohibition of any resident or staff member who has been convicted of a felony, or
entered a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a
forcible felony from residing on or being employed on the property;

e Condition #2 - requirement that the developer/fowner shall make available for inspection Florida
Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background records of all dormitory residents and staff
members on the property to the county;

e Condition # 6 — requirement that semi-annual meetings be held with the neighbors;

¢ Condition #7 — requirement that Code Enforcement and Planning & Zoning office perform semiannual
inspections; and

e Condition #8 — requirement that Environmental Health Services conduct annual inspections to monitor
the function of the septic tank and drain field, function of the water supply and sanitary conditions for
personal hygiene and conducive conditions for the harborage of pests.

Those existing provisions modified:
¢ Condition #4 (now Condition #3) — revised language more clearly calling out a limit on the number of
residents and staff workers to specific numbers (47 residents and up to 21 staff); and
¢ Condition #5 — changed from board on board, stockade, six foot high fencing adjacent to Old Dixie
Highway to state a six (6) foot privacy fence along Old Dixie Highway to include an unlisted buffer
distance along the west portion of the property (noted in new condition #2).

Zoning background extends back to zoning approval under Z-7430, dated April 21, 1986. The property was
rezoned from General Retail Commercial (BU-1) and Rural Residential (RR-1) to Agricultural Residential (AU)
with two (2) conditional use permits for a school and a residential social service facility (RSSF) (ACLF). The use
at this time was as an established Boys Ranch and went by the name of Resurrection Ranch. A Board
Resolution found in the zoning file dates back to February 5, 2002 and recognizes that Happy Landings Home,
Inc. DBA Resurrection Ranch was formed in 1967 to provide food, shelter and other services to low-income,
indigent and homeless individuals in Brevard County. The Resolution also states that they provided housing for
60-80 men, women and children.

On September 1, 2005, an administrative Zoning Resolution was adopted, Z-11172. This Board initiated action
changed the zoning from AU with CUPs (noted above) to Low intensity Institutional Use, IN(L) with removal of
the mentioned CUPs and was additionally limited by a Binding Development Plan (BDP) recorded in ORB 5579,
Pages 6399-6402 to be used as an Assisted Living Facility (ALF); this use provided support services for people
recovering from addictions. On December 16, 2009, the Board approved Zoning Resolution, Z-11531 which
changed the Future Land Use of the property from Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to Community Commercial
(CC) and changed the zoning from IN(L) to High intensity Institutional, IN(H) with replacement of the BDP on file
with one recorded in ORB 6082 Pages 71-77. This approval established the Space Coast Center for Women
with Children and limited the residents to women and children only. Staff comments indicated that the center was
a non-profit organization which provided safe housing, support services, and spiritual guidance to women striving
to become self-sufficient in a dormitory style setting. Dormitory use under the Institutional Use zoning
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classification is a high intensity use which required the change in land use and zoning in order to be allowed on
the site.

Land Use Compatibility

The subject property retains the Community Commercial Future Land Use designation.

FLUE 2.17 outlines the role of the Comprehensive Plan in the designation of Low and High Intensity Institutional
land uses. This section lists three (3) parameters for compliance of High Intensity Institutional uses permitted in
the Community Commercial Future Land Use Designation. They are:
A. Access to a roadway classified as an arterial or higher.
B. Access to a roadway classified as a collector or higher in established Community Commercial areas.
C. Intrusion into residential areas shall be limited. High Intensity Institutional Uses shall be located in areas
where commercial development is planned or established.

This site location maintains its current access from internal residential streets (Old Dixie Highway and Otter
Creek Lane) and not directly accessing onto US Highway 1. The site is nonconforming, as the use has been
ongoing since zoning approval under Z-7430; dated April 21, 1986 (predates the 1988 Comprehensive Plan).

The Board should evaluate the compatibility of this application within the context of the Board’s Administrative
Policies 1 - 8 of the Future Land Use Element, as outlined on pages 2 through 5 of the Administrative Policies.

Environmental Constraints
N/A
Applicable Land Use Policies

The subject property retains the IN(H) Zoning classification with a BDP limiting the use to a dormitory for women
with children. The applicant wishes to use the property for a “Residential Detoxification, Treatment and
Recovery Center licensed by Florida DCF under Rule 65D30". The permitted with conditions use: “Assisted
living facilities and treatment and recovery facility” conditioned in Section 62-1826, Brevard County Code
discusses parameters not identified under Rule 65D30. Those parameters are:

» Dispersal of facilities. The minimum distance between facilities, measured from the property line, shall be
1,000 feet.

e Neighborhood compatibility. In the institutional zoning classification, the external appearance of the
treatment and recovery facility's structures and building sites shall maintain the general character of the
area. Exterior building materials, bulk, landscaping, fences and walls and general design shall be
compatible with those of surrounding dwellings.

e  Facility standards.

=  Prior to the granting of any permit for treatment and recovery facilities, the state department of
health and rehabilitative services shall verify compliance with the following standards:

o There shall be not less than 250 square feet of floor space per assigned resident.

o There shall be one bathroom per two bedrooms. The bedroom square footage shall be
not less than 75 square feet per assigned resident.

o Centralized cooking and dining facilities shall equal 30 square feet per assigned
resident.
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o  Off-street parking. There shall be two parking spaces, plus two additional parking spaces for every five
occupants for which the facility is permitted.

If the Board should approve the replacement/amendment of the BDP, the applicant will be required to meet the
above conditions in order to change the use from dormitory use to treatment and recovery facility use.

The adjacent zonings to the north of this site are General Use (GU) and General Retail Commercial (BU-1)
zoning. The GU classification is a holding category, allowing single-family residences on five acre lots with a
minimum width and depth of 300 feet. The minimum house size in GU is 750 square feet. The 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. Zoning to the south is Single-Family Residential (RU-1-13).
RU-1-13 permits single-family residences on minimum 7,500 square foot lots, with minimum widths and depths
of 75 feet. The minimum house size is 1,300 square feet. RU-1-13 does not permit horses, barns or
horticulture. The lot abuts US Highway 1 to the east and Old Dixie Highway on the west. Existing access is from
Old Dixie Highway.

Recent zoning applications noted within the last three (3) years within a % mile radius of this property includes
the following actions:

e 18PZ00059 & 18PZ00060; rezoning request from RU-2-15 to BU-1 and Small Scale Comprehensive
Plan amendment. Will be before the commission on August 2, 2018. Site is located in a NW direction
1,220 feet from this site along Wickham Road. Property owner is Vinings Palm Bay Investment, LLC.

« 17PZ00109; rezoning from PIP to RU-2-15 adopted 4/25/2018 located in a NW direction 1,220 feet from
this site along Wickham Road. Property owner is Vinings Palm Bay Investment, LLC.

e 17PZ00068; rezoning request to add a conditional use permit (CUP) for Cement, Concrete and
Concrete Building Products to an IU-1 zoning parcel. Site is located in a NW direction 1,200 feet from
this site along FEC railroad right-of-way 900 feet south of Allen Hill Ave. Property owner is Florida Hot
Mix Inc.

e 16PZ00071; rezoning request from GML(H) to BU-1 and Small Scale Comprehensive Plan amendment.
Site was approved on October 13, 2016. Site is located in a SW direction 2,040 feet from this site along
Pineda Causeway. Property owner is Brevard County.

For Board Consideration

The applicant is seeking an amendment to their existing Binding Development Plan (BDP) recorded in ORB
6082, Pgs. 71-77 for the purpose of expanding their services to include men and women and to develop the
property as a residential detoxification, treatment and recovery center licensed by Florida DCF under rule 65D30.

The Board may wish to consider whether the conditions, as newly proposed, amended or removed should be
approved.

The Board may wish to consider whether the request for expanded use of the site necessitates that the parcel
gain access from US-1, in compliance with the locational criteria for the Community Commercial Future Land
Use designation, as defined within Future Land Use Element Policy 2.17, seeking to limit intrusion into residential
areas and requiring that the property have access to a roadway with at least an arterial functional classification —
in this case, US 1 to the east. Currently, the revised BDP includes a newly proposed provision seeking to limit
access to Old Dixie Highway, a local road.

The Board may also wish to consider whether increased buffers along Old Dixie Highway to the west are
necessary, to buffer the use from the adjacent residential neighboring properties.



ADDENDUM TO STAFF COMMENTS
SUMMARY OF 18PZ00088 BDP CONDITIONS

Condition Type

Current BDP
December 15, 2009

Proposed BDP Changes {P&2)
Submitted with Application
June 28, 2018

Proposed BDP Changes (BCC)
November 21, 2018

Staff Analysis of
Proposed
Conditions

“Owner” and

Happy landings Homes, Inc. a
Florida corporation (hereinafter
referred to as "Developer/Owner).

Journeypure Orlando LLC a Florida
corporation (hereinafter referred to
as "Developer/Owner").

Happy Landings Homes, Inc.
{“Owner) and Journeypure, Orlando
LLC a Florida Limited Liability
Company, as contract vendee for

gL the purchase of the property

{hereinafter referred to as

"Developer").
WHEREAS, Developer/Owner has WHEREAS, Developer/Owner has The Property currently has INH The Board may
requested the INH zoning requested the INH zoning zoning classification(s) and the wish to consider
classification and desires to classification{s) and desires to Developer will develop the Property | whether allowing
maintain the property as a develop the Property as Residential | as a Residential Detox, Treatment the change of use

Use Dormitory for women with children | Detox. Treatment and Recovery and Recovery Center licensed by from Dormitory to

pursuant to the Brevard County
Code, Sec.62-1573;

Center licensed by Florida DCF
under rule 65D30.

Florida DCF under rule 65D-30,
Florida Administrative Code.

Treatment and
Recovery Facility
within the IN(H)
Zoning
classification

Jail, Prison, or
Correctional
Facility
Association

The Developer/Owner shall prohibit
the Dormitory from being regulated
by, operated by or associated with
any jail, prison or correctional
facility or system, including but not
limited to contractual agreements.

{WHEREAS cont.) The treatment
center will not contract with DOC or
any Jail or Prison for patients. And
pursuant to the Brevard County
Code, Section 62-1157;

The Developer operating the
treatment center will not contract
with DOC or any Jail or Prison for
patients and pursuant to the
Brevard County Code. Moreover,
the Developer shall prohibit the use
of any building from being operated
by or associated with any jail,
prison or correctional facility or
system, including but not limited to
contractual agreements.

The Board may
wish to consider
whether the
proposed change
is appropriate




Felonies
{Residents or
Staff)

The Developer/Owner shall prohibit
any Dormitory resident who has
been convicted of a felony, or
entered a plea of guilty or nolo
contendere to, or has been found
not guilty by reason of insanity of a
forcible felony, as defined by F.S. S
776.08 from residing on the
property. The Developer/Owner
shall prohibit any staff member
who has been convicted of a felony,
or entered a plea of guilty or nolo
contendere to, or has been found
not guilty by reason of Insanity of a
forcible felony, as defined by F.5. |
776.08 from being employed on the
property. For the purposes of this
agreement, conviction means a
determination of guilt resulting
from a plea or trial, regardless of
whether adjudication was withheld
or whether imposition of sentence
was suspended. The
Developer/Owner shall make
available for inspection Florida
Department of Law Enforcement
(FDLE) criminal background records
of all Dormitory residents and staff
members on the property to the
County within 30 days of the
recordation of the Binding
Development Plan and thereafter,
upon request by the County.

Proposed to be stricken

The Developer shall prohibit any
resident who has been convicted of
a forcible felony or has been found
not guilty by reason of insanity of a
forcible felony, as defined in section
776.08, Florida Statutes, a copy of
which is attached hereto as Exhibit
B, from residing on the property.
The Developer shall prohibit any
staff member who has been
convicted of a felony or entered a
plea of guilty or nolo contendere to,
or has been found not guilty by
reason of insanity of a forcible
felony, as defined by F.S. section
776.08 from being employed on the
property. For purposes of this
agreement, conviction means a
determination of guilt resulting
from a plea or trial, regardless of
whether adjudication was withheld
or whether imposition of sentence
was suspended. The Daveloper
shall make available for inspection
Florida Department of Law
Enforcement (FDLE) criminal
background records of all
Dormitory residents and staff
members on the property to the
County within 30 days of the
recordation of the Binding
Development Plan and thereafter
upon request of the County.

The Board may
wish to consider
whether the
proposed change
is appropriate




The Developer/owner shall limit the
Dormitory to 47 residents until such
time consistency with the facility
standards permits additional
residents. In any event, the
Dormitory shall be limited to 68

The Developer/Owner shall limit
dormitories to 47 residents and up
to 21 staff and may be further
restricted by any changes to the
Comprehensive Plan or the Land
Development Regulations.

Developer shall limit occupancy of
buildings onsite to 47 residents and
up to 21 staff and may be further
restricted by any changes to the
Comprehensive Plan or the Land
Development Regulations.

The Board may
wish to consider
whether the
proposed change
is appropriate

# of Residents L ;
or Staff people, which includes residents

and staff. The maximum number of

residents pursuant to these facility

standards shall be enforced by the

County one year after the

recordation of the Binding

Development Plan.

N/A N/A If not already in compliance onthe | The Board may
day the treatment and recovery wish to consider
facility is approved for operation by | whether the
agencies with jurisdiction, the condition, as

- Developer shall comply with the proposed, would
Facility . !

Requirements bathro9m, bedrgom én.d B copflllct with
centralized cooking/dining facility existing code
requirements in section 62-1826 (3) | provisions.
of the Brevard County Code within
one (1) year after receiving such
approval.

N/A N/A The Developer represents that The applicant has
there is adequate existing parking not provided any
currently used and available upon evidence to
cleared land located within the 5.33 | demonstrate this
acre property to meet the assertion.
requirements of section 62-1826(5) | The Board may

Parking of the Brevard County Code. wish to consider

whether the
condition, as
proposed, would
conflict with
existing code
provisions.




New
Development
Proposed

N/A

N/A

Developer shall comply with the
250 minimum square foot per
assigned resident standard set forth
in section 62-1862(3) of the Brevard
County Code. The existing square
footage in the building footprints,
as currently shown in the Property
Appraiser’s records, is 9,885 sq.ft.
Under Section 62-1862(3), the
minimum square footage required
for the 47 residents to be service at
the facility would be 11,750 sq. ft.
Section 62-1862(3) also requires
the Developer to provide a
minimum bedroom square footage
of 75 sq. ft. per assigned resident,
as well as a centralized cooking and
dining facility built with a minimum
of 30 square feet per assigned
resident. Developer agrees to meet
the foregoing minimum Code
requirements for 47 residents
within a maximum square footage
limit of 16,700 sq.ft. on the 5.33
acre site, to include a new building
built in substantial conformity with
the attached rendering and building
plans attached as Exhibits B and C.
Developer further agrees that the
external appearance of any new
building or remodeled building
constructed onsite shall maintain
the general character of the area.
Developer also agrees that external
building materials, bulk
landscaping, fences and walls shall
be compatible with the residential

The applicant has
not provided
evidence that
they have
received approval
for the
installation of an
access to a
roadway classified
as an arterial or
higher as required
within the IN(H)
Zoning
classification and
defined with
Section 62-
1573(8)(b)(2).
FDOT is the
reviewing agency
that would permit
such an access.

The Board should
consider whether
it is appropriate
to memorialize a
commitment to
construct a
building that does
not meet the
IN{H) Zoning
classifications’
criteria.

Code reference
should be 62-1826

(3)-




development in the surrounding
neighborhood.

N/A N/A If not already in compliance on the | The Board may
day the treatment and recovery wish to consider
facility is approved for operation by | whether the
agencies with jurisdiction, the condition, as

Facility Developer shall comply with the propt_)sed, would
REquirEmEntS bathroom, bedroom and conflict with
centralized cooking/dining facility existing code
requirements in section 62-1826 (3) | provisions.
of the Brevard County Code within
one (1) year after receiving such
approval.

N/A N/A The Developer represents that The applicant has
there is adequate existing parking not provided any
currently used and available upon evidence to
cleared land located within the 5.33 | demonstrate this
acre property to meet the assertion.
requirements of section 62-1826(5)

. of the Brevard County Code. The Board may

Parking . .
wish to consider
whether the
condition, as
proposed, would
conflict with
existing code
provisions.

N/A N/A With the exception of the The applicant has
compliance required by not provided any
subparagraphs d and h above, the evidence to
Developer is currently in demonstrate this

Code compliance with, and shall maintain | assertion.
Compliance compliance with, all other

standards set forth in section 62-
1826 throughout its utilization of
the Property.




The Developer/Owner shall
maintain the board on board,
stockade, six foot high fence
adjacent to Old Dixie

Developer/Owner shall provide a 6
ft Privacy Fence along Old Dixie
Highway foot buffer on the west
portion of the Property.

Developer shall install a 6 ft Privacy
Fence along Old Dixie Highway on
the west portion of the Property.

The Board may
wish to consider
whether the
“developer” is the

Buffering Hwy. within 30 days of the appropriate
recardation of the Binding responsible party,
Development Plan. rather than the
“owner.”
N/A The Developer/Owner shall limit Developer shall limit ingress and The Board may
ingress and egress to Old Dixie egress to the existing access on Old | wish to consider
Highway. Dixie Highway, unless access were whether the
to become available from U.S. 1. “developer” is the
Access A
appropriate
responsible party,
rather than the
“owner.”
The Developer/Owner shall Proposed to be stricken The Developer shall establish semi- | The Board may
establish semiannual meetings with annual meetings with the neighbors | wish to consider
the neighbors {defined as those {defined as those residents whether the
residents bounded by Otter Lane on bounded by Otter lane on the “developer” is the
the north, the railroad tracks on the north, the railroad tracks on the appropriate
Neighborhood | west, US Highway | on the east, and west, Us Highway 1 on the east, and | responsible party,
Meetings Pineda Causeway on the south), Pineda Causeway on the south). rather than the

These meetings will provide open
communications between the
Developer/owner and the
neighbors to discuss items of
mutual concern.

These meetings will provide open
communications between the
Developer and the neighbors to
discuss items of mutual concern.

“owner.”

Inspections

The County Permitting and
Enforcement Department and the
Planning and Zoning Office shall
perform semiannual inspections for
the purposes of determining if the
property complies with all
applicable County code regulations.
Inspections shall be performed
yearly if no violations are found

Proposed to be stricken

Proposed to be stricken

The Board may
wish to consider
the
appropriateness
of striking this
condition.




after two years. This shall not be
construed as to prevent the County
Permitting and Enforcement
Department from investigating
County code generated complaints.

Inspections

Environmental Health Services shall
perform yearly inspections for the
purpose of determining if the
property conforms to regulations
pertaining to the following;
function of the septic tank and
drainfield; function of the water
supply; sanitary conditions for
personal hygiene; and conducive
conditions for the harborage of
pests. The Developer/owner shall
pay an inspection fee established
by Environmental Health Services.

Proposed to be stricken

Proposed to be stricken

The Board may
wish to consider
the
appropriateness
of striking this
condition,

SUMMARY OF ZONING ACTION HISTORY

1986 NO Comp Plan, AU Zoning with CUP
Zoning background extends back to zoning approval under Z-7430, dated April 21, 1986. The property was rezoned from General Retail Commercial (BU-
1) and Rural Residential (RR-1) to Agricultural Residential (AU) with two (2) conditional use permits for a school and a residential social service facility
(RSSF) (ACLF). The use at this time was as an established Boys Ranch and went by the name of Resurrection Ranch. A Board Resolution found in the
zoning file dates back to February 5, 2002 and recognizes that Happy Landings Home, Inc. DBA Resurrection Ranch was formed in 1967 to provide food,
shelter and other services to low-income, indigent and homeless individuals in Brevard County. The Resolution also states that they provided housing for
60-80 men, women and children.

Approval predicated on submittal of a floor plan approved by Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services for any new ACLF construction at
the time of site development plan submission, as recommended by staff.




2005 NC FLU, rezoned to IN{L) for an ALF

On September 1, 2005, an administrative Zoning Resolution was adopted, Z-11172. This Board initiated action changed the zoning from AU with CUPs
(noted above) to Low intensity Institutional Use, IN(L) with removal of the mentioned CUPs and was additionally limited by a Binding Development Plan
(BDP) recorded in ORB 5579, Pages 6399-6402 to be used as an Assisted Living Facility (ALF); this use provided support services for people recovering
from addictions.

Zoning official opinion that the prior AU zoning action allowed for an ACLF CUP and did not grant an RSSF CUP. Memo to ACM and staff report define
the differences between an RSSF and ACLF.

2009

On December 16, 2009, the Board approved Zoning Resolution, Z-11531 which changed the Future Land Use of the property from Neighborhood
Commercial (NC) to Community Commercial (CC) and changed the zoning from IN(L) to High intensity Institutional, IN(H) with replacement of the BDP on
file with one recorded in ORB 6082 Pages 71-77. This approval established the Space Coast Center for Women with Children and limited the residents to
women and children only. Staff comments indicated that the center was a non-profit organization which provided safe housing, support services, and
spiritual guidance to women striving to become self-sufficient in a dormitory style setting. Dormitory use under the Institutional Use zoning classification is
a high intensity use which required the change in land use and zoning in order to be allowed on the site.

Kitchen does not meet ALF requirements — changed the use to a dormitory to get out of meeting those requirements. Comment made at P&Z that they
only had enough space to cook for 14 people.
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CEFN 2009233435, OR BK 6082 Page 71, Recorded 12/16/2009 at 03:37 PM, Scott
Ellis, Clerk of Courts, Brevard County

™~
o
B
a
2]
3 Prepared by:  Llla Buescher
2 Address: 5925 Oid Dixje Highway
'E Melbourne, FL 32940
O
H BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
E THIS AGREEMENT, entered intothis__15 _day of _Dec 2009 between the BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as
"County"} and Happy Landings Homes, Inc. a Florida corporation {hereinafter referred to as “Developer/Owner).
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Developer/Owner owns property (hereinafter referred to as the “Property*) In Brevard County,
Florida, as more particularly described as Section 19, Township 26, Range 37, Subdivision #DS, Lot 14,01; and

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner has requested the INH zoning classification and desires to maintain the property as
3 Dormitory for women with children pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Sec. 62-1573; and

WHEREAS, as part of Its plan for development of the property, Developer/Owner wishes to mitigate negative
Impact on abutting land owners and affected facilities or services; and

WHEREAS, the County s autharized to regulate development of the property.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. The County shall not be required or ohligated 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 Developer/Owner, its
grantees, successors of assigns in interest or some other association and/or assigns satisfactary to the County shall be
responsible for the maintenance of any Improvements.

e 2. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any Dormitory resident who has been convicted of a felony, or entered

a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has heen found not guilty by reason of Insanity of a forcible felony, as defined by
F.S. § 776.08 from residing on the property. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any staff member who has been
convicted of a felony, or entered a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of Insanity
of a forcible feiony, as defined by F.5. § 776.08 from being employed on the property. For the purgoses of this

agreement, conviction means a determination of gullt resuiting from a plea or trial, regardiess of whether adjudication
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RETURN:

Pa— 5.

was withheld or whether imposition of sentence was suspended. The Developer/Owner shall make available for
inspectlon Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background records of all Dormitory residents and
staff members on the property to the County within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Plan and
thereafter, upon request by the County.

e 3. The Developer/Owner shall prohlbit the Dormitory from being regulated by, operated by or associated with

any Jall, prison or correctional facility or system, Including but not limited to contractual agreements.
~==—"n= 4. The Developer/Owner shall limit the Dormitory to 47 resldents until such time consistency with the facility
standards permits additional resldents. In any event, the Dormitory shall be limited to 68 people, which includes residents
and staff. The maximum number of residents pursuant to these facility standards shall be enforced by the County one
year after the recordation of the Binding Development Plan.

The Developer/Owner shall malntaln the board on board, stockadeysix foot high fence adjacent to Old Dixie

Hwy. withln 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Plan,

w—=="===a&. The Daveloper/Owner shall establish semiannual meetings with the nelghbors (defined as those residents

bounded by Otter Lane on the north, the railroad tracks on the west, US Highway 1 on the east, and Pineda Causeway on

the south). These meetings will provide open communications between the Developer/Owner and the neighbors to

discuss items of mutual concern,

— 7. The County Permitting and Enforcement Department and the Plannlhg and Zoning Offlce shall perform
semiannual inspections for the purposes of determining if the property complies wlith all applicable County code
regulations. Inspections shall be performed yearly If no violations are found after two years. This shall not be construed as
to prevent the County Permitting and Enforcement Department from investigating County code generated complaints.

—= 8. Environmental Health Services shall perform yearly inspectlans for the purpose of determining if the

property conforms to regulations pertaining to the following: function of the septic tank and dralnfield; function of the
water supply; sanitary condltlons for personal hyglene; and conduclve conditions for the harborage of pests. The
Developer/Owner shall pay an inspection fee established by Environmental Health Services.

9. Developer/Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County, Florlda. This

Agreement constitutes Developer's/Owner's agreement to meat additional standards or restrictlons Ih developing the
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property. This agreement provides no vested rights against changes to the comprehensive plan or land development

regulations as they may apply to this property.

10. Developer/Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of recording this
Agreement In Brevard County, Florida.

11. This Agreement shall be binding and shall Inure to the benefit of the successors or assigns of the partles and
shall run with the subject property unless or until rezened and shall be binding upon any person, firm or corporation who
may become the successor In interest directly or Indirectly to the subject property, and be subject to the above
referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County Commissloners on September 1, 2005. in the event the subject
property Is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be nult and void.

12. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violatlon of the Zoning Classificatlon and this Agreement
may be enforced by Sections 1.7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinancas of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

1N uy[‘r_h_l_ggk THEREOF, the partles hereto have caused these presents to the signed all as of the date and year

o Ty :
firstwritten abgve:”. O |

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamleson Way

Mary p&lin, Chairman
As approved by the Board on 12/15/09

B

STATEOF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD  §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me thls _15 dayof December _ , 2009, by

Mavy Balin , Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida, who is personally

known to me or who has produced as identification.

2L

My commission expires

_Tamara J. Van Fossan

SEAL
{Name typed, printed or stamped}

Commission {llgzs?
it WY CONMISEION O 917164

: EXPIRES: Novombar, 2013
Vadyrmrneny

Bregzd Thia Noary Pudde

Vlera, F 940
St
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WITNESSES DEVELOPER/OWNER
AA LA ; e . Happy Landings Homes, Inc =
B_( a,nd_iLEbOUOl 5925 Qld DixigNlighway, Melbourne, FL 32940
{Address)

(Witness Name typed or printed)

it —

i€ : Lila wescher
(Witness Name {yped or printed) “(Name typed, printed, or stamped)

STATEOF FLORIDA §

COUNTY OF BREVARD  §
- o
The foregeing instrument was acknowledged befare me this ) dayof 2009, by

LL-_L \ I~ , President ¢f Happy Landings Homes, Melbourne, Florida, wha Is personally known to me or

who has produced as identification.

Motary Public

My commission expires 3) l& IQD \2)

SEAL _ : 4
Commission No.; (Name typed, p d or stamped)

E..l“"""'I{.AE".““.“"“'“E -

R, Comm# DD08GE291
Expires 332013
N Fords Notary Assn, Inc

B LA L TR LT EL LT
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Exhibit A

Begin at a polnt on the Westerly right-of-way line of U.S. Highway #1, said
point being 187.5 feet Easl of and 876.07 feet North of the Southeast corner

of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Section 19, Township 26 South, Range 37 East;
thence go Noxth 23 degrees 37 minutes 30 seconds West along said Westerly right--
oZ-way line a distance of 284.57 Teet to the point of beginning of the property
described in this instrument; thence go North 23 degrees 37 minutes 30 seconds
West along said right-of-way line a distance of 120.19 feet: thence West a
distance of 11C fee:t; thence Soulth 0 degrees 3 minutes 48 seconds East = distance
52.27 feet; thence North 75 degrees S minutes 30 seconds East a distance

1
of 163.83 feet to the Point of Beginning,

LESS AND EXCEPT that property deeded to the State of Florida for the use and

¢ o the State Road Department.

Commznce at the Scutheas:t corner of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Section 19,
Township 26 South, Range 37 Rast: and run the Tast line of said NE /4 of the

SW 1/4 Northerly a distance of 826.17 feet to a point which is the point of
begioning of tae land to be included iIn this description; thence for a first
course of the properky to be included in this description run Bast 242.96 feet
more or less to a point on the Weat line of the right-of-way of U.S5. Highway

#1 (State Road #5): thence for a second course of the property ko be included

in this description run Norlth 23 degrees 37 minutes 30 seconds West along the
West line of the right-of-way of U.S. Highway #@ (State Road %5) a distance

of 349.13 feet to a point; cthence for a third course of the property to be
included in this descriptior run South 75 degrees 05 minutes 30 seconds West
163.85 feet tTo a point; thence for a fouxch course of the property to be included
in this description xeturn teo 4 point of beginning and go West a distance of
416.04 feet to a point in the center of the old County Road; thence for a

£ifth course of the property to be included in this description go Northwesterly
and down the center of the Old County Road a distance of 367,74 feetr to a point
15 feet West of the Northwest corner of lands coaveyed to Starl N, Warfield

and Amy L. Warfield, his wife, by deed dated October 15, 1962, recorded under
Clerk’s #323750 in Official Records Book 538, page 220 of the Public Records

of Brevard County, Floricda; thence for a sixth course of the property to be
included in this description run EFast 15 feet to the Northwest corner of said
land described in Official Records Book 538, Page 22C; thence for a seventh
course of the property to be included in khis description run ERast 230,18 feet
to a polnt; thence for an eighth course of the property to be included in this
description run South 64 degrees 20 minutes 58 seconds Easl a distance of 109.8%5
feet to a point; thence for a ninth course of the pruperty to be included in
this description run Southeasterly Yo unhe Westerly terminus of the third course
of the property %o be included in this description, thereby completing the
boundary of the lands to be included in this descriptien,

EXCEPT that porticn of the above described property takes under authority of
emirent domain irn that certain condemnation case filed in the Circuit Court

of the Eighteenth Judicial Cirxcult of Flerida in and for Brevard County, styled
State oI Florida Departxenl of Transpertation and Brevard County vs, Beulah
Armstrong, et al., Civil Action No. 47922.

Page 1of 1
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Clerk to the Board #27

RETURN

Indian River Villa (unrecorded Plat) located in Government
of Secticr 19, Township 26 Sauth, Range
From

A portion of Lot 14,
Lot 3, and the NE 1/4 of the W 1/4
37 East, Brevard County, being more particularly described as follows:
the SE corner of the NE 1l/4 of the SW 1/4 of said Section 19, run North 00 degress
20 minutes 40 seconds East, along the Fast line of said NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4, of
Secticn 19, a distance of 676.16 feet to the Point of Beginning of the herein
described parcel; thence West a distance of 265.53 feet to the Easterly Right-
of-Way line of Service Road (0ld Dixie Highway) as shown on Florida State Road
Departaent Right-of-Way Map for State Road 404 (Pineda Causeway) Sec. 70004-

2503; thence North 17 degxees 22 minutes West, along said Easterly Right-of-

Way line 157.18 feet; thence ERast 475.60 feet to the Limited Access Right-of-

Way line of aforesaid 3.R. 404; thence South 07 degrees 12 minutes 20 seconds
West 59.37 feet; thence South 41 degress 47 minutes 39 seconds West 122,20

feet; thence West 74.27 feet <o the Point of Beginning.

Page 2 of 2
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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 that certain Mortgage dated 2 Qcloher 2007, given by HAPPY

LANDINGS HOMES INC ., as mortgagor, in favor of the undersigned, PRIME BANK as mortgagee,

recorded in Official Records Book 5817, page 6759, Public Records of Brevard County, Florida, and

encumbering lands described in said Mortgage, does hereby join in the foregoing Binding Development

Plan for the purpose of subordinating the lien of the undersigned's Mortgage to said Binding Development

Plan.
WITNESSES: MORTGAGEE NAME/ADDRESS
PRIME BANK

5770 N WICKHAM ROAD, MELBOURNE, FL 32940

A .
ISJJ//7K.-—A

u@\o(‘.mm o
1 7 uthori ent $igrature

Reloecea, 1S g Kliorae
(Widess hame typed or prinfed) (Name/title typed, printed or slamped)

?Fe:&deﬂ 'f}/ CED

Sabrina. Qe

{Witness name lyped or printed)

STATE OF___} LOEI.04 §
COUNTY OF _ B¢ EVAreD §
day of Moyem by~

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _S
20_(23. by QAN 8 k’- Vo ne , who is personally known to me or who has produced

Floade.  Wrivers | «enseas identification
AAuliree. S

e =

My commission expires
Notary Public

Retecco.  EILS

(Name typed, printed or stamped)
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Prepared by: PPY N
Address:
BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this day of , 200___ between the

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of
the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as “"County") and _Journeypure Orlando
LLC ; a Florida
corporation (hereinafter referred to as "Developer/Owner").

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer/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, Developer/Owner has requested the INH zoning classification(s) and desires to
develop the Property as _Residential Detox,Treatment and Recovery Center__licensed by Florida DCF
under rule 65D30. The treatment center will not contract with DOC or any Jail or Prison for patients. and
pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and

WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Developer/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
pariicipate in any way in the construction or maintenance of the improvements. It is the intent of the
parties that the Developer/Owner, its grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other
association and/or assigns satisfactory to the County shall be responsible for the maintenance of any

improvements,

2. Developer/Owner shall provide a _6 ft Privacy Fence along Old Dixie Highway
foot buffer on the _ west portion of the Property.

3. The Developer/Owner shall limit dormitories to 47 residents and up to 21 staff and may
be further restricted by any changes to the Comprehensive Plan or the Land Development Regulations.

4, The Developer/Owner shall limit ingress and egress to
___Old Dixie Highway :

5. Developer/Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida. This Agreement constitutes Developers/Owner's agreement to meet 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.

6. Developer/Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of
recording this Agreement in the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida.
7. 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 or indirectly to the
subject Property, and be subject to the above referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County
Commissioners on . In the event the subject Property is annexed into a municipality and
rezoned, this Agreement shall be null and void.

8. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning Classification and
this Agreement may be enforced by Sections 1.7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County,
Florida, as it may be amended.

9. Conditions precedent. All mandatory conditions set forth in this Agreement mitigate the
potential for incompatibility and must be satisfied before Developer/Owner may implement the approved
use(s), unless stated otherwise. The failure to timely comply with any mandatory condition is a violation

Rev. 12/15/2017



9) Conditions precedent. All mandatory conditions set forth in this Agreement mitigate the potential for
incompatibility and must be satisfied before Developer/Owner may implement the approved use(s),
unless stated otherwise. The failure to timely comply with any mandatory condition is a violation of this
Agreement, constitutes a violation of the Zoning Classification and is subject to enforcement action as
described in Paragraph 8 above.



IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be signed all as of the

date and year first written above.

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way
Viera, FL 32940

Scott Ellis, Clerk Rita Pritchett, Chair
(SEAL) As approved by the Board on

(Please note: You must have two witnesses and a notary for each signature required. The notary may
serve as one witness.)

WITNESSES: DEVELOPER/OWNER
Gevese kK Wi Je 3
|
,%cwwb(/bb i ’

(Witness Name typed or printed) (Address)

&%&W" \

2
Gerlce Wi n (Pr?i(ie:n,t,} . :j__c_e_,
(Witness Name typed or printed) (Name typed, printed or stamped)

sTATEOF _Flor, ol §

COUNTY OF fh y §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this Q9 day of June

,201¥, by K'e vin L ee , President of ngcnfk Py e 'S‘n ¢. ,whois personally

known to me or who has produced as identification.
My commission expires Nofz'ary Pugle 2/
SEAL G Tesory Ca}‘_\:\unn G

Commission No.: = smey/ped, printed or Stampe
$ hl‘g GREGORY CASAJUANA P °

W= Commission # FF 947582

@é My Commission Explres

W January 04, 2020

LTI




IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be signed all as of the

date and yéar first written above.

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way
Viera, FL 32940

Scott Ellis, Clerk Rita Pritchett, Chair
(SEAL) As approved by the Board on

(Please note: You must have twa witnesses and a notary for each signature required. The notary may
serve as one witness.)

WITNESSES: DEVELOPER/OWNER
{Witness Name typed or printed) (Address)
e iy P
. (President)

Gevece I Winn da Kovio P lee
{(Witness Name typed or printed) (Name typed, printed or stamped)
STATEOF _F [ ri dan §

COUNTYOF B4y §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this & 4 day of ‘3\« AT

. 201%, by k Puin Lev , President of jgw:ag'ig IL- 2 Lac , who is personally
e ——

known to me or who has produced as identification.
'__'_-.—-—'-l-

My commission expires Notary Publie’ &

SEAL O TG0 (.,uSu\kk*\L

Commission No.: (Name fyped, printed or stamped)

Vg,

.---"*- GREGORY CASAJUANA

gz Commission # FF 90475082
: My Commission Expires
a"’,. ..f? Januaty 04, 2020
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The Needs

Brevard County needs a

facility where
professionals can
provide effective
treatment for substance
abuse, simply because
EEICRETE
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The Problem is Immense JourneyPunze®
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COUNSELING CENTERS

The Problem is Immense JourneyPuured

Drugs Involved in 1i.5. Overdose Deaths, 1998 1o 2047
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The Problem is Local JourneyPurie¥

The top 5 counties in Florida with the most drug or
alcohol overdoses from 2014 — 2016

Palm Beach (1142)
Brevard (1032)
Duval (717)
Miami-Dade (643)
Pinellas (638)

ah b=

People who lived in Brevard County were 44 % more
likely to die due to drug overdose than an average
American
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COLUNSEUNG DENTERS

We Provide Solutions JourneylPue

Nationally:

60-80% of patients receiving addiction treatment
relapse within a year.

1.3
Million
Patients

Patients who enter
treatment every 6 months

Patients who relapse
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ECUNSELING BENTERS

We Provide Solutions Joumey UiGe

Based on our patients’ self reporting:

70% of our patients are healthy with no indication of substance abuse 6 months after
treatment at JourneyPure facilities.

500
Patients

. JourneyPure patients who . )
participate in coaching Patients who relapse
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COUNSELMG TENTERS -‘l

How We Provide Solutions JourneylPuuie

Assessment and Evaluation

We treat causes and not symptoms. We
believe getting a diagnosis is key to positive
outcomes. So we assess psychiatric health,
physical health and other contributing factors.

*JOHN DOE

Level of Care:
Individualized Treatment

We tailor services for each patient, providing
the level of care they need.
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COUNSELING DENTERS .

Our Outcomes JourneylPure

We can demonstrate the outcomes we achieve. Below are
measures of recent results for over 500 JourneyPure patients who,
on average, finished clinical programming six months earlier.

84% of patients report having not  92% of patients report seeking no 68% of patients report i»2itig
used substances since treatment for physical or mental health .1 §.,- v 01i over the last
treatment issues from a hospital or emergency 30 days

room in the last 30 days.
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How We Provide Solutions JourneylPue

WE ARE NOT:

* A Recovery House
* A Sober Living Community

* A Community Mental Health Center
that admits Baker Acted patients or
patients for Court Mandated
Treatment

WE ARE:

A group of professionals providing Medical
Detox, Residential, and Intensive Outpatient
services for patients who are self-motivated to
become and stay healthy.




Contact Us

For questions, please contact:

Dr. Mike Ronsisvalle

(L] (321)259-1662

() mronsisvalle@journeypure.com
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Happy Landings Homes
(Submitted by applicant 11/05/18)

Prepared by: Lila Buescher
Address: 5925 Old Dixie Highway
Melbourne, FL 32940
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BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
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THIS AGREEMENT, entered intothis__15 dayof _Dec__, 2009 between the BOARD OF COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a palitical subdivision of the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as

"County”) and Happy Landings Homes, Inc, a Florida corporation {hereinafter referred to as “Developer/Owner).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner owns property (hereinafter referred to as the “Property”) In Brevard County,
Florida, as more particularly described as Section 19, Township 26, Range 37, Subdivision #DS, Lot 14.01: and

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner has requested the INH zoning classification and desires to maintain the property as
a Dormitory for women with children pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Sec. 62-1573; and

WHEREAS, as part of Its plan for development of the property, Developer/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 malntaln or participate in any way
in the construction or maintenance of the Improvements. It Is the Intent of the parties that the Developer/Owner, its
grantees, successors or assigns In interest or some other association and/or assigns satisfactory to the County shall be
responsible for the maintenance of any improvements. ,

\erc,\u-l

2, The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any Dormitory resident who has been convicted of a 'felony, or entered
a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a forcible felony, as defined by
F.S. § 776.08 from residing on the property. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any staff member who has been
convicted of a felony, or entered 3 plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has baen found not guilty by reason of Insanity
of a forcible felony, as defined by F.S. § 776,08 from being employed on the property. For the purposes of this

agreement, conviction means a determination of gullt resulting from a plea or trial, regardless of whether adjudication
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was withheld or whether Imposition of sentence was suspended. The Developer/Owner shall make available for
inspection Florida Department of Law Enforcement {FDLE) criminal background records of all Dormitory residents and

staff members an the property to the County within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Plan and

thereafter, upon request by the County.

3. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit the Dormitory from being regulated by, operated by or assccisted with
any Jail, prison or correctional facility or system, Including but not limited to contractual agreements.

4. The Developer/Owner shall limit the Dormitory to 47 residents untif such time consistency with the facllity
standards permits additional residents. In any event, the Dormitory shall be limited to 68 people, which includes residents
and staff. The maximum number of residents pursuant to these facility standards shall be enforced by the County one
year after the recordation of the Blnding Development Pian.

5. The Developer/Owner shall maintain the board on board, stockadeysix foot high fence adjacent to Old Dixie
Hwy. within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Pian.

6. The Developer/Owner shall establish semiannual meetings with the nelghbors (defined as those residents
bounded by Otter Lane on the north, the railroad tracks an the west, US Highway 1 on the east, and Pineda Causeway on
the south). These meetings will provide open communications between the Developer/Owner and the neighbors to
discuss items of mutual concern.

7. The County Permitting and Enforcement Department and the Planning and Zoning Office shall perform
semiannual inspections for the purposes of determining if the property complies with all applicable County code
regulations. Inspections shall be performed yearly if no violations are found after two years. This shall not be construed as
to prevent the County Permitting and Enforcement Department from investigating County code generated complaints.

8. Environmental Health Services shall perform yearly inspectlons for the purpose of determining if the
property conforms to regulations pertaining to the following: funiction of the septic tank and drainfleld; function of the
water supply; sanitary conditions for personal hygiene; and conduclve conditions for the harborage of pests. The
Developer/Owner shall pay an inspection fee established by Environmental Health Services.

S. Developer/Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County, Florida. This

Agreement constitutes Developer's/Owner's agreement to meet additlonal standards or restrictions in developing the
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property. This agreement provides no vested rights against changes to the comprehensive plan or land developmant

regulations as they may apply to this property.

10. Developer/Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of recording this

Agreement in Brevard County, Florida,

11. This Agreement shall be binding and shall inure to the benefit of the Successors or assigns of the partles and
shall run with the subject property unless or until rezoned and shall be binding upon any person, firm or corporation who
may become the successor In Interest directly or Indirectly to the subject property, and be subject to the above

referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County Commissloners on September 1, 2005. In the event the subject

property Is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be nulf and void.

12. Violation of this Agrezment will also constitute a violation of the Zoning Classificatlon and this Agreement

may be enforced by Sections 1.7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

p, Wy
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IN. w 1 gi_ THEREOFa the partles hereto have caused these presents to the signed all as of the date and year

;:,: 1!%‘

oA

. ﬂ}“

Iﬂrst‘\i.«ritt‘ph abgve P’g\ O

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FEZ&MO a i

Mary Bcflm, Chairman
As approved by the Board on 12/15/09

STATEOF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 15 dayof December _ 2009, by
Mary Bolin , Chalrman of the Board of County Commissioners of Bravard County, Florida, wha is persanally

known to me or who has produced as identification,

My commission expires

SEAL o SO T J. ¥V
Commission{lig: g,% TMMAJ. w‘ FOGBN! X (Name typed, printed or stamped)
o vnmhor. 1
! ,. 4 Hongad Thiu wsgmn
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WITNESSES DEVELOPER/OWNER

]
Happy Landings Homes, Inc

Brandi Lebowt2

(Witness Name typed or printed) %’Ma
Y .

|
, GOk C 1)
o2, 4 haaob Lila guescher
(Name typed, printed, or stamped)

(Witness Name Qged or printed)

Ighway, Melbourne, FL 32940

5925 Old Dixi
(Address)

STATEOF FLORIDA §

COUNTY OF BREVARD §
: The foregolng instrument was acknowledged before me this LQ day of _,&U_._, 2009, by
tA‘Q&E}Q&Qﬁ]ﬁL President of Happy Landings Homes, Melbourne, Florida, who is personally known to me or

who has produced as ldentification.

My commission expires 3 "3 Iao \3 Notary Public
SEAL ML e TSNk
Commission No.; (Name typed, pintyd or stamped)

a0 [ TILL) L

£ STACEY 1. STRAUS

H S Comm# DD08BB2A1

: Expires /32013

i Flotids Notary Assn., kG

L R L T ]



FYI Forcible Felony Statute
18PZ00088

Happy Landings Homes
(Submitted by applicant 11/05/18)

Select Year: (2018 V|

The 2018 Florida Statutes

Title XLVI Chapter 776 View Entire Chapter
CRIMES JUSTIFIABLE USE OF FORCE

776.08 Forcible felony.—“Forcible felony” means treason; murder; manslaughter; sexual battery;
carjacking; home-invasion robbery; robbery; burglary; arson; kidnapping; aggravated assault; aggravated
battery; aggravated stalking; aircraft piracy; unlawful throwing, placing, or discharging of a destructive
device or bomb; and any other felony which involves the use or threat of physical force or violence

against any individual.
History.—s. 13, ch. 74-383; s. 4, ch, 75-298; s. 289, ch. 79-400; s. 5, ch. 93-212; s. 10, ch. 95-195.

Copyright © 1995-2018 The Florida Legislature s Privacy Statement « Contact Us




Revised BDP
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes

Prepared by: Scott L. Knox, Esq.
Address: 1990 W. New Haven Ave
Melbourne, FL. 32904

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this day of _ , 201 between the BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of
the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as "County") and Journeypure, Orlando

LLC aFlorida Limited Liability Company (hereinafter referred to as "Developer/Owner").

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer/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, Developer/Owner has requested the INH zoning classification(s) and desires to
develop the Property as a Residential Detox, Treatment and Recovery Center licensed by Florida DCF
under rule 65D-30, Florida Administrative Code; and

WHEREAS, the treatment center will not contract with DOC or any Jail or Prison for patients.
and pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and

WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Developer/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 Recitals set forth above are incorporated by reference herein.
2. 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
Developer/Owner, its grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other association and/or assigns
satisfactory to the County shall be responsible for the maintenance of any improvements.
3. Developer/Owner shall comply with the following conditions on the use and improvement of the
Property:

a. Developer/Owner shall install a 6 ft Privacy Fence along Old Dixie Highway
foot buffer on the west portion of the Property.

b. Developer/Owner shall limit ingress and egress to the existing access on Old Dixie Highway,

unless access were to become available from U.S. 1.



¢. Developer/Owner shall utilize the existing building slab footprints, along with the existing slab
square footage;

d. Developer/Owner shall limit dormitories to 47 residents and up to 21 staff and may be further
restricted by any changes to the Comprehensive Plan or the Land Development Regulations.

€. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any Dormitory resident who has been convicted of a
forcible felony or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a forcible felony, as defined in
section 776.08, Florida Statutes, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, from residing on the
property. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any staff member who has been convicted of a felony or
entered a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a
forcible felony, as defined by F.S. section 776.08 from being employed on the property. For purposes of
this agreement, conviction means a determination of guilt resulting from a plea or trial, regardless of
whether adjudication was withheld or whether imposition of sentence was suspended. The
Developer/Owner shall make available for inspection Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE)
criminal background records of all Dormitory residents and staff members on the property to the County
within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Plan and thereafter upon request of the
County.

f. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit the Dormitory from being regulated by, operated by or
associated with any jail, prison or correctional facility or system, including but not limited to contractual
agreements.

4. The Developer/Owner shall establish semi-annual meetings with the neighbors (defined as those
residents bounded by Otter lane on the north, the railroad tracks on the west, Us Highway 1 on the east,
and Pineda Causeway on the south). These meetings will provide open communications between the
Developer/Owner and the neighbors to discuss items of mutual concern.

5. Developer/Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida. This Agreement constitutes Developer's/Owner's agreement to meet 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.

6. Developer/Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of recording this
Agreement in the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida.

7. 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 or indirectly to the subject Property, and

be subject to the above referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County Commissioners on . In



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

8. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning Classification and this
Agreement may be enforced by Sections 1. 7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County,
Florida, as it may be amended.

9. Conditions precedent. All mandatory conditions set forth in this Agreement mitigate the potential for
incompatibility and must be satisfied before Developer/Owner may implement the approved use(s),
unless stated otherwise. The failure to timely comply with any mandatory condition is a violation of this
Agreement constitutes a violation of the Zoning Classification and is subject to enforcement action as
described in Paragraph 8 above.

10. This Binding Development Plan shall not take effect until the recording date of the deed conveying
the Property from Happy Landings Homes, Inc. the current owner of the Property, to Journeypure
Orlando LLC.

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way
Viera, FL 32940

Scott Ellis, Clerk Rita Pritchett, Chair
(SEAL) (As approved by the Board on )
WITNESSES 1: DEVELOPER/OWNERS
Anthony Lopes
(Witness Name typed or printed) (Address) Eugene Lomando
WITNESS 2:




(Witness Name typed or printed) (Name typed, printed or stamped)

STATE OF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 20 ,
by Anthony Lopes and Eugene Lomando who are personally known to me or who produced a Florida
Driver’s License as identification.

Notary Public (Name typed, printed or stamped)

My commission expites

SEAL
Commission No.:
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..WIDERMAN

MALEK

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SEQ\IICE TO OUR CLIENTS AND COMMUNITY

November 14, 2018

Summary of Proposed Happy Landings Homes, Inc. / J ourneypure Orlando, LLC BDP
Changes

New changes to the Happy Landings Homes, Inc. Binding Development Plan relating to the
proposed Detox, Treatment and Rehabilitation facility to be located at 5295 Old Dixie Highway,
Melbourne, FL incorporates currently under contract for sale to J oumneypure Orlando, LLC are
based upon the recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Board made in a motion approved
at the Board’s November 5, 2018. That motion, as derived from the attached minutes, included
the following:

Utilizing the existing footprint, along with the existing square footage,
Including paragraph 2 from the original BDP with the addition of the word “forcible” in

order to exclude forcible felons as residents (which paragraph also prohibits former
felons as employees)

Limiting access to present access to Old Dixie Highway unless access becomes available
from U.S. 1

In addition, Journeypure has agreed to retain the prohibition of the facility’s association with a
jail, prison or correctional facility and the requirement for semi-annual meetings with the
neighbors for discussions of mutual concern, both of which were in the original Happy Landings
Homes, Inc. BDP,

Finally, a new paragraph 10 has been added stating that the provisions of the revised BDP will
not take effect until the recording date of the deed conveying the Property from Happy Landings
Homes, Inc. the current owner of the Property, to Journeypure Orlando LLC.

Sincerely,

WIDERMAN MALEK, PL

e A,

Scott L. Knox., Esquire
SKnox@USLegalTeam.com

MaIN OFFICE

1990 W, NEwW HAVEN AVE. | o

SECOND FLOOR -pl Prllxlerus
MELBDURNE, FL 32904 l‘_.__._]uhl Metater. hsnatuaial Suriety of Pierts Lan Fieas
321.255.2932 UELEGALTEAM.COM

OFFICES IN MELBOWRNE, FL I DRLANDOQ, FL




Revised BDP
18PZ00088
Happy Landings
(Submitted 11/19/18)

Prepared by: Scott L. Knox, Esq.
Address: 1990 W. New Haven Ave
Melbourne, FL 32904

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this day of _ , 201 between the BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of
the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as "County") Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (“Owner) and
Journeypure, Orlando LLC a Florida Limited Liability Company, as contract vendee for the purchase of

the property (hereinafter referred to as "Developer™).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer has a contract interest in the 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, the Property currently has INH zoning classification(s) and the Developer desires to
develop the Property as a Residential Detox, Treatment and Recovery Center licensed by Florida DCF
under rule 65D-30, Florida Administrative Code; and

WHEREAS, the treatment center will not contract with DOC or any Jail or Prison for patients.
and pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and

WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Developer 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 Recitals set forth above are incorporated by reference herein.
2. 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
Developer, its grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other association and/or assigns
satisfactory to the County shall be responsible for the maintenance of any improvements.
3. Developer shall comply with the following conditions on the use and improvement of the Property:

a. Developer shall install a 6 ft Privacy Fence along Old Dixie Highway
foot buffer on the west portion of the Property.

b. Developer shall limit ingress and egress to the existing access on Old Dixie Highway, unless

access were to become available from U.S. 1.



c. Developer shall utilize the existing building slab footprints, along with the existing slab square
footage;

d. Developer shall limit dormitories to 47 residents and up to 21 staff and may be further
restricted by any changes to the Comprehensive Plan or the Land Development Regulations.

e. The Developer shall prohibit any Dormitory resident who has been convicted of a forcible
felony or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a forcible felony, as defined in section 776.08,
Florida Statutes, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, from residing on the property. The
Developer shall prohibit any staff member who has been convicted of a felony or entered a plea of guilty
or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a forcible felony, as defined
by F.S. section 776.08 from being employed on the property. For purposes of this agreement, conviction
means a determination of guilt resulting from a plea or trial, regardless of whether adjudication was
withheld or whether imposition of sentence was suspended. The Developer shall make available for
inspection Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background records of all
Dormitory residents and staff members on the property to the County within 30 days of the recordation of
the Binding Development Plan and thereafter upon request of the County.

f. The Developer shall prohibit the Dormitory from being regulated by, operated by or associated
with any jail, prison or correctional facility or system, including but not limited to contractual agreements.
4. The Developer shall establish semi-annual meetings with the neighbors (defined as those residents
bounded by Otter lane on the north, the railroad tracks on the west, Us Highway 1 on the east, and Pineda
Causeway on the south). These meetings will provide open communications between the Developer and
the neighbors to discuss items of mutual concern.

5. Developer shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida. This Agreement constitutes Developer's/Owner's agreement to meet 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.

6. Developer, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of recording this
Agreement in the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida.

7. 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 or indirectly to the subject Property, and
be subject to the above referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County Commissioners on . In
the event the subject Property is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be null

and void.



8. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning Classification and this
Agreement may be enforced by Sections 1. 7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida, as it may be amended.

9. Conditions precedent. All mandatory conditions set forth in this Agreement mitigate the potential for
incompatibility and must be satisfied before Developer may implement the approved use(s),

unless stated otherwise. The failure to timely comply with any mandatory condition is a violation of this
Agreement constitutes a violation of the Zoning Classification and is subject to enforcement action as
described in Paragraph 8 above.

10. This Binding Development Plan shall not take effect until the recording date of the deed conveying
the Property from Happy Landings Homes, Inc. the current owner of the Property, to Journeypure

Orlando LLC.

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Viera, FL 32940
Scott Ellis, Clerk , Chair
(SEAL) (As approved by the Board on )
WITNESSES 1: DEVELOPERS

For Journeypure Orlando, LLC

(Witness Name typed or printed) (Address) For Happy Landings Homes, Inc.

WITNESS 2:

(Witness Name typed or printed) (Name typed, printed or stamped)



STATE OF FLORIDA §

COUNTY OF BREVARD §
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 20
by and who are personally known to me or who

produced a Florida Driver’s License as identification.

Notary Public (Name typed, printed or stamped)

My commission expires

SEAL
Commission No.:




PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MINUTES

The Brevard County Planning & Zoning Board met in regular session on Monday, November 5, 2018, at 3:00
p-m., in the Commission Room, Building C, Brevard County Government Center, 2725 Judge Fran Jamieson
Way, Viera, Florida.

The meeting was called to order by the Chair, Henry Minneboo, at 3:00 p.m.

Board members present were: Henry Minneboo, Chair; Robert LaMarr, Vice Chair; Ron Bartcher, Ben Glover;
Brian Hodgers; Robert Solito; Mark Wadsworth; Bruce Moia; and Dane Theodore.

Staff members present were: Erin Sterk, Planning and Zoning Manager; Jad Brewer, Assistant County
Attorney; Rebecca Ragain, Planning and Development Assistant Director; and Jennifer Jones, Special Projects
Coordinator II.

Henry Minneboo, Chair, announced that the Board of County Commissioners will have the final vote on the
recommendations made by the Planning and Zoning Board on Thursday, December 6, 2018, at 5:00 p.m.

Excerpt from complete agenda.

Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (Kevin Lee) requests an amendment to an existing BDP (Binding
Development Plan), in an IN(H) (Institutional Use — High-Intensity) zoning classification. The property is
5.33 acres, located on the southwest corner of U.S. Highway 1 and Otter Creek Lane, on the east side of
Old Dixie Highway. (5925 Old Dixie Highway) (18PZ00088) (District 4) This item was tabled from the
October 8, 2018, Planning and Zoning meeting.

[Exhibits presented to the board during discussion of the request can be found in file 18PZ00088, located in
the Planning and Development Department]

Scott Knox — What you have before you is two items. One is a Binding Development Plan. The Binding
Development Plan is what we're here about today; we're here trying to get a modification to it, which requires
us to come before this board and the Board of County Commissioners. What you have before you is the
existing Binding Development Plan, and my client is satisfied that they can comply with the terms of this
Binding Development Plan, with the exception of one word that they would like to add to it. If you look at the
first page, in paragraph 2, you will see that word inserted before the word ‘felony’; it now says ‘forcible felony’,
and that's the change we would like to receive if possible. If you look at the definition | handed out of a forcible
felony you’ll note it includes treason, murder, manslaughter, sexual battery, basically violent crimes or anything
committed with a weapon, and those are the types of people that my client will hopefully not have to be dealing
with.

Henry Minneboo — So it's much more stringent?

Scott Knox — It's not mare stringent in the sense that it's limited to forcible felonies, which are violent crimes
and crimes committed with weapons. The reason for that is that some of the folks that will be......... this will be
a treatment and recovery facility, that's what they’re planning. As a treatment and recovery facility, sometimes
you will come across patients who have a history of a felony sometime in their past, when they were
teenagers, and that shouldn't stop them from getting help when it comes to the kinds of problems they're
facing. | was going to go into details about this, but I'm going to let Mike come up and give you an overview of
what it is exactly they will be doing in this neighborhood, so the folks that are out there won't have the angst
that they seem to be having. They've had several meetings with them and | think for the most part they've
resolved most of the issues. | know Ms. Knox is here tonight to say something, but | would like Mike to come
up and give you an overview.

Henry Minneboo — What | was concerned with was what this board would have liked to have happened, that
you met with the people.....there were numerous people before and you met with those people.



P&Z Minutes
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Scott Knox — Yes.

Mike Ronsisvalle — I'm just going remind you we spoke about a month ago, but | want to give you a quick re-
cap of what we're hoping to do on the property. We'd like to do a detoxification and residential treatment
program for addictions. There’s not another program like this, or facility like this, in Brevard County. In many
ways, we will be addressing a need that we sorely need to fill in the county. | want to make some indication of
what this treatment center looks like, because | know there’s questions of who can come and go. | just want to
remind you that as patients come, they will stay 7-10 days for detoxification, and then about another 20 days
for the residential treatment program. Once a patient comes on property they are not allowed to leave; that's
our protocol; people are not going to be walking around the neighborhood, for obvious reasons that we can’t
have people coming on and off the property by virtue of the issues that they're dealing with, because that
wouldn'’t be healthy for them or our treatment. Once they come, they stay, and we give them treatment and
hopefully release them into the community. We're already doing partial hospitalization and intensive outpatient
program for addictions here in Melbourne; we have follow-up treatment here in place for people that will really
help them get better over time. We did meet, on your recommendation, with the neighbors. | worked with the
Planning and Zoning office to assemble the list and we sent that invitation; we met at our current office in
Melbourne, and I think we had a good meeting. As a matter of fact, that's where the words ‘forcible felony’
grew from, it grew out of that meeting, and we’re absolutely 100% willing to make that commitment to the
neighborhood because we don’t want to put anyone in the neighborhood at risk, or the people in our treatment
program. It just makes sense for everyone that we would shield people from dealing with forcible felonies.

Henry Minneboo — Thank you. Is there anybody in the audience who would like to speak for or against this?
Erin Sterk — Mr. Chair, can | ask some questions before you proceed with the public comment? It may change
what we're commenting about. Mr. Knox, you just handed out a Binding Development Plan with a word added
to the current Binding Development Plan. Could you clarify? In the revised Binding Development Plan that
condition is proposed to go away.

Scott Knox — We simply added a word.

Erin Sterk — But you struck the condition in the revision, so | don’t know what we're adding the word to.

Scott Knox — I'm not sure | understand what you're saying.

Erin Sterk — Are you proposing that that be the only change to the binding development plan?

Scott Knox — Yes.

Erin Sterk — So, all of the stuff in the staff report about the conditions that are going away are no longer going
away?

Scott Knox — Let me correct it, okay? We're supporting the staff report, and we want to add this word to this
particular provision, that's it.

Erin Sterk — That provision is proposed to be struck, so are you proposing to retain that provision?

Scott Knox — We thought that was a provision that was one of the ones that folks were upset with, so if we
strike it all together, | think they will be upset, because they were concerned about felons being there.

Erin Sterk — So you're proposing to retain the condition with that word in it.
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Scott Knox — With the word ‘forcible’.

Erin Sterk — Thank you for clarifying.

Henry Minneboo — Erin, do you have any other questions?

Erin Sterk — No.

Henry Minneboo — Is there anybody in the audience who would like to speak?

Shirley Leslie — My name is Shirley Leslie, 2665 Hilltop Lane, Melbourne. First, | question the development of a
Binding Development Plan presented by Happy Landings Homes when clearly the plan is for Journeypure to
assume the facility and expand to a drug and alcohol rehab facility, a totally different use that may require
conforming land use. | also want to present to the board that Journeypure represented their Jensen Beach
facility as a pristine facility, where photos depict it is an un-maintained status. Also, Happy Landings Homes,
the person requesting this, is currently to go before the County because they are in violation of County Code
Enforcement, twice. Section 62-1182 says, “The use of land or structures qualifying as a non-conforming use
as defined in this subsection shall not be enlarged, expanded, increased, or expanded, to occupy a greater
area of land. Mr. Scott [sic] argued in an earlier court case that a change of use is an increase regardless of
whether a physically larger footprint results. Planning and Zoning also alluded in that case that a change in use
would be an expansion prohibited by Section 62-1182. The County contended that the ordinance applies if the
use is increased regardless of whether a physically larger footprint results. Happy Landings Homes, perhaps
Journeypure, is asking to expand their use to drug and alcohol treatment without changing their non-
conforming status. I'm asking that the County dismiss the request for a Binding Development Plan, that they
act according to all statutes and laws, and not adversely affect the neighborhood or general welfare of the
area. | request the County not allow convicted felons into our neighborhood. | also request the County require
Happy Landings Homes, or Journeypure, to obtain a conforming use status because of their expansion of use.
And | also encourage the County to eliminate all non-conforming structures and uses for the rights of those
affected. Thank you.

Henry Minneboo ~ Thank you.

Tim Montgomery — My name is Tim Montgomery, | live at 2695 Pine Cone Drive, in the neighborhood. I've
been there almost 50 years; | was there in '76 when there was just a couple of children; and it's escalated to a
riskier development ever since. At every phase of every development we were promised there would be no
problems, and at every phase there has been problems. This last time, when they had whatever was there, we
had almost physical confrontations with people that were roaming the streets. One of the things that was said
today was that when these people come here they can't leave, and that's apparently not true, or they told us all
mis-information, because we were told at that meeting that those individuals that are at the facility, they cannot
hold them there; they can walk out of that facility if they decide to quit. We're going to be faced, if this is true,
we're going to be faced with people walking through our streets that are probably at their most vulnerable and
ugliest, and meanest point when they’ve either failed a situation, or they’ve walked out of it. And this is the
zoning | don’'t want to have to face, | have grandchildren.

Henry Minneboo — | think | saw some other hands before, is there somebody else back there?

Linda Blumauer - Linda Blumauer, Old Dixie Highway. I'm curious, has a traffic study been done on the
impact? | heard you speaking about it on Wickham, which is a big road with lots of traffic, the same as U.S. 1.
Our little area right there can’t take more traffic. I'd like to know if a study has been done, what's going to
impact Otter Creek and Old Dixie Highway with a big facility like this coming in. Also, any other studies, | think
Jinger spoke with FDOT and I'm not sure how that all went, but it seems to me that this is just not the place for
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a facility like this. It's going to affect the neighborhood, the grandchildren running around, all of those things.
I'm all about helping people, giving them other chances, but like you said, these people are at the lowest point
of their lives and if they don’t stay, they get kicked out; you can read articles about where it's happening in
South Florida, and they’re homeless now and it's a problem. | don't want that in our area; | don’t want it in
anybody's area,; it should be in a commercial facility. I'm sorry, | try not to get emotional, but it’'s really hard to
not be emotional when your life is being affected by this. | think that's pretty much what | have to say, and |
hope you guys do the right thing.

Jinger Knox — 2720 Pine Cone Drive. What | would actually like to clarify before | start my thing that | have
written, just like Shirley, because we get emotional and we like to read. | would like to know from staff if there
has been a traffic study ordered, and if not, why, because this is a non-conforming property. It's non-
conforming because it doesn't come off of U.S. 1, and it's the only Institutional High Density that doesn’t come
off of a major road, and that makes it non-conforming, so don’t we want to know how it's going to affect traffic?
It's a 20-foot road right there, so how is it going to affect the traffic there, and why haven't we studied that
before coming to you?

Henry Minneboo — We'll try to get staff to answer that at the end.

Jinger Knox — You're going to send me away and I'm not going to be able to do any rebuttal questions?

Henry Minneboo — Just go ahead and say whatever you feel, don’t hold back.

Jinger Knox — I don’t know what questions to ask if | don’t know the answer to my questions.

Henry Minneboo - Erin, can we answer that now?

Erin Sterk — The proposals of the conditions of the changes in the Binding Development Plan, we do not
perceive as an expansion of use, or impact. The criteria that's proposed to be changed is inspections, semi-
annual meetings, and things like that, but we do not perceive it as an increase to the impact on the site, so the
concurrency evaluation that's been included in the staff report, which is our methodology of assessing it at this
level, does not demonstrate any change in traffic impact from the proposed changes in the Binding

Development Plan.

Jinger Knox — What | think | heard you say is that you're not considering this as a greater use than it was
before, that's what staff is doing all their research based on.

Erin Sterk — The provisions proposed to be removed from the Binding Development Plan and the modifications
to the provisions.....

Jinger Knox — Isn't it true in their new Binding Development Plan they’re asking to specifically say they're
coming off of Old Dixie Highway and that is not on their old Binding Development Plan?

Erin Sterk — Condition 5, | have in the staff report that it's changed from a board-on-board stockade 6-foot high
fence.

Jinger Knox — | didn’t ask you for what......
Erin Sterk - ..... adjacent to Old Dixie Highway, to a 6-foot privacy fence along Old Dixie Highway.

Jinger Knox — No, ma’am, it's in the beginning, and | unfortunately don’t have their revised Binding
Development Plan that they apparently gave to you today. I’'m not sure how that's legal, and | don’t have it in
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front of me, but it specifically says in there that they want it to be in their Binding Development Plan that they
come off of Otter Creek.

Erin Sterk —I'll look into that and I'll respond before the end of the meeting.
Jinger Knox — Thank you. Will it be in time for me to rebuttal?
Erin Sterk — There’s one public comment period, but I'll be sure to give that information to the board.

Jinger Knox — Thank you. I'm not here to talk about the social aspects, I'm sure they need places for drug
abusers and rehabs, and that’s all great, but | don't think this is the place to determine what social situations
we need to address in this county. | think this is a Planning and Zoning Board, | think that you guys need to
look at the ropes, | think you need to see if there’s proper....like the fire trucks and ambulances that come to
the hospital, which this is going to be a hospital. It's going to be staffed by nurses, they're going to be giving
medication, there's going to be ambulances in and out of the facility, and you will be putting those ambulances
and peoples’ lives at risk because you're going to have a 20-foot road, one of the narrowest in the county, and
now you're going to be adding a hospital to that road. There’s a reason IN(H) zoning is made for a main road
and there’s a reason this is the only non-conforming IN(H) property in the county; there’s only four IN(H)
properties in the county as far as staff has told me, and this is the only one that is off of an auxiliary road. That
means this is a non-conforming property, only because we sat in front of a board like this, this neighborhood all
said, “Yes, you're right, we need a place for homeless children and homeless women, and there’s not going to
be a lot of traffic. Let's go ahead and allow them to get a higher zoning than what they should have on that side
road.” And now look where we are, we are going to put a hospital in our neighborhood without the proper
facilities to get people in and out safely, because we thought with our hearts. You are not allowed to think with
your heart, you are here because you are on the Planning and Zoning Board, you are here to talk about roads,
you are here to talk about property values, you are here to talk about safety on those roads, you don’t have the
facilities to get people to and from that property safely, so if you approve it and somebody gets in a wreck,
guess whose fault it is? Next, it will be the Commissioners’ faults, and | understand that; we’ll get the news
involved in all that, but right now it's your responsibility, it's your responsibility to know there’s a 20-foot road
there with two blind corners that you're going to put a hospital on, not U.S. 1. This place should never ever
have been zoned IN(H), ever. And it was only zoned like that because we wanted help with women and
children without vehicles, not 45 patients with all their families coming every Saturday and Sunday, which is
going to be 90 cars, and ambulances, and fire trucks with people who are having a bad reaction to their
medication they're just starting, because that's what they're going to be doing, they're going to be starting a
new medication at this facility. This is a hospital coming off of Otter Creek. If you guys have never driven there,
you need to before you approve this.

Henry Minneboo — Thank you. Is there anyone else who would like to speak for or against this? Mr. Knox, can
you give us a little bit of a summary of some of her concerns?

Scott Knox — This is a treatment and recovery facility, it's not a hospital. There are no ambulances coming to
this facility. The people who are there stay there, and they are there because their insurance companies send
them there, and the folks want to be there, and if they don’t want to be there, there are arrangements that the
facility makes to transport them offsite and take them away to wherever they want to go, they can't just walk
out of the place. As far as the traffic concerns, the only traffic they will have are the employees that work there,
and it's not that many of them, and they show up at different shifts. This is not a major facility where you are
going to have people visiting; these people are there to be treated, they are there to recover, and it doesn’t
require a lot of visiting. We would concur with staff's evaluation that there really is no expansion and no
additional impact on the site. Don't forget, this property started out long ago as Resurrection Ranch, which
was much more intense than what we're proposing here, and there was a big battle, and there's restrictions
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that exist on the property. | think that happened back in the mid-2000’s. It has developed for the better over a
period of time, | think it's going to be a fine facility.

Henry Minneboo — I've got two small questions. The people that come here pay for this, you guys don’t have a
bundle of money and you do the treatment, they pay for the service?

Scott Knox — That's correct. This is not a place where there are referrals from the court when they free people.

Henry Minneboo — I’'m sure they must have some history. How is their success rate in relationship to other
locations?

Mike Ronsisvalle — About 1.3 million people seek treatment in the United States every year for addictions. Six
months after treatment, 80% of those people have relapsed. It’s really kind of a sad situation. Journeypure, the
organization that we're a part of, has very incredible treatment protocol because we start people in a facility like
this, and when they start they are assigned a coach who interacts with them their entire treatment. Once they
leave the facility and are involved in our outpatient facility, their same coach follows them for a year. We have
applications, proprietary applications, on the phone that people communicate that get triggers from their coach,
they're really encouraged to stay clean and sober. For people that start with us and follow through with the
treatment — that’s the big piece, when they follow through with the treatment and the coaching — six months
after they're done with that year, 68% are clean and sober. | think | have my data wrong; 72% - 73% are clean
and sober, and 68% are employed, and 93% have not sought treatment for addictions at a general
practitioners office, which are incredible results.

Henry Minneboo — Anybody have questions?

Dane Theodore — I'm going to direct this to staff. I'm a little confused on what we're voting for on the Binding
Development Plan, given the change in Condition 2, ‘forcible felony’. My recollection from our last meeting is
that the new Binding Development Plan is very changed; it has numerous strike-outs and additions to it. We all
agree that we're going with the new Binding Development Plan, and | just heard that the applicant is
advocating that we vote on his new Binding Development Plan with the insertion of old Condition 2 with the
addition of forcible felony'. Is that what you understand?

Erin Sterk — What | believe based on what was presented today, is the new Binding Development Plan
previously in your packet is proposed as-is, which did proposed to remove, from that version you have today,
Condition 2 of the previous Binding Development Plan. Mr. Knox is asking for — correct me if I'm wrong —
Condition 2 to be re-incorporated with the change that it be ‘forcible felony’. The restriction, or elimination, of
the prohibition on persons with a felony from — is it working there or residing there — would be retained but only
limited to those with a forcible felony. | believe the proposed Binding Development Plan with all the changes as
reported in the staff report is as-is, and they’re re-incorporating Condition 2 from the previous Binding
Development Plan, which is what you had handed out to you today, with one word added to condition 2.

Dane Theodore — And you're comfortable with that based on the discussion of my question that what we're
voting on, should we approve it, puts this entire point, or paragraph, back in with the addition of ‘forcible’?

Erin Sterk — If Mr. Knox can confirm that that was correct, we would ask him to revise that report before it goes
before the Board of County Commissioners, to be much cleaner than it is.

Scott Knox — Yes.
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Dane Theodore — My second question relates to intensification of use. | don't recall, this has 47 residents until
such time as it increases to 68, which includes residents and staff. Is the new Binding Development Plan
consistent with that, or have we increased the number of occupants and staff to a higher number?

Erin Sterk — | believe it's the same exact number of residents.

Dane Theodore — And my final question, we had a question from the public at the last meeting regarding the
number of square feet. What | thought | heard was that there are an existing number of square feet on the site,
some of which is occupied, some of which is not, that in its final configuration the new development, the new
treatment center, will have no more than the existing number of square feet.

Erin Sterk — What is the question?

Dane Theodore - Is that true?

Erin Sterk — The current zoning classification, if it's non-conforming it cannot be expanded, so | don’t believe
they are proposing to expand it, so if that's something you want to incorporate into the Binding Development
Plan that that be a limitation recorded in the Binding Development Plan, that's a possibility.

Dane Theodore — | was confused. | thought | saw a number of square feet somewhere, and there was a
question from the audience about expanding that beyond the existing footprint, whether that existing footprint is

either currently on (inaudible) or not, my question is, ultimately, will there be more square feet of occupied
space property than there are currently existing on the property?

Erin Sterk — If they have a non-conforming use now then they cannot expand.

Henry Minneboo — Mr. Knox, maybe you can enlighten us.

Scott Knox — My client is going to stick with the existing footprint; nothing additional on the square footage.
Henry Minneboo — The existing footprint, you're going to stay with?

Scott Knox — Right.

Henry Minneboo — Okay, | thought maybe if you had 8,000 feet you would shift it, but it's all going to stay
where it's at.

Erin.Sterk — Mr. Chair, I'd like to go back and talk about the access, to address Ms. Knox's point about Old
Dixie Highway. The only reference | find in the revised Binding Development Plan to Old Dixie Highway is
Condition 2, which is change from the previous condition, but it's regarding a fence and it says, “The
Developer/Owner shall provide a 6-foot privacy fence along Old Dixie, along the west portion of the property.” It
doesn’t say that's the only place they’ll ever get access from, so it does not prohibit them if FDOT were to allow
for it, from getting access to U.S. 1. Not that | think it's likely that FDOT will revise access (inaudible).

Ron Bartcher — Mr. Chair, in the Binding Development Plan that's in my package.....
Erin Sterk — Thank you. As soon as | say it, | see Condition 4. I'm sorry, | was reading it backwards and

forwards. I’'m looking at the old one to see if that carries on, so if you want to move on to something else I'll go
back to that.
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Ben Glover — | have a question for Mr. Knox. How do the patients get to the property? Are they voluntarily
admitted, or how does it work? Just so we know what kind of traffic we're looking at.

Mike Ronsisvalle — That's a good question. These are, as | said earlier, not court-ordered patients; these are
people that self-refer, so someone would drive them to their appointment, intake, and drop them off.

Ben Glover — Is there ambulances or fire trucks?

Mike Ronsisvalle — No. There's different levels of care; as in, an ambulance would take someone with acute
issues to a hospital, and then there are inpatient units for detox and things like that, this is a lower level of care,
so we wouldn’t have that level of traffic.

Ben Glover — What level of care is this? Is this top-of-the-line expensive, what kind of people are you getting?
Are they doctors who may have a problem, or are these....... | mean, everyone has their problems. | guess it's
not a valid question.

Mike Ronsisvalle — | can answer.

Ben Glover — No, that's okay.

Mark Wadsworth — I'm still a little confused. The Binding Development Plan, Mr. Knox, that you gave us.
Robert LaMarr — That's from 2009.

Mark Wadsworth — It's from 2009. In looking at our package, we're striking Conditions 2, 6, 7, and 8.

Erin Sterk — Prior to walking in this room, that's what | thought we were doing. | think we’re proposing to re-
incorporate Condition 2.

Mark Wadsworth — We're voting on this Binding Development Plan, with the addition of ‘forcible’.
Jinger Knox (from audience) — Could you tell me what Condition 1 says? | don’t have the thing he gave you.

Erin Sterk — Condition 1 is a boilerplate condition about whatever they're binding themselves to, the County’s
not obligated to bring to fruition.

Jinger Knox — It doesn't say anything about the ingress and egress?

Erin Sterk — I'll go back to that one; that one is different than this one. My impression is that the proposed
Binding Development Plan that’s in your packet, which did.....

Mark Wadsworth — This one....
Erin Sterk — No, that's the old one.
Mark Wadsworth — The one Mr. Knox handed us.

Scott Knox — | gave you the old one to show you what that provision was comparative to. That's what's we
want to re-insert.....

Mark Wadsworth — Into the new Binding Development Plan.
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Scott Knox — That's a lot of what the objection was.

Mark Wadsworth — So, that’s going into the new Binding Development Plan.

Erin Sterk — Into the new Binding Development Plan.

Mark Wadsworth — With additional verbiage of ‘forcible’.

Scott Knox — Right.

Henry Minneboo — There will be a clean copy that goes to the Commission, is that correct?

Erin Sterk — Yes, a lot of times, stuff like this happens, which is why we have a second meeting for the
recording of the Binding Development Plan, but | would ask that this be cleaned up before the Commission
hears it. To go back to the other provision, Mr. Bartcher, you are correct, there is a provision that says the
developer/owner shall limit ingress and egress to Old Dixie Highway. Because the property was developed
before the Zoning Code, which requires that access to an arterial, was in place, the property wasn't developed
to meet that criteria, but | do not believe staff would be in support of memorializing a prohibition against
meeting the current Zoning Code.

Henry Minneboo — Did everybody hear that?

Erin Sterk — That’s Condition 4.

Henry Minneboo — What's the pleasure of the board?

Mark Wadsworth — | would proposed to approve this, but can we make an addition to the Binding Development
Plan as far as sticking with the existing footprint of existing structures?

Henry Minneboo — Yes.

Erin Sterk — It's an applicant consideration. If that's something they would be willing to commit to, that's up to
them.

Scott Knox — We will stand by what we have said before.

Henry Minneboo — That's not a problem for you all, okay. There’s a motion on the floor, with the language that
the square footage and the footprint will remain the same.

Erin Sterk — Could we also clarify in that motion the incorporation of Condition 2, as presented from the old
Binding Development Plan.

Mark Wadsworth — Yes, the addition of the word ‘forcible’.
Henry Minneboo — You'll have a newly dated plan?
Jinger Knox (from audience) And striking the Old Dixie ingress/egress?

Erin Sterk — That would be something that the applicant would have to determine whether or not they would be
willing to change that. These are voluntary commitments.
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Jinger Knox (from audience) — Didn’t staff just say that you would want that done?

Erin Sterk — Staff does not support memorializing a condition that prevents someone from meeting current
zoning criteria.

Robert Solito — | have a question clarifying the addition of the word ‘forcible’. In Condition 2 of the Binding
Development Plan, it discusses residents, and are you intending to include that word for employees as well?
The second sentence down talks about employees, it is the identical sentence, minus that word.

Scott Knox — The felon requirement is more restrictive than the forcible felon requirement, so by limiting the
forcible felons to the patients, we won't treat anybody that has been guilty of a forcible felony, and we will
exclude from employment anybody that’s been (inaudible) of any kind of felony. That's what the intent is.
Henry Minneboo — We have a motion on the floor.

Erin Sterk — Can | get clarity on what the intention with Condition 4 is, please, from the applicant?

Scott Knox — | think we would concur with staff's position on that, that it shouldn’t be a condition changing the
access; | think the access should stay the way it is.

Erin Sterk — Would you re-state your motion? Do you mind, or was that enough for you?

Mark Wadsworth — I'm making a motion to approve the Binding Development Plan, with the addition of
Condition 2, for the forcible felony, and also to add to stick with the existing footprint of the existing structures.

Henry Minneboo — To include the square footage? Okay. Did you get that, Erin, how we did that?

Erin Sterk — Forgive me, but | think the applicant agreed to omit Condition 4 as well, from the Binding
Development Plan.

Henry Minneboo — Correct.
Audience member — What is Condition 47

Erin Sterk — Condition 4 is, “The Developer/Owner shall limit ingress and egress to Old Dixie Highway”, which
is something that was not previously in the Binding Development Plan.

Bruce Moia — | have one quick comment about doing that. That means he can put additional access on Old
Dixie or.......

Henry Minnebao — He’s not going to get any on Pineda.

Bruce Moia — True, but shouldn’t we say it's limited to the existing ingress and egress from Old Dixie, or the
arterial road if it became available. To take that out completely, or even to have it in there, they could add two
or three more accesses onto Old Dixie.

Jinger Knox (from audience) — They have to get Board approval.

Bruce Moia — Whether it's necessary or not, | don’t know if we should be a little bit more specific on that. That's
just a thought.
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Henry Minneboo — How are we going to control that, Bruce?

Bruce Moia — He wants the ingress and egress to remain as-is, so that means leave it where it is, but don’t
prohibit him from being able to go to U.S. 1 if that ever became an option in the future.

Jinger Knox (from audience) — You can take it out of the BDP, but you're not prohibiting him from doing
anything.

Bruce Moia — Is that complicating the issue?
Jinger Knox (from audience) — Yes, just take it out.
Henry Minneboo — Mr. Knox, do you see what Bruce is saying?

Scott Knox — | see what he’s saying. You're saying if that ever became available, direct access to U.S. 1, we
would have an opportunity to take advantage of that. Is that what you're saying?

Bruce Moia — Yes, and then also to just limit that one access he currently has, as to modify it to a different
location.

Scott Knox — That would be fine.
Jinger Knox (from audience) — So, you're going to change the BDP to say something that’s illegal?
Henry Minneboo — We're going to add that to the motion as well.

Erin Sterk — If the language as-is, “The Developer/Owner shall limit ingress and egress to Old Dixie Highway,
unless access were to be modified to U.S. 17, we wouldn’t oppose that.

Henry Minneboo — I still have a motion on the floor with significant changes.

Dane Theodore — Mr. Chair, let me clarify once again their intent, because this is pretty complicated. | think the
board has just requested, and the developer has agreed to, limiting the access off of Old Dixie, to the existing
access only. Is that correct, Erin?

Erin Sterk — Yes.

Dane Theodore — Okay, | didn’t hear you say that. I'm not worried about whether or not you're going to get
access onto Pineda, because you won't.

Henry Minneboo — I'll assure you he won't.

Dane Theodore — But they are agreeing, and we are incorporating into the revised, revised, revised,
development plan, that it's limited to Old Dixie Highway only in the current location.

Erin Sterk — A better way to say that would be, “The Developer/Owner shall limit ingress and egress to the
existing access on Old Dixie Highway, unless access were to become available from U.S. 1.”

Audience member — (inaudible) yet another access to the property?
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Jinger Knox — Yes, off of Otter Creek, which now you guys are taking away from us in an illegal motion that we
have not even been able to discuss. You really have no business changing a BDP about ingress/egress
without any of the information.

Henry Minneboo — Do you have access on Otter?

Erin Sterk — From what | can tell, the property comes to a point at Otter Creek, and to the best of my
knowledge you cannot put a driveway through a point.

Jinger Knox — You're not a traffic engineer, and FDOT owns the other part of that.

An unidentified board member asked for some order.

Audience member — Mr. Knox, do you realize that you have another access?

Scott Knox — The applicants are happy with the access they have right now.

Jinger Knox — I'm out of here. This is kangaroo court.

Henry Minneboo — We're going to utilize the existing footprint, along with the square footage, and we're going
to make the Binding Development Plan with that one word in there, and we're going to...their access will be
presently what's existing on that site. What's left, Mark?

Mark Wadsworth — Unless something else becomes available, as far as access.

Erin Sterk — At the TPO, they did just fund the widening of that roadway, so it's something that could be
evaluated.

Henry Minneboo — We have a motion.
Bruce Moia — Second.

Henry Minneboo called for a vote on the motion as stated, and it passed unanimously.

Upon consensus of the board, the meeting adjourned at 4:07 p.m.



PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MINUTES

The Brevard County Planning & Zoning Board met in regular session on Monday, September 17,
2018, at 3:00 p.m., in the Commission Room, Building C, Brevard County Government Center, 2725
Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Viera, Florida.

The meeting was called to order by the Chair, Henry Minneboo, at 3:00 p.m.

Board members present were: Henry Minneboo, Chair, Ron Bartcher, Andy Barber; Brian Hodgers;
Ben Glover; Robert Solito; Ron McLellan; Mark Wadsworth; Bruce Moia; and Dane Theodore.

Staff members present were: Erin Sterk, Planning and Zoning Manager; Christine Valliere, Assistant
County Attorney; Rebecca Ragain, Planning and Development Assistant Director; George Ritchie,
Planner II; and Jennifer Jones, Special Projects Coordinator Il.

Henry Minneboo, Chair, announced that the Board of County Commissioners will have the final vote
on the recommendations made by the Planning and Zoning Board on Thursday, October 4, 2018, at
5:00 p.m.

Excerpt of complete agenda.

1. Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (Kevin Lee) requests an amendment to an existing BDP
(Binding Development Plan), in an IN(H) (Institutional Use, High-Intensity) zoning
classification. The property is 5.33 acres, located on the southwest corner of U.S. Highway 1
and Otter Creek Lane, on the east side of Old Dixie Highway. (5925 Old Dixie Highway)
(18PZ00088) (District 4)

Dr. Mike Ronsisvalle, 160 Hacienda Dr., Merritt Island, stated he was born and raised in Brevard
County and a Merritt Island High School graduate. He has worked in Melbourne, treating addictions
and mental health for over a decade as a psychologist. He stated Brevard County needs a facility
where professionals can provide effective treatment for substance abuse because Brevard is faced
with an incredible crisis. He said they have all heard about the opiate crisis in the country; in 2017,
there were 72,000 drug overdoses nationally; in 2014 it was around 45,000, so it almost doubled in
three years; and opiate deaths have almost quadrupled from 2015 to 2017 nationally. In Brevard
County it is shocking how residents have a hard time dealing with drugs and alcohol. He said of the
top five counties in Florida for overdoses from 2015 to 2016, Palm Beach is #1, and Brevard is #2
with 1,032 drug overdoses. A lot of time, Florida is #1 in the nation, so that would put Brevard #2 in
the nation for the amount of drug overdoses it has. People in Brevard County are 44% more likely to
die due to a drug overdose than an average American. He stated 1.3 million patients pursue
treatment every year in the country. A year after they pursue treatment, 780,000 patients relapse.
Journeypure is an organization based out of Tennessee that they have partnered with in order to
produce the facility in question on Dixie Highway. Based on self-reports from patients of Journeypure,
70% of patients are healthy with no indication of substance abuse six months after treatment.
Journeypure starts with evaluation and treatment; the goal is to treat the causes, not the symptoms:
they like to help people with coping skills to help them go forward and lead healthy lives. Once they
understand and evaluate what's going on with patients they develop a treatment plan specifically to
where they’re at and what’s going on in their lives. There are four different levels of treatment to put
people in a healthy environment. The highest level is detox, then residential treatment, then partial
hospitalization, and then outpatient. It's important to note that currently they have had PHP (partial
hospitalization) and IOP (intensive outpatient) for almost three or four years in Brevard County, so
they have a long history serving Brevard. Six months after treatment at Journeypure, 84% of patients
reported not having any substance use at all; 92% of patients seek no treatment for physical or
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mental health issues; and 68% are working within six months. He said Journeypure is not a recovery
house; there’s a lot of concern over whether it is a recovery house; there was a recovery house on
the property years ago and it was not regulated, with people coming and going as they wanted, and
that is not what Journeypure is doing, but it is also not a sober living community. He stated they will
serve people who have money to pay privately or have commercial insurance. Once people are at
the facility, they do not leave; they do not walk around the neighborhood. Journeypure is a group of
licensed professionals, such as counselors, social workers, therapists, psychologists, medical
doctors, and nurses, all working together to help people with medical detox, residential, and intensive
outpatient services. These people are self-motivated and want to be there and get help.

Kevin Lee, Brentwood, Tennessee, stated Journeypure has a family of facilities in the southeast,
including Melbourne and Orlando. They are about helping people be healthy who want to be there
and live in a comfortable environment and live a healthy lifestyle.

Dane Theodore stated he has no doubt that Brevard needs these services, but asked why they chose
Brevard. He said previously the facility was Resurrection Ranch, and subsequently the Space Coast
Center for Women and Children, and then Gabriel's Place, which was run by the same person. He
doesn’t have any doubt that Journeypure is a fine organization, and Brevard is in need of those
services, but his question is why Brevard, and why are they asking for the elimination of some pretty
significant conditions of the binding development plan.

Mr. Lee stated the property is a nice, residential facility, it's kind of difficult to access, and it's a safe
area. He said he can’t think of a better place, or why it would be better or worse than any others. He
pointed out that Journeypure’s other locations are in areas that border, or are in, residential pockets,
with the exception of the outpatient clinics, which oftentimes are in medical office buildings. He said
the proposed facility is a residential-type facility and a good environment.

Mr. Theodore asked why they were requesting to eliminate some fairly significant binding
development plan restrictions. Mr. Lee replied there is one with regard to felons that is probably
concerning to a lot of people. He said in Florida, if you steal $600 you’re a felon, so Journeypure has
about 450 employees and a lot of them have felony records for something they did in the past, but
they’re healthy now.

Mr. Theodore stated Condition 2 of the binding development plan requires the developer to make
available inspections to the FDLE (Florida Department of Law Enforcement). Mr. Lee stated he
doesn’t have a problem with it, and he thinks it would add value.

Kenny Lee stated the original intent of the FDLE involvement was so they could do the background
checks and make sure Happy Landings wasn’t employing or housing felons, so there wouldn't be a
need for Journeypure to use FDLE; all of their employees go through a background check, but they
do have an exception depending on the degree of the felony.

Mr. Theodore stated they are asking that the requirement that Code Enforcement and Planning and
Zoning should perform semi-annual inspections be eliminated. Mr. Lee stated yes, they are asking
for that to be eliminated. Mr. Theodore asked if Mr. Lee would have a problem with that remaining.
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Mr. Theodore asked if the applicant's consultants have said they can connect to U.S. 1. He stated
what was there before was a residential-type of establishment coming off of a secondary road, and
this is a full-blown, commercial, for-profit establishment, and the comments from staff are that it would
require connection to a highway such as U.S. 1.

Mr. Lee stated they cannot connect to U.S. 1, as it is a federal highway. He said Journepure might
only have 15 — 20 cars per day going in and out of the facility. The residents live there for 30, 50, or
60 days, and the employee traffic is minimal, so connecting to U.S. 1 would possibly be cost-
prohibitive.

Andy Barber stated the first condition in the binding development plan that they want to get rid of is
the restriction of not allowing people who have felonies to work there, and the reason is because a lot
of the counselors might have some prior history. He stated he would like to clarify that they are willing
to keep the other conditions, such as the FDLE inspections, and the condition of semi-annual
meetings with the neighbors. He said the next condition is semi-annual inspections by Code
Enforcement, and Mr. Lee said they would keep that one. He asked what type of security would they
be providing onsite to protect the neighbors as well as the residents. Mr. Lee stated they have
employees who are trained to deal with anyone trying to come onto the property, but there is no
security because it's not necessary.

Mr. Barber asked if there are other Journeypure facilities in Melbourne. Mr. Lee replied they are
outpatient clinics, not residential facilities.

Bruce Moia stated they are using the existing buildings, but the proposed binding development plan
significantly increases the request for square footage. Mr. Lee said some of the buildings that exist
are not in use.

Public Comment

Jinger Knox stated she is a property owner in the community and also was a very integral part of
getting the original binding development plan in place. She stated the company has not met with any
of the neighbors, except Mark Leslie, who requested a meeting this morning. She said emailed each
of the Journeypure board members when she found out about the rezoning eight days ago. She
stated she would like to know how long the notice was on the property, because she doesn’t think it
was noticed properly. She stated the organization that's in there now got high-intensity zoning
because they had the binding development plan, and it took the neighbors over a year to work on the
binding development plan, because they understood there was a need for women and children, so
they came to an agreement that they could spot-zone the property as commercial zoning, even
though they didn’t access U.S. 1. She said there is a blind corner on Otter Creek Lane, but they knew
with the protections in the binding development plan that the traffic wouldn’t be a concern. The new
binding development plan does not say they won’t have court-ordered people there, and it does not
say the residents won't be villains. She stated Mr. Lee just told the board that their main concern are
people coming into the facility, and she asked if they are afraid their residents will be attacked or
given drugs. It is a residential neighborhood, and there is a 33-foot easement there, and if the board
is going to approve they request, it needs to make them connect to U.S.1, which is the only way
Community Commercial should be approved. If the binding development plan is going to be stripped,
then the zoning should be stripped also and go back to the previous zoning.
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Mr. Barber asked if there was ever a traffic problem with the past facilities. Ms. Knox replied that the
traffic problem wasn’t necessarily vehicles because most of the people were on foot, the issue was
the residential area. She said once the facility opens, there is nothing to prevent 48 residents and 22
resident employees from exercising around the block. It takes away the neighborhood’s safety and
security, so it's not just about the traffic. If they have 22 employees instead of three, like Resurrection
Ranch had, it's going to be substantial around that corner.

Mark Leslie, 2665 Hilltop Lane, stated he has been in the neighborhood since 1991, and has been
through several different iterations of entities in the facility, but since 2009 it has been quiet for the
most part and no real issues. He likes that this particular entity will fall under State licensure and they
will have to abide by all the DCF rules, but none of that applied in the past. The two criteria that he
would like to see put in the binding development plan are, 1.) that they not take in people from
prisons, courts or jails; and 2.) access to U.S. 1. He said since Grills opened traffic has gotten worse,
and if Journeypure builds out to 47,000 square feet, and if they house more people than are there
now, it's going to add to an already difficult intersection. If anyone has ever tried to turn left onto Otter
Creek Lane at 5:00 on a Friday night, you have to sit there and wait until every car has turned off to
make the U-turn to Grills, because you can’t see the southbound traffic. If you're turning right onto
Otter Creek Lane from the north, everyone knows to get on the shoulder and decelerate and make
the sharp right turn onto Otter Creek Lane. He said the binding development plan is the tool they
have to fix it; DOT is not on board with making it easier for Grills to get their people out, but DOT
needs to take some responsibility. He said the Planning and Zoning board has a responsibility to
make the right recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners.

Dane Theodore stated Otter Creek Lane is the access off of U.S.1, and there is a parcel there, so
they would need to acquire a portion of that parcel and put an entrance road there. What the
neighbors are not asking for is an entrance off of U.S. 1, but an entrance off of Otter Creek Lane, and
there can’t be another entrance onto U.S. 1.

Mr. Leslie stated he spoke with Joe Penovich, the owner of Grills, and he would be amenable to look
at solutions, but getting DOT onboard is going to be the challenge. Somebody has to deal with this
intersection because someone is going to get killed.

Les Jackowski stated he is not against the facility, but it should be fenced and the entrance should be
from another side.

Michael Switzer, 5840 Old Dixie Highway, stated he has lived there since 1993, and he can verify and
agree with Mr. Leslie about the issues they’'ve had in the past with the different entities in the facility.
It took a great deal of effort between the community to get it squared away. He said they are a small
community and they deserve the same consideration for our properties. The entrance to Otter Creek
Lane now is virtually impossible to get into from U.S. 1; there’s nothing to slow people down coming
across the top of the U.S. 1 southbound. Now, they are adding 25 employees, which is not going to
change the neighborhood for the better. There was supposed to be a community meeting, but it
wasn't to this detail. He said he doesn’t think anyone has a problem with people getting private help
with addiction, but it's a different story when people are pulled out of jails. He said the main issue for
the community is the increased traffic and the security at the facility, and he thinks the entrance
needs to be on U.S. 1.
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Mr. Barber stated the applicant is asking to amend the binding development plan, and if they don't
amend the binding development plan and leave everything in position, then they can do whatever
they want. He asked if they have to amend the binding development plan in order to create the new
facility. Mr. Minneboo replied that is correct.

Doug Kemp, 2645 Pine Cone Drive, stated southbound on U.S. 1 to turn into Otter Creek Lane is a 5
degree turn and Otter Creek is only 12 feet wide. He stated Old Dixie Highway is a 20-foot wide
section.

Sage Morello, 2725 Otter Creek Lane, stated he owns the property behind the marina. He said his
property was a wooded area and he has found leftovers from the previous entities at the facility, such
as alcohol containers, clothing, food, and other things. He stated the neighborhood has a low traffic
volume now, so it's a great place to loiter, and that's what he’s worried about happening. He noted
there is access to the railroad tracks, and sometimes people will try to walk through the tracks to get
to Wickham Road. He agrees with everyone about the turn from southbound U.S. 1, as it's a huge
problem, but a deceleration lane would be a solution. He stated if Florida is No. 2 in the nation for
drug overdosing, maybe a little spot in a little residential area is not the place to choose to treat this
immense problem. If between 60% and 80% of the people drop back into addiction, then they are
bringing a bunch of people to the neighborhood who are going to be addicted again and who will
know about the neighborhood. He said if they cannot access from U.S. 1, they may not have a viable
piece of property.

Linda Blumauer, stated she and her husband recently purchased 5920 and 5130 Old Dixie Highway,
which is across the street from the entrance to 5955 where they intend to have a facility. While she
applauds and commends Journeypure, she agrees with Mr. Morello that a residential neighborhood is
not the place for that large of a facility. Otter Creek Lane cannot handle the volume that they are
talking about bringing in. She said she doesn't feel safe with an institution like that coming in, and she
agrees with the other speakers on everything that was said.

Costas Manouselis, 2750 Otter Creek Lane, stated his daughter is getting ready to build a house next
door to him, but she is afraid for her safety, and if this facility opens she might have to pull her
contract. He said it's a safety issue, and he worries about the neighborhood.

Brian Bussen, 76405 Genoa Trail, stated the intersection of Pineda Causeway and U.S. 1 is the
central part of the county. Circles of Care is up to their eaves trying to take care of the needs in the
county. If there is somebody who wants to get treatment for an addiction, even if they have insurance,
there’s nowhere to go in Brevard County because every place is full. He said this is a great
opportunity for Brevard County to have a facility like this at a major intersection. He stated that from
what he’s heard, the facility is being run by wounded healers, the best that are out there, to help other
people to succeed. He understands the neighborhood is a small and quaint neighborhood, but he
thinks this is an opportunity for the County that they can’t give away. Historically, the property has
been used for volunteer efforts to help people, and we now have a professional group that's going to
come in and do it right, and those people who are paying to get in are not going to sneak out into the
neighborhood because they are paying.

Irma Jolle stated she doesn’t know anything about Resurrection Ranch, but she’s worked with Lila
Buescher for years, who has taken the time to clean up the neighborhood, and she knows Lila had a
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meeting with the neighbors. She said Journeypure is moving forward to somewhere where they can
make a difference, and this is where they want to start making a difference.

Dr. Ronsisvalle stated he understands the concerns of the neighbors and he appreciates everybody
coming out and sharing their concerns.

Henry Minneboo stated when there are conflicts between neighbors and future development, one of
the first things the board asks is if the applicant has met with the neighbors to discuss the issues. He
said 99% of the confusion that comes before the board is because no one was informed. He asked if
there is a possibility to set up some kind of formal meeting.

Dr. Ronsisvalle stated they had a meeting with the neighbors, and a lot of them were there, but they
are more than happy to meet with anybody who is interested.

Mr. Minneboo asked if the request could be tabled for a month. Dr. Ronsisvalle stated most of the
issues are safety, and they can alleviate those concerns by talking to the neighbors about how this is
different than what they've experienced with Resurrection Ranch, in that once residents come to
Journeypure, they don’t leave until they go home. He said he wanted to make sure that everyone
understands the binding development plan doesn’t preclude them from using the property; someone
is going to come in and develop this property; and it's not necessarily a bad thing that Journeypure is
going to be there, because they're going to beautify it, and it will increase property values. He
mentioned the amount of traffic coming and going is going to be negligible, and the 15 cars that come
to the facility are not going to make a difference.

Ron McLellan stated a lot of the problem is that the neighbors don’t fully understand, but something to
remember is that the people coming to the facility have to pay to be there.

Dr. Ronsisvalle stated Circles of Care is a community mental health organization that contracts with
the State to accept Baker-Acts, indigent populations, and court-ordered treatment, but Journeypure is
not going to be one of those because what they do best is work with people who are insured and will
have the money to come.

Mr. McLellan asked if Journeypure is similar to Sunrise in Orlando. Dr. Ronsisvalle stated Sunrise is
a PPO insurance carrier, so they take a lot of people who have PPO insurance; Journeypure is a lot
like that, but they will be in-network with insurance companies. Mr. McLellan asked if people who are
there for five days will be able to walk through the neighborhood. Dr. Ronsisvalle replied no, and he
understands what was there before. He stated once someone comes to the facility, they are admitted
to the facility; they cannot leave and walk outside the gate, hang around, smoke a cigarette, then
come back. Once admitted, they are under medical care and will follow through with treatment. He
said they cannot ethically let someone walk out the doors without getting transportation.

Bruce Moia asked how many people were at the neighborhood meeting, how were they notified of the
meeting, and if it was the same people who received a notice from Planning and Development. Dr.
Ronsisvalle stated Lila Buescher has relationships with the community, so when they started talking
about purchasing the property she assembled the neighbors together, and there were about ten
people there. Mr. Moia stated what typically happens is the County notifies property owners within a
certain range, and the applicants take that same range and send a separate notice for a
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neighborhood meeting, and so the same people who get notified of this meeting also get notified of
the neighborhood meeting. Dr. Ronsisvalle stated that is not what happened, and they had the
meeting in April or May.

Erin Sterk asked the applicant to clarify if the sign was posted on the property. Dr. Ronsisvalle stated
the sign was posted, but not long ago someone from Journeypure retrieved it because he had though
the meeting had already taken place, but it has been up.

Mr. Moia stated there are minimum requirements for how long the sign has to be posted, and asked
when the sign was removed. Kenny Lee stated it has been weeks since he picked it up.

George Ritchie stated the requirements are that the sign has to be posted within 15 to 25 days of the
Planning and Zoning Board meeting, and must remain posted on the property through the date of the
County Commission meeting. If the sign is not posted when specified, the request shall be tabled.

Motion by Bruce Moia, seconded by Ron McLellan, to table the request with the condition that they
meet again with the neighbors within at least 500 feet of the subject property.

Ben Glover asked how many residents purchased their homes when the recovery facility was there,
and stated they purchased their property knowing what was there.

Ms. Knox asked if he was referring to the illegally-run recovery house that was shut down by the
board. She said it took the neighbors a year to get a binding development plan in place. She stated if
they were worried about the neighbors they would have already had a meeting with them, so they
have already shown that they are not worried about the impact their corporation is going to have on
the neighborhood.

Brian Hodgers asked about the difference between the 47 residents that are there currently,
maximum, versus the 47 proposed, and stated there’s no change there, but they are proposing a
400% increase in square footage. He asked for clarification as to why they need that big of an
increase in square footage. Mr. Lee replied only a portion of the buildings there are being used, and
it's about 1/3 of the total capacity, so the 47 number of total beds would still apply as it does now, but
it's not all being used. Mr. Hodgers asked how many buildings are currently on the property. Mr. Lee
replied eight buildings. Mr. Hodgers asked if they're not going to be increasing the square footage,
why are they proposing an increase in the binding development plan. He said if they don’t propose
that, and they've already agreed that they’re going to request these provisions to be removed, they've
got everything they need already. Mr. Lee stated they will correct that.

Mr. Hodgers said if they correct the square footage they don’t need to make any changes other than
to post the proper signage and come back next month.

Henry Minneboo called for a vote on the motion to table the request to the October 8, 2018, Planning
and Zoning meeting to allow the applicant time to property notice the property, and direct the
applicant to meet with surrounding property owners within 500 feet of the subject property. The
motion passed unanimously.



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes, Inc.

From: Jinger Knox

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: 18PZ00088 Application to revise BDP for 5920 Old Dixie HWY (Formally known as resurrection ranch)
Date: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 11:51:49 AM

Attachments: Objections to BOP.pdf

Jennifer, Please forward this information to all parties involved as soon as possible, including
all planning and zoning board members. Thank you..

Good afternoon,

| am contacting you as a concerned citizen and property owner regarding the planning and
zoning request to change the BDP located at 5920 Old Dixie Hwy. Please allow me to give you
some background information on the current BDP along with the current zoning of the
property as | was intimately involved in the process of the rezoning and the writing of their
current BDP. As some of you may know the property was being used as a detox/ rehab facility
in the past without any government oversight or the proper zoning. After the neighborhood
worked diligently to bring the matter to the attention of the county they were able to work
with the corporation that owns the property and county staff in order to allow the corporation
to rezone the property and bring it into compliance. The county actually wrote a new zoning
code specifically for the corporation, now known as IN(H). This rezoning was done on a non
conforming property that is accessed from an arterial road, this was only agreed upon in
conjunction with the current BDP, which was meant to protect the residential neighborhood
from the safety concerns that they had been forced to deal with in the past (i.e. people
shooting up in their yards, prostitutes knocking on their doors, etc). The neighbors attended
dozens of meetings with county and corporation members in order to assure their property
values, safety and security issues were addressed and after more than a year an agreement
was put into place and the rezoning of the property was finalized. During this time it was
always the concern of the neighbors that the corporation agreed to the BDP only because they
knew that in the future it would be much easier to revise a BDP after obtaining their desired
zoning. It looks like our fears were well founded because that is exactly what the corporation
is now attempting to do. They are trying to make you believe that they have the proper
zoning and are a conforming use for a methadone clinic, however history tells us that is far
from the truth. The truth is that this is a non-conforming property that claimed to be helping
homeless people so the county allowed them to continue in a residential area by spot zoning.
They agreed to protections for the residential neighborhood such as "no felons, women and
children only, and limited occupancy in order to reduce the traffic impact". To state that they
are a conforming use for a drug rehab clinic and claim that it has been used that way in the
past is blatantly false. While it was used illegally in that manner it is not a conforming use and
their history should not be rewritten to appear that way.



The corporation now seeks to remove all of the protections that the neighborhood worked so
diligently to procure while keeping the spot zoning that came along with those protections.
This can not be allowed. | have attached my main points against the new BDP along with this
email however let me be very clear about my thoughts on this matter. This corporation is
clearly not looking out for the property owners with their current BDP request. Not only are
they attempting to strip all of the protections afforded us in the current BDP, they are
neglecting to add specific protections into the BDP they have brought before you as a
replacement. It is clear from the proposed BDP that Journey Pure LLC has no interest in
protecting our property values, assuring our safety and security or working with the neighbors
in order to be good stewards of their community. Changing the current BDP to the proposed
BDP without requiring the corporation to address our concerns would be incomprehensible.
The proposed BDP would severely affect our property values, would allow hundreds of cars
per day to use an arterial road that is not designed to handle the traffic, and would allow
outpatient care without a plan for security. Your decision on this BDP could change the entire
atmosphere of the Pineda/ US 1 area and should not be made hastily . | request that you table
this request and require the corporation to meet with the community in order to address their
concerns and revise their BDP request to address safety, security and property value issues.

Jinger Knox
321.288.1689



Please let me address the BDP request that has been made for 5920 Old Dixie Hwy, owned by
Happy Landings homes, previously known as Resurrection Ranch. This corporation is
attempting to rewrite their BDP. This BDP was written after lengthy collaboration with the
corporation, county employees, and the neighborhood and was a condition of changing the
zoning to IN(H). The corporation now seeks to strip its BDP of all provisions that were written
into its current BDP to protect neighbors against safety, security and property value detriments. |
am requesting that you deny this request for an amended BDP as it is being done rashly,
without any input from the neighborhood or any research on the effects of property value. This
is a non-conforming property and the commission should not rush to change a BDP which will

have such a negative impact on the surrounding community.

It is clear that facilities like this are needed in our society today, however this specific facility and
many of their current board members, have proven throughout their history that they are not
good stewards for their neighbors and can not effectively administer a drug treatment facility in
an area that abuts residential property while taking the neighbors needs and concerns into
account without requirements strictly laid out in a BDP. Changing this BDP will strip all
protections from the neighborhood that were an integral part of the zoning change and allow the
corporation to destroy property values, safety, security and the neighbors right to live in a
peaceful environment. It is not a conforming use with the current ingress and egress from Old
Dixie and is not a conducive use in a residential neighborhood. While | understand the
corporations desire to increase their revenue, | would argue that without major changes in the
property, (l.e. ingress from US 1, security fence along Old Dixie Hwy, a provision for discharge
or visitation, limits on outpatient treatment, etc.) the proposed BDP is inappropriate and should

not be approved.

County board members should address 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

foresee ably be affected by the proposed use....



By allowing Felons to not only be the clients but also the employees of this facility you are
directly affecting the safety and quality of life of the surrounding properties. Not just those of the
neighbors directly living in the surrounding residential neighborhood, but the day care around
the corner and the park across the street. This is not an appropriate location for a facility with
no security or oversite as it is located directly within a residential area. History has shown that
this facility does not have the ability or desire to limit their residents to their property and instead
they encourage their residents to walk around the residential neighborhood as part of their
activities. As shown in the past this creates an environment that breeds drug use in the
neighborhood....let's imagine dealers meeting clients at the end of the dead end road in order to
deliver their drugs while they take their "walk"... | don't have to imagine it, | lived through it
the first time they had a drug treatment facility here. The board of county commissioners
stopped it by enacting the first BDP and for this board to ignore their history would be
deplorable. The current zoning is only as a result of the current BDP, do not let this corporation

rewrite history.

Commissioners also must consider whether the proposed use(s) would cause a material

reduction (five percent or more) in the value of existing abutting lands or approved development.

Residents would assert that this facility would dramatically decrease property values, as the
facility is directly located within their residential neighborhood. Property owners request that
the corporation prove that the change of BDP will not decrease their property value by more
than 5%. Taking into account the change of use along with the possibility of adding over 60
convicted felons to the property which is currently not allowed as well as any additional
outpatient care which is currently ignored in the BDP request. All uses must be addressed in
the BDP and taken into account when assessing the impact on neighboring property values.

This should be done prior to any new BDP being entered into.

Regarding specific items in the request for amendment to the BDP | have the following

objections.



1. Property owner requests that the provision for felons be removed from the BDP. The initial
rezoning occurred to allow for IN(H) zoning only after the current BDP was negotiated with the
neighbors. The provisions for no felons and only women and children were specifically
negotiated in order to provide for the safety and security of the neighbors in order to negotiate
the higher zoning classification. This facility has never been "approved" as a use other than for
women or children so the use for treatment facility for men and women would be a new use for
a non-conforming property and should not be approved. The previous use as a treatment
facility was done illegally and can not be considered a preexisting use. You can not simply do
something illegally and then claim it as pre-existing, and this is why the previous commission
required the existing BDP and did not simply allow resurrection ranch to continue operating in

the same illegal manner as an existing use.

2. The application states that this is not a non-conforming property, however the property has
been non-conforming since its inception. It was only approved because it was being used
illegally as a non conforming use and allowed to continue because of the current BDP which
addressed the issues that were caused because of its non conforming use. To claim that it
currently has an IN(H) zoning makes it conforming use is misleading and not consistent with the
properties history. The ingress and egress is coming from an arterial road and is non
conforming for obvious reasons. This is the only property in the neighborhood with this zoning
and the neighbors allowed the “spot zoning” in order to allow for the treatment of women and
children under a very specific BDP which was written in conjunction with their input to protect

their property values and quality of life concerns.

3. Zoning does not have verification that this would be a state licensed or regulated facility.
According the George Ritchy | would have to "ask the applicant” if they need to be state
regulated. Meanwhile you are considering taking the protections of oversight away from the
county on issues of sanitation, such as septic and pest evaluations. This would strip vital
protections from the residents of the facility. History has shown that this corporation will not
provide protections for their residents without being governmentally mandated. The protections

were put into the BDP because the corporation was not adhering to square footage



requirements or pest control procedures in the past. Stripping them from the current BDP
without knowing if another organization will be providing this service for the residents is

unconscionable.

4. The use of Old Dixie Hwy as an ingress and egress is not appropriate for 68 residents and
their guests. The road has limited visibility around corners and is not appropriate for this type of
additional traffic. If the board considers approving any portion of this new BDP then they must
not allow the non-conforming use of Old Dixie Hwy for the ingress and egress of the business.
This is a residential neighborhood. This property would be the only commercial use off of Old
Dixie Hwy and was only allowed to continue under the current zoning because the amount of
residents were decreased under the current BDP. Otter creek or US 1 are the only properties

that have commercial use and increased traffic should be limited to those roads.

5. There is no security provision to keep the residents on the property and no presumption of
protection for the neighborhood. The BDP, nor state licensing, addresses how residents will be
restricted to the property while detoxing or when discharged (either because they have
completed the program or because they have decided they want to get high). Consider the fact
that you are allowing 47 actively addicted felons into a residential neighborhood without any
plan for security. This can not be allowed. The BDP must address security at the facility, plans
for transporting clients away from the neighborhood if discharged and other security concerns
that might be unknown to the neighborhood. Another reason to allow neighbors time to speak

to the corporation and address our concerns prior to approving a BDP.

6. The BDP does not outline the organizations plan regarding the number of outpatient clients.
This could exponentially increase the amount of traffic coming and going from the property as
well as increase the other risks that are inherent to these facilities. According to a Boston Police
report study the amount of violent crimes within a 1400 feet radius of a detox center is similar to
that of convenience or liquor store. Would you put a liquor store in the middle of a residential
neighborhood with its only means of ingress and egress through that residential neighborhood?

| believe the answer would be an unequivocal NO.



Keep in mind this is only violent crimes, the crime of burglary and theft is sure to be
much higher, especially when outpatient clients who could still be actively using drugs are
added to the client base. The use of a residential neighborhood for such a high risk use without

doing due diligence on a proper BDP is not acceptable.

A. The organization needs to be specific as to the total number and scope of their clientele.
Will all clients be receiving residential treatment or will they be including day and night
treatment, intensive treatment, etc. These factors all weigh in on the neighborhoods security
issues.

B. Will Methadone maintenance be a part of the program and will this be done on a non
residential basis? How many addicts could be visiting this facility in a residential neighborhood
per day for their “fix? 100? 2007 The safety and security issues, along with the traffic issues
are incomprehensible. How can you even consider approving a new BDP without these

answers?

C. Will this be for voluntary clients only or also include non-voluntary clients? If the board is
considering this change we request that you add the language that no clients who are
involuntarily placed into a detoxification unit under protective custody, emergency admission or
involuntary assessment and stabilization pursuant to Section 397.6772, 397.6797, or 397.6811,
F.S., shall be assessed and referred as in subsection 65D-30.005(9), F.A.C. shall be served by
the facility.

D. How will clients be escorted from the property when they no longer wish to receive
treatment? Remember this is a residential neighborhood, if they don't want to be in the program

will they simply be allowed to walk away through the neighborhood?

7. This organization owns several residential lots in the neighborhood. Do they have plans to
expand the program into host homes? The county does not have regulations that will protect
homeowners from this organization expanding into the neighborhood and providing "outpatient”
care to up to a dozen homes that holds up to 3 “residents”. This means 36 more active addicts

in the neighborhood without any oversight from the county, state or employees. This will greatly



diminish the value of neighborhood property values and is an obvious next step if this BDP is

approved.

| implore this board to pause this BDP application in order to allow the neighbors and the
corporation time to address their concerns. Nearly all of the original neighbors that were
involved in the current BDP are still homeowners and neighbors to this corporation, yet the
corporation has failed to reach out to us in any manner for input on their request for a change of
use or BDP. It is clear that the corporation is attempting to use deceit in order to erase all
protections fought for by the neighbors and agreed to by the board of commissioners and the
corporation. If the county approves the BDP with only 7 days notice to the neighbors | will
contact an attorney and start a class action suit against the county on behalf of the property
owners in the neighborhood. You have the right and responsibility to deny this BDP and | am
requesting that you do so. The corporation could then choose to meet with neighbors and
mitigate our concerns and return to the board with a BDP request that would meet not only their
own needs, but the needs of the neighbors as well. | look forward to working with all parties
involved in order to find a solution that will be fair to not only the corporation but the citizens of

Brevard County, the residents of this facility and the neighbors of PineWood Park.

Jinger Knox
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Objection
18PZ000088
Happy Landings Homes, Inc.

From: Marietta Vinland
To: Jones, Jennifer
Date: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 1:51:15 PM

Good Afternoon,

| am a concerned neighbor to this property and | would like to let the planning and
zoning board know that the corporation asking for this major bdp change did not
correspond with me in any way to see how their changes would affect my children's
safety and security!

I moved to this neighborhood knowing that it was safe due to the fact that the
facility could not have felons and could only accept women and children.The Bdp
that journey pure is seeking would strip this neighborhood of all of those protections
and put our children, who must walk past the facility and stand at the bus stop next
to it, in danger!

It is clear that the corporation has no regard for our input or in protecting our safety
and security, therefore | implore this board to table their request and require them to

work with the neighborhood to come up with a Bdp that meets everyone's needs, or
Deny the application out right!

Thank you for your service on the board, it is safety issues like this that make your
board vital to our community!

Sincerely a Concerned Citizen,

Marietta



Objection

18PZ00088

Ha Landings
From: Leszek Jackowski PPy &
To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Zoning Changes
Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 1:34:20 PM

| would ask that the planning and zoning board table the request for changes to the bdp for
this property based on the fact that the neighbors will loose all protections afforded to them
from the current bdp if this new bdp is adopted as proposed. The proposed bdp does
nothing to protect property values, address security concerns or outline the types of
services that will be rendered on the site. As an adjacent property owner it is concerning to
me that a company would attempt to completely change the use of the property with only 8
days notice to their neighbor and without any input or communication. Itis my hope that
this board will not ignore that lack of regard for the community and will force this corporation
to be better stewards from this point forward.

Please table the request for change of bdp for happy landings homes

Thank you, Les Jackowski



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes

From: Dawna Murello

To: Jones, Jennifer

Cc: Sage Murello

Subject: 5925 Old Dixie Hwy

Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 1:22:56 AM

To whom it may concern,

I own property at 2725 Otter Creek Ln. in Melbourne and have been informed that there is a
plan to have an inpatient and outpatient drug rehabilitation facility in our neighborhood. I
would strongly discourage this from coming into fruition and ask that this very serious matter
be carefully looked at for the safety and well being of our families.

As we have been clearing our property and getting it ready for construction we have time and
time again come across beer/liquor bottles, drug paraphernalia and needles, clothing, etc. these
are left over from the time, not so long ago, when Resurrection ranch did not monitor or keep
tabs on the drug addicts and “ex” criminals taking residence at their facility in the
neighborhood. We have heard about the drug deals that were happening on our property along
with the rest of the neighborhood and even included someone hiding out on a property and a
squat team having to be called in. To this day the family of that property no longer lives here
and was permanently emotionally scarred by the incident. We have children and
grandchildren on our property and I don’t want to feel like I need to be policing and guarding
our property for their safety from incidents like that. Crazy things happen in life and you can’t
safeguard against it all but you certainly don’t invite it to live next-door and increase the odds
of a problem.

If the voices of the people in our neighborhood do you not sway your decision and convince
you that this is not an appropriate place for this kind of treatment center I would at least beg
that very strict parameters are put on this business venture.

There will be from what I hear at least 48 people inpatient at this facility and that they will be
eligible for a year to come back as an outpatient to this facility. That exponentially makes for
hundreds of people coming and going in our neighborhood. I don’t believe that they should
have access to the building or be encouraged to travel down Otter Creek or Old Dixie
Highway. There should be an entrance to the facility from US 1 and they should be mandated
to put a fence around the perimeter of the property to discourage anyone wandering into the
neighborhood from the facility.

I am all for helping people but I'm looking at the situation realistically. Having personal
experience with a family member that has been a drug addict, to relapse is not only bound to
happen but pretty much a certainty and [ don’t want my family or someone else in this
neighborhood to be a victim of opportunity to facilitate that! If someone is robbed or harmed
by the influx of unfortunate souls being welcomed into our neighborhood, it will be a travesty.
History has shown us that a facility like this doesn’t belong in our neighborhood and could
have very easily ended in tragedy.

Please help us to keep our neighborhood safe and as protected as possible.

Thank you,

Dawna Murello

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone



Objection

18PZ00088
From: Calkins, Tad Happy Landings Homes
To: Jones, Jennifer; Sterk, Erin
Subject: FW: Concern of Zoning Request
Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 11:17:49 AM
FYI
----- Original Message-----

From: angeliki Marie [mailto:angelikimarie2792@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 16, 2018 2:25 PM

To: Calkins, Tad

Subject: Concern of Zoning Request

Hello,

I am emailing because [ cannot attend the Planning and Zoning Board public hearing due to my work schedule. If
[ have the wrong email address for this concern, please let me know and I will send elsewhere, or if you could please
forward my concemns to the board members.

My concern is the requested zoning changes of 5925 Old Dixie Highway to become a “High Intensity Institutional
Use.” Which I am hearing will be a drug rehabilitation program. I am in the process of purchasing my first home
at 5990 Old Dixie which is almost directly across the street from the “Happy Landings” property. 1 am very
concerned about my safety. I am a 26 year old female who will be getting home very late nights from my job as a
bartender. I do not like the idea of an institution being directly across the street, it is a residential neighborhood, I do
not support the zoning being changed to allow this.  (Let me be clear, I do not mind the women’s shelter, we have
never had a bad experience with the women and children seeking shelter from domestic violence, but drug
rehabilitation is not something you put in a neighborhood of families.)

I'understand that before it was a women’s shelter, it was a halfway house, and there was nothing but trouble
around this neighborhood, so we have heard, even the home I am buying, while it was vacant at the time, was

broken into. I hope you will all take into consideration my concerns for this and decide against it.

Thank you for your time.
Angeliki Manouselis

Sent from my iPhone



Objection

18PZ00088
Ha Landings Homes
From: Dr. Florian Braich PPy &
To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: binding development plan change / 5880 Old Dixie Highway
Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 12:56:40 PM

Dear Ms. Jones

May this email serve as our response to Brevard county notice concerning the
proximity of our property at 5880 Old Dixie Highway to the proposed binding
development change filed for the property directly across the street from our
property.

We do not agree with the proposal.

For decades the owners of the property have been trying such diverse speculations -
halfway houses, rehabilitation centers, etc - in order to attract public funds. The
neighborhood is too small and private to accept and absorb such a development and
the detrimental changes it would bring.

In the matter of safety, again for decades nobody felt safe particularly in the night; no
kids were left to play in the yard as in other communities due to homeless people and
disgruntled elements of the society, druggies and junkies roaming around on the
small and private streets. Needles and syringes were found all over the place

and alot of garbage like bedding discovered in bushes on different properties.

the value of all contingent properties diminished over the years considerably.

Personally, we had many interested parties who rejected purchasing in such a
neighborhood due to proximity to such undesirable developments.

also to be addressed is the substantial escalation in vandalism and private property
destruction as a result of the concentration of such marginalized members of the
society. the higher the concentration of such individuals in one small location, the
higher the increase in possible attacks, unsafe behaviors and vandalism will
become.

the small neighborhood surrounded by Pineda Causeway, railway tracks and US1 will
become a swamp and impossible to live in.

furthermore, it will be completely unsafe for such addicts to roam around the highest
trafficked road in Brevard County (US1). Accidents will increase as they constantly
will try in the future as in the past to run across US1 to the shores and back. With
such developments the necessity of intense police patrolling at considerable costs will
also have to be expected and planned for.

Bottom line the small and very exposed geographic location does not support such a
proposal.



if needed, please contact me via this email address or by phone 561.795.2242
Thank you for your consideration in this matter,

Dr Florian Braich



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes

Mr. and Mrs. Timothy Montgomery
2695 Pine Cone Drive
Melboutne, Florida 32940
September 12, 2018
Brevard County Board of County Commissioners
Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamiescn Way, Building A
Viera, FL 32940
ID# 18PZ00088

To: Planning and Development Department

It is our understanding that the reason for this zoning change is to accommodate an
organization that wants to put in a multiple bed facility to house individuals who have a history
of drug dependency. As residents in the neighborhood since 1976 we are gravely concerned
that a high-risk facility of this nature would be placed in such a small community with only one
traffic entrance. This would increase our risk level of something happening— to property or
personal injury — to a level well beyond any normal residential area. The County would thus
deny our freedom to live in a normally safe environment should they approve changes to the
existing zoning for 5925 Old Dixie Hwy., Metbourne 32940

If approval is given for this zoning change, and in the event of a situation that violates our
freedom to live in a safe environment, who will bear the responsibility? Will the County or
another entity be held accountable for having allowed a facility of this nature to be in a small
residential area where young children play and live? This is a serious matter that needs to be
addressed and resolved before any consideration of this zoning change.

Concerned Residents,
T MTY o Mt

Timothy and Ellen Montgomery



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes

JourneyPure Rezoning Notes
Brevard County P & Z Board Public Hearing 9/17/18

Mark Leslie
2665 Hilltop Lane
Melbourne, FL 32940

Since the 2009 Zoning Resolution (Z-11531), we in the neighborhood have enjoyed a very
peaceful existence with Happy Landings Homes Inc. dba the Space Coast Center for Women
with Children. The Center has been the best neighbor we've had in the facility since we
moved here in 1991,

One reason for the facility’s more tranquil presence is the relatively low population housed
there since 2009. They have not housed anywhere near the proposed 47 residents.

JourneyPure, the proposed buyer/applicant proposes to fall under all of the licensing and
legal constraints required of a Treatment and Recovery Facility. The fact that the previous
entities did not fall under any agency oversight was a primary reasan for most of the
language included in the current binding development plan (BDP). Thus, many elements of
the current BDP should be satisfied by State oversight. Of substantial importance to the
safety and security of the neighborhood is the commitment to never contract with jails,
prisons, and/or courts for transitional housing for convicts, inmate release, or court ordered
rehabilitation.

Historical actions of the Facility Directors have included contractual and non-contractual
referrals from Courts and the Department of Corrections. This has been a source of
significant neighborhood strife in the past.

We seek assurance(s) that this will not be a component of the applicant’s future business
plan. As such, we respectfully ask that the “Director” of the proposed JourneyPure
Treatment and Recovery Facility invoke his or her right to refuse to admit any offenders
referred as referenced in Ch. 397.705 (2) (b) as part of this rezoning.

397.705 (2)

(b) The director may refuse to admit any offender referred to the service
provider under subsection (1). The director’s refusal to admit the offender
must be communicated immediately and in writing within 72 hours to the
referral source, stating the basis for such refusal,

A standing directive from the Director of the Journeypure facility to the referral agencies
outlining a refusal to admit any offender should logically be included in the BDP as an
assurance that the commitment won’t be easily broken by future Directors.

The facility has been operating as a non-conforming entity since it was rezoned from
Neighborhood Commercial, IN(L) to Community Commercial IN(H) in 2009. As a high
intensity use, the facility is required have direct access to Highway US 1. This is mentioned
by staff in the agenda report.

As previously stated, the Center for Women with Children has not housed anywhere close to
the proposed 47 residents and 21 staff. Thus, we have had very little additional traffic
turning into the neighborhood. We are very concerned about the safety of our families and



those who will be residing in the proposed facility. The intersection at Otter Creek and US 1
has become more and more dangerous over the years, especially with the addition of Grills

Restaurant and the DOT mandated U-turn for approaching the popular restaurant from the

north.

I respectfully request that this Board ask staff to fully investigate this intersection from a
safety perspective. The FDOT has situational criteria that stipulates how many conflict
points may occur in an intersection. When one considers all of the conflict points that occur
at this confluence, it is not difficult to see why we are so deeply concerned.

JourneyPure is a far-Profit entity. They can include vehicular ingress and egress to the
facility into their business plan. If this was a hotel seeking the same rezoning; would this
Board sign off on such a non-cenforming use?

When turning left onto Otter Creek Lane from the south, one is completely unable to see
southbound/oncoming traffic when another vehicle is staged in the median lane to make a
U-turn to go to Grills when approaching from the north. When approaching Otter Creek Lane
from the north, the right hand turn is greater than 90 degrees, making it a very difficult
turn to make with high-speed traffic right on one’s tail. Most who know the intersection use
the shoulder in front of the boat dealership as a deceleration lane.

A solution needs to be implemented before adding additional traffic to an already very
hazardous intersection, PLEASE!

1 believe the owner of Grill’'s may be willing participate in the solution. The chalienge is
getting the FDOT on board.

CH. 397.411 fs

(7) Violations of this part or applicable rules shall be classified according to the nature of
the violation and the gravity of its probable effect on an individual receiving substance
abuse treatment. Violations shall be classified on the written notice as follows:

(a) Class “I” violations are those conditions or occurrences related to the operation and
maintenance of a service component or to the treatment of an individual which the
department determines present an imminent danger or a substantial probability that death
or serious physical or emotional harm would result therefrom. The condition or practice
constituting a class I violation shall be abated or eliminated within 24 hours, unless a fixed
period, as determined by the department, is required for correction. The department shall
impose an administrative fine as provided by law for a cited class I violation. A fine shall be
levied notwithstanding the correction of the violation,



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes

Planning and Zoning Board of Brevard County 09/17/2018
2725 Judge Fran Jameson Way
Viera, FL

RE: ID # 18PZ00088, Happy Landing Homes {(HLH)} Request for Amendment to Existing
Binding Development Plan (BDP)

My name is Shirley Leslie, a homeowner who has lived for gver 26 years within 500 feet of the
HLH property at 5925 Old Dixie Highway. Please accept my comments for consideration in
allowing or not allowing HLH’s request for amendment to their BDP.

Your notice says the request is provided by HLH. However, HLH will close on the sale of the
aforementioned property to JourneyPure on October 1, 2018. s the county allowed to
entertain a request by HLH for the future owner, JourneyPure? The amendment appears to be
written to accommodate JourneyPure, not HLH.

Some neighbors and I were introduced to and briefed by JourneyPure, an addiction treatment
center that plans to operate as such with the inclusion of detoxification at this property. We
were also told by HLH that JourneyPure has drafted the BDP amendment which includes
removal of: prohibition of staff who have been convicted of a felony, FDLE background
records, meetings with neighbors, Code Enforcement and Planning inspections, and inspection
of the septic system. Many of the JourneyPure staff admitted to being previous addicts. This
likens to “the fox watching the henhouse.” HLH appears to have been a nonconforming use all
along.

JourneyPure staff admitted that their recidivism rate is high. A 2018 National Institute on Drug
Abuse report (drugabuse.gov) says that 40-80 percent of addiction patients relapse, indicating
that treatment needs to be reinstated or adjusted; JoumeyPure provides for only one year of
treatment.

These types of facilities do and can lower the value of surrounding residential properties. It
should be noted that HLH has been operating as a Center for Women with children for several
years. One might inquire as to how many clients HLH successfully graduated for all these
years. Also, many dollars and volunteer hours from the community and Habitat for Humanities
have been used to keep HLH alive while supporting so few clients. HLH also continually failed
to adhere to county codes. The alarm for the septic system is known to come on and stay on
for days. The fence is not up to code. Brush and debris is left on the roadside for months until
neighbors take care of it Mowing on their neighboring properties is not to code. Their
property on Cape View is totally out of compliance and unsafe. They do not pick up trash along
the roadsides of their properties (also noted as nonprofit—tax free), and dead trees that could
damage other properties are not attended to. Will JourneyPure be the same?

The added traffic at US 1 and Otter Creek, combined with existing traffic to Grills Restaurant
and the DOT-required U turn, will add another level of danger. Also, the schoal buses stop at
this intersection. If this is a high use facility and they are not connected to US1, they will be
nonconforming. | would like assurance that JourneyPure and their clients will not increase
vehicular and foot traffic, or bring additional risk to our community. According to
JourneyPure’s web page, only their admission team is available 24 hours a day, a lack of
continued supervision and security, On-line reviews of JoumeyPure say that the business side



of this company is not good. Their clients will be given drugs to assist with their addictions,
and there is no control of their travels. Children walk past this facility, their only access to the
schoo! bus, and they play and bike nearby. Everyone, including several seniors, must pass by
this facility to access and exit their homes. Others of us close up their homes to be away for
extended periods of time.

Many thanks to the Board for consideration of my concerns in amending the BDP for HLH, or
JourneyPure, whichever applies.

Sincerely,

Shirley D. Leslie (mashtori@yahoo.com)
2665 Hilltop Lane

Melbourne FL. 32940



Objection
18PZ0088
Happy Landings Homes

JourneyPure Reviews
Updated July 24, 2018
4 reviews

34%

Recommend to a friend
N/A

Approve of CEO

Kevin Lee
0 Ratings

Close
Your trust is our top concern, so companies can't alter or remove reviews.

Employee Reviews

Sort: PopularRatingDale
1. Oct 28,2017

Jon THeVIEIE

"Very dedicated organization"

Current Employee - Utilization Review Coordinator in Murfreesboro, TN
Recommends

Positive Outlook

Approves of CEO

I have been working at JourneyPure part-time (More than a year)
Pros

Positive culture, good pay, great benefits. [ work with some of the hardest working, generous
people in the addiction treatment industry.

Cons



I can't fault the organization at all. With addiction at an all time high, the therapists and staff
stay busy. Leadership is working very hard to keep up with the demand and is always
communicating with staff and evolving to strive to treat our patients.

©  Share on Facebook

©  Share on Twitter

©  Share via Email

©  Copy Link
Flag as InappropriateFlag as Inappropriate
Helpful

2. Jul 24,2018

j 3

b

"Director"

Former Employee - Anonymous Employee in Nashville, TN
Doesn't Recommend
Negative Outlook

I worked at JourneyPure full-time (Less than a year)
Pros

Pay was decent, but that was it.

Cons

Leadership at the highest levels are incredibly deceptive and refuse to take ownership or
accountability. The high rate of turn over should be a huge indicator of the issues inherent
within the entire organization. Unethical practices in marketing and lies around promised
compensation are common place. Proper etiquette around Human Resources is non-existent
and I would not recommend anyone work for any facet of this organization. Employees are
treated unfairly. Employees are treated unqeually. Employees are treated as completely
expendable regardless of their tenure OR performance.Show Less

Advice to Management

Take action around HR issues and make leadership accoungable
3. Jul 24,2018



e E

"Leadership is the problem"

Former Employee - Anonymous Employee
Positive Outlook
Disapproves of CEO

Pros
There are no pro’s for JourneyPure
Cons

The highest levels of leadership refuse to take any accountability for what is actually
happening at JourneyPure. They are engaged in unethical behavior and when the C level was
alerted to the behavioral issues they hushed (or waited two weeks and fired) everyone that
blew the whistle and protected their own. I'm glad I wasn’t there any more to see it all
happen. It is not surprising to me that employees are leaving left and right and they are
having trouble meeting their goals. Leadership changes need to be made immediately or the
company is going to continue to be used as a slush fund for a C level employee and his
buddies that he hired.Show Less

Adyvice to Management

If a C level employee is engaged in unethical behavior and can’t keep a department from
quitting on him. He. Is. The. Problem.

Share on Facebook

Share on Twitter

Share via Email

Copy Link

Flag as Inappropriate¥lag as Inappropriate

Helpful

Oct 22, 2017

Helpful (1)
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"Director"

Former Employee - Anonymous Employee in P C Beach, FL
Doesn't Recommend

I worked at JourneyPure full-time (More than a year)
Pros

Owner is committed to recovery from substance abuse
Cons

No progressive disciplinary process in PC. PC administrator prefers to hire only for substance
abusers or former prison inmates. Fires staff indiscriminately. High turnover of staff

Advice to Management

Be more aware of what is going on in PC

3.0

stressful, each department not working together

LPN (Former Employee) — Panama City Beach, FL — September 22, 2017

Very fast pace, to demanding for one nurse, i learned some computer skills, management doesnt seem to
know what is going on, they try to make it a fun place, but overwork staff

Was this review helpful?Yes 7NoReport

Any job is what you make of it

tilization Review Specialist (Current Employee) — Murfreeshoro, TN — August 1, 2018
Just like any company, it has great people and those who don't seem to be team players. However, |
have learned a lot, and been encouraged to further develop my strengths and interests by my direct
supervisor. I'm happy to work for JourneyPure.

Was this review helpful?YesNo 1Report



Share

Beautiful on the outside, unbearable on the inside.

Therapist (Former Employee) — Tenneszes - May 14, 2015

For anyone thinking of applying here, please don't do it if you have any self respect. The work demands
are unrealistic and the management has no comprehension of what actually occurs in a workday nor do
they care to hear about it. There is no staff support and management is very disorganized with rapid
changes occurring constantly. Due to frequent lay-offs, staff morale is at an all-time low and the work
environment is cut-throat at best as many are fearful of losing their jobs at any given moment. As
supervisors know this, they can threaten your job to get you to accommodate whatever demands they
ask. The hours are long and often include working most holidays as it is a 24 hour a day/365 day a year
establishment. All things to consider in taking a position here. TAKE GREAT CAUTION and | would say
ask a LOT of questions, but it doesn't matter as you will most likely be lied to anyway or things will change
from the day you are hired to the day you actually begin your position. This is so extremely sad as there is
so much greatness that could come from here, but it is just so poorly managed and organized.

Pros

Beautiful campus, goed interactions within small work group

Cons
Not good life/work balance at all. No self care, very demanding and stressful with no staff support

whatsoever. Also frequent lay-offs/'budget cuts"

Was this review helpful?Yes 4NoReport

Great environment and place to work

Utitization Review Specialist Former Employee) — Nashville, TN — April 12, 2018

- Typical day was 8 to 10 hours

- Learned how to better communicate with insurance companies in order to help clients needing recovery

services appropriately utilize his/her benefits.

- Managment is invested in helping clients/patients seeking recovery services.

- Hardest part of the job was/is that the company is growing and changing so quickly . . . Ironically this is a
pro and con at the same time.

- Great people within this organization that truly care about helping people start or restart on their road to

recovery.

- If I had the opportunity | would return to this company.



Pros

Client focused and fast growing company

Cons

Growing so quickly and upper management does not communicate growth plans to everyone

Was this review helpful?Yes 1NoReport

Volatile atmosphere with questionable practices

Registered Nurse (Former Employee) — Panama City Beach, FL ~ October 17, 2018

This treatment center, while founded with honorable intentions, performs with anything but that. Practices
are flirting with the borders of legality, patient safety is not a priority, and you are discouraged from having
different opinions or viewpoints. Offering suggestions of alternative methods or asking questions will get
you labeled as a "difficult employee." Thus, the staff turnover rate is extremely high. Pay and benefits are
not equivalent to the average market for the area and they will take advantage of you if you are a hard
worker. Management/administration has unrealistic expectations. If you value your sanity, this is not the
place for you.

Pros

Some staff truly care about the patients

Cons

Volatile milieu, poor compensation, no advancement potential

Was this review helpful?Yes 18NoReport
Share
JourneyPure Reviews by Job Title

o Utilization Review Nurse (2)

o Licensed Practical Nurse (1)

o Registered Nurse (1)

e Therapist (1)

JourneyPure Reviews by Location

e Panama City Beach. FL




Murfreesboro, TN

s Treatment Effectiveness

e Accommodations & Amenities
o  Meals & Nutrition

I'eurrently have a loved one in this facility and it is horrendous to say the least. Within three days she
got bed bugs. When the family tried to make contact with supervision to see what's being done
about the issue it took 2 days for them to call back. When they did call back they had no answers to
what they were going to do to resolve this issue.

em

Office is rude

Josh

Treatment Effectiveness
e  Accommadations & Amenities

Meals & Nutrition

It Looks Nice. 127 Acres. In which you only use 10 of them. You don't get your own room you
actually sleep in a room with 3 other people in a small twin bed. You have to make your own meals,
and we ran out of food twice. | just left there and as of this Halloween 2018 you can no longer use
your cell phones at Journey Pure at any time. So don't believe what you hear and you don't get 4
individual sessions a week | had one in 3 weeks. Hope this helps.

ysfunctional Management

Therapist (Former Employee) — Panama City Beach, FL ~ July 25, 2018

Journey Pure could and should be a great place to work. While | was there we had 3 different locall
directors in a year due to owners/management focus on growth (profit) instead of building a solid
foundation that meets the needs of actual patients. With no Board of Directors, management operates like
a dysfunctional family system, making decisions based more on personal whim than professional
standards. In my experience there, people got fired randomly and mysteriously; one patient would be
forced to leave treatment for the same behaviors that were tolerated in another. There were many

talented and dedicated staff members working at Journey Pure who have since left or been fired. Very



sad, especially for patients who complained of getting less therapy and more paperwork sessions. Overall
the work is very stressful due to lack of jab security, programming chaos and poor communication. | hope
it gets better for everyone who is currently there!

Pros

Reasonable salary

Cons

Management

Was this review helpful?Yes 2NoReport

Share

1.0

Not a good place to work

Therapist (Former Emgloyes} - Panama City Beach, FL — July 7, 2018

One week of working there and | left. The company had multiple employees quit and | was told the 2
before me were not trained and then fired because of the lack of training and them not knowing how to
use their software. The company seemed to be doing the same thing with new people brought on. It was
upsetting to see this happening when so many people need the services. | felt my professional opinion
not respected in group meetings and then wondered why they would hire me if they didn't think | was a
knowledgeable professional. | had heard from several former employees similar things before being hired
but thought | would give it a go.

Pros

helping this population and working with a medical team at a detox unit, the pay

Cons

everthing else

Was this review helpful?YesNo 1Report
Share



4.0

Patients

LPN {Licensed Practical Nurse) {Current Employee) - Panama City Beach, FL - May 19, 2018

Loved working with the patient and seeing the transformation in them after completion of the program. Co
workers are great to work with and always eager to help.

Was this review helpful?Yes 1No ZReport

Share

1.0

Unorganized and unethical

Recovery Support Tech {(Former Emplovee) - Panama City Beach, FL - April 10, 2018

it was very hectic everyday of work. | cant imagine being one of the patients. The patients complained a
lot about how unorganized it was daily. It seemed like the activities that were planned for the day would
change at the last minute. Lots of horse play with some of the staff. Lack of communication between
departments. Unethical practices. | felt very uncomfortable going to work everyday, not knowing what was
going to happen during my shift, not due to the patients, but the staff. Poor management.

Pros

Being able to help some of the patients.

Cons

Fake, unorganized, poor managment

Was this review helpful?Yes 3No 1Report
Share

2.0



Very unethical practices. Job security is based on how much butt you're willing to kiss

LPN Detox Nurse (Current Employee) - Panama City Beach, FL - March 31, 2018

Ok to have if it's a second job. Do not plan to make this your fulltime or only job, there is no job security.
Management stuck, very unethical, do not take responsibility for they're own shortcomings. Unsafe
nursing practices. Your license will be at risk.

Pros

Pay is decent

Cons

Unprofessionalism, no job security, management sucks, rules are not followed, no structure.

Was this review helbful?Yes 6No 1Report
Share

1.0

Good number of uneducated inexperienced people running the show

Nurse (Former Employee) ~ Panama City Beach, FL - February 8, 2018

Thought it was going to be a growing opportunity. it turned out to be an experience that | do not want to
repeat. They definitely need new management. They are also discriminate if you are NOT in recovery. It
is ridiculous.

Pros

Pay was decent.

Cons
Inexperienced managment, uneducated management making decisions that they had no business

making.

Was this review helpful?Yes 8No 3Report
Share



1.0

Horrible place to work management's all related and they r all hypocrites
Mental Health Technician (Former Employes) — Panama City Beach, FL - December 17, 2017

Absolutely rediculous | did nothing wronf | was speaking to another employee nothing was said that was
wrong or against rules

..then they withheld my money until | had to call the big owner and make a fuss! | love the girls | miss
them lots.

Pros

Getting to go to mt home group mtg with pay

Cons

Bsing verbally abused and manipulated by a sick sick woman

Was this review helpful?Yes 8No ZReport
Share

1.0

Poor management, zero advancement opportunities, unsafe environment for staff and patients
Substance Abuse Treatment RN (Former Employes) ~ Panama City Beach, FL — March 24, 2015

JourneyPure bought Bridging the Gap under the guise of improving the treatment center. Unfortunately,
this company just brought in more money to otherwise further the exploitations of the staff and the
patients. Staff is frequently requested to lie in charting so that inappropriate patients can be admitted;
thus, causing an unsafe environment for the patients and the staff, all just to make a few extra dollars.
While | understand that it is a business, any "business" in healthcare should have patient safety as the
number one priority. Management is manipulative and there is no teamwork atmosphere. There is no job
security and your position will be threatened if you do no comply with whatever tasks you are assigned,
legal or not. This company abuses the Florida "right to work" laws, where you can be let go without notice

and without reason.



Pros

Gratifying work to see patients improve

Cons

Poor management, unsafe environment for staff/patients, lack of protocols, lack of teamwork

Was this review helpful?Yes 8No 1Report
Share

See more JourneyPure Emerald Coast reviews

You may want to try:

e all JourneyPure Emerald Coast reviews in United States (9 reviews)

e all JourneyPure Emerald Coast reviews worldwide (9 reviews)

Claimed Profile
Want to know more about working here?

Ask a question about working or interviewing at JourneyPure Emerald Coast. Our community is ready to

answer,

Ask a Question

Overall rating
1.7

Based on 9 reviews
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31
21
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See reviews about
1.6Work/Life Balance

2.6Compensation/Benefits



1.0Job Security/Advancement
1.0Management
1.7Culture

Questions about JourneyPure Emerald Coast

« How do you feel about going to work each day?

One person answered

o Whatis the vacation policy like? How many vacation days do you get per year?
One person answered

See all questions and answers

JourneyPure Emerald Coast Reviews by Job Title

e Licensed Practical Nurse (2)

e Therapist (2)

o Mental Health Technician (1)

s Nurse (1)

e Substance Abuse Counselor (1)

JourneyPure Emerald Coast Reviews by Location

e Panama City, FL

I Find companies ’



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes

From: Mark Leslie

To: Woodard, Patrick

Cc: Jones, Jenpifer; Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Happy Landings Homes Rezoning 18PZ00088

Date: Monday, October 1, 2018 11:29:14 AM

Hi Pat,

Thank you for taking my call this morning.

| would like to offer the the following input to the above referenced rezoning request
for Happy Landings Homes/JourneyPure Treatment and Recovery facilities.

There is currently a Binding Development Plan attached to the subject property that
was agreed upon after significant arbitration, public hearings, and neighborhood strife
over a rather long period of time. This was necessary because the entity in place was
out of compliance with Brevard County Zoning Code. (providing transitional housing
for ex-convicts for compensation by the State) The rezoning worksheet provided to
the Planning and Zoning Advisory Board does not clearly articulate a very important
condition the applicant is requesting to have removed in condition #2.

"« Condition #2 — prohibition of any staff member who has been convicted of a
felony, or entered a plea of"

"guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a
forcible felony from being employed on the property;"

"s  Condition #2 — requirement that the developer/owner shall make available for
inspection Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background
records of all dormitory residents and staff members on the property to the county;"

October 17, 2018 P&Z Minutes - "Mr. Theodore asked why they were requesting to
eliminate some fairly significant binding development plan restrictions. Mr. Lee replied
there is one with regard to felons that is probably concerning to a lot of people. He
said in Florida, if you steal $600 you're a felon, so Journeypure has about 450
employees and a lot of them have felony records for something they did in the past,
but they’re healthy now."

What they are actually asking for is the right to accept anyone with a felony record as
either a Patient or a Staff Member, whether it be for a drug related crime or a violent
crime. This is the most important condition of the Binding Development Plan. A vote
to allow the removal of this condition is a vote to allow individuals who fit the statutory
definition (below) of Forcible Felon to inhabit the subject property, either as staff or as
a patient.

776.08 Forcible felony.—"Forcible felony” means treason; murder; manslaughter; sexual
battery; carjacking; home-invasion robbery; robbery; burglary; arson; kidnapping;
aggravated assault; aggravated battery; aggravated stalking; aircraft piracy; unlawful
throwing, placing, or discharging of a destructive device or bomb; and any other felony
which involves the use or threat of physical force or violence against any individual.
History.—s. 13, ch. 74-383; s. 4, ch. 75-298; s. 289, ch. 79-400; s. 5, ch. 93-212; s. 10,



ch. 95-195.

Felons who have been convicted of drug related crimes ARE ALLOWED under the current
Binding Development Plan as long as forcible violence was not part of their conviction etc..
In fact, they are protected under Florida Statute. At significant expense to the County, we
went through some rather grueling arbitration to get the Forcible Felon component into the
Binding Development Plan. Please don't take that protection from us.

Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes : Online Sunshine

Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes : Online Sun...

(4) EXEMPTIONS FROM DISQUALIFICATION.—

(a) The department may grant to any service provider personnel an exemption from
disqualification as provided in s. 435.07.

(b) Since rehabilitated substance abuse impaired persons are effective in the successful
treatment and rehabilitation of individuals with substance use disorders, for service
providers which treat adolescents 13 years of age and older, service provider personnel
whose background checks indicate crimes under s. 817.563, s. 893.13, or s. 893.147 may
be exempted from disqualification from employment pursuant to this paragraph.

JourneyPure has stated they will upgrade to subject property and make it nice like their
Jensen Beach facility. So that I might verify claims that the Jensen Beach facility was a
good neighbor, I asked the applicant for the address of the 12 keys JourneyPure facility
since the address listed on the website is for a different location than that pictured on the
website. https://www.12keysrehab.com/ The applicant said NO, they did not want me
bothering their neighbors there. For me, this brought about an enhanced level of concern.
Subsequently, one of my neighbors located the property using Google Earth. While in the
area recently, I drove by to have a look. The pictures attached were taken from the
entrance to the property as I did not want to actually enter the property and cause
problems. Not quite the resort pictured on the website,

During the September 17, 2018 Planning and Zoning Advisory Board meeting, "Ben Glover
asked how many residents purchased their homes when the recovery facility was there, and
stated they purchased their property knowing what was there." (P&Z Minutes) There was
only a show of hands, no statements were made by the group. It is important to clarify that
the property has never been a legal Recovery Facility. It was originally a Motel, then a
home for boys, then a Ministry, and to date, a facility for homeless women with children.
When those types of illegal treatment and recovery activities were found to be occurring
some 10 years ago, the County stepped in and began code enforcement proceedings.



Ultimately we ended up with the current Binding Development Plan. We did not buy next to
an airport and then complain about the noise!

Humbly submitted,

Mark Leslie

2665 Hilltop Lane
Melbourne, FL 32940
321-427-8817



Objection

18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes
From: Lin
To: Tice, Molly; Valliere, Jennifer; Jones, Jennifer; Sterk, Erin; Woodard, Patrick
Cc: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Happy Landings Homes Rezoning 18PZ00088
Date: Friday, October 5, 2018 3:13:53 PM
Hello all,

This email is in reference to Happy Landings Homes Rezoning 18PZ00088 my name is Lin Blumauer,
my husband Rob and | spent the last 2 years acquiring 5920 & 5930 Old Dixie Hwy and working on
our retirement home plans for what we thought was the ideal quiet country meets coastal

setting.We were guite surprised on Oct 17" attheP & Z meeting. We are aware of the current BDP
and why it was put into place. We have many concerns and issues with the proposed new BDP
changes and what could really happen if this business moves in.

Let me say we understand the growing need for these facilities and | am sympathetic, however |
don’t feel any residential neighborhood should have this or any business of its kind so close to them.
Certainly there has to be a location where this business could operate with little to no impact on
residential neighborhoods. This neighborhood has already been through a nightmare and now it’s
threating to return.

Old Dixie Hwy can in no way shape or form safely handle the volume of traffic with this type of
business.

We have been hearing from Kevin Lee that Journey Pure facilities are great neighbors. What | have
found on the internet from newspaper articles, indeed.com, glassdoor.com and yelp is a far different
story. If the BDP is changed and the entrance to the business is on Old Dixie Hwy regardless of how
wonderful or not the facility may be it would negatively affect my property value. Our property
would no longer be desirable for our home, we wouldn’t feel safe.

Respectfully,

Lin & Rob Blumauer

112 Anona Place

Indian Harbour Beach, FL 32937
321-779-4534



Objection

18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes
From: Ritchie, George C
To: Jones, Jennifer; Sterk, Erin
Subject: FW: Sign at 5925 old Dixie
Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 3:12:07 PM
FYI

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.

George C. Ritchie, Pianner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 3:10 PM

To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: Sign at 5925 old Dixie

Just letting you know the notice has been down for a week | see that it has made its way
all the way acrossed the street in the ditch now. It's obvious that they don't think they have
to adhere to the law, even the simplest of laws.

Please add this to the public information for the meeting on the 4th.

Thank you
Jinger knox

Get Qutlook for Android



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes, Inc.

From: Ritchie, George C

To: Jinger Knox

Ce: Sterk, Erin; Jones, Jennifer; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: RE: Alf license

Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 8:10:53 AM

| will forward your concern to my supervisors so your comments/concerns are placed in the file.
18PZ00088 (Happy Landings Homes INC).

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 redevelap 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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner Ill, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5:08 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: Alf license

My concern is that the information you are providing with the bdp request includes state
licensing information that may or may not pertain to their actual use. If they are not going to
be obtaining the license then many of the items they are leaving off the bdp, that were
specifically put in there to cover the lack of state oversight. If they are not getting a state
license | would request that it specifically be note on the bdp request and noted on the
information about alfs which were included with their request.

My concern is that you are considering their request based on a use they are not actually
applying for.

Get Qutlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5:03:48 PM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: Alf license

| am not aware of a verification requirement prior to obtaining Zoning approval. If the Board
approves the new use, then staff will request the information in order to review a Business Tax
Receipt.



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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 4:47 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: Alf license

Can you please tell me if our county does have such an approval? And if this facility has
indicated to you how they plan to be licensed or approved?

Get Outlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 4:34:53 PM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: Alf license

Here are the Zoning requirements for a treatment and recovery facility.

Treatment and recovery facility means a secure or nonsecure facility which provides residential
rehabilitation services, including room and board, personal care and intensive supervision in casework
with emphasis on treatment and counseling services. Such facility may include an outpatient component,
and shall include but not be limited to psychiatric residential treatment programs, drug and alcoholic
rehabilitation programs, group treatment centers, and group treatment centers for status offenders. Such
facility shall be licensed by the state department of health and rehabilitative services as a treatment and
recovery facility. If such facility is not licensed by the state department of health and rehabilitative
services, it must be approved by the county division of health and social services.

Sec. 62-1826. Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities.

Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities. Assisted living facilities and treatment
and recovery facilities shall comply with the following requirements, where applicable:

(1) Dispersal of facilities. The minimum distance between facilities, measured from the property line,



shall be 1,000 feet.

(2) Neighborhood compatibility. In the institutional zoning classification, the external appearance of
the assisted living facility's or treatment and recovery facility's structures and building sites shall
maintain the general character of the area. Exterior building materials, bulk, landscaping,
fences and walls and general design shall be compatible with those of surrounding dwellings.

(3) Facility standards.

a. Prior to the granting of any permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and recovery
facilities, the state department of health and rehabilitative services shall verify compliance
with the following standards:

1. There shall be not less than 250 square feet of floor space per assigned resident.

2. There shall be one bathroom per two bedrooms. The bedroom square footage shall be
not less than 75 square feet per assigned resident.

3. Centralized cooking and dining facilities shall equal 30 square feet per assigned
resident.

b. If the request for a permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and recovery facilities is
for a structure fo be built, floor plans of the structure shall be submitted and approved prior

to issuance of the permit.

(4) Reserved.

(5) Off-street parking. There shall be two parking spaces, plus two additional parking spaces for

every five occupants for which the facility is permitted.

(6) Compliance with state regulations. Violations of applicable statutes and regulations of the state

shall be deemed violations of this division.

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, FI1 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 1:42 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: Alf license

5925 old dixie.. bdp revision request

It doesn't appear their other sites are state licensed how do we know they plan to do that
here and is it required



Get Outlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 1:40:34 PM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: Alf license

Please identify the site you are interested in. State license for whom and where?

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner I, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fil 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 1:35 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: Alf license

George can you please confirm that they do have to have a state license to do what they're
requesting to do there or if you just assumed they had to have a state license thanks jinger

Get Outlook for Android




Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings

From: Lin
To: Sterk, Erin
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 6:16:08 PM

Residents on Seaspray Avenue in Delray Beach complained about this $3 million sober home.
(Thomas Cordy / The Palm Beach Post)

'You get tired of calling the police'

When Joanne Varga of Delray Beach pulls into her driveway at night, she
calls her husband who is in the house to come out and escort her inside.

"You never know what you're going to have to contend with," Frank Varga
said, referring to the problems they say they've had since a sober home
opened several years ago in an old motel across the street.

The problems, he said, include attempted break-ins to their house and cars.
The Vargases say they keep a supply of plastic gloves close by — to pick up
syringes and needles they often find in their driveway.

"You get tired of calling (the police) because it's every day," said Joanne
Varga.

The motel, the Delray Inn, is owned by Harold and Dawn Jonas, who said it
is no longer a sober home.

Closer to the beach, residents on Seaspray Avenue still complain about the
$3 million mansion Caron Treatment converted into Ocean Drive, a sober
house for the upscale clients who reportedly pay up to $60,000 a month.

Neighbors say it operates more like a boutique hotel, with traffic from
delivery trucks and black SUVs with tinted windows that whisk clients to
and from treatment at Caron facilities in Boca Raton.

"It has never made sense why that's not considered a business," said Kelly
Barrette, who lives down the street.

"It's a mysterious neighbor. They want to be in the neighborhood, but
they're not part of the neighborhood. All of the secrecy is what's problematic
with the industry."

One Sunday morning in August, Barrette and her neighbors were shocked to
see police cars, emergency vehicles and a medical examiner's car in front of



the house. A client had hanged himself in a bedroom.

Broad Street residents file suit vs. Voyage
SAM STOCKARD, Post Contributor

Dec 7,2014

A group of Southeast Broad Street residents is suing the city of Murfreesboro and a
rehabilitation company claiming the former home of County Attorney Jim Cope was turned
into a treatment facility - in violation of the city's zoning ordinance - that will hurt their

neighborhood and property values.

A group of Southeast Broad Street residents is suing the city of Murfreesboro and a
rehabilitation company claiming the former home of County Attorney Jim Cope was turned
into a treatment facility - in violation of the city's zoning ordinance - that will hurt their

neighborhood and property values.



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings

From: Lin

To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: Package info 18PZ00088

Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 12:07:39 PM

Attachments: Property Value.pdf

Treatment Centers Can Impact Home
Prices

October 17, 2014

Residential substance abuse treatment centers can impact the price of neighboring
homes, according to a study that uses MLS data to show just how much it can
potentially hamper nearby values.

Centers for treating substance abuse are increasingly being located within residential
neighborhoods, and the number is expected to grow. Many property owners respond
with a "not in my backyard" attitude when a center is proposed, with nearby residents
arguing that recovering addicts could bring higher crime risk to their community.

Researchers Claire Reeves La Roche, Bennie D. Waller, and Scott A. Wentland at
Longwood University in Farmville, Va., used MLS data from central Virginia to
estimate the impact of substance abuse treatment centers on nearby home values.
They also used the data to figure out whether homes near substance abuse treatment
centers stayed on the market for a longer amount of time.

They found that home values within one-eighth mile of a residential treatment center
is associated with an 8 percent reduction in home prices when measured against
comparable homes that are farther away. The discount is magnified even more when
the treatment centers are for those that specifically treat opiate addiction, which
includes addictions to heroin or morphine. In those cases, home values are reduced
by up to 17 percent, researchers found.

“‘Operating a treatment center is a growing industry and it is reasonable to assume
that new centers will be built nationally, many of which will be sited near residential
communities,” researchers note in the study. “Indeed, there is very little that
individuals and localities can do to prohibit a substance abuse treatment center from
locating in a residential area because alcohol and drug addiction is considered to be a
handicap and thus alcoholic/addicts in recovery are members of a protected class
under the federal anti-discrimination housing laws. Hence, as residential treatment
centers become more common, it is important to understand all their effects, including
the effects they may have on nearby real estate and how markets price the potential
risk of nearby externalities.”

Source: "Not in My Backyard':The Effect of Substance Abuse Treatment Centers on
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Objection

18PZ00088
) Happy Landings
From: Lin
To: Sterk, Erin
Subject: 18PZ00088/FW: US 1 at Otter Creek - crash and data inquiry
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 5:55:21 PM

Attachments: 70020000 MP 9.930-10.180 201007 US 1 from Otter Creek to Unsigned Rd.pdf

RE: 18PZ00088

From: Marquez, Kevin [ mailto:Kevin.Marquez@dot.state.fl.us]
Sent: Friday, November 9, 2018 3:51 PM

To: Iblumauer@cfl.rr.com

Subject: FW: US 1 at Otter Creek - crash and data inquiry

Forwarding due to typing error.
Thank you,
Kevin

From: Marquez, Kevin

Sent: Friday, November 09, 2018 3:49 PM

To: 'Iblumauer@dfl.rr.com' <Iblumauer@dfl.rr.com>

Cc: Pearson, Lauren <Lauren.Pearson@dot.state.fl.us>; D5 Public Records
<PublicRecords.D5@dot.state.fl.us>

Subject: US 1 at Otter Creek - crash and data inquiry

Ms. Blumauer:

Per your request, please find attached our latest completed study at the subject intersection which
was completed in 2010.

We will also complete a cursory review of crash data for the last 24 months, and inform you of our
findings.

Last, we will look into our permits to see if we have received any applications for redevelopment off
of Otter Creek.

Thank you

Kevin Marquez, P.E.
Safety Studies Engineer
Traffic Operations - FDOT District V

(386) 943-5527
Kevin.Marquez@dot.state.fl.us
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o FIGURE 1

Location Map

US 1 from Otter Creek Lane to Unsigned Road
Brevard County

Section 70020

MP 9.930 - 10.180




QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

A qualitative assessment based on field observations of the traffic flow conditions
occurring on US 1 between Otter Creek Lane (M.P. 9.930) and the unsigned road (M.P.
10.180) located in Melbourne, Brevard County was performed by a registered
professional engineer during the mid-day and p.m. peak hours of a typical weekday and
the busy Friday evening period. The purpose of the qualitative assessment was to
evaluate prevailing operating conditions and traffic flow patterns, and identify areas
where improvements would be potentially beneficial for safety and efficiency reasons.
Specifically, this study evaluates the operation of these two median openings as they
serve induced u-turns associated with vehicular traffic generated by the new Grills
Restaurant and Tiki Bar along the eastside of US 1. The existing geometry is illustrated
in the condition diagram and the following observations were noted:

1. The US 1 study segment features two intersections with full median openings at
Otter Creek Lane to the south and the unsigned road located to the north. This
study segment is located immediately north of the SR 404 (Pineda Causeway)
interchange with US 1. The intersection to the south features Otter Creek Lane
approaching US 1 from the west and an access to a boat ramp approaching from
the east. The intersection to the north features the unsigned road approaching
US 1 from the west. Along this study segment, US 1 extends north-south with
two through lanes each direction, a 20-ft. wide grass median, 4-ft. wide paved
shoulder on either side, and shallow open drainage storm water conveyance.
South of the SR 404 interchange, US 1 expands to a 6-lane rural section.

At the Otter Creek Lane intersection, US 1 provides two through lanes and one
left-turn lane on the northbound and southbound approaches. The northbound
approach also features an auxiliary lane that extends from the exit ramp of
westbound SR 404 (Pineda Causeway) to northbound US 1 and functions as a
right-turn deceleration lane to the boat ramp. Otter Creek Lane is a two-lane
local road serving low-density residential units and a boat sales and repair
facility. The boat ramp access across from Otter Creek Lane serves the boat ramp
and its parking lot and a small vacant building.

The unsigned road serves an aggregate mixing plant for a road construction
company. The intersection in front of the unsigned road features two
northbound and southbound through lanes, one northbound and southbound
left-turn lane (the latter accessing the entrance to a motel), and one eastbound
approach lane. The driveway to a motel on the east side of US 1 is offset from
the unsigned road. Stop sign assemblies control access to US 1 from Otter Creek
Lane and from the unsigned road. There are no sidewalk or marked crosswalk
facilities along US 1. Overhead transmission power lines supported by tall
concrete poles run along the east side of US 1.

2. The Grills Restaurant and Tiki Bar is located on the east side of US 1 at
approximately M.P. 10.090 which brings its driveway approximately 475 ft. south
of the unsigned road, and 845 ft. north of Otter Creek Lane. The driveway
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operates as a right-in, right-out only condition with no access to the US 1 median.
The Grills driveway features a gradual vertical drop of approximately 10 ft. from
US 1 to the parking lot. It is worth noting that the northbound left-turn lane at
the unsigned road intersection extends approximately 400 ft. long.

3. Four-hour vehicle turning movement counts including u-turns along the
mainline were collected at the two study intersections of US 1 between 11:00
a.m.-1:00 p.m. and 4:00-6:00 p.m. during a regular weekday. The mid-day period
coincides with the lunchtime crowd going to the Grills restaurant, while the p.m.
period coincides with the commuter return trip from work. The counts revealed
a balanced traffic flow pattern along US 1 during the mid-day and p.m. peak
hour periods. The two side streets generate very light traffic volumes.

Vehicles making a southbound-to-northbound u-turn at the Otter Creek Lane
intersection recorded 28 vehicles per hour during the mid-day period and 34
vehicles during the p.m. peak hour. At the unsigned road intersection, the
hourly number of vehicles making a northbound-to-southbound u-turn reached
40 vehicles for the mid-day and 46 vehicles during the p.m. peak hour. These u-
turn maneuvers were observed to be generated by the Grills Restaurant.

Pedestrian activity was observed to be very light at either intersection with a
total of two pedestrians recorded crossing the Otter Creek Lane intersection and
no pedestrian crossing the unsigned road intersection during the 4-hour count
period. Turning movement and pedestrian counts are provided in the appendix
section of this report. Turning movement patterns at the intersection consist of

the following:
Intersection Turning Movement Percentages at Otter Creek Lane
NB SB EB WB
Left-Turn/U-turns 0.4% 2.7% 19.5% 26.9%
Through 99.1% 97.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Right Turn 0.5% 0.1% 80.5% 73.1%
Intersection Turning Movement Percentages at the Unsigned Road
NB SB EB
Left-Turn/U-turns 3.2% 0.0% 31.8%
Through 96.8% 99.5% 0.0%
Right Turn 0.0% 0.5% 68.2%

Turning movement counts were also collected on a Friday at the Otter Creek
Lane intersection between 4:00-8:00 p.m. to account for the busier start of
weekend customer base generated by the Grills Restaurant. The counts on US 1
revealed a higher northbound traffic flow during the 4:00-6:00 p.m. peak period
and a relatively balanced traffic flow pattern during the 6:00-8:00 p.m. period.
The side streets generated light traffic volumes.

Vehicles making a southbound-to-northbound u-turn at the intersection recorded
71 vehicles per hour during the Friday 5:00-6:00 p.m. period opposed by 1,700
vehicles going northbound. Between 6:00-8:00 p.m. this movement was
consistently around 70 vehicles per hour, but the opposing northbound through
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movement dropped significantly (1,200 vph between 6:00-7:00 p.m. and 842 vph

between 7:00-8:00 p.m.).

Intersection Turning Movement Percentages at Otter Creek Lane (Friday)

NB SB EB WB
Left-Turn/U-turns 0.4% 5.8% 13.8% 40.6%
Through 98.7% 94.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Right Turn 0.9% 0.1% 86.2% 59.4%

4. According to crash records provided by the Department, there were four crashes
reported in the study segment during the latest 12-month period covering May 1,
2009 to April 30, 2010. These crashes consisted of two rear-end collisions, one
right-turn collision and one head-on when a vehicle hydroplaned and crossed
the median. (There were two crashes that occurred at the Jen Drive median
opening which has been subsequently closed and no longer considered
applicable.) These four crashes led to two injuries and total property damage
amounting to $39,200. Three of the crashes were cited for careless driving while
the right-turn crash was cited for failing to yield the right of way. None of the
crashes involved DUI driving. Crash #3 occurred on wet pavement conditions,
while crash #4 occurred at night. None of the crashes involved u-turn vehicles at
the Otter Creek Lane and at the unsigned intersections.

5. The Department conducted speed studies on US 1 at Otter Creek Lane (Location
#1) and at the unsigned road (Location #2). Location #1 is located within a 50
mph speed zone, while Location #2 is within a 55 mph zone. Traffic engineers
use several statistical measures to determine the basis for establishing the
regulatory speed limit on a roadway. The 85% percentile speed represents the
speed at or below which 85% of the vehicles are moving. Traffic engineers
generally use the 85t percentile speed and the 10 mph pace, which represents the
speed range recorded by the highest number of vehicles along the corridor, as
the basis for setting the posted speed limit on a road segment. Factors used in
interpreting spot speeds are defined below:

a) 851 Percentile Speed - The speed that 85% of the free flowing vehicles do not
exceed.

b) 50t Percentile Speed - The speed that 50% of the free flowing vehicles do not
exceed.

c) Pace - A 10-mph range that includes the highest number of vehicles observed.

Table 1
Vehicle Spot Speed Summary
Location #1: Otter Creek Lane Location 2: Unsigned Road
(50 mph posted speed) (55 mph posted speed)
NB SB Combined NB SB Combined
85th Percentile Speed 58.3 58.7 58.5 59.0 59.2 59.1
50th Percentile Speed 541 53.9 54.0 54.3 55.3 54.8
10 mph Pace 50-59 50-59 50-59 49-58 50-59 50-59
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The speed data reveals that vehicles traveling northbound and southbound on
US 1 move at almost the same speed through the two study locations despite the
slower speed zone in front of the Otter Creek Lane intersection. The combined
speed data on Otter Creek Lane registered an 85t percentile speed of 58.5 mph,
compared to its 50 mph posting. The data also reveals that 50 percent of the
sample vehicles at this location exceeded 54 mph, compared to the 50 mph
posting. In front of the unsigned road, the 85% percentile registered 59.1 mph,
compared to its 55 mph posting. The 50t percentile speed at this location is 54.8
mph meaning that 50 percent of the sample vehicles traveled slightly lower than
the 55 mph posting.

6. The Otter Creek Lane intersection serves light turning movements during the
weekday mid-day and p.m. peak hours. The highest hourly turning movement
occurs on the southbound lane with 36 vehicles (29 are u-turns) during the
midday and 47 (37 are u-turns) vehicles during the p.m. The u-turning
movement involves vehicles accessing the Grills Restaurant to the north.
Vehicles making this u-turn maneuver must yield to northbound vehicles going
over the SR 404 overpass as well as vehicles going from the westbound SR 404
ramp going north on US 1.

During the midday, when traffic volumes are lighter, u-turn maneuvers are more
efficiently accomplished due to the presence of frequent and long gaps in the
northbound traffic stream. No more than three vehicles were observed queued
on any given time.

During the p.m. peak hour with higher and denser traffic flows, u-turning
vehicles experience longer delays and queues with up to four to five vehicles on
the queue. The 480-ft. long southbound left-turn lane provides sufficient storage
capacity to service the southbound left-turning/u-turning movements. When
gaps occur on the traffic stream, multiple u-turning vehicles are able to discharge
from the queue. Passenger cars and SUVs are able to make the u-turn maneuver
using the two northbound receiving lanes. Single unit light trucks delivering
refrigerated goods and overnight mail are also able to make the u-turn
maneuvers; however, since they track a wider path, the grass shoulder on the
northeast corner shows evidence of wear due to wheel tracking.

Driver sightline from the eastbound, westbound, and the mainline left-turn lanes
are adequate. During the periods of observation, traffic from the boat ramp was
very sporadic and only one pickup truck pulling a fishing boat was observed
during the midday and none during the p.m. peak hour. He was able to enter
the southbound lanes of US 1 with little delay and no intermediate stop at the
median. Given the 20-ft. wide median, vehicles pulling their boats wait for
simultaneous gaps to occur on the US 1 traffic stream as it is difficult to make an
intermediate stop at the median especially when pulling larger sized boats.

7. The unsigned road intersection serves even lighter turning movements than the
Otter Creek Lane intersection. The highest hourly movement occurs on the
northbound left-turn lane with 62 vehicles (57 are u-turns) during the midday
and 53 vehicles (52 are u-turns) during the p.m. peak hour. As in the previous
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intersection, these u-turn movements are generated by vehicles leaving the Grills
Restaurant and going south on US 1.

During the midday, lighter traffic flows on southbound US 1 enable u-turning
vehicles to complete their maneuvers with little delay. A maximum of four
vehicles were observed waiting at the queue and they were able to discharge
multiple vehicles at a time due to frequent and long gaps in the southbound
traffic stream. The traffic signal to the north at Suntree Blvd. approximately 1.3
miles away introduces artificial gaps in the southbound traffic stream to facilitate
discharging the northbound u-turn movements.

During the p.m. peak hour when southbound traffic volumes are 40-50 percent
higher than during the midday, u-turning vehicles were observed experiencing
longer delays with up to six queued vehicles. The 400-ft. long northbound left-
turn lane provides sufficient storage capacity to service the northbound left-
turning/u-turning movements. Queues dissipate quickly as multiple vehicles
are able to discharge when gaps become available in the southbound traffic
stream.

The eastbound and westbound approach volumes are sporadic. Driver sightlines
from the eastbound and mainline left-turn lanes are adequate. The grass
shoulder at the southwest corner is worn out and showing signs of rutting. This
shoulder condition could be caused by large trucks turning right out of the
aggregate plant and by tracking caused by northbound u-turning vehicles.
Future access management plans reported by the Department indicate that this
median opening is a candidate to be reconfigured to a north-south directional
opening (i.e., prevent left-turns out of the unsigned road).

8. The driveway serving the Grills Restaurant is located within the 55 mph speed
zone on US 1 and at the crest of a slight vertical curve that dips to the south
approaching Otter Creek Lane.

Vehicles entering the driveway from the south were observed using the paved
shoulder as a deceleration lane to slow down and maneuver into the downward
sloping driveway. Because of the driveway configuration, vehicles were
observed slowing down to about 25-30 mph at which time the vehicles are
positioned out of the US 1 travel lane and on the paved shoulder. A concrete
power pole and a fire hydrant are positioned 13 ft. from the travel lane and on
the upstream side of the driveway entrance.

Vehicles exiting the restaurant face an uphill slope which plateaus out just before
merging with northbound US 1. From a stopped position on the driveway prior
to merging to US 1, driver sightline to approaching vehicles from the south is
restricted slightly by the vertical curve; however, approaching vehicles are
visible from approximately 640 ft. away which is less than the 780-ft. sightline
recommended for 60 mph design speed in Index 546.

Drivers exiting the restaurant are able to merge with northbound US 1 with low
levels of delay during the midday and slightly moderate levels of delay during
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the p.m. peak hour. The longest queue observed exiting the restaurant during
the midday was four vehicles and six to seven vehicles during the p.m. peak
hour. Multiple vehicles were able to discharge when gaps occur on the
northbound traffic stream.  Approximately half of the exiting vehicles
immediately access the northbound left-turn lane approaching the unsigned
road. Because of the speed on US 1, turning into the outside lane first before
switching two lanes over to get to the left-turn lane presents a more challenging
maneuver because it is easy to run out of room to maneuver to the end of the
northbound left-turn lane. A few of the exiting vehicles were observed making
this latter maneuver in the absence of vehicles traveling on the inside through
lane.

9. Qualitative assessments were also conducted on a Friday evening coinciding
with the Grills Restaurant busy period overlap with the weekday. A maximum
queue length of four vehicles was observed in the southbound left-turn lane
performing a u-turn maneuver. Multiple u-turning vehicles were observed able
to clear the intersection due to available longer gaps in the northbound traffic
flow. The southbound turn lane length was found adequate to accommodate the
demand. Due to sporadic arrivals along the side street approaches, no conflicts
were observed at the intersection.

The unsigned road intersection was observed operating efficiently during this
period. The u-turning vehicles intended to go south were able to clear the
intersection with minimal delay. A maximum queue length of three vehicles was
observed on the northbound left-turn lane. The northbound turn lane was found
to have adequate length to accommodate the traffic demand.

The Grills Restaurant parking was observed to be fully occupied. A maximum
queue length of four vehicles was observed exiting the restaurant driveway.
Vehicles were able to clear the intersection with minimal delay. The right-turn
maneuver to access the northbound left-turn lane at the unsigned road was
achieved efficiently due to availability of adequate gaps in the northbound traffic
stream.

10. The qualities of the road surface and pavement markings are in average
condition. A traffic monitoring station (#700412) on US 1 is located in front of
the Grills Restaurant driveway.

11. Based on observations of traffic flow patterns and demand, volume counts, crash
records, and field qualitative assessment at the intersection, this report
recommends the following:

e The two study intersections at Otter Creek Lane and at the unsigned
road should retain their existing geometric configuration and
operational control. The two intersections operate efficiently during the
midday and p.m. peak hour weekday conditions and evening weekend
conditions and are able to efficiently serve the induced u-turns from the
Grills Restaurant. The proposed draft access modification at the
unsigned road intersection in the future will further improve the traffic
flow operation of this intersection.
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¢ Construct a 10" x 40" U-turn pad at the northeast corner of the Otter
Creek Lane intersection to accommodate the paths of southbound to
northbound u-turning vehicles.

e Construct a5’ x 40" U-turn pad at the southwest corner of the unsigned
road intersection to accommodate the paths of northbound to
southbound u-turning vehicles. The narrower pad avoids impacting a
fire hydrant.
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US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
East Approach

Exhibit 1: Looking west from the intersection along Otter Creek Lane

Exhibit 2: Looking east into the intersection along Otter Creek Lane
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US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
West Approach

Exhibit 3: Looking east into the intersection along Otter Creek Lane

Exhibit 4: Looking west from the intersection along Otter Creek Lane
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US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
North Approach

Exhibit 5: Looking south into the intersection along US 1

Exhibit 6: Looking north from the intersection along US 1
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US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
South Approach

Exhibit 8: Looking south from the intersection along US 1
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US 1 at Unsigned Road
West Approach

Exhibit 10: Looking west from the intersection along Unsgned Road
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US 1 at Unsigned Road
North Approach

Exhibit 12: Looking north from the intersection along US 1
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US 1 at Unsigned Road
South Approach

Exhibit 13: Looking north into the intersection along US 1

Exhibit 14: Looking south from the intersection along US 1
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US 1 at Grill’s Restaurant Entrance

Exhibit 15: Looking west into the intersection along Restaurant Entrance

Exhibit 16: Looking north into the intersection along US 1
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TABLE 2

COLLISION SUMMARY
MAJOR ROUTE: SR5(US 1)
INTERSECTING ROUTE: OTTER CREEK LANE (MP 9.930) TO UNSIGNED ROAD (MP 10.180) COUNTY: BREVARD
STUDY PERIOD: 1-May-09 TO 30-Apr-10 ENGINEER: DAG
CRASH PROPERTY DAY/ WET/ CONTRIBUTING
REF.NO. | DATE DAY TIME CRASH TYPE FATAL | INJURY
- DAMAGE NIGAT DRY CAUSE
1 10/3/2009 Saturday 147PM RIGHT TURN 0 i $2,700 DAY DRY FTYRW
2 10/9/2009 Friday 8:06 AM REAR END 0 0 57,000 DAY DRY CARELESS DRIVING
3 31272010 Friday 3:00 PM HEAD ON 0 0 525,000 DAY WET CARELESS DRIVING
4 3302010 Tuesday 10:40 PM REAR END 0 1 54,500 NIGHT DRY CARELESS DRIVING
Total 0 2 39,200
CRASH TYPE
TOTAL PROP. PED/ LEFT RIGHT REAR RAN OFF
CRASUES | FATAL INJURY DAMAGE |  BIKE ANGLE TURN TURN END SIDESWIPE ROAD OTHER
4 0 2 4 0 0 [} 1 H 0 0 1
0% 50% 100% 0% 0% 0% 25% 0% 0% 0% 5%
CONTRIBUTING CAUSE
TIME ROAD NO IMPROPER DISREGARDED
ONE OF DAY CONDITION IMPROPER | CARELESS LANE srop
VEHICLE | DAY NIGUT WET DRY DRIVING | DRIVING | FTYRW CHANGE pul SIGN OTHER
0 3 1 1 3 0 3 1 0 3 0 0
% 5% 5% 2% 5% 0% 5% 25% 0% % 0% 0%
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15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (ALL VEHICLES)

DATE: June 1. 2010 (Tuesday) CITY: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: OTTER CREEK LANE and US 1 COUNTY: BREVARD
Us1 OTTER CREEK LANE

TIVE | NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND S EASTBOUND WESTBOUND EV_ JGRAND
BEGIN R T L L TOT R T Iy U TOT TOT R T L V] TOT R T L U TOT TOT J| TOTAL
1100 | 0 1302 : 1 0 303 ] 0 {3021 3 ;8 :313]o6l6 | 1 0 0 {0 1 5 0 0 10 5 6 | 622

M5 1 1234 : 0 10 1235 || 0 12691 0 5 & 274 | 500 | 1 0 0 ! o ] 5 0 1 10§ 6 7 | si6

130 2 1263 1 1 o0 §270 || 0 i258 i 2 i 7 i267 | 538 || 1 0 4 | o 5 2 0 2 10§ 4 9 | 547

1145 [ 2 1303 T 0 0 1305 || | :322 L 2 19 :334 | 639 | 1 0 T 10 2 3 0 1 10 ¢ 4 s | 645

TOTAL| 5 i1107 ! 2 { 0 1114 ] 1 1151 ¢ 7 129 11.188 | 2.302 || 4 0 5 10 9 || 15 | 0 4 0 1 19 | 28 |2330
1200 2 308 : 2 i 2 [314 | 2 278 | 4 19 ;203 | 607 |2 0 0 !0 2 8 0 L 10 & 9 11| 618

1215 [ 1 1319 ¢ 1 0 1321 | 2 t315s f 3 17 i 327 | 648 | 6 0 0 10 6 3 0 1 i0 . 4 10 | 658

1230 1 300 { 3 L0 | 304 || 0 f288 ft 1 8 {297 | 601 || 2 0 0 |0 2 | 0 1 0§ 2 4 | 605

1245 4 1207 1 0 0 | 301 | 0 L3030 {4 :307 | 608 || 1 0 0 {0 1 3 0 0 10 1 3 4 | 612

TOTAL|] 8 11224 : 6 : 2 11240 || 4 11184 | 8 : 28 :1.224 | 2464 || 11 0 0 10 Il |15 0 3 0 1 18 | 29 | 2493
400 [ 2 1373 : 2 10 1377 | 3 1341 i 2 i6 135 | 729 | 2 0 0 0 2 3 0 7 0 1 10 | 12 | 74

415 | 4 1448 | 1 0 1453 || 0 349 : 2 18 135 |82 | 6 0 1 10 7 5 0 0 10 ! s 12 || 824

430 [ 1 1425 T 0 |1 1427 | 0 1378 f 2 7 1387 | 814 | 0 0 T 0 1 2 0 0 0 | 2 3 | 817

445 1 1459 : 0 i [ 1461 || 0 | 413 { 1 7 §421 | 882 | 2 0 0 to0 i 2 4 10 0 10 | 4 6 | 8s8

TOTAL| 8 (1705 : 3 : 2 (1718 || 3 11481 | 7 : 28 :1519 |3.237 ] 10 : 0 2 10 12 |14 0 7 0 : 21 | 33 |3270
500 | 0 (444 | 2 [0 1446 || 0 1397 § 3 112 i 412 | 858 || 2 0 1 |0 3 ] 0 1 0 : 2 5 || 863

55 | 4 l4s4 | 3 & 1 462 || 0 | 571 § 3 i 8 | 58 |1.044 | 3 0 I 3 6 0 2 0 ! 8 11| 1.055
530 | 1 1407 1 0 1 409 || 0 | 405 { 3 {7 {415 | 824 | 2 0 0 10 | 2 3 0 3 :0 : 6 8 || 832

545 3 1381 : 2 : 1 1387 || 0 1358 ¢ t .10 : 369 | 756 | 1 0 0 10 [ 3 0 I 0 : 4 5 || 761
[TOTAL| 8 11686 : 7 : 3 11704 | 0 1731 : 10 ! 37 11.778 | 3.482 | 8 0 T 0 9 3 0 7 10 ! 20 | 29 |3.511




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

l‘_:CﬂON: 70020 CITY: PALM SHORES COUNTY: BREVARD

STATEROUTE: US| INTERSECTING ROUTE: ___ OTTER CREEK LANE -
OBSERVER: KTF DATE: 06101710 MILEPOST: 993 S ]
WEATHER: CLEAR ROAD CONDITION: DRY
REMARKS: . ! e e . _ _ =
FORM COMPLETED BY/DATE: KTF/June 2,200 - -

Usl P2

SB Street Name | R T L |

[0 2 T | OTIER CREEK LANE ’
WB Street Name
Lo ¥ < ' \ >~ [ R .
—HH =FEE w9

R 0 — 0 L
OTTER CREEK LANE N 4 rd ¥
EB Street name [t 2 [ %

T 1T T 1 & Just
Z NB Street Name

VEHICLE MOVEMENTS
TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND [TOTAL EASTBOUND WESTBOUND |[TOTAL
BEGIN/END| L+U e R TOT | L+U T R TOT N/S L+U T R TOT | L+U T R TOT EwW
11:00 - 12:00 2 1,107 5 1.114 36 1,131 1 1,188 2,302 =1 [ 4 9 4 0 15 19 28
12:00 - 1:00 8 1,224 3 1,240 36 1,184 4 1,224 2,464 0 0 IT 11 3 ] TS 138 29
{4:00 - 5:00 5 1,705 8 1,718 35 1,431 3 1,519 3,237 2 0 10 12 2 [ 14 21 33
[5:00 - 6:00 10 1,686 3 1,704 47 1,731 4] 1,778 3482 1 [} & 9 7 0 13 20 29




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (TRUCKS)

DATE: June 1, 2010 (Tuesday) city: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: US 1 and OTTER CREEK LANE COUNTY: BREVARD
Us 1 OTTER CREEK LANE
TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND N/S EASTBOUND WESTBOUND E/W | GRAND
BEGIN| R T L {TOT| R T L TOT | TOT| R T L iTOT| R T L { TOT | TOT | TOTAL
11:.00| 0 | © 1 7 0 8 | 0 8 151 0f 01! 0 0 1 0] 0 1 1 16
11:15 0 4 0 4 0 8 0 8 12 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 3 15
11:30 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
11:45 0 13 0 13 0 8 0 8 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 22
TOTAL| O 26 1 27 0 28 0 28 55 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 4 5 60
12:00 0 6 0 6 0 3 0 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
151 01 8f ot 8 [T 41015 31 (ojiof1]o[olof o1 14
12:30 0 1 0 1 0 9 0 9 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
12:45 0 6 0 6 0 16 0 16 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
TOTAL| O 21 0 21 1 32 0 33 54 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 55
4:00 0 5 0 5 0 9 o] 9 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
4:15 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
4:30 0 6 0 6 0 2 0 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
4:45 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
TOTAL| O 16 0 16 0 16 0 16 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
5:00 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
5:15 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
5:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 0 1 0 1 0 0 Q 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 4} 1 1 2
TOTAL| O 7 0 7 0 4 0 4 11 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 12




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pedestrian Movement Summary

Section 70020 City PALM SHORES County BREVARD
State Route US 1 Intersecting Route OTTER CREEK LANE
Data By GmB Date 6/1/2010 Form Completed By KTF

Remarks NONE

- z z = =

wl g8 8 g2 g

2 b= & < i

j 11 o] o 0| 1 OTTER CREEK LANE
0 0 0 0 \

\ /2
11:.00AM| 0 0 1 0 |11:00 AM
12.00PM] 0 0 0 0 |12:00 PM
4:00PM| 0 0 0 0 |400PM
500PM] 0 0 0 0 |s00PM

0 1
gl o 0 0 0
OTTER CREEK LANE \ oo 0 | o Jo=> (
—= — & o
: & g 8 g
z 2 2 2 >




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (ALL VEHICLES)

DATE: June 11, 2010 (Friday) cITY: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: OTTER CREEK LANE and US 1 COUNTY: BREVARD
us 1 OTTER CREEK LANE
—TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBEOUND NS EASTBOUND WESTBOUND | & |GRAND|
BEGIN [ R T C I U] oT R 1 T T ] u ] 767 ] ot [R T L U701 | R T T | U [ 7ot | TOT ||TOTAL
400 | 5 409 : 0 U (415 o 1317 F 2 2 t321 | 736 |2 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 :0 : 15 17 || 753
4:15 0 445 1 0 i 446 0 348 4 18 370 816 3 0 1 4] 4 4 0 4 0 8 12 828
430 [ 2 1440 | 1 T 444 || 1 1393 i 1 i16 L 411 | 855 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 3 0 1 0 : 4 4 || 859
445 [ 2 1475 © 1 0 | 478 || 1 1387 | 6 :13 i 407 | 885 | © 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 4 5 | 890
TOTAL|] © (17691 3 : 2 11783 || 2 11445 13 49 11509 | 3292 | 5 0 2 10 7 16 | 0 :15 0 31 | 38 [|3,330
500 | 8 f 424 : 4 | 1437 || 1 i35 t 3 i3 i376 | 813 | 3 0 I 4 4 0 3 10 7 11 || 824
5:15 0 471 0 1 472 0 399 3 21 423 895 3 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 3 6 901
5:30 2 440 0 0 442 0 403 0 16 419 861 2 0 0 0 2 3 0 Q 0 g 5 866
sas [ 2 365 § 0 1 1368 || 1 1294 t 1 f21 317 | 685 || 5 0 ] 0 6 1 0 10 10 & 11 17| 702
TOTAL| 12 (1700 ¢ 4 i3 (1719 2 11455 ¢ 7 ! 71 |1535 |3.254 | 13 0 2 10 115 |11 0 13 :0 : 24 | 39 |[3.293
6:00 3 349 1 0 353 0 306 2 14 322 675 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 7 7 682
615 || 8 | 289 1 0 1 | 298 || 1 262 £ 2 14 279 | 577 | 1 0 0 |0 1 0 ! 0 0 fo0 ! 10 | 11 | 588
630 | 2 1298 i 1 0 1301 || 0 | 324 { { 123 L348 | 649 | O 0 0 10 0 i 0 2 10 3 3 || 652
6:45 4 266 i 4 0 i 274 0 240 4 19 263 537 1 0 £ 0 1 4 0 3 10 8 545
TOTAL| 17 112021 6 : 1 1226 1 (1321 9 170 11212 | 2438 | 2 0 10 {0 2 20 @ 0 7 10 : 27 | 29 |2467
700 | 3 1237 1 0 E 0 [240 || 0 | 215 | 2 14 | 231 | 471 || 0 0 0 10 0 1 0 3 10 1 4 4 | 475
715 [ 2 Fu91 T2 E1 1196 || 0 239 F 4 120 i 263 | 459 || 1 0 0 | 0 1 2 0 I 3 4 | 463
730 | 5 i200 i 0 o0 | 205 || 0 {202 | 4 120 & 226 | 431 || 1 0 0 10 1 8 0 I 10 9 10 || 441
745 70 | 214 : 0 1 | 215 | o (83 | 2 117 i202 | 417 || 3 0 0 0 3 2 0 10 3 6 | 423
TOTAL| 10 : 842 : 2 | 2 | 856 || 0 . 89 | 12 171 : 922 | 1778 || 5 0 0 i 0 5 31 0 6 0 | 19 | 24 |1.802




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

SECTION: 70020 CITY: PALM SHORES COUNTY: BREVARD

STATE ROUTE: usi TNTERSECTING ROUTE: OTTER CREEK LANE

[OBSERVER: KTT DATE: D6/1110 MILEPOST: 9.93 i
WEATHER: CLEAR ROAD CONDITION: DRY

REMARKS: - - -

[FORM COMPLETED BY/DATE: ~ KTFA i i

Usi1 2
SB Strect Name [R T L |
o 3 T OTTER CREEK LANE ’
*/ $ \ WB Street Name
L 0o - [ o© R ;
T 1 — —r T ] U a
R 0 0 5
BOATRAMP O N 4 ’/
EB Street name (I 2 [ 9
L T R_Jusi
2 NB Street Name

VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

TIME NORIHBOUND SOUTHBOUND TOTAL EASTBOUND WESIBOUND [TOTAL
BEGINEND | L+U T [ e e R 10T NS U T R [ 10T | U [ T R_[ 10T | EW
300 - 5:00 5 1,769 9 | 1783 | 62 | 1445 | 2 | 1,509 || 3,292 2 0 5 7 15 0 16 31 33
5:00 - 6:00 7 1,700 121719 [ 78 [ 1455 | 2 [ 1,533 || 3.254 2 0 3 15 3 0 11 2 39
6:00 - 7:00 7 1,202 17 [1226| 15 (L3 | T [121Z) 243 0 0 2 7 0 20 27 29
7:00 - 3:00 3 842 T0 | 85 | 83 | 839 | O 522 || 1778 0 7 5 5 B 0 3 5 7
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pedestrian Movement Summary

Section 70020 City PALM SHORES County BREVARD
State Route US 1 Intersecting Route OTTER CREEK LANE
Data By GMB Date 6/11/2010 Form Completed By KTF

Remarks NONE

- = = = =
a o o o
"’l g8 8 8 g
2 = o o =
/ q 0 0 0 0 OTTER CREEK LANE
0 0 0 0 \
0 0
400PM| 0 0 1 0 |4:00 PM
500PM| 0 0 0 0 |[500PM
6:00PM| 0 0 0 0 [6:00 PM
7.00PM| 0 0 0 0 |7:00PM
0 1
0 0 0 0 0
BOAT RAMP \ 0 0 0 0 //_
= O = -
& 8 8 a8 w|
o o ) pv :
= = = =




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (ALL VEHICLES)

DATE: June 1, 2010 (Tuesday) city: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: UNSIGNED ROAD and US 1 COUNTY: BREVARD
us1 UNSIGNED ROAD

_—eeess———

TIVIE NORTHBOUND SOUTHBEOUND NS EASTBOUND WESTBOUND EW  JJGRAND
BEGIN [ R T 1 L U 70T | R T L [ U J7or] tor [® T L [ U 7o | R’ T L [ U 7o | ToT JTOTAL]
100 | 0 | 307 | 2 1 1310 | 2 i320 1 0 1 f324 | 634 | 2 0 0 10 2 0 0 0 |0 0 2 636
1mas o 1208 ¥ 2 i3 [303 [ 1 1295 1 0 {0 !296 | 599 || 3 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 10 0 4 603
1130 0 1298 § 0 t4 {302 || 0 134 0 {0 ! 304 | 606 || 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 {0 0 0 606
1145 [0 1309 | 1 B 1318 || 1 297 £ 0 I 0 208 | 616 || 2 0 0 |0 2 0 0 0 10 0 2 618
TOTAL] 0 112121 5 :16 11233 || 4 1217 ¢ 0 1 01222 [2455 || 7 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 10 0 8 ||2.463
12200 [ 0 287 1 2 :10 1299 |l 0 {305 : 0 i 0 : 305 | 604 || 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 606
1215 [ 0 #318 F 1 F12 1331 |2 1307 i 0 L 0 :309 | 640 || 2 0 0 !0 2 0 0 0 10 0 2 642
1230 [ 0 1330 ! 1 P10 {341 | 0 £306 : 0 | O {306 | 647 | 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 647
1245 | 0 1286 | 1 25 1312 | 2 284 1 0 1 0 128 | 598 || 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 598
TOTAL| 0 12211 5 157 (1283 | 4 :1202F 0 i O 1206|2489 | 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 |[2.493
4:00 | 0 i369 1 1 110 [ 380 | 14 | 360 : 0 : 0 :374 | 754 | 1 0 0 |0 1 0 0 0 :0 0 1 755
415 0 T418 1 0 12 1430 || o 1375 1 0 : 0 1375 | 805 || o 0 0 {0 0 0 0 0 &0 0 0 805
430 | o G425 T 0 f17 L4422 o 1397 1 0 0 1397 | 839 | o0 0 5 10 5 0 0 0 i0 0 5 344
445 |0 1424 3 0 13 1437 | 1 :412 i 0 10 1413 | 850 || 2 0 0 10 2 0 0 0 i 0 0 2 852
TOTALf 0 1636 : 1 :52 [ 1689 15 :1544 1 0 3 0 ;1,559 |3.248 | 3 0 5 10 8 0 0 0 10 0 8 | 3.256
500 | 0 1440 1 P12 [ 453 | 1 1424 ' 0 o0 :425 | 878 | 0 0 0 |0 0 0 0 0 {0 0 0 878
515 | 0 i417 1 0 15 432 [0 s i 0 o0 :sil |94 || o 0 | 0 1 0 0 0 !0 0 1 944
530 | 0 T416 0 6 142 )l o 470 F 0 fo §a471 | 893 || o 0 0 {0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 893
545 § 0 fd4i2 i 0 118 1430 [ 2 1385 § 0 i0 387 | 817 |1 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 :0 0 1 818
TOTAL] O 1685 : I :51 :1737 || 3 i1791; 0 : O 1794 [3.531 || 1 0 i1 i0 2 0 0 0 :0 0 2 |3.533




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

SECTION: 70020 CITY: PALMSHORES COUNTY: BREVARD

STATE ROUTE: US1 INTERSECTING ROUTE: UNSIGNED ROAD
KTE . ~ E 0601710 MILEPOST: J0.18
'WEATHER: CLEAR ROAD CONDITION: DRY
REMARKS:

FORM COMPLETED BY/DATE: KTE/une 2, 2010 B - S
usi 2
SB Street Name | R T L |
(I 2 1| ‘
‘/ l _\ WB Street Name
[T R <
1 +«— 0 T [ | u a
0 Iz
UNSIGNED RO -\ 4 / ¥
JIEB Street name I 1 2 [ ‘O
T = just
2 NB Street Name
VEHICLE MOVEMENTS
TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND TOTAL EASTBOUND WESTBOUND TOTAL
BEGIN/END| L+U g3 R TOT | L+U T R TOT N/S LU T R TOT | L+U T R TOT EW
11:00-12:00 | 21 1,212 0 1,233 I 1,217 4 1,222 2455 1 [} 7 3 4] [ 0 0 8
12:00 - 1:00 602 1,221 0 1,283 0 1,202 4 1,206 2,489 0 0 4 4 0 [} 0 0 4
4:00 - 5:00 53 1,636 0 1,689 0 1,544 15 1,559 3,248 3 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 8
5:00 - 6:00 52 1,685 0 1,737 0 1,791 3 1,794 3,531 1 1 1 2 0 [4] 0 0 2,




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (TRUCKS)

DATE: June 1, 2010 (Tuesday) city: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: US 1 and UNSIGNED ROAD COUNTY: BREVARD
Us 1 UNSIGNED ROAD

TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND N/S EASTBOUND WESTBOUND E/W | GRAND
BEGIN| R T L |TOT| R T L {TOT|TOT| R T L {TOT| R T L § TOT | TOT | TOTAL
11:00 0 9 0 9 1 9 0 10 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
11:15 0 8 0 8 0 11 0 11 19 0] 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 20
11:30 0 (5) 0 5 0 5 0 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
11:45 0 11 0 11 0 5 Q 5 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
TOTAL| © 33 0 33 1 30 0 31 64 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 65
12:00 0 7 0 7 0 4 0 4 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
215 0f10f o110 04104 [1aJojojofdo|ololofo]®© 14
12:30 0 3 0 3 0 11 0 11 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
12:45 0 6 0 6 1 12 0 13 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
TOTAL| O 26 0 26 1 31 0 32 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58
4:00 0 5 1 6 0 9 Q 9 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
4:15 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
4:30 0 5 0 5 0 4 0 4 9 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 13
4:45 0 2 0 2 1 1 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
TOTAL| O 16 1 17 1 18 0 19 36 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 40
5:00 0 3 1 4 0 4 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
5:15 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 4
5:30 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
5:45 0 3 0 3 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
TOTAL| © 10 1 11 0 6 0 6 17 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 18




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pedestrian Movement Summary

Section 70020 City PALM SHORES County BREVARD
State Route US 1 Intersecting Route UNSIGNED ROAD
Data By GMB Date 6/1/2010 Form Completed By KTF
Remarks NONE
- : g :
%l I g 8
/ ol o] o o| o 1]
0| o ol o \
0 0
11:.00AM| 0 0 0 0 |11:00 AM
12:00PM| 0 0 0 0 |12:00 PM
4:00PM| 0 0 0 0 |400PM
5:00FM] 0 0 0 0 |5:00 PM
0 0
ol o | o 0| o /—
UNSIGNED ROAD \ 0] o0 0] 0
o o oy s =
g8 8 = B ”’l
z 2 . >




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

VEHICLE SPOT SPEED STUDY

LOCATION ID: S-1 SECTION: 70020
LOCATION: Us1i City: Melbourne MP; 9.930 |
SPEED LIMIT (MPH): 50 Weather: Sunny 5 County: Brevard
DATE:  05/26/10 -
OBSERVER: G Time From: 1:30PM s To: -
REMARKS:
Southbound Northbound Both Directions
Cumulative SPEED Cumulative CUM
Total TOTAL MPH TOTAL Total TOTAL TOTAL
80
79
78
77
76
75
74
73
72
71
70
69
68
67
110 2 66 2 210
65
108 1 64 1 100 2 208
107 2 63 2 99 4 206
62 2 97 2 202
105 3 61 3 95 6 200
102 7 60 2 92 9 194
95 5 59 7 90 12 185
90 7 58 6 83 13 173
83 9 57 10 77 19 160
74 12 56 9 67 21 141
62 6 55 9 58 15 120
56 11 54 6 49 17 105
45 8 53 12 43 20 88
37 4 52 11 31 15 68
33 11 51 11 20 22 53
22 9 50 4 13 31
13 2 49 4 5 6 18
11 4 48 4 12
7 4 47 4 8
3 3 46 1 1 4 4
45
44
43
42
41
40
110 TOTALS_A 100 210
Southbound Speed Data Summary Northbound BOTH
58.7 85th Percentile Speed (mph) 58.3 58.5
53.9 50th Percentile Speed (mph) 54.1 54.0
50-59 10 mph PAC_I-; 50-59 . 50-59




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
VEHICLE SPOT SPEED STUDY

LOCATION ID: S-2 SECTION: 70020
LOCATION: Us 1 City: Melbourne MP: 10.180 |
SPEED LIMIT (MPH): 55 Weather: Sunny ¥5  County: Brevard ¥
DATE: 05/26/10 -
OBSERVER: G Time From: 2:00 PM Y5 ifo:. a7
REMARKS:
Southbound Northbound Both Directions
Cumulative SPEED Cumulative CUM
Total TOTAL MPH TOTAL Total TOTAL TOTAL
85
84
83
82
81
80
79
78
77
76
75
74
73
72
71
70
69
68
100 2 67 2 200
66
98 1 65 1 198
64
97 1 63 3 100 4 197
96 3 62 2 97 5 193
93 4 61 3 95 7 188
89 5 60 7 92 12 181
84 7 59 2 85 9 169
77 7 58 5 83 12 160
70 11 57 12 78 23 148
59 12 56 8 66 20 125
47 10 55 12 58 22 105
37 4 54 14 46 18 83
33 7 53 13 32 20 65
26 11 52 4 19 15 45
15 3 51 5 15 8 30
12 7 50 6 10 13 22
49 4 4 4 9
5 5 48 5 5
47
46
45
100 TOTAL.S‘ 100 200
Southbound Speed Data Summary Northbound BOTH
59.2 85th Percentile Speed (mph) 59.0 59.1
55.3 50th Percentile Speed (mph) #N/A 54.8
20.59 10 mph PACE 49-58 50-59




Objection
18PZ00088

e Lin Happy Landings
To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: FW: USA today artice about the facility in PCB traffic/keeping patients in issues

Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 11:06:06 AM

This article is in reference to the Journey Pure facility in PCB FL Kevin Lee and Dr. Mike have
repeated many times that patients won’t be leaving the facility and walking around our
neighberhood. Please add this to the package.

Thanks

R B

B i LG rche aﬂon gl

€ road an 1nt0t e1r nelg

PANAMA CITY BEACH — Residents are lobbying the county to
block off a west end beaches residential street to prevent people in a
new drug rehabilitation facility on Back Beach Road from walking or
driving down the road and into their neighborhoods.

And they just might get their wish.

At the request of Commissioner Mike Thomas, the County
Commission on Tuesday agreed to the concept of putting up a fence
on the county-maintained Florida Lane behind the rehab facility,
which is going into a former bank building at the corner of Florida
Lane and Back Beach Road (U.S. 98). Thomas said he first wanted to
ensure that everyone on Florida Lane agreed to the road closure.

He said Friday he has gotten that endorsement to put up a 6-foot-tall
privacy fence that would stretch across the right of way next to the
street and to vegetation in the next lot, which supporters hope would
deter people from the rehab center from walking around the fence
down Florida Lane.

Thomas, who met Thursday night with residents at the restaurant he
owns, said the residents who attended pointed out they hated that a
fence had to be erected.

“The ones who came said they would make that sacrifice in order to
stop pedestrian traffic from coming from that clinic” into their



neighborhoods, Thomas said.

Some residents on Florida Lane said they want the county to go a
step further — building a wall that extends across the street and right
of way to prevent rehab patients from simply walking around the
fence. But Thomas said Friday the county couldn’t do that.

Juanita Craig, who rents out a home on Florida Lane, said her
neighbors are passionate about putting up a barrier keeping out the
rehabilitation patients.

“If it's what they want, if it gets them to stop complaining, then do
it,” she said, adding that if Florida Lane is blocked off she would just
drive a couple of blocks over to access Back Beach Road.

About the facility

On Sept. 1, F. Rene Fountain sold the property at 22219 Back Beach
Road to JPP Real Estate Investors LLC for $1.67 million, according
to court records. The head of the company is Jui-Lien Chou Ho of
2202 Memphis Ave. #202 in Lubbock, Texas. That address is a
medical office for Chou, an oncologist, who could not be reached for
comment for this story.

The Brentwood, Tenn-based JourneyPure, a company that treats
people for drug and alcohol addiction, is owned by Chou Ho
Holdings in Lubbock, Texas. JourneyPure Emerald Coast at 220 S.
Arnold Road on Panama City Beach has an association with the new
center on Back Beach Road. An official for the center said Thursday
they could not comment about the new rehab center until Dec. 9,
when officials are slated to visit the area.

The company’s website states it is a “leading treatment center for
substance abuse, dual diagnosis and behavioral health challenges.”

The company uses three homes — two on Front Beach Road and one
on Southfields Road — that it purchased for patients of the program
to stay Bay County Director of Community Development Martin
Jacobson said county officials initially were concerned the houses
were being used as in-patient treatment facilities, which the zoning



wouldn’t allow, but the homes are being used as housing for
patients, and they are transported by vehicle to the JourneyPure
facility on Arnold Road for treatment. Jacobson said under the
Federal Fair Housing Act and Americans with Disabilities Act, those
uses must be allowed for the homes.

Also, the county can’t stop the rehab center from going into the
former bank building on Back Beach Road, Jacobson said, pointing
out a state law that “essentially says you can’t discriminate against
this kind of use.” Also, the rehab center is an allowable use under the
county’s general commercial zoning on the property, and the use is
now grandfathered in because the company has pulled building
permits to renovate the building for the new facility, Jacobson said.

Opposition
Not all residents want to see Florida Lane closed off.

Residents who live in the neighborhood on other side streets, such as
Sun Lane and Kelly Street, said blocking off Florida Lane goes too
far, as they often use the street to get out onto Back Beach Road and
the nearby Tom Thumb convenience store.

Christine Thebeau, who live on Kelly Street, said she is not pleased
with the proposal to close the road, but she also doesn’t like the fact
that a drug rehab center is going in so close to homes.

"It’s commercial property, but a bank was different than a rehab”
center, she said. “There is a need for it, but not right here. There is
other land in other places they could have gone to.”

Thebeau drives her golf cart to get around and to work. She said the
closure of Florida Lane will cause her problems, as she uses the road
to drive to the Tom Thumb store for gas for her golf cart and to
purchase other assorted items.

"I take my family there all the time,” she said. “I drive a golf cart. T
don't own a car any more.”

Ron Strickland, who lives on Sun Lane, said he is not necessarily
pleased about a drug rehab facility opening right around the corner



from his home, especially since it is unclear what type of patients it
will be serving, but he said closing off Florida Lane is going too far.

“If it's a traffic issue then, yeah, but if it’s just the threat that maybe
someone is going to walk by to a drug treatment center, that [road
closing] doesn’t sound very logical to me.”



Objection
18PZ00088
Happy Landings

From| Ln

To: Sterk, Edin

Subject; 16PZ00088

Data: Sunday, November 11, 2018 5:52:33 PM

1181DE

General standards of review,

M

The planning and zoning board and the board of county commissioners shall base the denial or appraval of each application for a condilional use based upon a consideration of the faclors
specified in__uition 62-1 151(¢) plus a delermination that the following general standards are satisfied, The board shall make the determinalion whether an application meets the 1ilenl ofthis
seclion.

a.
The proposed conditional use will nol resultin a substantial and adverse impact on adjacent and nearby properiies due to: {1) the nuinber of persons anticipated to be using, residing or
working under lhe conditional use; (2) noise, ador, particulates, smoke, fumes and olher emissions, or other nuisance activities generated by the conditional use; or (3) the increase of traffic
wilhin the vicinity caused by Lhe proposed conditional use.

b.
The proposed use will be compatible with the character of adjacent and nearby properties wilh regard to use, function, operalion, 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 diminulion in value of abutting residential property. A substantial diminution shall be irrebutably presumad to have occurred if abutting property
suffers a 15 percent reduclion in value as a result of the proposed conditional use. A reduction of ten percent of the value of abutting property shall create a rebutable presumption thal a

substantial dminution has occurred. The board ofcounty commissioners carries the burden lo show, as evidenced by eilher lestimony from or an appraisal conducted by an MAI centified
appraiser, that a substantial diminution in value would occur. The applicant may rebul the findings wilh his own experl witnesses.

_ @

The following specific standards shall be considered, when applicable, in making a determinalion that the general d p in subsection (1) of this seclion are satisfied:

Ingress and egress to the property and proposed struclures thereon, with particular reference to automolive and pedestrian safety and convenience, lraffic flow and control, and access in
case of fire and catasirophe, shall be: (1) adequate to serve the proposed use wilhout burdening adjacent and nearby uses, and (2) built to applicable county standards, if any. Burdening
adjacent and nearby uses means increasing exisling traffic on the closest collector or arterial road by more than 20 percenl, or len percenl if the new fraffic is primarily comprised of heavy
vehicles, excepl where the affected road is at level of service A ar B. New traffic generaled by the proposed use shall not cause the adopled lavel of service for transporiation on applicable
roadways, as delermined by applicable county standards, to be exceeded. Where the design of a public road lo be used by the proposed use is physically inadequate lo handle the
numbers, types or weights of vehicles expected lo be generated by lhe proposed use without damage to the road, the conditional use permit cannol be approved wilhout a commilment lo
improve ihe road to a standard adequale to handle Ihe proposed traffic, or (o maintain ihe road lhrough a maintenance bond or other means as required by the board ofcounty
commissioners,

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

ct
Noise levels for a conditional use are governed by

d.

The proposed conditional use shall not cause the adopied level of service for solid wasle disposal applicable 1o the property or area covered by such level of service, to be exceeded.



Objection

18P 700088
ino

From: Mark Leslie Hap 124 Landmos
To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Resend with just yesterday"s email to Erin
Date: Friday, November 16, 2018 9:57:59 AM
Attachments: Fifth District Court of Appeal.html
Jennifer,

Because the email to Erin yesterday included some other emails in a chain, I'm re
sending just the three items and language | sent to her yesterday. There are two
images 1454 and 1455 and language from a court case both as a link and a html
doc.. Let me know how that works.

Thanks,
Mark

Fifth District Court of Appeal

Fifth District Court of Appeal

Erin,

It seems the change to a for-profit, treatment and recovery facility, licensed by the
State, represents an expansion or increase of use and is prohibited under 62-1182(a)
(1). Case law argued and defended through appeal by Mr. Knox--now Council for the
Applicant--while working for the County seems to substantiate this. (text and link
attached for your review) Also, the Happy Landings Property was administratively
rezoned to IN(L), then subsequently the intensity increased to IN(H) in 2009 to "make
it work" for the applicant to have a dormitory classification under current ALF
designations. Had the IN(L) been left as originally administratively rezoned, treatment
and recovery would not be allowed under the terms set forth in 62-1573.

Please review the attached staff report. | believe the zoning official at the time was
Rick Enos. His position was that ACLF and Treatment and recovery facilities are
separate and distinct uses. In my mind, a dormitory for homeless women with



children, or a school for homeless boys is is certainly not as intense as a State
Licensed Treatment and Recovery Facility. It seems the County would be arbitrarily
applying zoning code for a non-conforming use should the proposed rezoning be
approved.

Feel free to call to discuss.
321-427-8817



IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA
FIFTH DISTRICT JANUARY TERM 2002

JPM INVESTMENT GROUP, INC.,

Appellant,

Case No. 5D01-1536 &
5D01-1869

BREVARD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS,

Appellee.

Opinion filed May 3, 2002

Appeal from the Circuit Court
for Brevard County,
Kerry |. Evander, Judge.

Richard E. Torpy of Amundsen, Moore, Torpy,
Melbourne, for Appellant.

Scott L. Knox, Office of the County Attorney, Viera, for
Appellee.

PETERSON, J.

JPM Investments Group, Inc. d/b/a Runway Sports Restaurant & Cabaret (JPM)
appeals a declaratory judgment and the dismissal of a petition for certiorari. These appeals
can be summarized as a two-pronged attack on the two trial courts' approvals of the Brevard
County Board of County Commissioners' interpretation of county zoning ordinances. The
interpretation resulted in the inability of JPM to gain approval from the State of Florida to serve
all varieties of alcoholic beverages under a state 4COP license at JPM's long-standing place

of business.



JPM serves beer and wine under a state 2COP license in an unincorporated area of
Brevard County that abuts lands used for residential purposes. JPM or its predecessors in
title to the lands on which it operates has been selling beer and wine for a period dating back
to the time when Brevard County had no zoning ordinances. In 1958, the county adopted
zoning ordinances and JPM's operation on its land became a non-conforming use, that s, a
use that was outlawed under the adopted zoning ordinance, but was allowed to continue
because the use predated the ordinance.

The Brevard County zoning ordinance defines a non-conforming use as:

Sec. 62-1181. Definition.

For the purposes of this subdivision, the term "nonconforming
use" is defined as the use of land or structure that was lawful
prior to the effective date of the ordinance from which this article
is derived or the county comprehensive plan, or the effective date
of any amendments thereto, but is not now permitted within the
applicable zoning classification or is not permitted under any
provisions of this article or the county comprehensive plan or any
amendmentthereto. In orderfor a use of land or structures to be
included within such definition, such use must have been
permanent and continuous prior to the effective date of the
ordinance from which this article is derived or the effective date
of any amendment to this article. The casual, intermittent,
temporary orillegal use of land or structures prior to the effective
date of the ordinance from which this article is derived or the
effective date of any amendment to this article shall not be
sufficient to qualify such use for the privileges of this subdivision.

Section 62-1182 of the Brevard County Code allows the continuation of a non-
conforming use with certain limitations:

Sec. 62-1182. Continuation generally; enlargement, expansion
or modification.



(@) The use of land or structures qualifying as a
nonconforming use as defined in the subdivision shall not
be:

(1) Enlarged, extended, increased or
expanded to occupy a greater area of land
than was occupied upon the effective date
of the ordinance from which this article was
derived or the effective date of any
amendment to this article, whichever date
rendered such use nonconforming.
However, any conforming structure on a
substandard lot may be expanded to
occupy a greater land area provided such
expansion complies with all setback
requirements and provided such expansion
is not for living area.

* % %

(b)  In addition to the provisions of subsection (a) of this
section, structures qualifying as a nonconforming use as
defined in this subdivision shall not be:

* % %

(2) Enlarged, extended, increased or
expanded in any manner unless such
enlargement, extension, increase or
expansion is specifically in conformity with
the provisions of this article and does not
increase the nonconformity of such use.
Nothing contained in this subsection shall
be construed to prohibit the ordinary repair
and maintenance of nonconforming
structures provided such repair does not
increase the cubic content of the structures;
result in the enlargement, extension,
increase or expansion of the
nonconforming use; or result in a cost of
repair and maintenance in excess of 50
percent of the fair market value of the
structures.



In the year 2000, JPM applied to the State of Florida for a 4COP liquor license that
would allow it to serve all types of alcoholic beverages rather than being limited by its existing
2COP liquor license to the serving of beer and wine. One of the requirements of the
application was gaining the signature of a Brevard County official indicating that the location
where JPMwould be exercising its rights under the license was appropriately zoned. Brevard
County's planning and zoning official refused to approve the license application reasoning that
the sale of all types of alcoholic beverages would be an expansion prohibited by section 62-
1182 because: 1) The State of Florida has different licenses for beer and wine (2COP)
versus full liquor (4COP); 2) The Brevard County Commissioners have different regulations
applicable to beer and wine versus full liquor; and 3) The County Commissioners have on two
occasions denied conditional use permit applications filed for the purpose of adding full liquor
consumption on-site to the previously allowed consumption of beer and wine.

JPM appealed to the Board of County Commissioners who affirmed the official's action
and adopted his reasoning. JPM initiated the two actions in the circuit court, lost and appeals

.to this court.

JPM urges that a plain reading of section 62.1182 prohibits only an expansion or
enlargement of a use if it is going to impact a greater area of land, that is, the section only
prohibits a use that would make a physically larger footprint on the land area. Brevard County
contends that the ordinance applies if the use is increased regardless of whether a physically
larger footprintresults. In summary, JPM argues thatit is the physical structures that must be
examined while the County argues that it is the activity conducted on the premises that must

be examined.



We agree with the County that the ordinance should be read by adding the disjunctive
"or" resulting in the following: “[T]he use of land or structures qualifying as a nonconforming
use...shallnotbe ... [e]nlarged [or], extended [or], increased or expanded to occupy a
greater area of land than was occupied upon the effective date of the ordinance . . . .” Under
this interpretation, only an “expansion” of the nonconforming use contemplates a physical
impactto the land occupied by the structure housing the use. In contrast, the remaining three
alternative circumstances identified in section 62-1182(a)(1) - enlargement, extension or
increase - relate back solely to the nonconforming "use” itself. We also agree with the County
that if section 62-1182(a)(1) were read as applying to structures, as opposed to uses, section
62-1182(b) would be redundant because both sections would then prohibit enlargements,
extensions, increases or expansion of structures qualifying as nonconforming uses. E.g., City
of Opa Locka v. State ex. rel. Tepper, 257 So. 2d 100 (Fla. 3d DCA 1972)(provisions of
municipal ordinance must be considered as a whole, and be construed so as to be
reasonable and consistent with one another, and construction which would defeat legislative
purpose should not be supplied). This construction of the ordinance complies with the
legislative purpose which is to prohibit the enlargement, extension, increase or expansion of
nonconforming structures and uses. Zoning regulations, in providing for nonconforming
structures and uses, look forward to the eventual elimination of all nonconforming structures
and uses as speedily as is consistent with proper safeguards for the rights of those persons
affected. See generally 12A Fla. Jur. 2d, Counties and Municipal Corporations §203; see
also Salemiv. Scheuy, 102 A.2d 528, 530 (Conn. 1954)(“Itis a general principle in zoning

that nonconforming uses should be abolished or reduced to conformity as quickly as the fair



interest of the parties will permit.”)

Further support for this interpretation can be found by reviewing section 62-1181, the
definition provision, in conjunction with section 62-1182, the operative section. Clearly the
former definition section contemplated that both activities and structure on the zoned land
could constitute a non-conforming use. Unless section 62-1182 was intended to apply to both
activities conducted on land and also to non-conforming structures, nothing in the code would
have outlawed the activities.

Having determined that the Brevard County Code does prohibit the expansion of an
activity on a parcel of land constituting a non-conforming use, we now turn to the issue of
whether the serving of all alcoholic beverages is an enlargement, extension or increase of the
prior use of JPM's activity of selling only beer and wine.

JPM argues that this court should not make a determination that the serving of "hard
liquor" on its premises constitutes an increase in a non-conforming use without any record
evidence. We disagree for the reason that the Brevard County ordinances and the State of
Florida laws have already made that distinction. We find additional support from other
jurisdictions which have found that a change in activity from the serving of beer and wine to all
alcoholic beverages is an expansion of a "use" as a matter of law.

The Brevard County Code broadly defines alcoholic beverages as "any beer, wine,
liguor or other beverage meeting the definition of alcoholic beverages set outin Fla. Stat. §
561.01(4)." §6.1. Also, code § 6-3 which regulates the hours of sale distinguishes between
"beer", "wine" and "liquor.” More restrictive hours are placed on establishments serving all

alcoholic beverages as distinguished from establishments selling only beer and wine.



The State of Florida distinguishes between the sale of "liquor" as distinguished from
"beer” and "wine" in its statutory scheme of regulation. See Fla. Stat. ch. 561-565. The
requirements for liquor licenses are more onerous than those applicable to the other forms of
alcoholic beverages.

In Jasperv. Dolan, 242 N.E.2d 540 (Mass. 1968), the court specifically addressed the
issue of the addition of a product (hard liquor) sold by a package store previously licensed to
sell only beer and wine and found that the additional sale of hard liquor did not reflect the
nature and purpose of the pre-existing non-conforming use and differed in the quality or
character, as well as the degree, from the prior use. The court cited Salerni v. Scheuy, 102
A.2d 528 (Conn. 1954) in support of its decision and enjoined the store from expanding its
product line.

The facts of Salerni are strikingly similar to those of the instant case. The activity
involved was a restaurant or tavern that operated for many years and sold only beer and wine.
Zoning law changes eventually prohibited both the restaurant and sale of alcoholic beverages
and the activity became a non-conforming use. Salerni applied to the city for a "full" liquor
permit and the city clerk denied the application with the cryptic notation, "Beer only at this
location." The Salerni opinion agreed with the action of the clerk stating:

The difference between the sale of beer only in a restaurantand
the sale of all liquors therein is so great that our law requires a
different permit from the liquor control commission for each of the
two kinds of business. The fee charged for a permit to sell all
kinds of liquor in a restaurant is much larger than for a permit to
sell beer only. The reason for this must be either that the
legislature believed that a restaurant selling all liquors would

ordinarily do a different kind of business or that it was
contemplated that it would cost more to police it.



The judgments in both cases on appeal are affirmed.
AFFIRMED.

GRIFFIN and PLEUS, JJ., concur.



STAFE REPORT

TOPIC: RESURRECTION RANCH q 20
sion on April £
BACKGROUND: The Board of County Commissioners, m Te.gulj;‘ ;': Resurrection
2004, directed staff to report on issues that involve the aCF‘Ym?S
Ranch and how they relate to the property’s zoning clasaeiCetost
ISSUES:
; un
1) Property’s Zoning Classification - On April 7, 1986, the Board of ?{()CU% for a

Commissioners granted the subject property a conditional us”e P
school and a “residential social service facility (RSSF) (ACLF)".

A point of discussion surrounding the 1986 Board approval is Whe{?’le:r or n()'t'the
rezoning granted an RSSF CUP or just an ACLF (adult congregate.llmg fa:cﬂll‘yt) ¢
CUP to the subject property. The current Board may wish to consider the intent 0
the 1986 approval and its relation to the current activities of the Ranch. In
determining the 1986’s Board intent the definitions of these two CUPs are listed

below.

An RSSF is defined as follows:
a governmental, nongovernmental, nonprofit or for-profit facility providing an alternative to

institutional placement, in which a caretaker provides 24-hour-a-day care d residents at a
location separate and apart from the assigned resident's own parents, rela guardians, and
assists such assigned residents to the extent necessary for them to participate in normal activities and
to meet the demands of daily living. Residential social service facilities shall include foster homes,
family shelter homes, group homes, adult congregate living facilities, and treatment and recovery fadlities, as
defined in this section. (italics added)

An ACLF is defined as follows:
a structure in which the owner or operators are subject to licensing and approval by the state,

whether operated on a profit or nonprofit basis. Such facilities may provide lodging, food and =
gng, or

more personal services for unrelated adults and shall not be regulated or operated assodciated
with any jail, prison or correctional facility or system. Generally, such facilities sha]lbyl'lanze more than
14 clients and must be licensed by the state as an adult congregate living facility. If a fadh:ym
licensed by the state, such facility must be approved by the county. ' T

The RSSF is an “umbrella” term that includes groy homes, Al tmen
and Recovery Facilities. Each of these three begr;ts :re sepimqa::mmuses ;
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~ymbrella” term RSSF. This practice is observed by reviewing the Board
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»y Permitted Uses within an ACLF CUP
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ved CUPs within this time frame. The Board abandoned this Practice in the
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' %' ACLF definition?

| inmates that choose this facility as their transitional housing. The Zoning

Children as Residents in an ACLF - A literal reading of the Zoning Code

lends support to the position that children are not i i

in an ACLF. “Children and families” are listed as ﬂ;ﬁ?ﬂmﬁdﬁgi ¥
group homes, but not in the ACLF definition which lists “adults”.
However, Resurrection Ranch (Florida Christians Ministries, Inc. -
applicant) represented throughout the public hearing process that it was
their intention to establish “the finest boys ranch in the State” (see page 6).
Therefore, in 2004, the Board may determine that it is equitably estopped
from requiring only adults at this facility.

Receiving Released Inmates from the Florida Department of Corrections -
The definition of ACLF states that such facilities “shall not be regulated or [/
operated by or associated with any jail, prison or correctional facility or |

system.” The Ranch is party to a contract with the Department of i}" S
Corrections (DOC) that enables the Ranch to receive released inmates. g
Through this contractual arrangement, DOC pays the rent for released % g

|
/

-
-
-~

a~

A\l

Official’s opinion,is that this contractual arrangement is contrary to the \
owever, Mr. Jason Hedman, counsel for the Ranch, oy <
stated during the Board’s April 20t meeting that this contractual

relationship is not covered by the definition which prohibits any
“association” between the Ranch and DOC. His position is that
“association” as legally defined in Black’s Law Dictionary, does not
encompass the contractual relationship between the Ranch and DOC.

* The Board may wish to consider Mr. Hedman's argument in determining

:_r 3
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whether or not a contractual arrangement is consistent with the Code’s
intent (see page 1 - ACLF definition and pages 8-9; Mr. Hedman’s letter).
If Mr. Hedman’s interpretation is supported by the Board, the current
DOC contract with the Ranch may remain intact. If the Board determines
that an association equates to a contractual arrangement, the DOC has

Y stated to the Zoning Official that it will terminate its contract with the

»# .+ Ranch.
./ ) Permitted “Personal Services” Provided by Ranch Consistent with ACLF
' CUP - The Ranch provides a wide-range of personal services as well as

drug counseling, casework supervision and rehabilitative services. The



From: Mark Leslie

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Fw: Happy Landings Homes Rezoning 18PZ00088
Date: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 7:04:57 PM
Attachments: 2. 18PZ00088 1 FYI Existing BDP.pdf

Hi Jennifer,

Not sure if Erin Sterk is aware, but wanted to ask you to pass along that the existing
BDP for the Happy Landings Property already prohibits forcible felons. The existing
BDP is attached.

"2.  The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any Dormitory resident who has been
convicted of a felony... as defined by"F.S. § 776.08 from residing on the property.
The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any staff member who has been"...

After reading the minutes, it appears there was considerable confusion about forcible
felon. FS 776.08 is the definition of a forcible felon. The existing BDP never
prohibited all felons, just the violent ones.

I'm fairly certain that Mr. Knox, attorney for the applicant, knows this as he was with
the County when the BDP was drafted and executed. Perhaps this is just a way of
clarifying it a little better.

Don't mean to confuse things, just wanted to pass along.

Thanks,
Mark

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Mark Leslie <boatbrevard@yahoo.com>

To: patrick.woodard@brevardfl.gov <patrick.woodard@brevardfl.gov>
Cc: Jennifer Jones <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov>; D1.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov
<D1.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov>; D2.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov
<D2.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov>; D3.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov
<D3.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov>; D4.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov
<D4.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov>; D5.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov
<D5.Commissioner@BrevardFL.gov>

Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018, 11:28:46 AM EDT

Subject: Happy Landings Homes Rezoning 18PZ00088

Hi Pat,
Thank you for taking my call this morning.

| would like to offer the the following input to the above referenced rezoning request
for Happy Landings Homes/JourneyPure Treatment and Recovery facilities.



There is currently a Binding Development Plan attached to the subject property that
was agreed upon after significant arbitration, public hearings, and neighborhood strife
over a rather long period of time. This was necessary because the entity in place was
out of compliance with Brevard County Zoning Code. (providing transitional housing
for ex-convicts for compensation by the State) The rezoning worksheet provided to
the Planning and Zoning Advisory Board does not clearly articulate a very important
condition the applicant is requesting to have removed in condition #2.

" Condition #2 — prohibition of any staff member who has been convicted of a
felony, or entered a plea of"

"guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a
forcible felony from being employed on the property;"

" Condition #2 — requirement that the developer/owner shall make available for
inspection Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background
records of all dormitory residents and staff members on the property to the county:"

October 17, 2018 P&Z Minutes - "Mr. Theodore asked why they were requesting to
eliminate some fairly significant binding development plan restrictions. Mr. Lee replied
there is one with regard to felons that is probably concerning to a lot of people. He
said in Florida, if you steal $600 you're a felon, so Journeypure has about 450
employees and a lot of them have felony records for something they did in the past,
but they're healthy now."

What they are actually asking for is the right to accept anyone with a felony record as
either a Patient or a Staff Member, whether it be for a drug related crime or a violent
crime. This is the most important condition of the Binding Development Plan. A vote
to allow the removal of this condition is a vote to allow individuals who fit the statutory
definition (below) of Forcible Felon to inhabit the subject property, either as staff or as
a patient.

776.08 Forcible felony.—"Forcible felony” means treason; murder; manslaughter; sexual
battery; carjacking; home-invasion robbery; robbery; burglary; arson; kidnapping;
aggravated assault; aggravated battery; aggravated stalking; aircraft piracy; unlawful
throwing, placing, or discharging of a destructive device or bomb; and any other felony
which involves the use or threat of physical force or violence against any individual.
History.—s. 13, ch. 74-383; s. 4, ch. 75-298; s. 289, ch. 79-400; s. 5, ch. 93-212; s. 10,
ch. 95-195.

Felons who have been convicted of drug related crimes ARE ALLOWED under the current
Binding Development Plan as long as forcible violence was not part of their conviction etc..
In fact, they are protected under Florida Statute. At significant expense to the County, we
went through some rather grueling arbitration to get the Forcible Felon component into the
Binding Development Plan. Please don't take that protection from us.

Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes : Online Sunshine




Statutes & Constitution :View Statutes : Online
Sun...

(4) EXEMPTIONS FROM DISQUALIFICATION.—

(@) The department may grant to any service provider personnel an exemption from
disqualification as provided in s. 435.07.

(b) Since rehabilitated substance abuse impaired persons are effective in the successful
treatment and rehabilitation of individuals with substance use disorders, for service
providers which treat adolescents 13 years of age and older, service provider personnel
whose background checks indicate crimes under s. 817.563, s. 893.13, or s. 893.147 may
be exempted from disqualification from employment pursuant to this paragraph.

JourneyPure has stated they will upgrade to subject property and make it nice like their
Jensen Beach facility. So that I might verify claims that the Jensen Beach facility was a
good neighbor, I asked the applicant for the address of the 12 keys JourneyPure facility
since the address listed on the website is for a different location than that pictured on the
website. https://www.12keysrehab.com/ The applicant said NO, they did not want me
bothering their neighbors there. For me, this brought about an enhanced level of concern.
Subsequently, one of my neighbors located the property using Google Earth. While in the
area recently, I drove by to have a look. The pictures attached were taken from the
entrance to the property as I did not want to actually enter the property and cause
problems. Not quite the resort pictured on the website.

During the September 17, 2018 Planning and Zoning Advisory Board meeting, "Ben Glover
asked how many residents purchased their homes when the recovery facility was there, and
stated they purchased their property knowing what was there." (P&Z Minutes) There was
only a show of hands, no statements were made by the group. It is important to clarify that
the property has never been a legal Recovery Facility. It was originally a Motel, then a
home for boys, then a Ministry, and to date, a facility for homeless women with children.
When those types of illegal treatment and recovery activities were found to be occurring
some 10 years ago, the County stepped in and began code enforcement proceedings.
Ultimately we ended up with the current Binding Development Plan. We did not buy next to
an airport and then complain about the noise!

Humbly submitted,

Mark Leslie

2665 Hilltop Lane
Melbourne, FL 32940
321-427-8817



FYI Existing BDP
18PZ700088
Happy Landings Homes

CFN 2008233435, OR BK 6082 Page 71, Recorded 12/16/2009 at 03:37 P, Bcott
Ellis, Clerk of Courts, Brevard County

Prepared by:  Lila Buescher
Address; 5925 Old Dixie Highway
Malbaurne, FL 32940

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

RETURN: Clerk to the Beard 59

THIS AGREEMENT, entered intathis __ 15 dayof_Dec , 2009 between the BOARD OF COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a palltical subdlvision of the State of Florida {herelnalter refarred %o as

"County"} and Happy Landings Homes, Inc. a Florida corporation (hereinalter referred ta as "Developer/Owner).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner owns properly thereinafter referred to as the “Properly*| In Brevard County,
Flarida, as mare particularly described as Section 19, Township 26, Range 37, Subdivisian #DS, Lot 14.01; and

WHEREAS, Daveloper/Owner has requested the INH 2oning ¢lassification and desires to maintain the property as
a Dormitory for women with children pirsuant to the Brevard County Code, Sec. 62-1573; and

WHEREAS, a5 part of its plan for development of the property, Developer/Qwner wishes to mitigate negative
Impact an abutting land owners and affected facilities or services: and

WHEREAS, the County is autherized ta regulate development of the property.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1 The County shall not be required or ohligated in any way to constryet or maintain or participate in any way
in the construclion or maintenance of the Impravements. 1t is the Intent of the parties that the Develaper/OQwner, its
grantees, successors of assigns in interest or some other association and/or assigns satisfadlary Lo the County shall te

responsible Far the maintenance of any improvements.
e 2. The Developer/Qwner shall grahibit any Darmitory resident wha has been convicted of a felony, or entered
a plea of guilty or nole contendere to, or has been found not guilty Ly reason of Insanity of a forcible felony, as defined by
F.5. & 776.08 from residing an the property. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any staf member who has been
aonvicted of a fefony, or entered 3 plea of guilty or nola contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reasen of Insanity

of a forcible felony, as defined by F.5. § 776 08 from being employed on the property. For the purpases of this

agreement, conviction means a determination of gullt resuiting from a plea or trial, regardiess of whether adjudicatian
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was withheld or whether imposition of sentence was suspended, The Developer/Owner shall make available for
inspecilon Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background records of all Dormitory residents and
stafl members on the property to the County within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Developmaent Pan and

thereafter, upon request by the County,

=== 3. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit the Dormitory fram being regulated by, operated by ar associated with

any Jall, prison ar correctional facility or system, Including but not limited ta contractual agreements.
"% 4. The Developer/Owner shall limit the Dormitery to 47 resideats until such time consistency with the facility
standards permits additional residents. In any event, the Dorrmitory shall be limited to 68 people, which includes residents
and staff, The maximum number of residents pursuant to these facility standards shall be enfarced by the County one
year after the recordativn of the Binding Qevelopment Plan,

5. The Developer/Owner shail maintain the board on board, stockade; six fout high fence adjacent ta Old Dixie

Hwy. within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Flan.

wee=——— . The Developer/Owner shall establish semiannual meetings with the neighbors [defined as those residents

boundad by Otter Lane on the north, the railroad tracks oa the west, US Highway 1 an the east, and Pineda Causeway on

the south), These meetings will provide open communications between the Develaper/Owner and the neighbors to

discuss items of mutual concern,

7. The County Permitling and Enforcement Department and the Planning and Zoning Office shall perform

——
semiannual inspections for the purposes of determining if the properly complies with all applicable County code
regulations, nspections shall be performed yearly If no violations are found after two years. This shall not be construad as
ta prevent the County Permitting and Entorcament Depastment from investigating County code generated complaints.

s 8. Environmental Health Services shall perform yearly inspeetions for the purpose of determining if the

property conforms to regulations pertaining to the following: function of the septic tank and drainfleld; function of the

water supply; sanitary conditions tor persanal hyglene; and conduglve ¢onditions for the harborage of pests. The

Developer/QOwner shall pay an Inspection {ee established by Envicenmental Health Services.

9, Developar/Owner shall comply with all regulalions and ordinances of Brevard County, Florida. This

Agreement conhstitutes Developer's/Owner's agreement to meet additional standards or restrictions In developing 1he
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praperty. This agreement provides no vested rights against changes to the comprehensive plan of land development
reguiations as they may apply to this property.

10. Developer/Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to Lhe County the cost of recording this
Agreement In Bravard Caunty, Florida.

11. This Agreement shall be binding and shall inure to the benefit of the successors or assigns of the partles and
shall run with the subject properly unless or until rezened and shall be hinding upon any persan, firm or corporation who
may become the successor In Interest directly or Indirectly to the subject property, and be subject to the above
referanced conditions as appreved by the Board of County Commissloners on September 1, 200S. in the event the subject
property Is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be nult and void.

12. vielation of this Agreement will also constitute a violatlon of the Zoning Classification and this Agreement
may he enforced by Sections 1,7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

IN %{@§$§_ THER_EUF, the partles hereto have caused these presents to the signed all as of the date and year

o m mrh Fo P
first writtenabgue.r.. '
T .

L

ATTEST, - g BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
g i OF BREVARN CQUNTY, FLORIDA
= : 2725 Judge Fran lamleson Way

A

Scort Ellts, Clerd Mary p&lin, Chairman
{SEALL- O 7 ! As appraved by the Board on 12/15/09
STATEOF FLORIDA §

COUNIY OF BREVARD  §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _15 dayof December , 2009, by

Mary Pmlin , Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida, who is prrsanally.

knewn to me or who has produced as identification,

My commission expires ﬁfi‘anj Fublic
172 TN P o O T va
Commission (Name typed, printed or stamped)

B COMMIGRION ¥ 00 817754
EXPIRES: Novombas 8, 2043
Urdersfim

Bt Thoa moy Ptlle

Vepd
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WITNESSES

Brand;J,ebOwl

DEVELOPER/OWNER

Happy Landings Homes, Ing

5925 Old Olxlelighway, Melbourne, FL 32940

{Witness Name typed or printed}

m_

_(WEtnexs Namei@d or printed)

STATEQF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD  §

Lila Huescher

{Name typed, printed, or stamped)

L Mo Ny,
day of 2009, by

\ The foregalng instrument was acknowledged befare me this
LJJQ\ED&&L& President of Happy Landings Homes, Melbaurne, Florida, wha is pegsanally known ta me or

who has produced as identification.

My commission expires \?)IG ‘ab \>

SEAL
Commlssion No.:

LI LT TR LT naag;le‘:_:q [ uun;jéau Wi,

Commit DD0BE4201
Expiras 3H2013
Floriia Molary Agn., Inc

SramaviATE N AETRIAN s i®

L T

Nolary Public )
{Name typed, p(:gd or.stampcd)'
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Exhibit A

De2gin ak a poinl on the Westerly eighl-ol-way line of U.S. Eighwsy #1, said
poinc being 187.5 feet Fasl of and 876.07 feek MNorth of the Southeasl caraer

of the ¥ 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Seeczion 19, Township 26 Soutn, Range 37 Hasi:
thence go Morth 23 degrees 37 minutes 30 seconds West along said Westerly righi-
oL way line a distance of 294,37 leet to the point of bsginning of ths property
described In this instrument;: thence go Nortk 23 degrees 37 minuzes 30 seconds
Wast along =aid righl-of-way live a diztonce of 120.19 feet: thence Wes:t =
disianve of 116G feei; thence South U degrees 3 minules 48 seconds Rdagst 2 distance
of 152.27 Feet; lLhence North 75 deqrees 5 minuges 30 seconds Eanl a ¢iztauc

of 163.83 feet to the Point of Beginning.

RETURN: Cleik [v the Board #27

LESS AND EXCEPY that property deeded to The State of Fiovida for Phe use and
penalin of the 3fta.e Road lepartment.

Commerce at the SoulheasTt corner of lho NE 1/4 aof <The Sk 1/4 of Seacliorn 19,
Township 28 3oulh, Range 37 Easzt and run the Zast line of said NK /4 of tha
SW  1/4 Northerly a dislancs of 826.17 teet to a peint which is the peint of
beyinning o tae land vo be included In thia description; thence for a |irst
aourse of the property Lo be included in this descriptien van East 247.96 feet
more or less to a point on the West lire of tne right-of-way of (.5, Highway
#1 ($tace Read #5); thence for a second course of the proporty to be included
in this description run Norlh 23 degrees 37 minates 30 secomds West along the
West line of the right-of-way of U.5. Highway #1 (State Road #S) a distance

of 345%.13 fect to & point; cheuce (or a third coursc of the property to be
included in this descriptiorn run Socth 75 degrees 05 miautes 30 seconds West
163.85 feet 7T¢ a peint;y thence for a faurth course of Taes property to be iacluded
ir. this descriptiorn return to a poin! of beginning and go West a distance of
416.04 feet to a point in the center of the cld County Road; thence for 4

24Fth course of the property to be included in this desecripticn go Northwesterly
and down the cventer of the 0Old Courty Road a distance of 367,74 feet to a point
15 feet West of the Northwest corner of lands canveyed ro Starl N, Warfield

and Amy L. Warlileld, his wife, by deed dated October 15, 1962, recorded under
Clerk’s #323750 in Officilal Records Dook 538, page 220 of the 2ublic Records

of Brevard County, Florida; thence for s sixth couzse of the property to be
included in Lhis description run kawst 15 feer to the Northwest corner of =zaid
land described in Gfiicial Records Buok 538, Page 27C; bthence for & seventh
course of the property to be included in Lhla description run East 230.)8 feet
Lo a poinl; theace for ar eighth course of the property to be included in this
dageription run Soath 64 degrees 20 minutes 08 seconds East a distance of 109.85
fest to a point; thence for a ninta course of the gruparty to be inclucded in
this description run doutheasterly to “nm Westerly tezminuy of the third courss
of the propverty to be incluaed in this description, thereby ccompleting -~he
boundary of the lands te be included in thiz description.

EXCEPT that portiun ol the above described property taken under authority of
emircnt domain in that cerToin condemnation case filed in the Circuit Zourt

of the Fighteenth Judicial Circult of Flerida in and for Brevard County, styled
State oI Florida Departaent. of Transportation and 8revard County vs. Beulahn
Arwstrong, ot al., Civil Astion No. 47322,

Pape Lof1
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RETURN:

A portion of Lot 14, Indian River Villa (unrecorded Plat) located in Government
Lot 3, and the W3 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Sectien 19, Township 26 South, Range

37 East, Brevard County, being mere particularly described as follows: From

the 3E corngr of the NE 1/4 of the 8W 1/4 of said 8S8ection 19, run Morth 00 degrees
720 minutes 40 seconds East, along the Rast 1ine of =2aid NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4, of
Bection 19, a distance of 676.16 feel. to the Point of Pegiunlng of the herein
described parcel: thenca West a distance oI 265.53 feet to the Easterly Right-
of-Way line of Sexvice Road (0ld Dixie Highway) as shown on Florida SLlute Road
Department Right-of-Way Map for State Road 404 (Pineda Causeway) Sec., 70004-
2503; thence North 17 degrees 22 minates West, along said Easterly Right-of-
Way line 157.18 feet; thence East 475.60 feet to the Limited Bocess Right-cf=
Way line of aforesaid S.K. 404; thence South 07 degrees 12 minvtes 20 seceonds
West 59.37 feet; thance South 41 degrees 47 minutes 39 seconds West 122.20
faet; thence West 74,27 fest to the Point of Beginning.

Page 2of 2
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JOINDER IN BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

KNOW Al L MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that the undersigned, being the authorized agent and
signatory for the owner and holder of that cerlain Morlgage dated 2 Oclober 2007, given by HAPPY

LANDINGS HOMES INC | as mortgagor, in favor of the undersigned, PRIME BANK as mortgagee,

recorded in Official Records Book 5817, page 6759, Public Records of Brevard County, Florida, and

encumbering lands described in said Mortgage, does hereby join in the foregoing Binding Develspment

RETURN: Clerk to the Board #27

Plan for the purpose of subgrdinating the lien of the undersigned's Marfgage to said Binding Development

Plan
WITNESSES: MORTGAGEE NAME/ADDRESS
PRIME BANK
5770 N WICKHAM ROAD. MELBOURNE, FL 32940
(A
Pl e ) fAe
vl [ uthori ént Skralure
\Q\Q.‘{Jg Ceae. = (LIS ; o
{Nameititle typed, printad or stamped)

Ji_/ ?@.\@gﬂﬁ/ CEQO

STATEOF___ Y Loergd §
COUNTY OF _ R g eVt D §

The foregoing instrument was acknowladged before me this 5 day of }\_‘bu(’m!zﬂf“ ;
20_(,’_)%, by ﬂF\N pt K. ey f1e . who is personally known to me or who has producad

F\anc\u._ '-Dr:ugu, \.uﬂseas identification

My commissicn expires ‘
Notary Public

Retecco.  EILT
{Name typed, printed ov stamped)

[ )
(Witness name typed or printed)



















From: Sterk, Erin

To: Jones, Jennifer

Cc: Calkins, Tad; Bentley, Eden; Brewer, Jad; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: Public Comment for 18PZ00088 - Happy Landings

Date: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 8:56:54 AM

Attachments: Untitled.msq

18PZ00088FW US 1 at Otter Creek - crash and data inquiry.msq
18PZ00088 msq
Package info 18PZ00088.msg

i facility in PCB [a i i issues.ms

Jennifer,

Please find attached public comment for 18PZ00088 — Happy Landings, which are on the following
topics, in this order:
e Neighborhood Impact
FDOT Traffic Operations Report for US1 @ Otter Creek
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Criteria — including ingress and egress

e  Case Study on dimunition of residential property values resulting from neighborhood
Substance Abuse Treatment Centers
e Neighborhood bicyclist/pedestrian traffic impact — including County bearing burden for

resolution

Please add the emails and their respective attachments to the package for the Board’s
consideration.

Thanks,

Erin Sterk

Planning & Zoning Manager
Brevard County

(321) 633-2070 ext. 52640



From: Lin

To: Sterk, Erin
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 6:16:08 PM

Residents on Seaspray Avenue in Delray Beach complained about this $3 million sober home.
(Thomas Cordy / The Palm Beach Post)

'You get tired of calling the police’

When Joanne Varga of Delray Beach pulls into her driveway at night, she
calls her husband who is in the house to come out and escort her inside.

"You never know what you're going to have to contend with,"” Frank Varga
said, referring to the problems they say they've had since a sober home
opened several years ago in an old motel across the street.

The problems, he said, include attempted break-ins to their house and cars.
The Vargases say they keep a supply of plastic gloves close by — to pick up
syringes and needles they often find in their driveway.

"You get tired of calling (the police) because it's every day," said Joanne
Varga.

The motel, the Delray Inn, is owned by Harold and Dawn Jonas, who said it
is no longer a sober home.

Closer to the beach, residents on Seaspray Avenue still complain about the
$3 million mansion Caron Treatment converted into Ocean Drive, a sober
house for the upscale clients who reportedly pay up to $60,000 a month.

Neighbors say it operates more like a boutique hotel, with traffic from
delivery trucks and black SUVs with tinted windows that whisk clients to
and from treatment at Caron facilities in Boca Raton.

"It has never made sense why that's not considered a business," said Kelly
Barrette, who lives down the street.

'It's a mysterious neighbor. They want to be in the neighborhood, but
they're not part of the neighborhood. All of the secrecy is what's problematic
with the industry."

One Sunday morning in August, Barrette and her neighbors were shocked to
see police cars, emergency vehicles and a medical examiner's car in front of



the house. A client had hanged himself in a bedroom.

Broad Street residents file suit vs. Voyage
SAM STOCKARD, Post Contributor

Dec 7, 2014

A group of Southeast Broad Street residents is suing the city of Murfreesboro and a
rehabilitation company claiming the former home of County Attorney Jim Cope was turned
into a treatment facility - in violation of the city's zoning ordinance - that will hurt their

neighborhood and property values.

A group of Southeast Broad Street residents is suing the city of Murfreesboro and a
rehabilitation company claiming the former home of County Attorney Jim Cope was turned
into a treatment facility - in violation of the city's zoning ordinance - that will hurt their

neighborhood and property values.



From: Lin

To: Sterk, Erin
Subject: Package info 18PZ00088
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 12:07:39 PM

Attachments: Property Value.pdf

Treatment Centers Can Impact Home
Prices

October 17, 2014

Residential substance abuse treatment centers can impact the price of neighboring
homes, according to a study that uses MLS data to show just how much it can
potentially hamper nearby values.

Centers for treating substance abuse are increasingly being located within residential
neighborhoods, and the number is expected to grow. Many property owners respond
with a "not in my backyard" attitude when a center is proposed, with nearby residents
arguing that recovering addicts could bring higher crime risk to their community.

Researchers Claire Reeves La Roche, Bennie D. Waller, and Scott A. Wentland at
Longwood University in Farmville, Va., used MLS data from central Virginia to
estimate the impact of substance abuse treatment centers on nearby home values.
They also used the data to figure out whether homes near substance abuse treatment
centers stayed on the market for a longer amount of time.

They found that home values within one-eighth mile of a residential treatment center
is associated with an 8 percent reduction in home prices when measured against
comparable homes that are farther away. The discount is magnified even more when
the treatment centers are for those that specifically treat opiate addiction, which
includes addictions to heroin or morphine. In those cases, home values are reduced
by up to 17 percent, researchers found.

‘Operating a treatment center is a growing industry and it is reasonable to assume
that new centers will be built nationally, many of which will be sited near residential
communities,” researchers note in the study. “Indeed, there is very little that
individuals and localities can do to prohibit a substance abuse treatment center from
locating in a residential area because alcohol and drug addiction is considered to be a
handicap and thus alcoholic/addicts in recovery are members of a protected class
under the federal anti-discrimination housing laws. Hence, as residential treatment
centers become more common, it is important to understand all their effects, including
the effects they may have on nearby real estate and how markets price the potential
risk of nearby externalities.”

Source: ""Not in My Backyard': The Effect of Substance Abuse Treatment Centers on

Property Values" |—|







‘“’Not in My Backyard’’:

The Effect of Substance Abuse
Treatment Centers on Property
Values

Buthors Claire R. La Roche, Bennie D. Waller, and Scott A.
Wentland

Abstract Residential treatment centers offer the most intense form of treatment
for substance abuse and are often embedded in residential
neighborhoods. As a result of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act, the number of treatment centers has been forecasted to burgeon.
We examine the external effect of residential rehab centers on nearby
real estate. As addiction treatment centers are planned, a common
response of nearby property owners is “not in my backyard” (NIMBY).
Using a large MLS dataset from central Virginia, we estimate the impact
of substance abuse treatment centers on nearby home prices and
liquidity (as measured by time on market). We find that a neighboring
treatment center is associated with an 8% reduction in nearby home
prices, and that this discount is magnified for treatment centers that
specifically treat opiate addiction (as much as 17%).

The primary residence is perhaps the greatest single investment made by an
individual and the mantra “location, location, location” is an ever-present concern
of a prospective buyer. Before purchasing a home, a savvy buyer will frequently
research the community and the school system, as well as the crime statistics.
When homeowners are made aware of an application for a special use permit
for the possibility of an addiction treatment center being located in their
neighborhood, initial concern for personal and household safety, followed by the
stark realization that home values in their neighborhood may be adversely affected,
almost always lead homeowners to the universal response of “not in my backyard”
(NIMBY). The typical opposition to a proposed substance abuse treatment facility
is based on two visceral concerns: an increase in crime risk and a related decrease
in property values. The primary purpose of this paper is to examine the latter
claim empirically, determining whether there is significant evidence that treatment
centers have a negative impact on nearby real estate.

Ex ante, it is not clear that substance abuse treatment centers will adversely impact
neighboring real estate, which motivates our empirical examination of this
externality. On one hand, there may be a priori reasons to suspect that treatment
facilities will not have much of an impact on neighboring real estate. Locating
addiction treatment centers in residential areas has become commonplace.

JOSRE | Vel. & MNMo. 1 -2014
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Treatment centers tend to be inconspicuous and may have blackout curtains and
minimal signage (or no sign). The housing is often gated and locked at a certain
time of the day. Generally, clients enrolled in residential treatment programs are
not allowed to interact with the “locals” of the neighborhood or leave the
premises. Under current law (discussed in the next section), despite their
challenges, residential treatment centers have relatively few limitations on where
they are sited.

On the other hand, like many negative externalities or NIMBY issues, there are
reasons to suspect that rehab facilities may adversely impact neighboring real
estate. Substance abuse is a multifaceted health issue and many patients in
residential treatment have a dual diagnosis: a mental health issue and an addiction
(Connery, 2011). The Substance Abuse Mental Health Services Administration
(SAMHSA, 2008) surveyed 14,423 facilities in 2008 and had a response rate of
94.1%. The SAMHSA survey indicated that 39% of the clients in treatment centers
had a dual diagnosis. In addition, concurrent alcohol and drug addiction accounted
for approximately 45%, while clients in treatment solely for drug abuse accounted
for 34%-36% and 18%—20% of the patients only abused alcohol (SAMHSA,
2008).

One consequence of locating drug and alcohol rehabilitation centers in residential
areas is that patients in substance abuse treatment programs frequently leave or
are administratively discharged before successful completion. At some point,
experts say that, “relapse is an almost unavoidable—and potentially useful—step
in recovery” (Shaffer, 2012). For many, intensive residential treatment is a “last
resort.” A healthy family of an addict will decline to ““enable” negative behavior
and, instead, will insist that the alcoholic/addict experience the “consequence”
of the decision to use again and refuse treatment. In other words, the family will
often not offer any form of financial support and the addict will have to fend for
himself or herself. In addition to having a substance abuse disorder and possibly
a dual diagnosis, those who relapse and leave treatment prior to completion often
have limited job skills and perhaps even a criminal record—factors that make
employment a challenge. Thus, as a practical matter, nearby neighbors may have
valid concerns that the presence of a treatment center will be accompanied by
additional unemployed or even homeless addicts on the street near the area in
which the treatment center is located. This perception of elevated risk in these
areas may then be reflected in the market prices of nearby real estate.

The likely occurrence of relapse combined with the probability of criminal charges
and/or convictions associated with substance abuse corroborates the argument that
the presence of a treatment center may bring objectionable consequences into a
community. The purpose of this paper is to use market data to assess whether
there is substantial evidence of nearby real estate being adversely impacted by the
presence of treatment centers, consistent with the potential risks that proximity to
these facilities may bring. As a clear-cut NIMBY issue, this paper contributes to
the broader literature of examining the market effects of specific externalities or
environmental factors in real estate. Our study contributes to the literature by being
the first to examine the effect of substance abuse treatment centers on the
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surrounding real estate market and, more generally, adding to our understanding
of external factors that impact home prices.

Substance Abuse Treatment: Salient Issues,
Recent Trends, and Related Literagture

It is anticipated that the impact of the July 1, 2014 changes to insurance coverage
under the Affordable Care Act (ACA) will cause the number of treatment centers
to burgeon and thus, a study of the effect of nearby addiction treatment centers
on real estate is timely. Prior to investigating treatment centers’ effects on nearby
real estate, it is crucial to understand the background of substance abuse treatment
and why the current issues motivate the examination of potential real estate
externalities.

Although accurate statistics of drug or alcohol disorders are difficult to obtain,
according to a Harvard Medical School Special Health Report, between 15% and
28% of Americans will have a substance use disorder sometime during their
lifetime and this estimate does not include addiction to nicotine (Shaffer, 2012).
Residential treatment has become a more common way to treat addiction and, like
many areas in healthcare services, residential rehabilitation has become a growth
industry.

Broadly speaking, there are three types of treatment centers: intensive outpatient
program (IOP), inpatient treatment, and partial hospitalization program (PHP).
Typically, IOP treatment centers offer each client nine hours of group therapy, one
hour of individual therapy, and one hour of case management (managing auxiliary
services) per week. IOP clients either live in a halfway house or at home with
strict guidelines established by their primary therapist. Although halfway houses
can vary greatly, they generally have full-time house managers and mandatory,
random urinalysis. Inpatient programs require clients to live at the facility in which
all treatment takes place and may either be freestanding or hospital-based. PHP,
also known as the “Florida model,” is a hybrid version of inpatient treatment and
intensive outpatient treatment: individuals go to a counseling center during the
day, and after a full day of therapy sessions return to off-site housing located in
a neighborhood. Behavioral health technicians work at the off-site facilities around
the clock.

Mandatory addiction treatment (commitment) does not exist under the law. An
addict must choose to be in a recovery program. It is interesting to note that all
three of the substance abuse treatment models include the possibility of group
housing in neighborhood settings.

Projected Increase in SUD Treatment Facilities: MHPAEA and the
ACA

The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (PPACA), also known as Obama
Care, made sweeping changes to Mental Health/Substance Use Disorder
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(MH/SUD) insurance coverage that went into effect on July 1, 2014. To
understand the ramifications for residential treatment centers, it is necessary to
briefly examine the legislative history of MH/SUD insurance coverage. Prior to
July 1, 2014, the high cost of MH/SUD treatment meant that it was only available
to patients with (or whose families have) considerable means, or those whose
health insurance provided coverage. The Mental Health Parity and Addiction
Equity Act of 2008 (MHPAEA) attempted to address the unequal treatment of
MH/SUD health insurance coverage and legislated equal treatment between MH
/SUD benefits and medical/surgical benefits. If a plan had MH/SUD coverage,
then it must be on par with the medical/surgical benefits offered under that policy.
The MHPAEA did not mandate that an insurance policy must cover MH/SUD
and only applied to group health plans sponsored by employers with 50 or more
employees. Both individual and small employer group policies were specifically
exempted from coverage (MHPAEA Fact Sheet).

The PPACA mandates that MH/SUD coverage be included in marketplace health
insurance policies as an “essential health benefit” as of July 1, 2014 (MHPAEA
Fact Sheet). The effect of inclusion of MH/SUD coverage as an essential health
benefit is that the MH/SUD parity rules now apply to non-grandfathered
individual and small group plans (Beronio, Po, Skopec, and Glied, 2013). With
expansion of the “parity rules” and inclusion of MH/SUD coverage as an
essential health benefit under the ACA, it is anticipated that the number of patients
having access to expensive addiction treatment options will grow exponentially,
as will the number of treatment centers.

Antidiscrimination Housing Laws

When a proposed treatment center is sited, concerned members of the community
frequently pressure lawmakers or hire attorneys, causing treatment centers to fight
protracted legal battles that attempt to prevent the opening of the center. However,
numerous laws hinder such NIMBY efforts, providing legal basis for treatment
centers to be located just about anywhere. There are several federal laws that
prohibit discrimination in housing based on a “disability” and define disability
as: “Any person who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits
one or more major life activities; has a record of such impairment; or is regarded
as having such impairment” (HUD).

Substance abuse disorders are clearly recognized disabilities and thus are covered
under fair housing laws. Federal housing laws that prohibit disability-based
discrimination and ensure equal housing opportunities are briefly discussed below.

Fair Housing Act. The Fair Housing Act (FHA) was designed to prohibit
discrimination in housing. In 1988, the FHA was amended to include persons with
handicaps to the protected classes under the FHA, 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(3)(B). The
definition of *“‘handicap” under the FHA is very broad, and drug addiction and
alcoholism are considered to be disabilities that are covered. The FHA also has a
provision (42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(9)) that permits the exclusion of those “whose
tenancy would constitute a direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals
or ... would result in substantial physical damage to the property of others.” Thus,
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the FHA does not protect an individual currently using illegal drugs or a person
with a conviction of distributing or illegally manufacturing a controlled substance.

The FHA covers almost every aspect of a real estate transaction. According to the
Act, it is illegal to discriminate in the sale or rental of a dwelling against a person
with a disability. Thus, an alcoholic/addict cannot be denied housing based solely
on his or her addiction. The Act does permit “reasonable local, State or Federal
restriction regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a
dwelling” 42 U.S.C. §3607(b)(1). This exemption is for living space per occupant
and is intended to promote health and safety, not exclude group homes from
residential areas.

Although a person with a conviction for dealing or illegally manufacturing a
controlled substance is not protected under the FHA, a drug distribution conviction
does not automatically exclude a person from invoking the Rehabilitation Act or
the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Rehabilitation Act. §504 (45 CFR Part 84) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
prohibits any entity from receiving federal funds from discriminating on the basis
of a disability. Drug addiction and alcoholism are covered under this act as well.
Communities have attempted to use zoning laws to exclude treatment centers.
Under §504, if a community’s zoning regulation excludes substance abuse
treatment centers, that community risks losing its federal funds.

Americans with Disabilities Act. Among other things, the purpose of Title Il of
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is to eliminate discrimination in
housing against people with disabilities. This Act has further reach than §504 of
the Rehabilitation Act because the receipt of federal funds is not required for Title
II of the ADA to apply.

Zoning and Case Law. Zoning regulations create perhaps the biggest barrier to
entry for a substance abuse center. As a practical matter, when considering a
proposed site for a treatment center, the owners prefer to avoid spending a lot of
time and money fighting a protracted court battle associated with a zoning
ordinance. This mindset, however, did not stop a significant case from being
appealed to the United States Supreme Court by Oxford House, a self-supporting,
resident-run, residential treatment program. In the landmark case of City of
Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc., et al., 514 U.S. 725 (1995), the City of Edmonds
attempted to use an occupancy restriction in a zoning ordinance to exclude
treatment centers from residential areas. The zoning ordinance in question allowed
an unlimited number of related persons to live in a home and attempted to restrict
the number of unrelated persons living in a single-family dwelling to five. The
City of Edmonds claimed that the §3607(b)(1) exemption to the FHA applied to
the city’s zoning ordinance. In a 5—4 decision, the Supreme Court held that a
zoning ordinance that defined a family in such a way as to exclude treatment
centers was unlawful. The ordinance was not a maximum occupancy provision
but a provision describing who may compose a “family” and, thus, it violated the
FHA. This case was a critical victory for the “Oxford House Model” because
this community-based treatment program leases houses located in upscale
neighborhoods across the U.S.
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The bottom line is that there must be a “rational basis” for zoning regulation to
be valid and localities have consistently been prohibited from discriminating
against substance abuse treatment centers. Absent drastic changes to the laws
outlined above, it is clear that residential centers are here to stay, and that if
challenged in court, NIMBY proponents will have an uphill battle. Thus, given
the growth trends in this industry, the potential risks posed to neighbors, and the
laws that protect the treatment centers’ rights to locate almost anywhere, what is
the consequence for real estate when a treatment center is located in one’s
“backyard,” so to speak?

Related Literuture in Redl Esiate

Researchers have long recognized that numerous externalities impact the
marketing outcomes of residential real estate. These externalities may include, for
example, neighboring pollution,' or even the condition of adjoining or nearby
properties and/or the tenant’s behavior living in such properties. Real property
has intangible benefits or disamenities, which are determined largely by public
perception and capitalized into the pricing and marketing duration of residential
properties. Furthermore, negative externalities are likely to significantly impact the
marketing outcomes of properties in close proximity to the properties being
marketed for sale, as well as impact the desirability of the overall neighborhood.
Such ““stigma’ events are likely to be correlated with an exodus of higher income
residents causing a “snowball” effect in declining property values (McCluskey
and Rausser, 2003).

There are a number of researchers who analyze the degree to which external or
neighborhood factors, both positive and negative, are capitalized in residential
real estate marketing outcomes. For example, Thaler (1978) finds a negative
relationship between neighborhood crime rates and property values. Gibbons
(2004) finds an inverse relationship between vandalism and property values in
London. As one would expect, robbery and aggravated assault rates have a
significant and negative impact on property values (Ihanfeldt and Mayock, 2010).
Pope (2012) found that decrease in crime rates had a positive effect on property
values, particularly in those cities with substantial decreases in crime rates. Using
a microspatial approach, Rosiers (2002) examined the impact of the visual
encumbrance of power lines on property value and finds that on average it
negatively impacts value by approximately 10%, but increases to 14% in areas
where setback in property lines are less.

As a result of the recent economic and housing collapse, there are several studies
that have examined the impact of foreclosed properties. Foreclosed properties may
present a variety of negative effects on neighboring properties, including (but not
limited to) the “eyesore effect” where neighboring foreclosures that have long
been vacant adversely impact the aesthetic appeal of the neighborhood. Such
studies include Harding, Rosenblatt, and Yao (2009), Lin, Rosenblatt, and Yao
(2009), Daneshvary, Clauretie, and Kader (2011), Daneshvary and Clauretie
(2012), and Agarwal, Ambrose, Chomsisengphet, and Sanders (2013). Generally,
these studies find negative neighborhood spillovers from foreclosed or distressed
properties.
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A review of the literature does not reveal any specific examples of residential drug
rehabilitation centers and their impact on neighboring property values. However,
there is analogous literature of undesirable neighbors impacting property values.
For example, Congdon-Hohman (2013) finds a significant and negative effect on
home values located within one-eighth of a mile of a methamphetamine lab. The
effect dissipates both as time passes after the discovery of and distance from a
meth lab. Reichert, Small, and Mohanty (1992) estimate the impact of landfills
on nearby real estate, finding a negative impact when located within several blocks
of an expensive housing area. They find an effect that ranges from 5.5% to 7.3%,
depending on the distance from the landfill. Indeed, the authors find that the
percentage impact on older, less expensive properties to be significantly less (3%—
4%,) relative to the more expensive properties. Similarly, Hite, Chern, Hitzusen,
and Randall (2001) find significant differences in property values located within
3.25 miles of a landfill.

Other studies have shown that a variety of other external factors affect real estate
market outcomes. Coulson and Leichenko (2001) find that designated properties,
as well as neighboring properties, are significantly impacted by historical
designations. Other examples include the impact of registered sex offenders on
the marketing outcomes of neighboring properties. Three recent studies have
examined the impact as to the proximity of registered sex offenders. Most recently,
Wentland, Waller, and Brastow (2014) found that close proximity to sex offenders
rendered large price and liquidity effects, declining but significant out to one mile.
The authors also found amplified effects for homes with more bedrooms, a proxy
for children, and whether the nearby offender was convicted of a violent sex
offense. Linden and Rockoft (2008) found significant reductions in home prices
across radii of less than 0.1 miles and 0.1 to 0.3 miles when an offender moves
in. Pope (2008) found properties located within 0.1 miles of a sex offender
significantly reduced home values.

Deata

We use residential real estate data from a multiple listing service (MLS) located
in central Virginia, including Richmond and other surrounding areas. MLS data
are critical for any externality study, particularly those that analyze both time on
market and price, because it contains both the list date and sell date (or withdraw
date) of residential properties, while tax data and other publically available data
usually only include the property’s date of sale. This is critical because nearby
amenities or disamenities may be capitalized into a home’s price, liquidity, or
some combination of the two. In this study, we examine both. While the expected
sign of living near a potential disamenity is likely negative for the price estimates,
the estimated impact on liquidity is theoretically ambiguous. While the disamenity
may lower the arrival rate of potential buyers, lengthening the time on market,
the seller may be willing to discount the home in part to counteract this effect.

The sample is composed of listings in the residential real estate market over
approximately a decade, between 2001 and 2011. The initial housing data contains
207,793 observations (including both sold and unsold properties). Among others,
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Levitt and Syverson (2008) point out that MLS data are entered by real estate
agents and can be incorrect or incomplete. The data were carefully examined in
light of common issues prevalent in the data. After culling for incomplete, missing
or illogical data that suggest data entry errors or extravagant outliers, the final
data set consists of approximately 194,983 homes on the market, with
approximately 111,580 that eventually sold.? The MLS data include numerous
property characteristics (square footage, bedrooms, baths, age, acreage, etc.) and,
of course, each property’s location.

Our MLS data are a fairly representative housing market in the U.S., which
includes urban, suburban, and rural sales. Richmond is a medium-sized city
located in the eastern part of central Virginia and the MLS covers much of the
“Greater Richmond” area (or Richmond MSA). The average property in this MLS
has a listing and selling price of $263,641 and $242,116, respectively. The average
listed property was 25 years of age, with 2,143 square feet, 3.6 bedrooms, and
2.4 bathrooms with an average time on market of 85 days. During this time period,
there were 36 substance abuse treatment centers located within the broader region
encompassing the listings in our data, and nine were located within the city limits
of Richmond specifically.®> See Exhibit | for additional descriptive statistics.

The primary source of the treatment center externality is its proximity to a given
home on the market. Intuitively, there is likely an increasing NIMBY sentiment
as the proximity to the center is closer in distance. Thus, we compute the distance
from a given home in the MLS and each treatment center, using address data to
code the longitude and latitude from which the straight-line distance is calculated
using the great-circle formula. While NIMBY does not literally refer to one’s
“backyard,” it is usually taken to mean very close proximity, but the definition of
what qualifies as “very close proximity” may be different depending on the person
and the issue. Below we examine the effect of nearby substance abuse treatment
centers on nearby real estate, using different spatial proximities (e.g., 0.175 miles,
0.15 miles, and 0.125 miles) as a robustness check.*

Empirical Methodology

Our primary goal is to isolate the effect of a treatment center on neighborhood
real estate outcomes. Numerous studies have examined other neighborhood
externalities, using a variety of empirical approaches.® Initially, we focus on a
treatment center’s effect on the sale price and liquidity of a home, utilizing a
cross-sectional OLS hedonic pricing model as the baseline. While hedonic pricing
models are commonly used to determine the value of specific property attributes
and surrounding (dis)amenities by estimating marginal effects on the sale price of
the property,® we also explore a simultaneous equation model to account for the
Jjoint determination of both price and liquidity. The purpose of exploring multiple
approaches is to demonstrate that the results are not particularly sensitive to the
choice of modeling technique.

Baseline QLS Hedonic Models

Beginning with a simple cross-sectional approach, we provide a baseline estimate
of the effect of a nearby substance abuse treatment center, employing a traditional
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Exhibit 1 | Summary Statisfics

Variable Mean Std. Dev.
List Price ($) 263,641 142,300
Sale Price ($) 242,116 127,608
Time on Market (in Days) 85.45 79.99
Rehab Center (Dummy Var. = 1 if the home is near a rehab center 0.0003 0.02
(distance specified in each table), O otherwise)

Age (in Years) 24.99 26.16
Acreage 0.79 1.91
Square Feet 2,143.29 888.25
Bedrooms 3.60 0.77
Bathrooms 2.38 0.82
Foreclosure (Dummy Var. = 1 if foreclosure, O otherwise) 0.02 0.12
Number of levels 1.83 0.65
Pool [Dummy Var. = 1 if the home has a pool, O otherwise) 0.05 0.23
Basement (Dummy Var. = 1 if they have a basement, O otherwise) 0.17 0.38
Short Sale {Dummy Var. = 1 if short sale, O otherwise) 0.02 0.13
Tenant (Dummy Var. = 1 if it has a tenant at listing, 0 otherwise) 0.03 0.16
Vacant (Dummy Var. = 1 if the home is vacant, O otherwise) 0.36 0.48
Taxes 1,779.95 1,311.74
HOA Fees (Dummy Var. = 1 if it has HOA fees, O otherwise) 0.32 0.47
Listing Density 64.41 577.40
Competition 582.22 1,062.08

Note: Location and year fixed effects summary stats omitted.

hedonic model that accounts for heterogeneous characteristics of both homes and
their locations. We estimate the following functional forms:

SP; = ¢p(X,, LOC,, T,, TOM) + ¢

¢

and

TOM, = ¢,(X,, LOC,, T, LP)) + ¢,

2

where SP, is a vector for property selling price,” LP, is a vector for property listing
price X, is a vector of property specific characteristics,® LOC, is a vector for
location control using ZIP Codes (see below), T, the variable of interest, equals
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1 if a treatment center is located nearby of a given home, and is 0 otherwise,
TOM, is the time on market (in days), which the literature also calls marketing
duration or a measure of liquidity, and & is an error term that is heteroskedastic-
consistent and clustered by ZIP Code.’

Hedonic analysis of the housing market requires some control for spatial
heterogeneity because location itself is a key source of differences in housing
prices. The goal is to disentangle specific proximity to a treatment center from
broader location differences that explain real estate prices. Following numerous
studies in the real estate and urban economics literature, we chose ZIP Code fixed
effects to control for unobserved heterogeneity across these areas so that the
explanatory variables’ effects are identified from variation within a given area (or
even in a given year, as is the case for time fixed effects). In effect, our results
may then be interpreted as the treatment center’s effect on home prices given
comparable homes within the same ZIP Code, but located further away. In this
sense, we are attempting to disentangle the broader location effect from the
proximity to a treatment center by essentially comparing homes within a certain
ZIP Code. Further, we explore alternative location controls (census tracts, block
groups, and blocks) in a similar vein, as well as altering the control group itself
by confining it to narrow bands around a rehab facility. Appropriate location
controls can disentangle the negative externality effect from simply a “bad
neighborhood” or “bad part of town” effect.

Simultaneous Equations Approach: System Identification

Numerous studies in real estate and urban economics model price and time on
market in a simultaneous system (like 2SLS or 3SLS) given likely joint
determination of these factors. A seller can always lower price to increase
liquidity, and vice versa. Yet, a home’s sale price and time on market are
determined by virtually identical factors. Econometrically, this creates an
identification problem because if one wants to model this simultaneity with a
system of equations, then, by definition, such a system could not be identified
using identical exogenous variables. While a number of empirical studies
acknowledge this simultaneity,'® Turnbull and Dombrow (2006) and Zahirovic-
Herbert and Turnbull (2008) have identified a novel way of overcoming this
identification problem through their incorporation of variables that represent
market conditions from other listings on the market. Below we summarize a
solution to this identification issue, as we utilize an adapted form of this approach
to model price and liquidity in a simultaneous system.

Following Krainer’s (2001) search market model, one can model a home’s
expected liquidity, E[TOM], (measured as a home’s marketing duration or time
on market) and expected house sale price, E[SP], as simultaneously determined
and implicitly defined as:

F(E[SP), E[TOM], T, X, LOC, C) = 0, 3)
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where T is an indicator of whether a home is near a rehab treatment center, X
is a vector of house (and market) characteristics, LOC is location controls, and
C are neighborhood market conditions. The latter variable, C, represents
neighborhood market conditions that have an ambiguous external effect on local
properties. On one hand, when the number of nearby homes that go on the market
increases, the supply of additional homes on the market ought to negatively impact
the price and liquidity of a nearby home (i.e., “a competition effect’”). On the
other hand, the increased traffic generated from additional nearby homes on the
market could actually positively impact a home’s price and liquidity, which is
termed ““a shopping externality effect.”” Empirically, the sales price and time on
market can be represented as separate functions with jointly distributed stochastic
errors €, and e,

SP = ¢,(TOM, T, LOC, X, C) + ¢, 4

and

TOM = (Py(SP, ]15 LOC, -X: C) + ST‘ (5)

The vector C (i.e., market conditions or neighborhood competition) and another
vector, L (i.e., listing density), are the keys to Turnbull and Dombrow’s (2006)
solution to over-identifying this system of equations (since equations 3 and 4 are
not yet identified). Neighborhood competition, C, is a measure that accounts for
“nearby houses for sale as long as each competing listed house overlaps with the
period that this house is on the market, inversely weighted by the distance between
the houses to reflect the assumption that nearby houses will have stronger effects
on the sale of this house than houses that are farther away” (Zahirovic-Herbert
and Turnbull, 2008)."" Listing density, L, is similarly defined as ‘“the measure
of competing overlapping listings per day on the market” (Zahirovic-Herbert
and Turnbull, 2008), where: L(i) = 2,(1 — D(, j))*{min[s(/), s(j)] — max[/(/),
I(H1y/s(iy — I()) + 1. Essentially, both measures capture neighborhood market
conditions by quantifying the marketing overlap of nearby homes on the market
simultaneously, however, listing density is weighted by time on market. Turnbull
and Dombrow (2006) point out that a change in competition while holding selling
time constant is also the partial derivative with respect to listing density (and it
is easy to see that d¢,/dC = d¢,/9dL). Therefore, we can rewrite our system of
equations to reflect:

SP = ¢(TOM, T, LOC, X, L) + ¢, (6)
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and

TOM = ¢,(SP, T, LOC, X, C) + &,. )

Both L and C vectors uniquely identify the simultaneous system. Further, we
supplement this approach by using different location controls across equations.'*
We estimate the system of equations (5) and (6) using three-stage least squares
(3SLS) in the next section to generate a coefficient estimate of the effect of a
nearby treatment center on price and time on market. We model simultaneity using
a 3SLS approach because it incorporates an additional step with seemingly
unrelated regression (SUR) estimation to control for correlations between error
terms.!3

Alternative Specifications and Robusiness

While the baseline results include location controls, an additional way to isolate
the treatment effect of a rehab facility is by limiting the control group to homes
closer to rehab facilities more generally (i.e., omitting observations sufficiently far
from any rehab facility). Methodologically, the comparison is then between homes
that are near a rehab treatment facility and homes just outside a given range.
Specifically, we explore the effect of a rehab center (within 1/8 mile) on nearby
real estate as compared to similar homes further out (i.e., within 1.5 miles, 1 mile,
and 2/3 mile, respectively). This approach allows us to further homogenize
location as a robustness check, and to provide additional evidence that the external
effect is specific to the rehab facility, and not simply the part of town in which it
is located.

We also examine whether facilities that only treat opiate addicts (commonly
known as methadone clinics) have a larger impact on nearby real estate. Clinics
that treat heroin or prescription addicts, for example, often use buprenorphine or
methadone as part of the rehabilitation process. Nearby residents may perceive
patients who are still intoxicated, albeit at a lower dose, as an elevated crime risk.
Approximately half of the 36 treatment centers in our sample only treat opiate
addiction (hereinafter referred to as methadone clinics). We examine whether
nearby real estate is more affected by methadone clinics specifically.

Results

Baoseline OLS Resulis

The baseline OLS results provide evidence that nearby treatment centers adversely
impact surrounding home values, but have little if any impact on property liquidity.
Estimating equations (1) and (2), Exhibit 2 shows that this adverse effect is not
qualitatively sensitive to the choice of the definition of “nearby.” Column 1 shows
that the presence of a rehab center within 0.125 (1/8) miles is associated with
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Exhibit 2 | Effect of @ Nearby Rehab Center on a Home's Price and Liquidity: Baseline OLS Results

Dependent Variable: In{Sale Price)

Dependent Variable: In{Days on Market)

1) (2) (3) (4} {5) (6)
Rehab Center = 0.125 Mile ~0.0796** ~0.0513
{=1.97) (-0.28)
Rehab Center = 0.15 Mile —0.0623** 0.1101
(—2.20) {0.76)
Rehab Center = 0.175 Mile -0.0517** 0.1190
(—2.49) {1.10)
InfAge of Home) —0.0649*** —0.0649*** —0.0649*** 0.0213*" 0.0213*** 0.0213**
{(—19.07) (~19.07) (—19.08) {2.71) [2.71) (2.71})
Acreage 0.0206*** 0.0206*** 0.0206*** 0.0203*** 0.0203*** 0.0203***
{13.39) (13.39) (13.39) (4.47) {4.46) (4.46)
Sq. Ft. 0.0003*** 0.0003*** 0.0003*** -0.0000 -0.0000 —-0.0000
(15.38) {15.38) (15.38) {—0.50) {—0.50} (-0.50)
Bedrooms -0.0075 -0.0075 -0.0075 0.0441*** 0.0441*** 0.0441**+
{—0.99) {—0.99) {~-0.99) {5.06} 5.07) {5.06)
Bathrooms 0.0390*** 0.0390*** 0.0390*** —0.05174** —0.0517*** —-0.0517***
{6.30) {6.30) {6.30} {—5.34) {-5.34) {-5.33)
Foreclosure —0.1691*** —0.14691*** —0.1691*** -0.3936*** —0.3938** —0.3939***
(—20.60) {—20.60) {—20.60) (—15.90) {—15.91} [-15.93)
Number of Levels -0.0055 -0.0055 —0.0055 0.0419*** 0.0418*** 0.0418**
(—1.17) (-1.17) (-1.17) (4.93) 4.93) {4.93)
Pool 0.0334™* 0.0334*** 0.0334"** 0.0060 0.0060 0.0060
(3.67) (3.61) {3.60) (0.18) {0.18) (0.18)
Basement 0.0418*** 0.0418*** 0.0418*** 0.0045 0.0046 0.0046
{3.15) (3.15) (3.15) {0.23) {0.23) 0.23)
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Exhibit 2 | [conlinued)
Effect of a Nearby Rehab Center on a Home's Price and Liquidily: Baseline OLS Results

Dependent Variable: In{Sale Price) Dependent Varicble: In{Days on Market)
M (2) (3) {4) {5) (6}
Short Sale —0.0935*** —0.0935*** -0.0935*** 0.3775*** 0.3775*** 0.3775**
(—=12.68) {—12.68) (—12.67) (18.07) {18.08) (18.07)
Tenant —0.0815"** —0,0815*** -0.0815*** 0.2479** 0.2479*** 0.2479***
{—10.10) {(-10.10) {-=10.10) {11.82) {11.81) (11.81)
Vacont —0.0279*** —0.0279*** —0.0279*** 0.1207*** 0.1207*** 0.1207***
(—6.56) {~6.56) {-6.57) (7.44) (7.43) (7.43)
Toxes ($) 0.0001*** 0.0001+*** 0.0001*** —0.0000 —0.0000 -0.0000
(6.81} {6.81) {6.81) (~1.23) {—1.23) {—1.23)
HOA Fee 0.0715%* 0.0715*** 0.0715*** —0.0690*** —0.0691** —0.0690***
(7.11) (7.11) {7.11) {—3.26) {—3.2¢) (—3.2¢)
In{Days on Market) 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003
{0.21) (0.21) (0.21)
In{List Price) 0.6486*** 0.6487+** 0.6487***
(9.34) {9.34) (9.34)
Constant 11.4723*** 11.4723* 11.6581 -5.6213** —5.6222** —5.6225™*
{171.71) (171.70) {0.07) (—6.69) (—6.69) {—6.69)
Location Controls {ZIP Code) J / J J J J
Year Fixed Effects J J Y J J J

Notes: This table presents results of hedonic OLS models showing the effect of a nearby (i.e., within 0.125 mile, 0.15 mile, and 0.175 mile) rehab Facility on a
property’s sale price and time on market {errors clustered by ZIP Code). T-statistics are in parentheses. The number of observation in columns 1-3 is 117,187; the
number of observation in columns 4-6 is 206,420.

* Significant at the 10% level.

**Significant at the 5% level.

*** Significant ot the 1% level.
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approximately an 8% reduction in home values. The corresponding impact on
time on market is not statistically significant at any conventional level, providing
initial evidence that the externality is primarily capitalized into home prices, rather
than liquidity. Indeed, columns 2 and 3 show that homes sold for approximately
6% or 5% less if they were located within 0.15 miles or 0.175 miles of a rehab
center, respectively. While qualitatively similar, these coefficient estimates also
provide some evidence that the externality may be diminishing in distance, as
additional, further properties are included in the latter estimates. The regressions
tabulated in columns 5 and 6 tell approximately the same story as column 4, in
that there is little evidence that rehab centers have a statistically significant impact
on a home’s liquidity.

The real estate literature has not adopted a single way to control for spatial
heterogeneity. In Exhibit 3 we examine a few common alternatives to controlling
for location. The initial estimates in Exhibit 2 use ZIP Codes to control for spatial
heterogeneity. In Exhibit 3, we use census tract fixed effects (columns 1 and 4),
block group fixed effect (columns 2 and 5), and block fixed effects (columns 3
and 6). Census tracts, according to the U.S. Census, are ‘“small, relatively
permanent statistical subdivisions of a county ... designed to be homogenous with
respect to population characteristics, economic status, and living conditions.”"
Census block groups are subsets of census tracts; and, blocks are further subsets
of block groups. One can think of these as different measures of “neighborhoods,”
broadly to more narrowly defined. The results from the price regressions in Exhibit
3 are consistent with Exhibit 2, falling within a fraction of a percentage point of
one another, with an effect of approximately 7.2% to 7.9%. Columns 4—6 in
Exhibit 3 also show that substance abuse treatment centers are not associated with
a statistically significant impact on nearby property liquidity. Overall, it is clear
that the estimates of the effect of a substance abuse treatment center on nearby
real estate is not particularly sensitive to the choice of location controls, providing
evidence that the external effect of substance abuse treatment centers is robust.

Simultauneous Equation Resulis

When price and time on market are modeled within a simultaneous 3SLS system
of equations, the estimated effect of a nearby substance abuse treatment center on
home price and liquidity are similar to the OLS results, finding that nearby
substance abuse treatment centers are associated with an approximately 8% drop
in home values (within 1/8 mile). Column 1 in Exhibit 4 displays this result. Like
the initial OLS results, the 3SLS estimations also show that substance abuse
treatment centers have little impact on nearby property liquidity, as the externality
appears to be capitalized into price exclusively. Exhibit 4 provides additional
evidence that the external impact of substance abuse treatment centers is robust
to multiple modeling approaches that are common in empirical real estate studies.

Exhibit 4 also provides evidence that not all substance abuse treatment centers
may be perceived by nearby residents as presenting equal risk. It is possible that
methadone clinics have a greater NIMBY sentiment from the broader community.
We test this proposition empirically by exclusively examining the effect of
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Exhibit 3 | Effect of a Nearby Rehab Center on a Home's Price and liquidily with Different Location Conlrols

Dependent Variable: In{Sale Price)

Dependent Variable: In{Days on Market)

m (2) (3} (4) {5) (6)
Rehab Center < 1/8 Mile -0.0720** -0.0787"* —0.0744** —~0,0695 —-0.0919 -0.0520
{-2.01) {—2.16) (—2.25) (-0.41) (—0.55) (—0.32)
In{Age of Home) —0.0683*** -0.0668*** —0.0650*** 0.0064 -0.01M -0.0110**
(—36.51) {—39.52) (—48.49) {0.87) {—1.50) (—2.39)
Acreage 0.0200%** 0.0209*** 0.0201*** 0.0372%+* 0.0589*** 0.0552***
(17.12) (20.28) (24.52) (9.82) {12.25) {23.18)
Sq. Ft. 0.0002*** 0.0002*** 0.0002°*** 0.0000** 0.0001*** 0.0001***
{14.20) (13.45) {14.30} {1.96) {4.91) (7.83)
Bedrooms 0.0004 0.0038 0.0046 0.0356*** 0.0148 0.0202***
(0.08) 0.71) (1.12) (3.56) {1.34) {2.81)
Bathrooms 0.0404** 0.0394*** 0.0383*** —0.0495*** —0.0441*** —0.0463"**
{7.09) {7.06) {7.96) {—5.08) {—4.00) (—5.91)
Foreclosure —0.1546** —0.1482*** —0.1401*~* —0.4062*** —0.4258**" —0.4239***
{—24.91) (—27.52) (—32.23) (—19.06) (—18.46) {—21.16)
Number of Levels -0.0032 -0.0012 0.0022 0.0202** —0.0078 0.0010
(—1.08) {—0.46) [0.96) (2.65) (-0.78) {0.16)
Pool 0.0355*** 0.0333*** 0.0289*** 0.0126 0.0159 0.0219
4.99) {5.69) {8.30) {0.43) {0.48) (1.07)
Basement 0.0231*** 0.0193*** 0.0152** 0.0400*** 0.1021°*** 0.0865***
{3.52) (3.89) (4.88) (2.77) (6.03) {8.86)
Short Sale —0.0822*** —0.0818*** —0.0817*** 0.3531*** 0.3422*** 0.3410**
(—14.38) {—14.82) {—14.83) (18.52) {17.81) {18.39)
Tenant —0.0729*** —0.0721+** —0.0702*** 0.2570*** 0.2966*** 0.2882***
{—14.28) (—16.27) {-18.31) (13.10) (14.02) {15.87)
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Exhibit 3 | {confinved)
Effect of a Nearby Rehab Center on a Home's Price and Liquidily with Different Location Conirols

Dependent Variable: In{Scle Price} Dependent Variable: In{Days on Markef)
(1 (2) {3) (4) {5 {6)
Vacant —0.0309*** —0.0326*** —0.0345*** 0.1171%** 0.1393*** 0.1301***
(—9.74) (—12.22) (-20.51) (7.81) {8.97) (12.79)
Taxes ($) 0.0007*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** —0.0001** —0.0001*** —0.0001***
(10.40) {10.45) {13.13] 1-2.17) (=3.20) (=6.69)
HOA Fees 0.0660*** 0.0681*** 0.0635*** —0.0847*** —0.1136*** —=0.1100***
(9.93) (11.85) (16.69) (—4.25) (—5.04) {—8.49)
In{Time on Market) 0.0014* 0.0016** 0.0015"**
(1.67) {2.40) {2.79)
InlList Price} 0.5101*** 0.2620*** 0.2991**
11.71} (5.67) (11.74)
Constant 11.4958*** 11.4429*** 11.5281*** —4.1742*** —1.1906** —1.6416**"
{156.44) {260.80) {259.87) {~7.64) (—2.12} {—4.76)
Location Controls {Census Tracts) J J
Location Controls {Blocks Groups) J J
Location Controls {Blocks) v J
Year Fixed Effects J v / J/ J /

Notes: This table presents results of hedonic OLS models showing the effect of a nearby [i.e. within 0.125 mile) rehab facility on a property’s sale price and fime on
market, while controlling for different spatial / area fixed effects. Errors are clustered by spatial area in each regression respectively. T-statistics are in parentheses. The
number of observation in columns 1-3 is 116,663; the number of observation in columns 4-6 is 205,281.

* Significant at the 10% level.

** Significant at the 5% level.

"**Significant af the 1% level.
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Exhibit 4 | Effect of a Nearby Rehab and Methadone Treatment Center on a Home's Price and

liquidity
Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent
Variable: Variable: Variable: Variable:
In{Sale Price)  In{Days on Market) In(Sale Price) In|{Days on Marker}
{1} (2} {3) (4}
Rehab Center = 1/ 8 Mile -0.077** —-0.009
{—2.44) (—0.04)
Meth. Center < 1/ 8 Mile —0.174** 0.192
(—2.35) {0.33)
In{Age of Home) —0.063** 0.125** —0.063*** 0.125***
(—118.93) (10.89) (—118.92) {10.86)
Acreage 0.019%** 0.026*** 0.019** 0.027***
(42.37) 15.22) (42.38) {5.24)
Sq. Ft. 0.000***  —0.000*** 0.000%** —0.000***
{232.99) {—7.14) (233.00) {(—7.10)
Bedrooms -0.023*** 0.093*** ~0.023*** 0.093***
(—23.53) (11.70) (—23.52) (11.49)
Bathrooms 0.024***  —0.054*** 0.024*** —0.053***
(22.80) (—5.75) (22.80) (—5.73)
Foreclosure —-0.153** -0.025 —0.153*** -0.026
{—36.57) (—0.62) (—36.60) {—0.64)
Number of Levels —0.018*** 0.077*** —-0.018*** 0.077***
(—18.27) (9.51) {(—18.27) {9.51)
Pool 0.027*** -0.038** 0.027%** —0.038**
{11.63) (—2.04) {11.62) (—2.03)
Basement 0.039***  —0.062*** 0.039*** —0.061***
(24.13) (—4.68) (24.13) (—4.67)
Short Sale —0.115%** 0.529*** —0.115%* 0.528***
{—20.08) (11.42) {(—20.07) {11.41)
Tenant —0.080*** 0.078** —0.080*** 0.078**
{(—21.18) {2.46) {(—21.19) (2.45)
Vacant —0.041*** 0.240*** —0.041*** 0.240***
{—34.67}) (22.44) (—34.66) (22.42)
Taxes {$} 0.000*** 0.000* 0.000*** 0.000*
{91.96) (1.82) (91.95) (1.86)
HOA Fees 0.059***  —0.076*** 0.059*** —0.076***
{(41.51) (—5.07) (41.50) {(—5.05)
In{Time on Market) 0.050%** 0.050***
(45.52) (45.45)
In{Sale Price) 1.254*** 1.248***
(7.48) (7.44)
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Exhibit 4 | (continued]
Effect of a Nearby Rehab and Methadone Treatment Center on a Home's Price and Liquidity

Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent
Variable: Variable: Variable: Variable:
In(Sale Price)  In(Days on Markel)  In{Sale Price) In{Days on Markel}
(1) {2) {3) (4)
Listing Density 0.000*** 0.000***
(21.93) (21.95)
Competition 0.000*** 0.000***
(21.48) (21.50)
Location Controls J J J J
Year Fixed Effects J J J J

Notes: This table presents the results of hedonic 3SLS models showing the effect of a nearby |i.e., within
0.125 mile) rehab facility, and a rehab facility that treats methadone addiction specifically, on a property’s
sale price and time on market; constant omitted here for brevity. Z-statistics are in parentheses. The number
of observations in columns 1-4 is 110,361,

*Significant at the 10% level.

** Significant af the 5% level.

*** Significant at the 1% level.

methadone clinics. Columns 3 and 4 in Exhibit 4 display the results of the same
3SLS estimations as columns 1 and 2, but confining the treatment variable to a
dummy variable that equals one if the home is within 0.125 mile of a methadone
clinic. The coefficient estimates in Exhibit 4 indicate that homes within 0.125
miles of a methadone clinic sell for approximately a 17% discount relative to
homes that are located further away, holding other factors constant. There is little
evidence, however, that these clinics affect nearby home liquidity. Overall, Exhibit
4 provides evidence that the market differentiates among risks generated by these
potential externalities, and the treatment centers that may be perceived as having
a higher risk to their neighbors have a much greater impact on the surrounding
real estate market.

As a robustness check, in Exhibit 5 we explore the extent to which the control
groups matter, finding results generally consistent with those in Exhibit 4. A
critique of hedonic models for estimating any externality might be that the
interpretation of the dummy variable essentially defines the control group as
homes not located near (within 0.125 miles) the potential externality. Defining the
control group in this way may present some unobserved spatial heterogeneity
issues. To address this issue, in Exhibits 5 and 6 we estimate the same regressions
as Exhibit 4, but confine the sample to homes that are located within 1.5 miles,
1 mile, and 0.6 miles of a rehab facility respectively. The results are consistent
with the initial 3SLS estimates in Exhibit 4, and by extension, the initial OLS
estimates in Exhibits 2 and 3. Both exhibits show that homes near substance abuse
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Exhibit 5 | Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility on a Home's Sale Price and Days on Market

Dependent
Variable:
In{Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:

In{Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
In|Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:

In{Days on Market)

Dependent
Varicble:
In{Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
In{Days on Market}

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility

Within 1 Mile of a Rehob Facility

Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) {3a) (3b)
Rehab Center < 1/8 Mile -0.076** —0.008 —-0.077** —0.083 —0.075** -0.331
(—2.34) {—0.03) (—2.42) {—0.34) (—2.27) {—1.34)
In{Age of Home) —-0.063*** 0.133*** —0.059*** 0.060 —0.063*** 0.102
{—30.75) (3.60) (—20.19) {1.34) {—12.40) {1.60)
Acreage 0.022*** 0.017 0.020** 0.045* 0.028*** 0.015
(12.14) {0.91) {7.61) {1.85) (5.83) {0.35)
5q. Ft. 0.000** —0.000** 0.000*** -0.000 0.000**" -0.000
(57.61) {—2.31) (42.39) {—0.59) (25.45) [-1.08)
Bedrooms —0.023*"* 0.123*** —0.025*** 0.144*** —0.026*** 0.211%**
(-5.92) {4.30) {—4.44) {3.42) {—2.96) (3.21)
Bathrooms 0.028*** -0.018 0.018** 0.040 0.027*** -0.048
(6.69) {—0.51) (2.88) {0.81) {2.58) {—0.60)
Foreclosure —0.147*** 0.014 ~0.171*** -0.195 -0,188*** —-0.628**
(—9.84) {0.11) (—7.62) {—1.00) (—4.93) {~2.11)
Number of Levels —0.025*** 0.079*+* —0.021*** 0.046 -0,018** 0.110
{—6.57} (2.64) (~3.81) {1.05) {—1.99) (1.64)
Pool 0.021** 0.034 0.016 -0.103 0.027 -0.134
{2.17) (0.48) (1.16} {—-0.97) (1.12) {-0.77)
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Exhibit 5 | [continued)
Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility on a Home's Sale Price and Days on Market

Dependent
Variable:
In(Sale Price}

Dependent
Variable:
In{Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
In{Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
In{Days on Marke)

Dependent
Variable:
In(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
In{Days on Market}

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility

Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility

Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

{1q) {1hb) (2q) {2b) {3a) (3b)
Basement 0.040*** 0.004 0.034*** 0.052 0.029* -0.105
(6.44) (0.08) {3.71) 0.71) {1.91} [-0.89)
Short Sale —0.122*** 0.389** —0.106*** 0.315 -0.166*** 0.006
(—6.04) (2.56) (—3.23) {1.25) (—3.04) (0.02)
Tenant —0.099*** 0.038 —0.114** 0.018 —0.140*** 0.161
(—6.82) {0.32) (—5.82) {0.11) (—4.47) {0.65)
Vocant ~0.044** 0.218*** —0.046*** 0.254** —0.034* 0.304***
{—9.59) {5.59) {—7.05) (4.66) (—2.97) (3.68)
Toxes ($) 0.000** 0.000 0.000*** 0.000"** 0.000°** 0.000"*
{23.21) (1.13) {15.54) {3.58) {11.40) (2.22)
HOA Fees 0.068*** —0.104** 0.078*** -0.128* 0.079*** -0.151
(11.98) {—1.98) {9.59) (-1.72) (5.73) (—1.36)
In{Time on Market) 0.043*** 0.019** 0.010
{10.91) (3.80) {1.50)
In|Sale Frice) 1.023** 0.071 0.295
(1.98) {0.12) {0.39)
Listing Density 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000**
(6.30) (4.33) {2.35)

€8 l Lpanfdog Aw ui 1en,,



Exhibif 5§ | (continued)
Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility on a Home's Sale Price and Days on Market

Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent
Variable: Variable: Variable: Variable: Variable: Variable:
In{Sale Price) In{Days on Market) InlSole Price) In|Days on Market) In(Sale Price) IniDays on Market}
Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility
(1a} {1b} (2a) (2b) {3a) (3b)

Competition 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***

(8.80) (6.26) (5.95)
Location Controls J J J J J v
Year Fixed Effects J J J v v J

Notes: This table presents the 35LS results of simulianeous estimation of the effect of a nearby rehab facility on a home's selling price and liquidity {fime on market),
changing the sample to vary the control groups by smaller radii from a rehab center. Z-statistics are in parentheses. The number of observations in columns 1-2 is
7,711; the number of observations in columns 3—4 is 3,589; the number of observations in columns 5-6 is 1,324.

* Significant ot the 10% level.

** Significant af the 5% level.

*** Significant at the 1% level.
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Exhibit 6 | Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility that Treats Methadone Addiction

Dependent
Variable:
In(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:

In{Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
In{Sale Price}

Dependent
Variable:

In{Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
In{Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
In{Days on Market)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility

Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility

Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(Ta) (1b) (2a) (2b) {3a) (3b)
Meth, Center = 1/ 8 Mile —0.169** -0.020 —0.179** —-0.086 -0.168** -0.289
{-2.21) {—0.04) (-2.37) {—0.15) {—2.17) {—0.52)
In{Age of Home) —-0.063** 0.129*** —0.059*** 0.061 —-0.063"*" 0.104
{—30.70) {3.49) (—20.14) (1.35) [-12.30) {1.64)
Acreage 0.022*** 0.018 0.020*** 0.045* 0.028°** 0.014
{12.17) {0.99) (7.62) {1.84) {5.83) {0.33}
Sq. Ft. 0.000*** —-0.000*" 0.000*** —0.000 0.000°** —0.000
(57.63) [—-2.17) {42.43) {—0.61) (25.54) (—1.10)
Bedrooms —-0.023*** 0.122*** —0.024*** 0.145*** -0.026*** 0.214***
(—5.88) (4.26) (—4.42) (3.45) (—2.91) (3.29)
Bathrooms 0.028** -0.016 0.018* 0.040 0.027*+* —0.047
(6.70) {—0.45) {2.89) {0.81) (2.59) {—0.59)
Foreclosure —0.148*** 0.004 ~-0.173*** -0.196 —0.193*** -0.653*
(—9.90) (0.03) {(—-7.71) {—1.00} (—5.06) (—2.19)
Number of Levels -0.025** 0.078*** —0.021°** 0.047 -0.018** 0.109
(—6.58) {2.60) {—3.84) {1.05) (—2.04) (1.62)
Pool 0.021** 0.035 0.016 -0.103 0.026 -0.135
(2.16) (0.50) {1.15) {-0.97) {1.10) {—0.78)
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Exhibit 6 | (confinued)
Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility thar Treats Methadone Addiction

Dependent Dependent
Variable: Variable:
In{Sale Price) In{Days on Market)

Dependent Dependent
Variable: Varioble:
In{Sale Price) In({Days on Market}

Dependent Dependent
Variable: Voriable:
In{Sale Price) In{Days on Markef)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility

Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility

Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

{1q) {1b} {20} {2b} {3q) {3b)
Basement 0.040*** 0.006 0.035*** 0.051 0.030* -0.104
{6.44) {0.13) {3.72) {0.70) (1.94) {—0.89)
Short Sale —0.121** 0.383** —0.106*** 0.318 —0.165*** 0.029
(—6.02) (2.52) {—3.21} (1.26) {—3.03) {0.07)
Tenant —0.099*** 0.031 —0.114*** 0.019 —0.142*** 0.158
{—6.84) {0.26}) (—5.84} (0.12) (—4.52) 0.64)
Vacant —0.044*** 0.216*** —0.047*** 0.254*** —0.034*** 0.303***
(—9.58) (5.52) {—7.08) (4.67) {—3.03) (3.66)
Taxes ($) 0.000*** 0.000 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000**
(23.18) (1.26) (15.44) 3.56) (11.24) (2.16)
HOA Fees 0.068*** -0.100* 0.077*** -0.130* 0.078*** ~0.159
(11.94) {~1.90) {9.53} [—1.75) (5.65) {—1.43)
In{Time on Market) 0.042*** 0.020*** 0.012*
{10.81) (3.93) {1.67)
In{Sals Price) 0,955* 0.082 0.322
(1.85) {0.14) (0.43)
Listing Density 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000**
16.42) (4.40) (2.48)
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Exhibit & | (confinved)
Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility that Treats Methadone Addiction

Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent
Variable: Variable: Variable: Variable: Variable: Varigble:
In{Sale Price) InlDays on Market) In{Sale Price) In|Days on Market) In{Sale Price) In{Days on Market)
Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility
(1q) {1b) {2a) (2b) {3a) {3b)

Competition 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***

(8.86} {6.25) (5.89)
Location Conirols 4 J v v J
Year Fixed Effects J J / J J J

Notes: This table presents 35LS results of simultaneous estimation of the effect of a nearby rehab facility thet treats methadone addiction on o home's selling price and
liquidity {fime on market), changing the somple to vary the control groups by smaller radii from a rehab center. Z-stafistics are in parentheses, The number of
observations in column 1 is 7,711; the number of observations in column 2 is 3,589; the number of observations in column 3 is 1,324.

*Significant at the 10% level.

** Significant at the 5% level.

*** Significant at the 1% level
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treatment centers are still negatively impacted, and by approximately the same
magnitudes. Indeed, the last two columns are particularly striking. Given that this
is already a “within neighborhood” estimation, by controlling for location, the
fact that the substance abuse treatment center result is robust when the control
group is reduced to 1 mile and 0.6 miles indicates that unobserved spatial
heterogeneity is not likely driving the core results of this paper. More intuitively,
this provides strong evidence that the substance abuse treatment center effect is
not simply a “bad part of town effect,” in that we are comparing “apples with
apples” across the dimension of location, and, the principle characteristic
distinguishing the variation in prices in these areas is the presence of a nearby
substance abuse treatment center. Based on these results, we cannot conclude that
there is a robust impact on property liquidity, but there appears to be a robust
negative relationship between the presence of a substance abuse treatment center
and nearby home values.

Conclusion

In this study, we find evidence that residential substance abuse treatment centers
adversely impact the price of neighboring homes. We find that homes within 1/8
mile of a treatment center sell for approximately 8% less than otherwise
comparable homes that are located further away. Furthermore, we find that the
market differentiates between potential risks that nearby treatment centers may
carry, as living near a methadone clinic that treats opiate addictions such as heroin
or morphine may be associated with a reduction in home values by as much as
17%. We find little evidence that nearby treatment centers affect a home’s time
on market.

Examining this particular externality is important to the broader literature on
neighborhood externalities and environmental factors, as well as the specific
literature on the issue of residential treatment centers. The PPACA has expanded
MH/SUD coverage and made intensive treatment options affordable, and as a
result, demand for effective substance abuse treatment is increasing. Operating a
treatment center is a growing industry and it is reasonable to assume that new
centers will be built nationally, many of which will be sited near or within
residential communities. Indeed, there is very little that individuals and localities
can do to prohibit a substance abuse treatment center from locating in a residential
area because alcohol and drug addiction is considered to be a handicap and thus
alcoholic/addicts in recovery are members of a protected class under the federal
anti-discrimination housing laws. Hence, as residential treatment centers become
more common, it is important to understand all their effects, including the effects
they may have on nearby real estate and how markets price the potential risk of
nearby externalities.

| Endnofes

' For a more complete review on the impact of environmental externalities, see Boyle and
Kiel (2001).



““Not in My Backyard””’ 8%

Consistent with other real estate studies, we culled outliers from our data set, confining
our data to more “typical” range of homes listed at less than $1,000,000, fewer than
10 bedrooms, fewer than 16 acres (99% of observations), property taxes paid that were
less $10,000 (99% of observations), and younger than 150 years old (99% of
observations). For our other dependent variable of interest, time on market, we similarly
trim the 1% extremes. Generally, the findings are not sensitive to dropping these
observations. Further, important to disclose how our data has been trimmed for
transparency and replicability. As an additional quality check, a sample of the MLS data
was compared to county tax records, which contain data on price and housing
characteristics.

There were approximately 153, 96, and 60 properties listed within 0.175 miles, 0.15
miles, and 0.125 miles of a rehab treatment facility respectively, over the time period
of our study. Given the very recent and projected growth of rehab centers nationally,
future research will be able to take advantage of additional homes (data points) being
bought and sold near rehab facilities.

The choice of this radius does not fundamentally alter the qualitative conclusions of this
study. The definition of one’s “backyard” is somewhat ambiguous, and may differ
depending on an individual’s perception. Some externality studies use 0.1 mile, 0.2 mile,
or 0.3 mile as a radius to examine a given externality. While similar results are obtained
looking at bands slightly larger and slightly smaller, we follow Congdon-Hohman (2013)
and use 1/8 mile in most of our tabulated regression results. An easy way to think of
0.125 miles, 0.15 miles, and 0.175 miles is that these are 2.5 minute, 3 minute, and 3.5
minute walks respectively (assuming a pace of 3 miles per hour).

For recent examples of amenity or disamenity studies of externality effects, see Asabere
and Huffiman (1991), Gibbons (2004), Linden and Rockoff (2008), Pope (2008), Rossi-
Hansberg, Sarte, and Owens (2010), Campbell, Giglio, and Pathek (2011), Hoen, Wiser,
Cappers, Thayer, and Sethi (2011), Daneshvary, Clauretie, and Kader (2011), Grout,
Jaeger, and Plantinga (2011), Daneshvary and Clauretie (2012), Congdon-Hohman
(2013), Guignet (2013), Linn (2013), Munneke, Sirmans, Slade, and Turnbull (2013),
and Wentland, Waller, and Brastow (2014).

Recent examples include neighborhood foreclosure effects (Harding, Rosenblatt, and
Yao, 2009; Lin, Rosenblatt, and Yao, 2009; Agarwal, Ambrose, Chomsisengphet, and
Sanders, 2010).

Kuminoff, Parmeter, and Pope (2010) survey 69 hedonic studies and found that 80%
rely on linear, semi-log, or log-log functional form. We have explored a number of non-
linear functional forms and our results remain robust. Rather than repeat all of the above
models with various non-linear explanatory variables, the authors will produce results
of alternative specifications upon request.

For example, we use the following property specific variables: square footage, age,
acreage, number of bedrooms, bathrooms, number of stories, new, vacant, HOA fees,
whether it has a pool, a tenant, a basement, and whether it is a short sale or foreclosure.
We also include year fixed effects to control for variation over time.

When we explore different location controls later, we will cluster by location (e.g.,
census tract, block group, or block).

For example, see Yavas and Yang (1995), Knight (2002), and Turnbull and Dombrow
(2006).

Specifically, both our paper and Zahirovic-Herbert and Turnbull (2008) calculate C in
the following way: “The days-on-market or selling time is s(/) — I(7) + 1, where /(i)
and s(7) are the listing date and sales date for house i. Denoting the listing date and
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sales date for house j by /() and s(j), the overlapping time on the market for these two
houses is min[s(/), s(j}] — max[/(i), /(j)]. The straight-line distance in miles between
houses 7 and j is D(7, j). The measured competition for house i is: C(i)) = =, (1 — D(j,
A {minfs(?), s(j)] — max[/(i), I(j)]} where the summation is taken over all competing
houses j, that is, houses for sale within one mile and 20% larger or smaller in living
area of house i (Zahirovic-Herbert and Turnbull, 2008).

2 At the suggestion of a reviewer, we also identify the system by using different control
variables. A simple way to do this is to use different location controls. We use ZIP Code
fixed effects in the price equation, and census tract fixed effects in the time on market
equation. Generally, the results are not very sensitive to which location controls are used
in each equation. Further, the results are similar when we use the Turnbull and Dombrow
(2006) method alone to identify the system.

5 According to Belsley (1988), when there are strong interrelations among etror terms,
3SLS is used instead of 2SLS in estimating systems of equations because it is more
efficient. Specifically, one would expect unobservables that contribute to error in
estimating price to be also correlated the etror in liquidity.

" See www.census.gov for more detail, specifically: hitp://www.census.gov/geo/www/
cob/tr_metadata.html#gad.
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From: Lin

To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: 18PZ00088/FW: US 1 at Otter Creek - crash and data inquiry

Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 5:55:21 PM

Attachments: 70020000 MP 9.930-10.180 201007 US 1 from Otter Creek to Unsigned Rd.pdf

RE: 18PZ00088

From: Marquez, Kevin [mailto:Kevin.Marquez@dot.state.fl.us]
Sent: Friday, November 9, 2018 3:51 PM

To: Iblumauer@cfl.rr.com

Subject: FW: US 1 at Otter Creek - crash and data inquiry

Forwarding due to typing error.
Thank you,

Kevin

From: Marquez, Kevin

Sent: Friday, November 09, 2018 3:49 PM

To: 'Iblumauer@dfl.rr.com' <tblumauer@dfi.rr.com>

Cc: Pearson, Lauren <Lauren.Pearson@dot.state.fl.us>; D5 Public Records
<PublicRecords.D5@dot.state.fl.us>

Subject: US 1 at Otter Creek - crash and data inquiry

Ms. Blumauer:

Per your request, please find attached our latest completed study at the subject intersection which
was completed in 2010.

We will also complete a cursory review of crash data for the last 24 months, and inform you of our
findings.

Last, we will look into our permits to see if we have received any applications for redevelopment off
of Otter Creek.

Thank you

Kevin Marquez, P.E.
Safety Studies Engineer
Traffic Operations - FDOT District V

(386) 943-5527
Kevin.Marquez@dot.state.fl.us
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QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

A qualitative assessment based on field observations of the traffic flow conditions
occurring on US 1 between Otter Creek Lane (M.P. 9.930) and the unsigned road (M.P.
10.180) located in Melbourne, Brevard County was performed by a registered
professional engineer during the mid-day and p.m. peak hours of a typical weekday and
the busy Friday evening period. The purpose of the qualitative assessment was to
evaluate prevailing operating conditions and traffic flow patterns, and identify areas
where improvements would be potentially beneficial for safety and efficiency reasons.
Specifically, this study evaluates the operation of these two median openings as they
serve induced u-turns associated with vehicular traffic generated by the new Grills
Restaurant and Tiki Bar along the eastside of US 1. The existing geometry is illustrated
in the condition diagram and the following observations were noted:

1. The US 1 study segment features two intersections with full median openings at
Otter Creek Lane to the south and the unsigned road located to the north. This
study segment is located immediately north of the SR 404 (Pineda Causeway)
interchange with US 1. The intersection to the south features Otter Creek Lane
approaching US 1 from the west and an access to a boat ramp approaching from
the east. The intersection to the north features the unsigned road approaching
US 1 from the west. Along this study segment, US 1 extends north-south with
two through lanes each direction, a 20-ft. wide grass median, 4-ft. wide paved
shoulder on either side, and shallow open drainage storm water conveyance.
South of the SR 404 interchange, US 1 expands to a 6-lane rural section.

At the Otter Creek Lane intersection, US 1 provides two through lanes and one
left-turn lane on the northbound and southbound approaches. The northbound
approach also features an auxiliary lane that extends from the exit ramp of
westbound SR 404 (Pineda Causeway) to northbound US 1 and functions as a
right-turn deceleration lane to the boat ramp. Otter Creek Lane is a two-lane
local road serving low-density residential units and a boat sales and repair
facility. The boat ramp access across from Otter Creek Lane serves the boat ramp
and its parking lot and a small vacant building.

The unsigned road serves an aggregate mixing plant for a road construction
company. The intersection in front of the unsigned road features two
northbound and southbound through lanes, one northbound and southbound
left-turn lane (the latter accessing the entrance to a motel), and one eastbound
approach lane. The driveway to a motel on the east side of US 1 is offset from
the unsigned road. Stop sign assemblies control access to US 1 from Otter Creek
Lane and from the unsigned road. There are no sidewalk or marked crosswalk
facilities along US 1. Overhead transmission power lines supported by tall
concrete poles run along the east side of US 1.

2. The Grills Restaurant and Tiki Bar is located on the east side of US 1 at
approximately M.P. 10.090 which brings its driveway approximately 475 ft. south
of the unsigned road, and 845 ft. north of Otter Creek Lane. The driveway
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operates as a right-in, right-out only condition with no access to the US 1 median.
The Grills driveway features a gradual vertical drop of approximately 10 ft. from
US 1 to the parking lot. It is worth noting that the northbound left-turn lane at
the unsigned road intersection extends approximately 400 ft. long.

3. Four-hour vehicle turning movement counts including u-turns along the
mainline were collected at the two study intersections of US 1 between 11:00
a.m.-1:00 p.m. and 4:00-6:00 p.m. during a regular weekday. The mid-day period
coincides with the lunchtime crowd going to the Grills restaurant, while the p.m.
period coincides with the commuter return trip from work. The counts revealed
a balanced traffic flow pattern along US 1 during the mid-day and p.m. peak
hour periods. The two side streets generate very light traffic volumes.

Vehicles making a southbound-to-northbound u-turn at the Otter Creek Lane
intersection recorded 28 vehicles per hour during the mid-day period and 34
vehicles during the p.m. peak hour. At the unsigned road intersection, the
hourly number of vehicles making a northbound-to-southbound u-turn reached
40 vehicles for the mid-day and 46 vehicles during the p.m. peak hour. These u-
turn maneuvers were observed to be generated by the Grills Restaurant.

Pedestrian activity was observed to be very light at either intersection with a
total of two pedestrians recorded crossing the Otter Creek Lane intersection and
no pedestrian crossing the unsigned road intersection during the 4-hour count
period. Turning movement and pedestrian counts are provided in the appendix
section of this report. Turning movement patterns at the intersection consist of

the following:
Intersection Turning Movement Percentages at Otter Creek Lane
NB SB EB WB
Left-Turn/U-turns 0.4% 2.7% 19.5% 26.9%
Through 99.1% 97.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Right Turn 0.5% 0.1% 80.5% 73.1%
Intersection Turning Movement Percentages at the Unsigned Road
NB SB EB
Left-Turn/U-turns 3.2% 0.0% 31.8%
Through 96.8% 99.5% 0.0%
Right Turn 0.0% 0.5% 68.2%

Turning movement counts were also collected on a Friday at the Otter Creek
Lane intersection between 4:00-8:00 p.m. to account for the busier start of
weekend customer base generated by the Grills Restaurant. The counts on US 1
revealed a higher northbound traffic flow during the 4:00-6:00 p.m. peak period
and a relatively balanced traffic flow pattern during the 6:00-8:00 p.m. period.
The side streets generated light traffic volumes.

Vehicles making a southbound-to-northbound u-turn at the intersection recorded
71 vehicles per hour during the Friday 5:00-6:00 p.m. period opposed by 1,700
vehicles going northbound. Between 6:00-8:00 p.m., this movement was
consistently around 70 vehicles per hour, but the opposing northbound through
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movement dropped significantly (1,200 vph between 6:00-7:00 p.m. and 842 vph

between 7:00-8:00 p.m.).

Intersection Turning Movement Percentages at Otter Creek Lane (Friday)

NB SB EB WB
Left-Turn/U-turns 0.4% 5.8% 13.8% 40.6%
Through 98.7% 94.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Right Turn 0.9% 0.1% 86.2% 59.4%

4. According to crash records provided by the Department, there were four crashes
reported in the study segment during the latest 12-month period covering May 1,
2009 to April 30, 2010. These crashes consisted of two rear-end collisions, one
right-turn collision and one head-on when a vehicle hydroplaned and crossed
the median. (There were two crashes that occurred at the Jen Drive median
opening which has been subsequently closed and no longer considered
applicable.) These four crashes led to two injuries and total property damage
amounting to $39,200. Three of the crashes were cited for careless driving while
the right-turn crash was cited for failing to yield the right of way. None of the
crashes involved DUI driving. Crash #3 occurred on wet pavement conditions,
while crash #4 occurred at night. None of the crashes involved u-turn vehicles at
the Otter Creek Lane and at the unsigned intersections.

5. The Department conducted speed studies on US 1 at Otter Creek Lane (Location
#1) and at the unsigned road (Location #2). Location #1 is located within a 50
mph speed zone, while Location #2 is within a 55 mph zone. Traffic engineers
use several statistical measures to determine the basis for establishing the
regulatory speed limit on a roadway. The 85t percentile speed represents the
speed at or below which 85% of the vehicles are moving. Traffic engineers
generally use the 85t percentile speed and the 10 mph pace, which represents the
speed range recorded by the highest number of vehicles along the corridor, as
the basis for setting the posted speed limit on a road segment. Factors used in
interpreting spot speeds are defined below:

a) 85t Percentile Speed - The speed that 85% of the free flowing vehicles do not
exceed.

b) 50t Percentile Speed - The speed that 50% of the free flowing vehicles do not
exceed.

c) Pace - A 10-mph range that includes the highest number of vehicles observed.

Table 1
Vehicle Spot Speed Summary
Location #1: Otter Creek Lane Location 2: Unsigned Road
(50 mph posted speed) (55 mph posted speed)
NB SB Combined NB SB Combined

85th Percentile Speed 58.3 58.7 58.5 59.0 59.2 59.1
50th Percentile Speed 54.1 53.9 54.0 543 55.3 54.8

10 mph Pace 50-59 50-59 50-59 49-58 50-59 50-59
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The speed data reveals that vehicles traveling northbound and southbound on
US 1 move at almost the same speed through the two study locations despite the
slower speed zone in front of the Otter Creek Lane intersection. The combined
speed data on Otter Creek Lane registered an 85t percentile speed of 58.5 mph,
compared to its 50 mph posting. The data also reveals that 50 percent of the
sample vehicles at this location exceeded 54 mph, compared to the 50 mph
posting. In front of the unsigned road, the 85t percentile registered 59.1 mph,
compared to its 55 mph posting. The 50t percentile speed at this location is 54.8
mph meaning that 50 percent of the sample vehicles traveled slightly lower than
the 55 mph posting.

6. The Otter Creek Lane intersection serves light turning movements during the
weekday mid-day and p.m. peak hours. The highest hourly turning movement
occurs on the southbound lane with 36 vehicles (29 are u-turns) during the
midday and 47 (37 are u-turns) vehicles during the p.m. The u-turning
movement involves vehicles accessing the Grills Restaurant to the north.
Vehicles making this u-turn maneuver must yield to northbound vehicles going
over the SR 404 overpass as well as vehicles going from the westbound SR 404
ramp going north on US 1.

During the midday, when traffic volumes are lighter, u-turn maneuvers are more
efficiently accomplished due to the presence of frequent and long gaps in the
northbound traffic stream. No more than three vehicles were observed queued
on any given time.

During the p.m. peak hour with higher and denser traffic flows, u-turning
vehicles experience longer delays and queues with up to four to five vehicles on
the queue. The 480-ft. long southbound left-turn lane provides sufficient storage
capacity to service the southbound left-turning/u-turning movements. When
gaps occur on the traffic stream, multiple u-turning vehicles are able to discharge
from the queue. Passenger cars and SUVs are able to make the u-turn maneuver
using the two northbound receiving lanes. Single unit light trucks delivering
refrigerated goods and overnight mail are also able to make the u-turn
maneuvers; however, since they track a wider path, the grass shoulder on the
northeast corner shows evidence of wear due to wheel tracking.

Driver sightline from the eastbound, westbound, and the mainline left-turn lanes
are adequate. During the periods of observation, traffic from the boat ramp was
very sporadic and only one pickup truck pulling a fishing boat was observed
during the midday and none during the p.m. peak hour. He was able to enter
the southbound lanes of US 1 with little delay and no intermediate stop at the
median. Given the 20-ft. wide median, vehicles pulling their boats wait for
simultaneous gaps to occur on the US 1 traffic stream as it is difficult to make an
intermediate stop at the median especially when pulling larger sized boats.

7. The unsigned road intersection serves even lighter turning movements than the
Otter Creek Lane intersection. The highest hourly movement occurs on the
northbound left-turn lane with 62 vehicles (57 are u-turns) during the midday
and 53 vehicles (52 are u-turns) during the p.m. peak hour. As in the previous
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intersection, these u-turn movements are generated by vehicles leaving the Grills
Restaurant and going south on US 1.

During the midday, lighter traffic flows on southbound US 1 enable u-turning
vehicles to complete their maneuvers with little delay. A maximum of four
vehicles were observed waiting at the queue and they were able to discharge
multiple vehicles at a time due to frequent and long gaps in the southbound
traffic stream. The traffic signal to the north at Suntree Blvd. approximately 1.3
miles away introduces artificial gaps in the southbound traffic stream to facilitate
discharging the northbound u-turn movements.

During the p.m. peak hour when southbound traffic volumes are 40-50 percent
higher than during the midday, u-turning vehicles were observed experiencing
longer delays with up to six queued vehicles. The 400-ft. long northbound left-
turn lane provides sufficient storage capacity to service the northbound left-
turning/u-turning movements. Queues dissipate quickly as multiple vehicles
are able to discharge when gaps become available in the southbound traffic
stream.

The eastbound and westbound approach volumes are sporadic. Driver sightlines
from the eastbound and mainline left-turn lanes are adequate. The grass
shoulder at the southwest corner is worn out and showing signs of rutting. This
shoulder condition could be caused by large trucks turning right out of the
aggregate plant and by tracking caused by northbound u-turning vehicles.
Future access management plans reported by the Department indicate that this
median opening is a candidate to be reconfigured to a north-south directional
opening (i.e., prevent left-turns out of the unsigned road).

8. The driveway serving the Grills Restaurant is located within the 55 mph speed
zone on US 1 and at the crest of a slight vertical curve that dips to the south
approaching Otter Creek Lane.

Vehicles entering the driveway from the south were observed using the paved
shoulder as a deceleration lane to slow down and maneuver into the downward
sloping driveway. Because of the driveway configuration, vehicles were
observed slowing down to about 25-30 mph at which time the vehicles are
positioned out of the US 1 travel lane and on the paved shoulder. A concrete
power pole and a fire hydrant are positioned 13 ft. from the travel lane and on
the upstream side of the driveway entrance.

Vehicles exiting the restaurant face an uphill slope which plateaus out just before
merging with northbound US 1. From a stopped position on the driveway prior
to merging to US 1, driver sightline to approaching vehicles from the south is
restricted slightly by the vertical curve; however, approaching vehicles are
visible from approximately 640 ft. away which is less than the 780-ft. sightline
recommended for 60 mph design speed in Index 546.

Drivers exiting the restaurant are able to merge with northbound US 1 with low
levels of delay during the midday and slightly moderate levels of delay during
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the p.m. peak hour. The longest queue observed exiting the restaurant during
the midday was four vehicles and six to seven vehicles during the p.m. peak
hour. Multiple vehicles were able to discharge when gaps occur on the
northbound traffic stream. Approximately half of the exiting vehicles
immediately access the northbound left-turn lane approaching the unsigned
road. Because of the speed on US 1, turning into the outside lane first before
switching two lanes over to get to the left-turn lane presents a more challenging
maneuver because it is easy to run out of room to maneuver to the end of the
northbound left-turn lane. A few of the exiting vehicles were observed making
this latter maneuver in the absence of vehicles traveling on the inside through
lane.

9. Qualitative assessments were also conducted on a Friday evening coinciding
with the Grills Restaurant busy period overlap with the weekday. A maximum
queue length of four vehicles was observed in the southbound left-turn lane
performing a u-turn maneuver. Multiple u-turning vehicles were observed able
to clear the intersection due to available longer gaps in the northbound traffic
flow. The southbound turn lane length was found adequate to accommodate the
demand. Due to sporadic arrivals along the side street approaches, no conflicts
were observed at the intersection.

The unsigned road intersection was observed operating efficiently during this
period. The u-turning vehicles intended to go south were able to clear the
intersection with minimal delay. A maximum queue length of three vehicles was
observed on the northbound left-turn lane. The northbound turn lane was found
to have adequate length to accommodate the traffic demand.

The Grills Restaurant parking was observed to be fully occupied. A maximum
queue length of four vehicles was observed exiting the restaurant driveway.
Vehicles were able to clear the intersection with minimal delay. The right-turn
maneuver to access the northbound left-turn lane at the unsigned road was
achieved efficiently due to availability of adequate gaps in the northbound traffic
stream.

10. The qualities of the road surface and pavement markings are in average
condition. A traffic monitoring station (#700412) on US 1 is located in front of
the Grills Restaurant driveway.

11. Based on observations of traffic flow patterns and demand, volume counts, crash
records, and field qualitative assessment at the intersection, this report
recommends the following:

* The two study intersections at Otter Creek Lane and at the unsigned
road should retain their existing geometric configuration and
operational control. The two intersections operate efficiently during the
midday and p.m. peak hour weekday conditions and evening weekend
conditions and are able to efficiently serve the induced u-turns from the
Grills Restaurant. The proposed draft access modification at the
unsigned road intersection in the future will further improve the traffic
flow operation of this intersection.

Qualitative Assessment For US 1 between Otter Creck Lane and Unsigned Road 7



e Construct a 10" x 40" U-turn pad at the northeast corner of the Otter
Creek Lane intersection to accommodate the paths of southbound to
northbound u-turning vehicles.

e Construct a 5’ x 40" U-turn pad at the southwest corner of the unsigned
road intersection to accommodate the paths of northbound to
southbound u-turning vehicles. The narrower pad avoids impacting a
fire hydrant.

Qualitative Assessment For US 1 between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road 8



US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
East Approach

Exhibit 1: Looking west from the intersection along Otter Creek Lane

Exhibit 2: Looking east into the intersection along Otter Creek Lane

Qualitative Assessment For US 1 between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road



US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
West Approach

Exhibit 4: Looking west from the intersection along Otter Creek Lane

Qualitative Assessment For US 1 between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road



US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
North Approach

Exhibit 5: Looking south into the intersection along US 1

Exhibit 6: Looking north from the intersection along US 1

Qualitative Assessment For US T between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road
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US 1 at Otter Creek Lane
South Approach

Exhibit 8: Looking south from the intersection along US 1

Qualitative Assessment For US T between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road
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US 1 at Unsigned Road
West Approach

Exhibit 10: Looking west from the intersection along UnsignedRoad

Uualitative Assessment ror US T between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Koad
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US 1 at Unsigned Road
North Approach

Exhibit 12: Looking north from the intersection along US 1

Qualitative Assessment For US'T between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road
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US 1 at Unsigned Road
South Approach

Exhibit 14: Looking south from the intersection along US 1

Qualitative Assessment For US 1 between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road
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US 1 at Grill’s Restaurant Entrance

Exhibit 16: Looking north into the intersection along US 1

Qualtative Assessment For US T between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road
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TABLE 2

COLLISION SUMMARY
MAJOR ROUTE: SR5(US 1)
INTERSECTING ROUTE: OTTER CREEK LANE (MP 9.930) TO UNSIGNED ROAD (MP 10.180) COUNTY: BREVARD
STUDY PERIOD: 1-May-09 TO 30-Apr-10 ENGINEER: DAG
CRASH PROPERTY DAY/ WET/ CONTRIBUTING
REF. NO. DATE DAY TIME CRASH TYPE FATAL INJURY
‘ DAMAGE NIGHT DRY CAUSE
I 10/3/2009 Saturday LI7PM RIGHT TURN 0 i $2,700 DAY DRY FTYRW
2 10/9/2009 Friday 8:06 AM REAR END 0 0 7,000 DAY DRY CARELESS DRIVING
3 31212010 Friday 3:00 M HEAD ON 0 0 $25,000 DAY WET CARELESS DRIVING
4 3/30/2010 Tuesday 10:40 PM REAR END 0 1 $4,500 NIGHT DRY CARFLESS DRIVING
Tolal 0 2 $39,200
CRASII TYPE
TOTAL PROP. PED/ LEFT RIGHT REAR RAN OFF
CRASHES | FATAL INJURY DAMAGE BIKE ANGLE TURN TURN END SIDESWITE ROAD OTHER
4 ] 2 4 1] 0 0 1 2 0 0 1
0% 50% 100% % % 0% 25% 50% 0% 0% 25%
CONTRIBUTING CAUSE
TIME ROAD NO IMPROPER DISREGARDED
ONE OF DAY CONDITION IMPROPER | CARELESS LANE STOP
VEIICLE DAY NIGHT WET DRY DRIVING DRIVING FTYRW CHANGE DUL SIGN OTHER
0 3 1 1 3 0 3 1 0 0 0 0
0% 5% 25% 25% 75% 0% 5% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Appendix

Qualitative Assessment For US 1 between Otter Creek Lane and Unsigned Road
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15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (ALL VEHICLES)

DATE: June 1, 2010 (Tuesday) CITY: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: OTTER CREEK LANE and US 1 COUNTY: BREVARD
US1 OTTER CREEK LANE
~TTVE NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND NS EASTBOUND WESTBOUND EW | GRAND
I‘EEGJN R L L U | TOT R | T L 7] TOT TOT R T EL 9] TOT R T L U TOT TOT || TOTAL
11:00 | 0 1302 i | :0 |303 || 0 302 : 3 {8 {313 ] 616 | I 0 10 |0 1 5 0 0 10 1 5 6 | 622
15 [ 1 1234 0 to 235 || 0 2691 0 15 1274 | 509 || 1 0 10 0 1 5 0 1 10 § 6 7| st6
130 2 1268 1 1 10 | 271 || 0 F258 3 2 7 3267 | 538 || 1 0 i 4 10 5 2 0 2 10 1 4 9 || 547
1145 2 1303 T 0 0 1305 | 1 32 f 2 f9 i33 | 639 | 1 0 1T 1o 2 3 0 1 10 : 4 6 || 645
TOTAL| 5 (1107 2 : 0 [1.114 | 1 | 1I5l ! 7 & 29 :1.188 | 2,302 || 4 0 5 10 9 |15 o 4 10 : 19 | 28 |2330
1200 2 [ 308 + 2 2 |314 || 2 | 278 : 4 {9 {293 | 607 | 2 0 0 10 2 8 0 1 10 1 9 11| 618
125 [ 1 1319 1 1 10 1321 || 2 1315 3 17 327 | 648 | 6 0 0 10 6 || 3 0 1 10 | 4 10 || 658
1230 [ 1 1300 1 3 10 | 304 || 0 1288 : 1 {8 £207 | 601 || 2 0 0 |0 2 ] 0 T 10 1 2 4 || 605
1245 |4 1297 1 0 0 301 || 0 1303 : 0 {4 {307 | 608 |1 0 0 10 ] 3 0 0 10 1 3 4 || 612
TOTAL| 8 112241 6 : 2 |1240 || 4 11.084: 8 ! 28 :1.24 | 2.464 | 1l 0 0 10 11 |15 0 3 10 : 18 | 29 ||2.493
400 |2 1373 | 2 10 1377 || 3 (341 i 2 6 i35 | 729 || 2 0 0 i 0 2 3 0 7 10 : 10 | 12 | 741
415 | 4 1448 1 1 T 0 1453 || 0 1349 . 2 :8 1359 | 812 || 6 0 1 |0 7 5 0 0 10§ s 12| 824
430 [ 1 1435 T 0 i1 1427 || 0 378 i 2 {7 387 | 814 | 0 0 1 10 1 2 0 0 10 1 2 3| 817
445 |1 1459 1 0 : 1 |46l || 0 - 4138 : 1 7 i |82 | 2 0 0 0 2 4 | 0 0 10 . 4 6 |l 888
[TOTAL] 8 705! 3 . 2 1718 3 114811 7 128 11510 |3237 | 10 : 0 2 10 . 12 |14 0 7 10 : 21 | 33 3270
500 | 0 1444 | 2 0 ! 446 || 0 1397 | 3 :12 ! 412 | 858 | 2 0 1 !0 3 ] 0 1 10 ! 2 5 | 863
S5 | 4 1454 i 3 (1 1462 | 0 {571 § 3 f8 1§82 |1.044 | 3 0 0 {0 3 6 0 2 0 | 3 11 || 1,055
530 [ 1 1407 i 0 1 | 409 | 0 L405 ! 3 17 415 | 824 || 2 0 0 |0 2 3 0 3 10 | 6 8 | 832
sas [ 3 1381 § 2 1 1387 || 0 1358 f 1 110 1369 | 756 || 1 0 0 10 1 3 0 L 0 1 4 5 | 761
[TOTAL| & 11686 7 & 3 | L704| 0 L7311 10 37 (1708|3452 | ¢ 0 T | 0 9 |3 0 7 10 1 20 | 29 |3s511




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

NSECT[ON: 70020 CITY: PALM SHORES COUNTY: BREVARD

STATE ROUTE: us1 INTERSECTING ROUTE: _ OTTER CREEK LANE
OBSERVER: KTF ~ DATE: 060110 MILEPOST: 993 — =
WEATHER: CLEAR ROAD CONDITION: DRY

REMARKS:

[[FORM COMPLETED BY/DATE: _ KTF/June 2,2010

us| 2
SB Sireet Name | R T L |
[0 2 T OTTER CREEK LANE ‘
WB Street Name
L o —* 74 \ >~ [ R ,
1 T 1 — «—[ 1 T ] u
TR0~y 0 L
OTTER CREEK LANE N 4 Pl 3
EB Street name [ 1 2 1] i
T T R_|US |
2 B Strect Name
VEHICLE MOVEMENTS
TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND TOTAL FASIBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINZEND | 17U T R [ToT [ 50 T R [Tor|| ~Ns GO T K [ TOr [ U T R [ 10T || EW
100 - 1200 | 2 1107 5 | Lia | 36 | st T | Lise || 2308 5 0 7 g ] 0 15 9 P
1200100 | 8 1224 8 | 1,240 | 36 | 1084 | & | 1224 || 2464 0 0 T 3 0 15 18 ]
100 - 5:00 5 1705 8 | 178 | 35 |14 3 [ 130 3297 2 0 0 | 12 7 o @[ 21 33
500 - 6:00 10 165 8 | 1703 | 47 || 0 (175 | 3452 T 0 3 7 7 T 3 20 5




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (TRUCKS)

DATE: June 1, 2010 (Tuesday) city: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: US 1and OTTER CREEK LANE COUNTY: BREVARD
Us 1 OTTER CREEK LANE
TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND N/S EASTBOUND WESTBOUND E/W | GRAND
BEGIN| R T L |TOT| R T L ITOT|TOT|] R T L JTOT| R T L | TOT | TOT | TOTAL
11:00 | O 6 1 7 0 8 0 8 15 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 16
11:15 |1 0 4 0 4 0 8 0 8 12 i 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 3 15
11:30 | O 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
11:45( 0 | 13| 0O 13 0 8 0 8 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 22
TOTAL| 0 | 26 | 1 27 0 {28} 0 28 55 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 4 5 60
1200 | O 6 0 6 0 3 0 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
1215 | © 8 0 8 1 4 0 5 13 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 14
12:30 | O 1 0 1 0 9 0 9 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
12245 0 6 0 6 0 {16 { O 16 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
TOTAL| 0 | 21 0 21 1 32| 0 33 54 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 55
4:00 0 5 0 B 0 9 0 9 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
4:15 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
4:30 0 6 0 6 0 2 0 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
4:45 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
TOTAL| 0 { 16§ O 16 0 16| 0O 16 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
5:00 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 4 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
5:15 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
5:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2
TOTAL| 0O 7 0 7 0 4 0 4 11 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 12




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pedestrian Movement Summary

Section 70020

State Route US 1

Intersecting Route OTTER CREEK LANE

City PALM SHORES

County BREVARD

Data By GMB Date 6/1/2010 Form Completed By KTF
Remarks NONE
- 2 z = =
» 8 8 g g
=) = & T .
/ 11 0| 0 0|1 OTTER CREEK LANE
0ol o 0] o0 \
0 0
11:00AM| 0 0 1 0 |11:00 AM
12.00PM| 0 0 0 0 |12:00PM
4:00PM| 0 0 0 0 |4:.00 PM
5.00PM| O 0 0 0 |500PM
0 1
ol o | o 0] o0 /
OTTER CREEK LANE \ 0| o0 0| o
=R g o b
;g RENE
2 = =




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (ALL VEHICLES)

DATE: June 11, 2010 (Friday) ciTY: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: OTTER CREEK LANE and US 1 COUNTY: BREVARD
us 1 OTTER CREEK LANE
BiE NORTHBOUND SOUTHEOUND NS EASTBOUND WESTBOUND EW | GRAND)
BEGIN [ R T T L ] U 70T | R T T 1 0 7or] tor [® T T ] U | 701 | R T T [ U ] 707 | Tor [TOTAL
4:00 5 409 1 0 1 415 0 317 2 2 321 736 2 0 0 0 2 5 0 10 [¢] 15 17 753
4:15 4] 445 1 1 0 446 0 348 4 18 370 816 3 0 1 0 4 4 0 4 0 8 12 828
430 | 2 1440 | 1 1 444 || 1 393 1 1 116 ! 41l | 855 | © 0 0 10 0 3 0 1 f0 : 4 4 || 859
445 |72 1475 L 1 :0 1478 || 1 :387 | 6 113 ¢ 407 | 885 | 0 0 T 0 1 4 0 0 10 ! 4 5 890
TOTAL| 9 11769 ! 3 : 2 1783 || 2 1445 13 : 49 [ 1509 |3.292 | 5 0 ) 7 16 ] 0 15 | 0 | 3l 38 | 3330
500 || 8 1424 1 4 ¢ 1 | 437 | 1 : 359 : 3 :13 {376 | 813 || 3 0 1 {0 4 4 0 3 10 7 11 | 824
505 [0 1470 3 0 1 | 472 || 0 §399 f 3 121 f 423 | 895 || 3 0 0 10 3 3 0 0 10 ¢ 3 6 || 901
530 | 2 1440 1 0 10 ;442 || 0 403 I 0 16 | 419 | 861 | 2 0 0 | 0 2 3 0 0 !0 3 866
545 | 2 1365 1 0 ¢ 1 ©368 || 1 1294 & 1 21 | 317 | 685 || 5 0 1 0 6 1 0 10 : 0 | 11 17 || 702
TOTAL] 12 11700 4 3 11719 || 2 14551 7 . 71 | 1535 | 3254 | 13 0 2 10 15 | 11 : 0 13 : 0 ¢ 24 | 39 |[3.293
600 | 3 1349 1 1 :0 |35 | 0 §306 ! 2 14 322 | 675 | o 0 0 | 0 0 S 0 2 !0 7 7 || 682
615 | 8 1289 1 0 1 1298 || 1 1262 | 2 114 1279 | 577 || 1 0 0 1o 1 10 1 0 0 10 ¢ 10 11 || 588
6:30 2 298 & | 0 301 0 | 324 1 23 348 649 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 3 3 652
645 [ 4 1266 ¢ 4 [0 L274 || 0 1240 | 4 19 1263 | 537 | 1t 0 0 10 1 4 0 3 10 8 || 545
TOTAL| 17 i12027 6 : 1 L1206 1 L1132: 9 :70 1212 [2.438 || 2 0 0 | 0 2 |20 o 7 10 : 27 | 29 2467
7.00 3 237 0 0 240 0 215 2 14 231 471 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 4 475
7:15 ) 191 ¢ 2 1 196 0 239 4 20 263 459 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 Lo 3 4 463
7:30 5 200 ’ 0 0 205 0 202 4 20 226 431 1 0 0 0 1 8 0 1 i 0 9 10 441
| 745 o f214 10 i1 [205 0§18 12 117 3§20 | 417 |3 0 0 0 3 2 0 D 3 5423 ]
TOTAL| 10 {842 © 2 2 856 0 839 12 71 922 1.778 5 0 0 4] 5 13 7 0 6 0 19 24 1,802




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

SECTION: 70020 CITY: PALMN SHORES COUNTY: BREVARD
STATE ROUTE Us1 INTERSECTING ROUTE:  OTTER CREEK LANE
OBSERVER KTF _DATE: 0611710 MILEPOST: 9.93 ———
WEATHER CLEAR ROAD CONDITION:  DRY
REMARKS: e e —— -
FORM COMPLETED BY/DATE: KTFAJune 12, 2010 - — =
usi 2
SB Sircet Name | R T =i
o 2 =5 OTTER CREEK LANE “
‘/ l \ ‘WB Street Name
0o: — [ o0 R ,
1 T —» —[ 1 T = @ a
0 [0 T
BOAT RAMP e -\ 4 7 ¥
EB Street name 1 2 1 ] e
LL T R _Jus1
2 B Street Name
VEHICLE MOVEMENTS
TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND TOTAL EASTBOUND WESTBOUND TOTAL
[BEGIN/END | 1+0 T R [ TOT | iU | T K | 10T N/S U] T K | 10T [ U] T I TOT EW
[3:00 - 5:00 5 1,769 9 | 1,183 | 62 | 1445 | 2 | 1.509 || 3.292 P2 0 5 7 13 [ 16 31 3
5:00 - 6:00 7 1,700 12 | L7190 | 78 | 1,455 | 2 | 1,535 || 3.254 7 i T3 5 3 0 i 23 EE)
|[6:00 - 7:00 7 1,202 17 | 1226 | 9 | W32 | 1 | 1,212 | 2438 0 0 7 2 7 0 70 27 79
7:00 - 8:00 7 342 0 | 856 | 83 339 0 922 778 0 0 3 3 5 4 13 15 73




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (TRUCKS)

PALM SHORES

CITY:

June 11, 2010 (Friday)

DATE:

BREVARD

COUNTY:

US 1 and OTTER CREEK LANE

LOCATION:

OTTER CREEK LANE

Us 1
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pedestrian Movement Summary

Section 70020 City PALM SHORES County BREVARD
State Route US 1 Intersecting Route OTTER CREEK LANE
Data By GMB Date 6/11/2010 Form Completed By KTF
Remarks NONE
= = = = =
n a & a 8
:l $ & 8§ 2
/ 0 olo|o|o OTTER CREEK LANE
0 {o|lo]|o \

; A
4:00PM| 0 0 1 0 |anopPm
so0PM| O 0 0 0 |5:00PM
6:00PM] 0 0 0 0 |s:00PM
700PM| O 0 0 0 _|7.00PM

0 1
0 olo|lo|o
BOAT RAMP \ olo|o|o /
g8 8 g 8 P
2 3 32 3 gl




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (ALL VEHICLES)

DATE: June 1, 2010 (Tuesday) CciTy: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: UNSIGNED ROAD and US 1 COUNTY: BREVARD
us 1 UNSIGNED ROAD
TIME NORTHEOUND SOUTHBOUND NS EASTBOUND WESTBOUND EAV JGRAND|
BEGIN [ R T L ] Ul T0oT | R T T 1 U [ vor] o1 [ R T 1 L ] U ] Tor | R T L [ U ] 7o | Tor |ToTAL
1100 | 0 £307 1 2 ! 1 1310 || 2 321 i 0 : 1 :324 | 634 | 2 0 0 | 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 | 636
15 0 1298 1 2 3 1303 || 1 1295 L 0 0 1296 | 599 || 3 0 L {0 4 0 0 0 10 0 4| 603
11:30 0 298 0 4 302 0 304 0 0 304 606 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 606
11:45 0 309 1 8 318 1 i 297 [¢] 0 298 616 2 [} 0 4] 2 4] 0 0 0 0 2 618
TOTAL| 0 112121 5 16 11233 | 4 i1217F 0 : 1 11222 | 2455 | 7 0 1 |0 8 0 0 0 |0 0 8 |2.463
12:00 0 287 2 10 299 0 305 0 0 305 604 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 606
12215 0 1318 : 1 :12 1331 || 2 307 : 0 :0 1309 | 640 || 2 0 0 | 0 2 0 0 0 :0 0 2 || 642
1230 [0 1330 : 1 110 | 341 || 0 1306 3 0 {0 |306 | 647 || 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0| 647
1245 [0 1286 1 1 :25 [ 312 || 2 | 284 : 0 0 |28 | 598 | 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 | 598
TOTAL| 0 11221 : 5 57 1283 || 4 11202: 0 : 0 11206 | 2.489 || 4 0 0 |0 4 0 0 0 !0 0 4 | 2.493
400 [ 0 1369 : 1 (10 |38 | 14 1360 i 0 L0 §374 | 754 | 1 0 0 !0 1 0 0 0 ;0 0 1 755
4:15 0 418 0 12 430 0 375 0 0 375 805 0 0 0 0 0 [4] 0 [¢] 0 0 0 805
430 [0 T425 T 0 117 1442 || 0 :397 : 0 L0 :397 | 839 | 0 0 s 10 5 0 0 0 !0 0 5 || 844
445 70 1424 § 0 113 1437 || 1 412 £ 0 0 {413 | 850 || 2 0 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 | 852
TOTAL| 0 1636 : 1 (52 11689 || 15 (1544 : 0 : 0 1559 |3.048 || 3 0 5 10 8 0 0 0 :0 0 8 |3.256
500 [ 0 §440 1 1 112 | 453 || 1 1424 § 0 Lo i425 | 878 || 0 0 0 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 878
5:15 0 417 0 15 432 0 511 0 0 511 943 0 0 1 0 1 0 [} 0 0 0 1 944
530 [ o T4ai6 i 0 f6 [ 422 | 0 1470 1 0 0 {471 | 893 || 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 Lo 0 0 | 893
545 |0 1402 + 0 :18 430 | 2 i385 f 0 | 0 1387 | 817 | 1 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 !0 0 1 818
— — —— = —
TOTALJ) 0 1,685 1 1 51 1,737 3 1.791 0 0 1,794 | 3.531 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 | 0 0 2 3533




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY OF VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

SECTION: 70020 CITY: PALM SHORES COUNTY: BREVARD
NSTATE ROUTE: us 1 INTERSECTING ROUTE: UNSIGNED ROAD
||[OBSERVER: KTF DATE: 06/01/10 MILEPOST: 10.18 ) )
WEATHER: CLEAR ROAD CONDITION: DRY

REMARKS: = - = B B

FORM COMPLETED BY/DATE: KTFune 2, 2010 =————

ust 2
SB Street Name | R T L |
Lo 2 | ’
‘/ 1 \ WB Street Name
L o - [ o R .
| T | 1| —» «— 0 T 5] U o
R 0 — 0 L
UNSIGNED ROAD ™ 4 / ¥
|[EB Street name [1 2 0 a
T [ x Jusi
2 NB Street Name

VEHICLE MOVEMENTS

TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND TOTAL EASTBOUND WESTBOUND ITOTAL

BEGINEND| L+U T R | 10T | L+0 T R | TOT N/S L+U T R_| 10T | L+U T i3 10T EW
|j 1:00-12:00 21 1,212 0 [ 1233 [ 1217 | 4 [1222 | 2455 i 0 7 8 0 0 0 0 8
12:00-1:00 | 62 1,221 0 | 1283 | 0 |1202 | 4 |1.206 2489 0 0 a a 0 0 0 0 7

1:00 - 5:00 53 1,636 0 1639 | 0 | 1544 | 15 | 1,559 || 3,248 5 [ 3 g 0 0 0 0 8
5:00 - 6:00 52 1,685 0 1,737 0 1,791 3 1,794 3,531 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 2




15 MINUTE TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS (TRUCKS)

DATE: June 1, 2010 (Tuesday) city: PALM SHORES
LOCATION: US 1 and UNSIGNED ROAD COUNTY: BREVARD
Us1 UNSIGNED ROAD
TIME NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND N/S EASTBOUND WESTBOUND E/W | GRAND
BEGIN| R T L §TOT| R T L y TOT|TOT|] R T L {iTOT| R T L { TOT | TOT | TOTAL
11:00 0 9 0 9 1 9 0 10 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
11:15 0 8 0 8 0 11 0 11 19 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 20
11:30 0 5 0 ) 0 5 0 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
11:45 0 11 0 11 0 5 0 5 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
TOTAL| O 33 0 33 1 30 0 31 64 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 65
12:00 0 7 0 7 0 4 0 4 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
12:15 0 10 0 10 0 4 0 4 14 0 0 ) 0 0 0 [¢] 0 0 0 14
12:30 0 3 0 3 0 11 0 1 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
12:45 6] 6 0 6 1 12 0 13 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
TOTAL| © 26 0 26 1 31 0 32 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58
4:00 0 5 1 6 0 9 0 9 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
4:15 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 4 8 0 6] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
4:30 0 5 0 5 0 4 0 4 9 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 13
4:45 0 2 0 2 1 1 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
TOTAL| O 16 1 17 1 18 0 19 36 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 40
5:00 0 3 1 4 0 4 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
5:15 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 4
530 fof 1Tt o T ol o1 [2o0oiojofo]ololoj o]0 2
5:45 0 3 0 3 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
TOTAL| O 10 1 11 0 6 0 6 17 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 18




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Pedestrian Movement Summary

Section 70020

State Route US 1

Intersecting Route UNSIGNED ROAD

City PALM SHORES

County BREVARD

Data By GMB Date 6/1/2010 Form Completed By KTF
Remarks NONE
o z s
tnl g 8 2 g
= = il = i
/ ol 0| o0 0| o 0
ol o 0lo \
0 0
11:00aM| 0 0 0 0 [11:00 AM
12.00PM| 0 0 0 0 |12:c0PM
400Pm| 0 | O 0 | 0 l|4vorm
500PM| O 0 0 0 |5:00 PM
0 0
0l oo 0ol o
UNSIGNED ROAD \ o | o o | o o> a
> N 2 2 =
g & s = 2
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
VEHICLE SPOT SPEED STUDY

LOCATION ID: S-1 SECTION: 70020
LOCATION: uUs 1 City: Melbourne MP: 9.930 |
SPEED LIMIT (MPH): 50 Weather: Sunny ¥5  County: Brevard V.
DATE: 05/26/10 Z -
OBSERVER: ]G Time From: 1:30PM 5 To: '_!
REMARKS:
Southbound Northbound Both Directions
Cumulative SPEED Cumulative CUM
Total TOTAL MPH TOTAL Total TOTAL TOTAL
80
79
78
77
76
75
74
73
72
71
70
69
68
67
110 i 66 2 210
65
108 1 64 1 100 2 208
107 2 63 2 99 4 206
62 2 97 2 202
105 3 61 3 95 6 200
102 7 60 2 92 9 194
95 5 59 7 90 12 185
90 7 58 [ 83 13 173
83 9 57 10 77 19 160
74 12 56 9 67 21 141
62 6 55 9 58 15 120
56 11 54 6 49 17 105
45 8 53 12 43 20 88
37 4 52 11 31 15 68
33 11 51 11 20 22 53
22 9 50 4 9 13 31
13 2 49 4 5 6 18
11 4 48 4 12
7 4 47 4 8
3 3 46 1 1 4 4
45
44
43
42
41
40
110 TOTALS ] 100 210
Southbound Speed Data Summary Northbound BOTH
58.7 85th Percentile Speed (mph) 58.3 58.5
53.9 50th Percentile Speed (mph) 54.1 54.0
50-59 10 mQ_h PACE 50-59 i 50-59




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
VEHICLE SPOT SPEED STUDY

LOCATION ID: S-2 SECTION: 70020
LOCATION: Usi City: Melbourne MP: 10.180 |
SPEED LIMIT (MPH): 55 Weather: Sunny ¥5  County: Brevard v
DATE:  05/26/10 -
OBSERVER: 1G Time From: 2:00 PM Y5 To: __'__l
REMARKS:
Southbound Northbound Both Directions
Cumulative SPEED Cumulative CUM
Total TOTAL MPH TOTAL Total TOTAL TOTAL
85
84
83
82
81
80
79
78
77
76
75
74
73
72
71
70
69
68
100 2 67 2 200
66
98 1 65 1 198
64
97 1 63 3 100 4 197
96 3 62 2 97 5 193
93 4 61 3 95 7 188
89 5 60 7 92 12 181
84 7 59 2 85 9 169
77 7 58 5 83 12 160
70 11 57 12 78 23 148
59 12 56 8 66 20 125
47 10 55 12 58 22 105
37 4 54 14 46 18 83
33 7 53 13 32 20 65
26 11 52 4 19 15 45
15 3 51 5 15 8 30
12 7 50 6 10 13 22
49 4 4 4
5 5 48 5 5
47
46
45
100 TOTAI;§‘_ 100 200
Southbound Speed Data Summary Northbound BOTH
59.2 85th Percentile Speed (mph) 59.0 59.1
553 50th Percentile Speed (mph) #N/A 54.8
50-59 10 mph PACE - 49-58 50-59




From: Lin

To: Sterk, Erin
Subject: FW: USA today artice about the facility in PCB traffic/keeping patients in issues
Date: Sunday, November 11, 2018 11:06:06 AM

This article is in reference to the Journey Pure facility in PCB FL Kevin Lee and Dr. Mike have
repeated many times that patients won’t be leaving the facility and walking around our
neighborhood. Please add this to the package.

Thanks

Res arell]obbrjélsrllﬁ the unt to blocléec]?]f a

wes %m {ac rfug tatlon acl dp
%} C mwa B%r V11'1gy own

e road an 1nt0 t eir neig

PANAMA CITY BEACH — Residents are lobbying the county to
block off a west end beaches residential street to prevent people in a
new drug rehabilitation facility on Back Beach Road from walking or
driving down the road and into their neighborhoods.

And they just might get their wish.

At the request of Commissioner Mike Thomas, the County
Commission on Tuesday agreed to the concept of putting up a fence
on the county-maintained Florida Lane behind the rehab facility,
which is going into a former bank building at the corner of Florida
Lane and Back Beach Road (U.S. 98). Thomas said he first wanted to
ensure that everyone on Florida Lane agreed to the road closure.

He said Friday he has gotten that endorsement to put up a 6-foot-tall
privacy fence that would stretch across the right of way next to the
street and to vegetation in the next lot, which supporters hope would
deter people from the rehab center from walking around the fence
down Florida Lane.

Thomas, who met Thursday night with residents at the restaurant he
owns, said the residents who attended pointed out they hated that a
fence had to be erected.

“The ones who came said they would make that sacrifice in order to
stop pedestrian traffic from coming from that clinic” into their



neighborhoods, Thomas said.

Some residents on Florida Lane said they want the county to go a
step further — building a wall that extends across the street and right
of way to prevent rehab patients from simply walking around the
fence. But Thomas said Friday the county couldn’t do that.

Juanita Craig, who rents out a home on Florida Lane, said her
neighbors are passionate about putting up a barrier keeping out the
rehabilitation patients.

“If it's what they want, if it gets them to stop complaining, then do
it,” she said, adding that if Florida Lane is blocked off she would just
drive a couple of blocks over to access Back Beach Road.

About the facility

On Sept. 1, F. Rene Fountain sold the property at 22219 Back Beach
Road to JPP Real Estate Investors LL.C for $1.67 million, according
to court records. The head of the company is Jui-Lien Chou Ho of
2202 Memphis Ave. #202 in Lubbock, Texas. That address is a
medical office for Chou, an oncologist, who could not be reached for
comment for this story.

The Brentwood, Tenn-based JourneyPure, a company that treats
people for drug and alcohol addiction, is owned by Chou Ho
Holdings in Lubbock, Texas. JourneyPure Emerald Coast at 220 S.
Arnold Road on Panama City Beach has an association with the new
center on Back Beach Road. An official for the center said Thursday
they could not comment about the new rehab center until Dec. 9,
when officials are slated to visit the area.

The company’s website states it is a “leading treatment center for
substance abuse, dual diagnosis and behavioral health challenges.”

The company uses three homes — two on Front Beach Road and one
on Southfields Road — that it purchased for patients of the program
to stay Bay County Director of Community Development Martin
Jacobson said county officials initially were concerned the houses
were being used as in-patient treatment facilities, which the zoning



wouldn’t allow, but the homes are being used as housing for
patients, and they are transported by vehicle to the JourneyPure
facility on Arnold Road for treatment. Jacobson said under the
Federal Fair Housing Act and Americans with Disabilities Act, those
uses must be allowed for the homes.

Also, the county can'’t stop the rehab center from going into the
former bank building on Back Beach Road, Jacobson said, pointing
out a state law that “essentially says you can’t discriminate against
this kind of use.” Also, the rehab center is an allowable use under the
county’s general commercial zoning on the property, and the use is
now grandfathered in because the company has pulled building
permits to renovate the building for the new facility, Jacobson said.

Opposition
Not all residents want to see Florida Lane closed off.

Residents who live in the neighborhood on other side streets, such as
Sun Lane and Kelly Street, said blocking off Florida Lane goes too
far, as they often use the street to get out onto Back Beach Road and
the nearby Tom Thumb convenience store.

Christine Thebeau, who live on Kelly Street, said she is not pleased
with the proposal to close the road, but she also doesn’t like the fact
that a drug rehab center is going in so close to homes.

“It’s commercial property, but a bank was different than a rehab”
center, she said. “There is a need for it, but not right here. There is
other land in other places they could have gone to.”

Thebeau drives her golf cart to get around and to work. She said the
closure of Florida Lane will cause her problems, as she uses the road
to drive to the Tom Thumb store for gas for her golf cart and to
purchase other assorted items.

“I take my family there all the time,” she said. “I drive a golf cart. I
don't own a car any more.”

Ron Strickland, who lives on Sun Lane, said he is not necessarily
pleased about a drug rehab facility opening right around the corner



from his home, especially since it is unclear what type of patients it
will be serving, but he said closing off Florida Lane is going too far.

“If it’s a traffic issue then, yeah, but if it’s just the threat that maybe
someone is going to walk by to a drug treatment center, that [road
closing] doesn’t sound very logical to me.”



Fram; Ug

Tas Sterk, Erin
Subject; 18PZ00088
Dato: Sunday, November 11, 2018 5:52:33 PM
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General standards of review.

0]
The planning and zoning board and the board of counly commissioners shall base the denial or approval of each application for a conditional use based upon 2 consideration of the factars
specified in_tuciur 82-1151(c) plus a determination thal the following general 1dards are satisfied. The board shall make lhe determination whelher an application meels the intent ofthis
seclion,

a,

The proposed conditional use will nol result in a substantial and adverse impaci on adjacent and nearby properties due lo: (1) the nuinber of persons anlicipated to be using, residing or
working under the condilional use: (2) noise, odor, parliculates, smoke, fumes and clher amissions, or other nuisance activilies generated by the conditional use; or (3) the increase of traffic
wilhin the vicinity caused by the proposed condilional use,
b.
The proposed use will be compatible wilh the character of adjacent and nearby praperties wilh regard lo use, function, operation, hours of operaton, type and amount of traffic generated,
building size and setback, and parking availabilily,

S
The proposed use will not cause a substantial diminution in value of abutting residential property., A substantial diminution shall be irebutably presumed lo have occurred if abulting property
suffers a 15 percent reduclion in value as a result of the proposed conditional use, A reduction of ten percent of the value of abutting property shall create a rebutable presumplion that a
substantial diminution has occurred. The board ofcounty commissioners carries the burden to show, as evidenced by either {estimony from or an appraisal conducted by an MAI certified
appraiser, that a substanlial diminution in value would occur. The applicant may rebut he findings with his own exper witnesses,

@)

The following specific standards shall be considered, when applicable, in making a d inalion thal the general slandards specified in subsection (1) of this section are salisfied:

Ingress and egress lo the property and proposed structures thereon, with particular reference to autormolive and pedestrian safety and convenience, lraffic flow and conlrol, and access in
case of fire and catastrophe, shall be (1) adequate to serve the proposed use without burdening adjacenl and nearby uses, and {2) built to applicable county standards, if any. Burdening
adjacent and nearby uses means increasing existing iraffic on the closest collectar or arterial road by more than 20 percenl, or ten percent if the new traffic is primarily comprised of heavy
vehicles, excepl where he affecied road is at level of service A or B. New Iraffic generated by the proposed use shall not cause the adopted level of service for lransportation on applicable
roadways, as determined by applicable county standards, lo be exceeded, Where the design of a public road lo be used by the proposed use is physically inadequate 1o 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 commilment to
improve Lhe road to a standard adequale to handle ihe proposed traffic, or to maintain the road through a maintenance bond or other means as required by Ihe board ofcounty
commissioners.

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

c.
Noise levels for a conditional use are governed by_suction B2.2271.

d,

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



From: Sterk, Erin

To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: FW: From traffic enginerring
Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 4:51:54 PM

Attachments: 2012 QOtter Creek Ln_Mo Trucks,pdf

Please add to the record + the attachment.

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 9:50 AM
To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: From traffic enginerring

Please put this into the record.

The
Jinger



BREVARD COUNTY INTER-OFFICE
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS MEMORANDUM

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS Program

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Suite A211 [321]-633-2077
Viera, Florida 32940 [321]-637-5471 Fax
To: Gil Ramirez, Traffic Operations Manager
Q8-

From: Deborah Adkison, Engineer II

Re: Chad Knox - Otter Creek Lane (Rd# 45370)/01d Dixie Hwy
Pinewood Park Subdivision

Date: November 28,2012

In reviewing Pine Wood Park Subdivision by way of Otter Creek Lane for adequate road turn radius
and pavement widths concerning semi-trucks towing boat trailers, semi-tractor trailers and other
vehicles that would not meet the minimum turning radius requirements, the following information
is provided.

e Hilltop Lane, Pine Cone Drive, Cape View Lane, Commerce Street, Old Dixie Highway and
Otter Creek Lane, was resurfaced in September 2010. (Pavement is in good condition and
shows no sign of semi-truck-trailer markings). At the intersection of Hilltop Lane &
Commerce Street there is a 35 foot radius and Cape View Lane & Commerce Street a 30 foot
radius. However, the pavement width of the remainder roads, vary from 20 feet to 20.6
feet.

o The following, design vehicles, taken from 'Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
2004’ was used to determine the minimum turning path.
o Interstate semitrailer (WB-19 [WB-62]) - 45 ft radius (minimum)
o Motor Home and Boat Trailer (MH/B) - 50 ft radius (minimum)
o Conventional School Bus (S-Bus-11 [S-BUS-36]) - 38.9 ft radius (minimum)

Conclusion:

The turning radius, for the above mention roads do not meet the minimum design standards for
semi-tractor-trailers, semi-trucks towing boat trailers, motor home/boat trailers and conventional
school buses. Therefore, it is recommended to install traffic sign R5-2 (NO TRUCKS) at two
locations. Firstlocation, install on the north side of Otter Creek Lane, approximately 100 feet west
of US#1; and the second sign to be 80 feet south of the driveway at 5990 0ld Dixie Hwy on the west

side of the roadway. (See attached map).
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From: itchi I

To: Jinger Knox
Cc: Grivas-Pereno, Bessie; Sterk, Erin; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: RE: I"d 18pz00088
Date: Monday, September 10, 2018 9:59:40 AM
Attachments: 18PZ00088 Substance Abuse Services Office.pdf
18PZ00088.pdf
18PZ00088 DRAFT.doc

Good morning Jinger, you will need to go through other government channels to obtain all the
information you are requesting. | have provided you with three documents which are part of the
review process. Staff comments have not been finalized but have been attached as a draft. The final
version may be amended.

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [ mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 11:43 AM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: I'd 18pz00088

Good afternoon

I'm inquiring about the request to amend the bdp for happy landings homes Inc at 5925 old
Dixie hwy please provide me with a copy if the request and all pertinent information
regarding what the corporation is asking to change as well as any communications that
have transpired between your office and the corporation or any of their representatives

Time is of the essence
Thank you

Jinger Knox
3212881689

Get Outlook for Android



From: Ritchie, George C

To: Jinaer Knox

Cc: Sterk, Erin; Jones, Jennifer; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: RE: Alf license

Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 8:10:53 AM

I will forward your concern to my supervisors so your comments/concerns are placed in the file.
18PZ00088 (Happy Landings Homes INC).

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5:08 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: Alf license

My concern is that the information you are providing with the bdp request includes state
licensing information that may or may not pertain to their actual use. If they are not going to
be obtaining the license then many of the items they are leaving off the bdp, that were
specifically put in there to cover the lack of state oversight. If they are not getting a state
license | would request that it specifically be note on the bdp request and noted on the
information about alfs which were included with their request.

My concern is that you are considering their request based on a use they are not actually
applying for.

Get QOutlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5:03:48 PM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: Alf license

| am not aware of a verification requirement prior to obtaining Zoning approval. If the Board
approves the new use, then staff will request the information in order to review a Business Tax
Receipt.



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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 4:47 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: Alf license

Can you please tell me if our county does have such an approval? And if this facility has
indicated to you how they plan to be licensed or approved?

Get Outlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 4:34:53 PM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: Alf license

Here are the Zoning requirements for a treatment and recovery facility,

Treatment and recovery facility means a secure or nonsecure facility which provides residential
rehabilitation services, including room and board, personal care and intensive supervision in casework
with emphasis on treatment and counseling services. Such facility may include an outpatient component,
and shall include but not be limited to psychiatric residential treatment programs, drug and alcoholic
rehabilitation programs, group treatment centers, and group treatment centers for status offenders. Such
facility shall be licensed by the state department of health and rehabilitative services as a treatment and
recovery facility. If such facility is not licensed by the state department of health and rehabilitative
services, it must be approved by the county division of health and social services.

Sec. 62-1826. Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities.

Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities. Assisted living facilities and treatment
and recovery facilities shall comply with the following requirements, where applicable:

(1) Dispersal of facilities. The minimum distance between facilities, measured from the property line,



shall be 1,000 feet.

(2) Neighborhood compatibility. In the institutional zoning classification, the external appearance of
the assisted living facility's or treatment and recovery facility's structures and building sites shall
maintain the general character of the area. Exterior building materials, bulk, landscaping,
fences and walls and general design shall be compatible with those of surrounding dwellings.

(3) Facility standards.

a. Prior to the granting of any permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and recovery
facilities, the state department of health and rehabilitative services shall verify compliance
with the following standards:

1. There shall be not less than 250 square feet of floor space per assigned resident.

2. There shall be one bathroom per two bedrooms. The bedroom square footage shall be
not less than 75 square feet per assigned resident.

3. Centralized cooking and dining facilities shall equal 30 square feet per assigned
resident.

b. If the request for a permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and recovery facilities is
for a structure to be built, floor plans of the structure shall be submitted and approved prior
to issuance of the permit.

(4) Reserved.

(5) Off-street parking. There shall be two parking spaces, plus two additional parking spaces for
every five occupants for which the facility is permitted.

(6) Compliance with state regulations. Violations of applicable statutes and regulations of the state
shall be deemed violations of this division.

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 1:42 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: Alf license

5925 old dixie.. bdp revision request

It doesn't appear their other sites are state licensed how do we know they plan to do that
here and is it required



Get Qutlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 1:40:34 PM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: Alf license

Please identify the site you are interested in. State license for whom and where?

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner I, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 1:35 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: Alf license

George can you please confirm that they do have to have a state license to do what they're
requesting to do there or if you just assumed they had to have a state license thanks jinger

Get Outlook for Android



From: itchie, Geori

To: Jinger Knox

Cc: Jones, Jennifer; Sterk, Erin

Subject: RE: 5925 old dixie

Date: Monday, October 1, 2018 1:39:53 PM

Below s the portion of county code regarding posting of the property. Your request regarding
“information that has been added to the file” is being forwarded to other staff members to assist

you.

Sec. 62-1151. Amendments to official zoning map—Amendments initiated by
property owner.

(a) Application; fee. Any owner of real property may file an application for an amendment to the official

zoning map to designate the particular real property a different zoning classification or conditional
use from the use designated on the official zoning map under the provisions of this section. The
application may be accompanied by a fee established from time to time by the board of county
commissioners, and shall contain the following information and documents:

(1) The name of the owner of the particular real property.

(2) If the applicant is other than all the owners of the particular property, written consent signed by
all owners of the particular real property.

(3) The legal description of the particular real property, accompanied by a certified survey or that
portion of the map maintained by the county property appraiser reflecting the boundaries of the
particular real property.

(4) The current zoning classification and special use classification, with any specified conditions or
conditional use designation, as recorded on the official zoning maps.

(5) The requested zoning classification or conditional use classification that constitutes an
amendment to the official zoning maps.

(86) A recorded warranty deed.

(v) All commercial and industrial rezoning requests shall include a certified wetlands delineation and
habitat description to be provided by the applicant or their designee. If the county natural
resources management office, utilizing the best available data including, but not limited to, the
National Wetland Inventory Maps, aerial photographs and the Brevard County Soil Survey,
determines that no wetlands exist on-site, a waiver of such delineation requirements may be
granted from that office. If a wetland delineation is required, it shall be performed by an
environmental professional while utilizing the Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification
System (FLUCCS) to describe the wetland habitat on site.

Environmental professional An individual with at least two years of experience in describing on-site

environmental conditions and habitat types. Said individual shall also provide proof of completion of a
USCOE wetlands delineation or equivilent course. A thorough knowledge of the following publications
and issue areas including, but not limited to, the Florida Wetland Delineation Manual, Brevard County Soil
Survey, plant identification, surface water classification, floodplain delineation, and listed species
identification is required.

(b) Notice of hearing before planning and zoning board. Upon receipt of the executed application, the

zoning official shall forthwith schedule a hearing on the application before the planning and zoning
board. Notice of the time and place of the public hearing shall be given to the applicant at least 15
days prior to the date of the public hearing. Notice of the time and place of the public hearing on the
application shall be published once, at least 15 days prior to the public hearing, in a newspaper of
general circulation within the county. The notice shall contain the name of the applicant, the legal



description of the affected property, the existing zoning classification, special classification or
conditional use designation, the requested amendment to the official zoning maps, and the time and
place of the public hearing on the consideration of the application by the board of county
commissioners. In addition, a notice containing such information shall be posted in the county
courthouse in Titusville, Florida, by county officials, and a notice containing such information,
excluding the legal description but including total acreage, shall be posted by the applicant on the
affected property at least 15 days prior to the public hearing. If the property abuts a public road right-
of-way, the notice shall be posted within ten feet of the right-of-way and in such a manner as to be
visible from that road right-of-way. An affidavit signed by the owner or applicant evidencing posting
of the affected real property must be received by the zoning office prior to the time that such matter
is heard by the planning and zoning board. If the property does not abut a road right-of-way or a
traveled access, thereby causing the property to be normally inaccessible, posting of the property
may be waived by the zoning official upon receipt of an affidavit from the property owner attesting to
the property’s inaccessibility. Failure to provide either of such affidavits prior to the hearing shall
result in tabling the application for one meeting, at cost to the applicant, or denial of the request. It
shall be unlawful for any person to remove the notice containing such information from the affected
property or from the county courthouse in Titusville, Florida. Any person found guilty of violating this
section shall be deemed guiity of an offense, and shall be punished by a fine not to exceed $500.00
or by imprisonment in the county jail for a period not to exceed 60 days, or by both such fine and
imprisonment.

(¢) Conduct of hearing before planning and zoning board; recommendation of approval or denial. At the
designated public hearing, the planning and zoning board shall hear the applicant on the proposed
amendment to the official zoning maps, and shall hear members of the general public. The planning
and zoning board shall have the power to establish such rules of procedure for the orderly conduct of
the public hearing as the circumstances of the consideration of each application warrant. During the
public hearing, the applicant may be present in person and by counsel, and the applicant has the
right to present evidence in support of his position and to cross examine adverse witnesses whose
testimony is offered at the hearing. 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.

(d) Public hearing before board of county commissioners. At the public hearing before the planning and
zoning board, the time and place of the public hearing of each application by the board of county
commissioners shall be announced. The board of county commissioners, at the public hearing, shall
deny or grant each application for amendment to the official zoning maps based upon a
consideration of the recommendation of the planning and zoning board and those factors specified in
subsection (c) of this section. The board of county commissioners shall have the right at the public
hearing to deny or approve each application for amendment to the official zoning maps, regardless



of whether the planning and zoning board has made a specific recommendation on such application.
An additional board of county commission public hearing will be required for each industrial use
seeking to locate within a Performance Overlay District (POD) unless the applicant seeking a POD
for a shopping center has an industrial use/client already identified, then the approval of the POD
and the use could occur concurrently at the same public hearing.

(e) Limitations on tabling and subsequent applications. No application for an amendment to the official
zoning maps for a particular parcel of property, or part thereof, shall be tabled more than once by the
planning and zoning board as a result of the action or request of the applicant. Further attempts by
the applicant to table such application shall be deemed a withdrawal of the application, subject to the
provisions and limitations of this subsection. No application for an amendment to the official zoning
maps for a particular parcel of property, or part thereof, shall be received by the zoning director until
the expiration of six calendar months from the date of denial of an application for an amendment to
the official zoning maps for such property or part thereof, provided, however, that the board of county
commissioners may specifically waive the waiting period based upon a consideration of the following
factors:

(1) The new application constitutes a proposed zoning classification or conditional use of different
character from that proposed in the denied application.

(2) Failure to waive the six-month waiting period constitutes a hardship to the applicant resulting
from mistake, inadvertence or newly discovered matters or considerations.

(fy Stay of enforcement proceedings. Any person accused of the violation of the provisions of this chapter
where a zoning change or the granting of a conditional use permit would nullify the violation may
apply to the planning and zoning board requesting such zoning change or conditional use permit.
Such application shall stay all enforcement proceedings until such application is heard by the
planning and zoning board and the board of county commissioners and a decision is rendered,
unless the board of county commissioners specifically authorizes legal action to enforce this chapter.
This stay of proceedings shall in no event be construed to allow completion of construction or
continuation of any activity which has been cited for a violation of this Code. All such cited activities
shall be specifically prohibited from continuing until further action by the board of county
commissioners is taken which authorizes such activities, or until administrative or judicial
proceedings authorize the continuance of such activities. If the cited prohibited activity is not ceased
by the violator during the pendency of these proceedings, any stay of enforcement proceedings shall
be lifted.

(9) At any time during the rezoning review process, including at the public hearing, the applicant may
agree to a condition which restricts the use of the property under consideration to a specific use or
range of uses permitted within the applicable zoning classification being applied for. In the event the
board of county commissioners approves the imposition of such a condition, the rezoning resolution
and the official county zoning map shall set forth the approved zoning classification and a notation
indicating the specific uses for which approval has been granted.

(h) If indicated in the advertised notice for public hearing and, if based upon substantial and competent
evidence, it is determined that the requested zoning classification should not be approved, the
planning and zoning board may recommend and the board of county commissioners may approve a
classification which is more intense than the existing classification, but less intense than the
classification which was requested. The board may impose such a classification without the
agreement of the applicant, however, if the applicant is not the owner, and the applicant was not
given the authority to accept a lesser zoning, then the item is to be tabled to the following meeting for
the owner to determine whether they are willing to withdraw the request with no additional expense
to the owner.

(Code 1979, § 14-20.61; Ord. No. 96-48, § 1, 10-24-96; Ord. No. 97-49, § 4, 12-9-97; Ord.
No. 98-12, § 4, 2-26-98; Ord. No. 2000-50, § 1, 10-31-00; Ord. No. 2001-65, § 1, 10-16-01;
Ord. No. 06-39, § 1, 7-11-06)



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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018 12:30 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: 5925 old dixie

Please confirm if you have updated the happy landings bdp file with the current licensing
information. This facility will not be and is not applying for a alf. Please send me a copy of
the current information that has been added to the file.

Also could you please provide me with the wording of the law regarding the posting if
hearing dates.

Thanks
Jinger

Get Outlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 9:40:17 AM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: 5925 old dixie

Besides being tasked by the Planning and Zoning Board (P&Z) to hold a meeting with area residents,
they just need to show up to the required P&Z and Commission public meetings. [tems discussed
are open to whatever the Board or the public wants to address.

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.



George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, F| 32940

Phone # (321)833-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 9:33 AM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: RE: 5925 old dixie

Can you please be specific about what they do not have at the present time for this
zoning? And what would be required to allow it
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From: Ritchie, George C <George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 9:31:03 AM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: 5925 old dixie

They do not have the zoning at this time to complete the form. If the new BDP is approved, then
staff will review identified conditions/limitations.

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 9:21 AM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: 5925 old dixie

With the zoning they have now and with their proximity to other alfs could this form be



completed about the property at 5925 old dixie?
Thank you for your clarrification
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From: Sterk, Erin

To: lingerk@msn.com
Cc: Ritchie, George C; Jones, Jennifer; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision
Date: Monday, October 1, 2018 4:51:16 PM
Attachments: |

RE Alf license.msg

10-08-18 PZ Pkg.pdf

Good afternoon Ms. Knox,

Our office has received several inquiries from you in the last few days and weeks regarding the
responsibility of the applicant in making their request. My understanding is that you have concerns
that some of the state licensing requirements are not being carried forward in the proposed Binding
Development Plan changes.

I've attached a copy of the proposal and staff comments for the item that begin on page 54 of the
attached 10/8/18 Planning & Zoning Board package. Staff’s obligation is to ensure that their
proposed changes are evaluated adequately by the Board, but any conditions in a BDP are voluntary
by the applicant and our code does not dictate the level of detail or the purpose behind those
conditions — as the very premise is that these conditions are above and beyond our code
requirements.

While | fully understand that there may be conditions included within the existing BDP that are
reflective of state statutes, our staff is not responsible for evaluating the appropriateness of them —
the Board is. We have evaluated the proposal against today’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code
provisions, which are included within the staff comments.

| don't believe any commitment to be licensed by the state as has been included in the conditions of
the proposal. It sounds like you have an idea about what could or should be retained within the BDP
that would make this a more palatable request. If you would like for staff to include any additional
information for the Board’s consideration, please let us know and we will forward it to each Board
that has yet to hear this item. You’re welcome to send that directly to me and | will ensure it gets
included in the package.

Please let us know if there is anything additional we can do to help,

Erin Sterk

Planning & Zoning Manager
Brevard County

(321) 633-2070 ext. 52640



From: Jinger Knox

To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: Ritchie, George C; Jones, Jennifer; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: Re: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision
Date: Friday, October 5, 2018 5:17:49 PM

It is my understanding that the date of the p and z meeting was required to be posted 15
days in advance of the meeting. The posted notice was dated for a meeting that had
already occurred when it was posted and did not include the October 8th meeting is there
wording in the rule that would excuse this lack of proper notice? Please confirm prior to
Mondays meeting as | am officially asking for proper notice to be posted before any p and z
meeting be commenced on the requested bdp.

Also could you please email me a copy of the entire package that the board will be
reviewing if they do move forward with the unnoticed meeting.

Thank you
Jinger Knox
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From: Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 2, 2018 10:46:13 AM

To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: Ritchie, George C; Jones, Jennifer; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: Re: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

Thank you for your response. | am specifically interested in the Alf licensing information
that is attached with the application, verifying that it is pertinent to their application and
removing / replacing it if it is not appropriate. Also could you please confirm where the
anticipated square footage on the zoning application came from? It appears they are more
than doubling their square footage but at the p and z meeting they claimed they will not be
adding any new buildings to the property. My question is, where did the Sq footage come
from? Did staff add it because that is what would be required to house the amount of
people that the company is requesting approval for?

On another matter | have repeatedly asked several offices to confirm if there are any other
in (h) properties that do not use a major road for ingress/egress in the county. Noone
seems to be able to figure out how to search this. If you can be of assistance on this matter
it would be much appreciated

Thank you
Jinger knox
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From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 2, 2018 8:06:27 AM



To: Jinger Knox
Cc: Ritchie, George C; Jones, Jennifer; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: Re: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

Jinger,

I will take a very careful look at that to see if there is any confusion and will make appropriate
corrections, if necessary.

Is there a particular section of the staff comments that concerns you or anywhere you feel
additional clarity could be added?

Thank you for your feedback,
Erin

On Oct 1, 2018, at 6:40 PM, Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn.com> wrote:

Erin,

My concern is that your staff did in fact include state licensing information for an
Alf in the bdp review plan. It is the incorrect information and is misleading to
the board and the community. If it is going to be included as reference for what
the clinic is intending to do (ie. Get a state license in lieu of county Sq footage
requirements or inspection demands) then it is imperative that the attached
information is accurate. I'm not arguing that it is your duty, I'm stating that if
you are doing it that it must be accurate.

Jinger | Knox
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From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>

Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018 4:50:50 PM

To: jingerk@msn.com

Cc: Ritchie, George C; Jones, Jennifer; Ragain, Rebecca
Subject: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

Good afternoon Ms. Knox,

Our office has received several inquiries from you in the last few days and weeks
regarding the responsibility of the applicant in making their request. My understanding
is that you have concerns that some of the state licensing requirements are not being
carried forward in the proposed Binding Development Plan changes.

I've attached a copy of the proposal and staff comments for the item that begin on
page 54 of the attached 10/8/18 Planning & Zoning Board package. Staff’s obligation is
to ensure that their proposed changes are evaluated adequately by the Board, but any



conditions in a BDP are voluntary by the applicant and our code does not dictate the
level of detail or the purpose behind those conditions — as the very premise is that
these conditions are above and beyond our code requirements.

While | fully understand that there may be conditions included within the existing BDP
that are reflective of state statutes, our staff is not responsible for evaluating the
appropriateness of them — the Board is. We have evaluated the proposal against
today’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code provisions, which are included within the
staff comments.

I don’t believe any commitment to be licensed by the state as has been included in the
conditions of the proposal. It sounds like you have an idea about what could or should
be retained within the BDP that would make this a more palatable request. If you
would like for staff to include any additional information for the Board’s consideration,
please let us know and we will forward it to each Board that has yet to hear this item.
You’re welcome to send that directly to me and [ will ensure it gets included in the
package.

Please let us know if there is anything additional we can do to help,

Erin Sterk

Planning & Zoning Manager
Brevard County

(321) 633-2070 ext. 52640

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your
e-mail address released in response to public record requests, do not send
electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing."



From: linger Knox

To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: Ritchie. George C; Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Re: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision
Date: Tuesday, October 9, 2018 4:09:46 PM

Could you please confirm how staff concluded that there is no environmental impacts or
concerns with the change of BDP? | am concerned that the current facility does not have the
proper septic system in place to allow for the amount of residents that are being requested. If
the BDP is going to include a specific amount | would think that the file would have to go
through an environmental review to determine any impacts. Also st. johns management is
involved with this facility, when do they address the new use?

I would also like to know why the driveway is not being addressed and why a traffic study has
not been ordered. The existing driveway obviously does not meet criteria for 47 residents 21
employees and 20 parking spaces which are required by code. At what time will these issues
be reviewed?

Please also confirm that the code allows for both an ALF and a detox facility within 1000". The
way | read the code it states "Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facility"
"Dispersal of facilities. The minimum distance between facilities, measured from the property
line, shall be 1,000 feet.". The way this code is worded there can not be two such facilities
within 1000' of one another, not one of each.

Finally, how do we request our property devaluation be considered in this request? Many of
the items they are looking to remove, ie. forcible felons and neighborhood meetings, will
arguably devalue our property. Must we prove this to the board or does the BDP revision not
consider the property devaluation?

Thank you for your continued assistance in this matter. | know you have many other projects
to concern yourselves with, hopefully this will be concluded quickly.

Jinger Knox
321.288.1689

From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 8, 2018 12:32 PM
To: Jinger Knox




Cc: Ritchie, George C; Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Re: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

I believe George reissued the sign the same day as the last meeting, immediately upon
realizing the public notice concerns.

On Oct 8, 2018, at 12:17 PM, Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn.com> wrote:

When was it issued? And doesn't it need to be posted for 15 days?
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From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 8, 2018 12:16:05 PM

To: Jinger Knox; Ritchie, George C

Cc: Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer

Subject: RE: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

Jinger,

We issued a new sign with the changed dates. We will hopefully have photos to
demonstrate that the applicant posted it appropriately.

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, October 8, 2018 12:14 PM

To: Ritchie, George C; Sterk, Erin
Cc: Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: RE: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

I am not questioning the posting of the notice. I'm questioning the dates on the
notice. It was posted after September 17th, which is the p and z meeting date.
How can a notice that was posted after the meeting date count for a posting
notice of a meeting? A person would assume they already missed the meeting
and not get an opportunity to be heard at todays meeting.
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From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>

Sent: Monday, October 8, 2018 9:47:27 AM

To: Jinger Knox; Ritchie, George C

Cc: Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer

Subject: RE: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

Jinger,

I am in meetings this morning, but believe George can answer your questions about



where the numbers were derived from.

Additionally, our Code Enforcement staff will be performing a site visit to confirm that
the rezoning item has been properly noticed and we will have that information at this
afternoon’s meeting.

Thanks,
Erin
From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]

Sent: Monday, October 8, 2018 8:10 AM

To: Sterk, Erin; Jones, Jennifer

Cc: Ritchie, George C; Ragain, Rebecca

Subject: RE: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

Erik,

Can you please answer my previous questions before today's board meeting at
3 pm? | can sit down with you and go over them prior to the meeting if you
would like.

Specifically, where the 44,000 square foot came from. The applicant stated
that they would not be adding any new buildings, this is obviously a misleading
Sq footage and we need to know where it comes from because the county has
square footage requirements and the current facility would not meet them for
47 residents. Do you have a site plan for this property that we have not been
given?

Also if the date of this meeting was required to be posted prior to this meeting.
It was not.

And finally can there be an Alf and a detox within 1000’ of one another?

Thank you for your prompt attention
Jinger knox



From: Sterk, Erin

To:

Ce: ! ; Bagain, Bebecca; Jones, Jepnifer; Lock, Brian
Subject: RE: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

Date: Monday, October 22, 2018 2:20:39 PM

Jinger,

Compliance with a BDP (i.e. Zoning) is something that our Code Enforcement Department would regulate. The applicant would need
to demonstrate compliance with the Department of Health’s criteria, which is not typically something we regulate, but in this
instance, we can, as the commitment is memorialized within the BDP.

You can call Code Enforcement directly at (321) 633-2086 or place a complaint electronically here:

I've also copied their manager, Mr. Brian Lock, so that he has a heads up on your concerns.

Also, if you would like to include this information as public comment for the Board's consideration, please feel free to re-send for
inclusion with the package. It would be helpful if you could provide contact info and a date/time that you received confirmation from
the Department of Health that they have not met current requirements. Documentation of such would additionally be helpful, for the
record.

Regards,
Erin

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]

Sent: Monday, October 22, 2018 10:18 AM

To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: Ritchie, George C; Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Re: 18PZ00088 Happy Landings BDP Revision

It has come to my attention, after calling Environmental Health, that 5925 Old Dixie Hwy has NOT gotten any of the required
inspections over the past 9 years that their BDP requires. They are not state licensed and this was a requirement for their
zoning which they are obviously in non-compliance with. Please take immediate action on this, or tell me which office | should
forward this concern to.

Jinger Knox
321.288.1689



From: Ritchie, George C

To: Jones, Jennifer; Sterk, Erin
Subject: FW: Sign at 5925 old Dixie

Date: Friday, October 26, 2018 3:12:07 PM
FYI

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, FI 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 3:10 PM

To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: Sign at 5925 old Dixie

Just letting you know the notice has been down for a week | see that it has made its way
all the way acrossed the street in the ditch now. It's obvious that they don't think they have
to adhere to the law, even the simplest of laws.

Please add this to the public information for the meeting on the 4th.

Thank you
Jinger knox

Get Outlook for Android



From: Michael Ronsisvalle

To: Jones, Jennifer; lla@gabrielleplace.org
Subject: Fwd: Evidence sign is up
Date: Saturday, October 27, 2018 11:17:48 AM

Hi Jennifer,

Here is the Email with a timestamp that demonstrates when the sign went up on this last cycle.
I thought we might have an issue with the sign disappearing again so I emailed it to my office
manager just for record! I’'m glad I did.

Thanks,

Mike Ronsisvalle

Get Qutlook for i0OS

From: Dr. Mike Ronsivalle <drmikeronsisvalle@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 27, 2018 11:09 AM

To: Michael Ronsisvalle

Subject: Fwd: Evidence sign is up

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Dr. Mike Ronsivalle <drmikeronsisvalle@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Oct 9, 2018 at 11:31 AM

Subject: Evidence sign is up

To: <ccromartie@journypur >
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are
intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient
of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please
immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are
intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient
of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please
immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.




From: Ritchie, George €

To: Jones, Jennifer; Sterk, Erin
Subject: FW: Notice at 5925 old dixie
Date: Monday, October 29, 2018 8:29:57 AM

Jennifer another email for file:

18P700088 Happy Landings Homes INC

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)833-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Saturday, October 27, 2018 1:22 PM
To: Ritchie, George C

Subject: Notice at 5925 old dixie

| see that the sign is reposted after being missing for 2 weeks it is now the 27th of Oct and
the meeting is on Nov 4th. Not sure that meets the requirements of posting please check
and let me know. It's obscene that we have to monitor this facility for compliance already.

Jinger

Get Outlook for Android



Jones, Jennifer

From: Ritchie, George C

Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 12:50 PM
To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: FW: FW: Evidence sign is up

Another email for the file.

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner lll, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:24 AM
To: Ritchie, George C

Cc: Sterk, Erin; mronsisvalle@journeypure.com
Subject: Re: FW: Evidence sign is up

The sign didn't disappear nor did anyone touch it it was on the ground after the wind ripped it off because it
wasn't secured properly and stayed there untouched for over a week before | alerted you to it being on the
ground. The fact that this corporation doesn't do their duty and then falsely blames the neighbors and

this shows very bad ethics and does not give us hope in the future for a business that will be in a non
conforming neighborhood zoning doing work that will require professional behavior.

The neighbors are not your enforcement officers, nor do we stoop to illegal activity.

Shame on you all for suggesting such a thing.

Jinger knox

Get Outlook for Android

From: Ritchie, George C

Sent: Monday, October 29, 8:42 AM
Subject: FW: Evidence sign is up
To: Jinger Knox

Cc: Sterk, Erin

| received this back from Jennifer after | forwarded your email to her for file keeping.



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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner Ill, Zoning Office

Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, FI 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657
Fax # (321)633-2152

From: Jones, Jennifer

Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 8:34 AM
To: Ritchie, George C; Sterk, Erin
Subject: FW: Evidence sign is up

From: Michael Ronsisvalle [: Saturday, October 27, 2018 11:14 AM
To: Jones, Jennifer; lila@gabrielleplace.org
Subject: Fwd: Evidence sign is up

Hi Jennifer,

Here is the Email with a timestamp that demonstrates when the sign went up on this last cycle. | thought we
might have an issue with the sign disappearing again so | emailed it to my office manager just for record! I'm
glad | did.

Thanks,
Mike Ronsisvalle

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Dr. Mike Ronsivalle <drmikeronsisvalle@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 27, 2018 11:09 AM

To: Michael Ronsisvalle

Subject: Fwd: Evidence sign is up @

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Dr. Mike Ronsivalle <drmikeronsisvalle@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Oct 9, 2018 at 11:31 AM

Subject: Evidence sign is up @

To: <ccromartie@journypure.com:=>
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are
intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient
of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please
immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are
intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient
of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please
immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination,
copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.




From: Sterk, Erin

To: linger Koy

Ce: Bagain, Bebscca: Biclie, Gagroe C; Jones, Jenuiler
Subject! IN(H) propertles” access

Date: Monday, October 29, 2018 4:57:10 PM

Good afternoon Jinger,

In a previous email, you'd requested that staff “confirm if there are any other in (h) properties that do not use a major road for ingress/egress in the county.” Our staff,
in coordination with the GIS team over in IT, performed an analysis and found the following:

1. There are four locations within the entire County which have the Institutional Use High Intensity {IN(H}}Zoning classification.

2. Thelocations and details about each location are as follows:

Tax Account # Zoning Future Land Acreage Notes on Access
Use
2606020 IN{H} cc 5.33 Subject Property, Access from local road connecting to US Highway 1 {Urban Principal
Arterial)
2415278 IN(H}) NC & Res 15 1.45 Access from local road connecting to Clearlake Road {Urban Minor Arterial)
2726898 IN{H} cc 71 Access directly to US Highway A1A (Urban Principal Arterial}
2601308 IN{H} cc 49.65 Access directly to Murrell Road {(Urban Minor Arterial)

Jennifer, please add this to the Board package.
Jinger, please let me know if you have any additional questions | can answer,

Eninn Sterk
Planning & Zoning M
Brevard County

(321) 633-2070 ext. 52640




Fram: Sterk, Brin

To: Jinger Knox

] Bagain, Rebotca; + lanes, Jennifer
Subject: RE: IN(H) propertles” access

Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 5:01:28 PM

Jinger,

I did a little bit more digging into the two IN{H) parcels in the list below that | noted have access from a local road rather than an arterial — the subject property and
Tax Account # 2415278,

For Tax Account # 2415278, this is a parcel that is a piece of the greater Eastern Florida State College and while I'd noted that it gained access to a local road
(Rosentine St.), | was mistaken. The parcels actually front the internal access road for EFSC, which gain direct access from Clearlake Road.

So, that leaves only the subject property gaining access from a local road, which was developed before the conditions requiring the property to have direct access to
an arterial roadway were ever codified. This came about from the following circumstances,
1. 2-7430 approved site from BU-1 & RR-1 to AU with CUP for a school and Residential Social Services Facility (RSSF) (ACLF) approved April 1986. The property
was developed under the AU Zoning Conditional Use Permit and the code at that time did not necessitate direct access to an arterial roadway. This is when
Institutional uses were permitted within other zoning classifications

2. Once the Institutional zoning classifications {IN{L) and IN{H)} were created, Z-11172 changes zoning from AU with CUPs to IN{L) with BDP approved
12/15/2005.

3. Z-11531 changes zoning from IN{L} to IN{H) and approved with replaced BDP on 12/16/2009. Also changed FLUM from NC to CC,

Please let me know if you need any additional information about this,
Erin

From: Sterk, Erin

Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 4:57 PM

To: ‘Jinger Knox'

Cc: Ragain, Rebecca; Ritchie, George C; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: IN(H) properties’ access

Good afternoon Jinger,

In a previous email, you'd requested that staff “confirm if there are any other in (h) properties that do not use a major road for ingress/egress in the county,” Our staff,
in coordination with the GIS team over in IT, performed an analysis and found the following:

1. There are four locations within the entire County which have the Institutional Use High intensity {IN{H)}Zoning classification

2. The locations and details about each location are as follows:

Tax Account # Zoning Future Land Acreage Notes on Access
Use
2606020 IN(H) cc 5.33 Subject Property, Access from local road connecting to US Highway 1 (Urban Principal
Arterial)
2415278 IN(H} NC & Res 15 1.45 Access directly to Clearlake Road (Urban Minor Arterial}
27268398 IN{H} cc 71 Access directly to US Highway A1A (Urban Principal Arterial}
2601308 IN{H) cC 49.65 Access directly to Murrell Road {Urban Minor Arterial}

Jennifer, please add this to the Board package.

Jinger, please let me know if you have any additional questions | can answer,

Evin Sterke

Planning & Zoning Manager
Brevard County

(321) 633-2070 ext. 52640



From: Jnger Kpox

To: lones, Jennifer
Subject: RE: IN(H) properties” access
Date: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 9:10:42 AM

Thank you for your response. | would like to request information about any meetings which have taken place between the board and the applicant that
was not publicly notified, since the applicant made mention that he had spoken to them about a month ago and he did not speak in last month meeting.

Also | would like to request a meeting with the head of the planning and zoning department to discuss staffs comments during the meeting, including
why they allowed a bdp to be addressed without proper vetting by staff (with a new bdp being submitted at the meeting and no research being done
into the wording or what the changes could mean for the community ). Staff did not mention the fact that the notice had been removed from posting for
over a week, which they clearly knew and should have been addressed.

Also staff made recommendations for traffic pattern changes without a traffic study, when clearly they have not researched the issue as staff didn't
acknowledge that the driveway item was on the bdp. The fact that staff didn't clearly research the proposed bdp was evident in their lack of
understanding at the meeting and it is clear that a traffic study was necessary and that this is a higher use for a non conforming business (as it can
only be used to house 13 people in its current state and staff is changing the bdp to state that they can house 47 people) staff didn't even consider if
this was a higher use, or show why it wasnt. It is clear to anyone who looks at the facts that staff was merely pushing this through as a pet project
because Scott Knox is involved. The winking from the Charmin of the zoning board to staff employees wasn't even necessary for us all to get that
message loud and clear,

1 ask that | have an opportunity to sit down with the head of your division to address all of these issues in detail as soon as possible so that | may take
further steps as necessary.

Jinger Knox
3212881689

Get Qutlook for Android

From: Jones, lennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 6, 2018 3:57:00 PM

To: Sterk, Erin; Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: IN{H) properties' access

Jinger,
Henry Minneboo is the Chairman of the Planning and Zoning Board. He was appointed by the District 1 Commissioner, Rita Pritchett.
Jennifer

From: Sterk, Erin

Sent: Tuesday, November 6, 2018 3:50 PM
To: Jinger Knox

Cc: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: FW: IN(H) properties' access

Good afternoon linger,
Jennifer should be able to provide that information —she is copied on this email.

Thanks,
Erin

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 6, 2018 12:15 PM
To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: RE: IN(H) properties' access

Please tell me the name of the head of the planning and zoning board as well as which commissioner appointed him
Thank you
Get Quillook for Android

From: Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn coms>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:07:29 AM
To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: RE: IN(H) properties' access

Sounds good... but assure you I've copied them on everything, |just send it to them separately... but by all means if you feel you have been
misrepresented | want you to be assured you are not. My goal is to assure everyone is in the loop so that they might catch anything | miss, they are
very intelligent and I'm sure they have different insight to this than | do.

Jinger
Get Quitlook for Android

From: Sterk, Erin < srk@ b ewar >



Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:00:02 AM
To: Jinger Knox

Ce: chemfreevard@gmail.com; lblumayer@ctlrecom
Subject: RE: IN{H} properties' access

Jinger,
| did not find either of the twe folks copied on the email | sent yesterday, which was omitted from the email chain you looped them into
| will follow this emall by forwarding them the missing information.

Thanks,
Erin

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:lingerk@msn.com
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 9:47 AM
To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: chemfreeyard@gmall.com;

Subject: Re: IN(H) properties’ access

I have included them on every email that we have had thus far. | am not trying to accuse you of anything, I'm trying to understand the chain of events
that lead to this property being zoned the way it is. | don't consider you my adversary in this, in fact 'm hoping that we can work together to protect our
community.

Jinger knox

Get Quilcok for Android

From: Sterk, Erin

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 9:26 AM
Subject: Re: IN(H) properties' access
To: Jinger Knox

Cc: ghemfreeyvard@gmail.com, lblumauer@cil.rr.com
Jinger,

Almost everything in the last email you sent is a misrepresentation of what | said. | will need time to digest the accusations and prepare a
comprehensive response, as you are referring to decades old zoning actions and not the request before the Board today.

What | tried to convey is that this institutional use was permitted and began under the AU zoning classification, prior to the IN(H) zoning classification’s
existence. That, in short, is why the use does not meet a criteria that exists today that was not in place in the zoning code when the use began.

Oddly enough, that portion of my response has been omitted from the email chain below. | would ask that you additionally forward that omitted
information to the constituents not copied on this email chain.

Thanks,
Erin

On Oct 31, 2018, at 9:19 AM, Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn.com> wrote:

The way i read your previous email it seemed like you were saying that the zoning in (h) was put in place before the requirement for an arterial road
access was required for in (h) zoning. Just so | understand, this was the only property in the county that was made in (h) in a non conforming way
without access to the correct type of road and through a neighborhood? And now the county attorney that fought for that non complying zoning is
representing the owners of the property in order to allow them to open a facility that would dramatically reduce property values and saftey. Is that
correct?

Let me ask you this question, what can be done if we believe that this zoning should never have been approved and that it was done illegally through
the use of spot zoning? Can we file a court petition asking that a judge look into the political motivation of this zoning and it's legality?

We have been told throughout this process that there were "several" in (h) properties in the county, even being told there were "to many to count” and
now we find out that there really are only 4 properties and that it does appear that this code was made in the past specifically for this property to protect
it as it was a pet of the commission at the time. It is clearly not appropriate for a residential neighborhood to have an in (h) zoning without the proper
County services to support the ingress and egress from the property and we have been misled as a community into thinking that all church based
organizations were needing this in (h) zoning which facilitatrd that this zoning reclassification be developed county wide to fix a problem that plagued
several areas, not just our own small community. Now that we know this to be false what action can we take as citizens to get this rectified and
demand appropriate zoning for our community?

| appreciate your insight into this matter
jinger knox

Get Quilook for Android

From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.goy>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 9:04.05 AM
To: Jinger Knox

Subject: Re: IN(H) properties' access

Jinger,

To the best of my knowledge, the IN(H) zoning classification always included this condition, but IN(H) did not always exist. Institutional uses previously
fell under other zoning classifications, like in this instance. The use was in place before the zoning classification existed.

Erin



On Oct 31, 2018, at 8:36 AM, Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn.com> wrote:

Good morning. Could you please tell me when the code changed to require in (h) to come directly off of an arterial road as mentioned in your previous
email.

Thank u

Jinger

Get Quitlook for Android

From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardil.goy>

Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 4:57:07 PM

To: Jinger Knox

Cc: Ragain, Rebecca; Ritchie, George C; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: IN(H) properties’ access

Good afternoon Jinger,

In a previous email, you'd requested that staff “confirm if there are any other in (h} properties that do not use a major road for ingress/egress in the
county.” Our staff, in coordination with the GIS team over in IT, performed an analysis and found the following:
1. There are four locations within the entire County which have the Institutional Use High Intensity (IN(H))Zoning classification.
2. The locations and details about each location are as follows:

Tax Account #

Zoning

Future Land Use

Acreage

Notes on Access

2606020

IN(H)

CcC

533

Subject Property, Access from local road connecting to US Highway 1 (Urban Principal Arterial)

2415278

IN(H)

NC & Res 15

1.45

Access from local road connecting to Clearlake Road (Urban Minor Arterial)

2726898

IN(H)

cC

1

Access directly to US Highway A1A (Urban Principal Arterial)

2601308

IN(H)

CcC

49.65

Access directly to Murrell Road (Urban Minor Arterial)

Jennifer, please add this to the Board package.
Jinger, please let me know if you have any additional questions | can answer,
Erin Sterk

Planning & Zoning Manager
Brevard County



(321) 633-2070 ext. 52640

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to public record requests, do not
send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing."



From: Jones, Jennifer

To: “Mark Leslie"
Subject: RE: Resend with just yesterday"s email to Erin
Date: Monday, November 19, 2018 8:19:00 AM
Attachments: 20181119091519.pdf

image002.ong

Mark, it looks like the December 15 2009 item on the agenda was to approve the
BDP as a consent item. I've attached that page of the minutes. If you'd like the
minutes in their entirety, | can email them to you. They are 68 pages.

I’'m still looking for the resolution.

Jennifer

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:57 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Re: Resend with just yesterday's email to Erin

Jennifer,

I would also like to get the minutes of the December 16, 2009 BCC meeting and a copy of
resolution Z-11531. Can you tell me where I might get those records?

Thanks,
Mark

On Monday, November 19, 2018, 7:47:32 AM EST, Jones, Jennifer <jennifer jones@brevardtl.gov> wrote:

Mark, sorry 1 couldn’t get back with you on Friday. I'm using your email, along with the three attachments as
public comment. I was able to open the link to the Fifth District Court of Appeal and use a more readable version.
It’s attached, let me know if this is okay.

Jennifer

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 9:58 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Resend with just yesterday's email to Erin

Jennifer,

Because the email to Erin yesterday included some other emails in a chain, I'm re sending just the three items and



language I sent to her yesterday. There are two images 1454 and 1455 and language from a court case both as a link
and a html doc.. Let me know how that works.

Thanks,

Mark

Fifth District Court of Appeal

Erin,

It seems the change to a for-profit, treatment and recovery facility, licensed by the State, represents an expansion or
increase of use and is prohibited under 62-1182(a)(1). Case law argued and defended through appeal by Mr. Knox--
now Council for the Applicant--while working for the County seems to substantiate this. (text and link attached for



your review) Also, the Happy Landings Property was administratively rezoned to IN(L), then subsequently the
intensity increased to IN(H) in 2009 to "make it work" for the applicant to have a dormitory classification under
current ALF designations. Had the IN(L) been left as originally administratively rezoned, treatment and recovery
would not be allowed under the terms set forth in 62-1573.

Please review the attached staff report. I believe the zoning official at the time was Rick Enos. His position was
that ACLF and Treatment and recovery facilities are separate and distinct uses. In my mind, a dormitory for
homeless women with children, or a school for homeless boys is is certainly not as intense as a State Licensed
Treatment and Recovery Facility. It seems the County would be arbitrarily applying zoning code for a non-
conforming use should the proposed rezoning be approved.

Feel free to call to discuss.

321-427-8817



11/19/2018 December 15, 2009 Regular - Meeting Minutes - Board of County Commissioners - Brevard County, Flarida - Clerk of the Court

GROUPS FOR THE INDIAN RIVER LAGOON BASIN
MANAGEMENT ACTION
PLLANS

(BMAP)

Motion by Commissioner Fisher, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to
nominate Assistant County Manager Mel Scott as the County’s
representative and Assistant County Manager Stockton Whitten as the
County’s alternate representative to participate on the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, Basin Working Groups, for the Indian River
Lagoon Basin Management Action Plans (BMAPs). Motion carried and
ordered unanimously.

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN, RE: HAPPY LANDINGS
HOMES, INC.

Motion by Commissioner Fisher, scconded by Commissioner Anderson, to
execute a Binding Development Plan Agreement with Happy Landings
Homes, Inc. for property located on the east side of Old Dixie Highway,
approximately 134 feet south of Otter Creek Lane, Motion carried and
ordered unanimously.

REVIEW, RE: POLICIES BCC-40, WAIVER OF APPLICATION
FEES FOR THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT UNDER CERTAIN
CIRCUMSTANCES, AND BCC-41,
WAIVER OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW AND PERMIT FEES
UNDER CERTAIN

CIRCUMSTANCES

Motion by Commissioner Fisher, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to
renew Policies BCC-40, Waiver of Application Fees for the Board of
Adjustment Under  Certain Circumstances, and BCC-41, Waiver of
Development Review and Permit Fees Under Certain Circumstances.
Motion carried and ordered unanimously.

SUNSET REVIEW (BCC-31), RE: BREVARD COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS POLICY (BCC-45), INITIATION AND
DEVELOPMENT OF NEW
OR AMENDED
ORDINANCES

Motion by Commissioner Fisher, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to
approve Policy BCC-45, Initiation and Development of New or Amended
Ordinances, changing the originator of the Policy from Permitting and

http://brevardclerk.us/meeting-minutes?ID=6565691f-f210-4fe6-b61a-a24e71e7e7b9 7168



From: Jones, Jennifer

To: "Mark Leslie"
Subject: RE: Resend with just yesterday"s email to Erin
Date: Monday, November 19, 2018 8:24:00 AM
Attachments: Z-11531 Resolution.pdf

image002.png

And here is the resolution.

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:57 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Re: Resend with just yesterday's email to Erin

Jennifer,

I would also like to get the minutes of the December 16, 2009 BCC meeting and a copy of
resolution Z-11531. Can you tell me where I might get those records?

Thanks,
Mark

On Monday, November 19, 2018, 7:47:32 AM EST, Jones, Jennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov> wrote:

Mark, sorry I couldn’t get back with you on Friday. I’'m using your email, along with the three attachments as
public comment. [ was able to open the link to the Fifth District Court of Appeal and use a more readable version.
It's attached, let me know if this is okay.

Jennifer

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 9:58 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Resend with just yesterday's email to Erin

Jennifer,

Because the email to Erin yesterday included some other emails in a chain, I'm re sending just the three items and
language [ sent to her yesterday. There are two images 1454 and 1455 and language from a court case both as a link
and a html doc.. Let me know how that works.

Thanks,



Mark

A0 . O IR O

Fifth District Court of Appeal

Erin,

It seems the change to a for-profit, treatment and recovery facility, licensed by the State, represents an expansion or
increase ot use and is prohibited under 62-1182(a)(1). Case law argued and defended through appeal by Mr. Knox-
now Council for the Applicant--while working for the County seems to substantiate this. (text and link attached for
your review) Also, the Happy Landings Property was administratively rezoned to IN(L), then subsequently the
intensity increased to IN(H) in 2009 to "make it work" for the applicant to have a dormitory classification under
current ALF designations. Had the IN(L) been left as originally administratively rezoned, treatment and recovery
would not be allowed under the terms set torth in 62-1573.



Please review the attached staff report. Ibelieve the zoning official at the time was Rick Enos. His position was
that ACLF and Treatment and recovery facilities are separate and distinct uses. In my mind, a dormitory for
homeless women with children, or a school for homeless boys is is certainly not as intense as a State Licensed
Treatment and Recovery Facility. It seems the County would be arbitrarily applying zoning code for a non-
conforming use should the proposed rezoning be approved.

Feel free to call to discuss.

321-427-8817



RESOLUTION NO. Z-11531

On motion by Commissioner Infantini, seconded by Commissioner Bolin, the following resolution was adopted
by 2 unanimous vote:

WHEREAS, HAPPY LANDINGS HOMES, INC. has applied for a Small Scale Plan Amendment to change the
Future Land Use Designation from Neighborhood Commercial to Community Commercial and a change of classification
from IN(L) (Institutional Use-Low Intensity), with an existing Binding Developrent Plan, to IN(H) (Institutional Use-
High Intensity), with removal of the existing Binding Development Plan, and with  new Binding Development Plan, on
property described as Lot 14.01, Subdivision DS, Indian River Villa, as recorded in Deed Book 318, Page 182, Public
Records of Brevard County, Florida. Section 19, Township 26, Range 37. (5.33 acres) Located on the east side of Old
Dixie Hwy., approx. 134 ft. south of Otter Creek Lane; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing of the Brevard County Planning & Zoning Board was advertised and held, as
required by law, and after hearing all interested parties and considering the adjacent areas, the Brevard County Planning &
Zoning Board recommended that the application be approved (*see below), with an addition to the Binding Development
Plan to limit the residents to women and children, and with recommendation that the institution work with the neighbors
1o place someone on the board; and

WHEREAS, the Board, after considering said application and the Brevard County Planning & Zoning Board’s
recommendation, and hearing 21l interested parties, and after due and proper consideration having been given to the
matter, find that the application should be Approved, eliminating placing a member on the board, and adding semi-annual
meetings for the community; now therefore,

BE IT RESCLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida, that the requested
Small Scale Plan Amendment to change the Future Land Use Designation from Neighborhood Commercial to Community
Commercial and 2 change of classification from IN(L) (Institutional Use-Low Intensity), with an existing Binding
Development Plan, to IN(H) (Institutional Use-High Intensity), with removal of the existing Binding Development Plan,
and with a new Binding Development Plan, be APPROVED, with a Binding Development Plan recorded in ORB 6082,
Pages 71 through 77, dated December 16, 2009, and that the zoning classification relating to the above described property
be changed to IN(H) (Iustitutional Use-High Intensity), and the Planning & Development 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 December 16, 2009.

Shag BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

. T Brevard County, Florida /

ATTEST: 3 by Mary Bolin, Chairman
' a2 As approved by the Board on October 1, 2009,
SCOTTELLIS, CLERK. . _ .+
PREE RV S
(SEAL)

(P& Z Hearing — September 14, 2009)
* LPA Action: Approved Small Scale Plan Amendment
Please note: A Conditional Use Permis will generally expirs on the three year anniversary of it5 approval if the use is not established prior o that dete. Conditional Use

Permits for Towers and Antennas shall expire if 2 site plan for the Wwer & not submitted within one (1) year of spproval or if construction does nol commmence within
two vears of approval, A PUD Preliminery Development Plan expires if a finsl development plan is not fled within three years.

THE GRANTING OF THIS ZONING DOES NOT GUARANTEE PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPERTY. AT THE TIME Of DEVELOFMENT, SAID EEEVE%OPMENT
MUST BE ¥ ACCORDANCE WITH THE CRITERIA OF THE BEEVARD COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND OTHER APPLICAELE LAWS AND ORDIMANCES,



From: Jones, Jennifer

To: "Mark Leslie"
Subject: RE: Resend with just yesterday"s email to Erin
Date: Monday, November 19, 2018 10:34:00 AM
Attachments: 2009 Agenda Report.pdf

image02,png

This one took a little longer to track down.

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 8:27 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Re: Resend with just yesterday's email to Erin

Consent goes through as one vote on multiple items unless a particular item is pulled, right? If
that's the case, and the item wasn't pulled for discussion, then just the write-up from the
agenda would be sufficient for my needs. Can you obtain a copy of that agenda item from
consent pages?

On Monday, November 19, 2018, 8:19:45 AM EST, Jones, Jennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov> wrote:

Mark, it looks like the December 15M 2009 item on the agenda was to approve the BDP as a consent item. I've
attached that page of the minutes. If you®d like the minutes in their entirety, [ can email them to you. They are 68

pages.

I’m still looking for the resolution.

Jennifer

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:57 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Re: Resend with just yesterday's email to Erin

Jennifer,

I would also like to get the minutes of the December 16, 2009 BCC meeting and a copy of resolution Z-11531. Can
you tell me where I might get those records?

Thanks,

Mark



On Monday, November 19, 2018, 7:47:32 AM EST, Jones, Jennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov> wrote:

Mark, sorry 1 couldn’t get back with you on Friday. I'm using your email, along with the three attachments as
public comment. [ was able to open the link to the Fifth District Court of Appeal and use a more readable version.
It's attached, let me know if this is okay.

Jennifer

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday. November 16, 2018 9:58 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Resend with just yesterday's email to Erin

Jennifer,

Because the email to Erin yesterday included some other emails in a chain, I'm re sending just the three items and
language I sent to her yesterday. There are two images 1454 and 1455 and language from a court case both as a link
and a html! doc.. Let me know how that works.

Thanks,

Mark




I DISTRIC
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Fifth District Court of Appeal

Erin,

It seems the change to a for-profit, treatment and recovery facility, licensed by the State, represents an expansion or
increase of use and is prohibited under 62-1182(a)(1). Case law argued and defended through appeal by Mr. Knox--
now Council for the Applicant--while working for the County seems to substantiate this. (text and link attached for
your review) Also, the Happy Landings Property was administratively rezoned to IN(L), then subsequently the
intensity increased to IN(H) in 2009 to "make it work" for the applicant to have a dormitory classification under
current ALF designations. Had the IN(L) been left as originally administratively rezoned, treatment and recovery
would not be allowed under the terms set forth in 62-1573.

Please review the attached staff report. [ believe the zoning official at the time was Rick Enos. His position was
that ACLF and Treatment and recovery facilities are separate and distinct uses. In my mind, a dormitory for
homeless women with children, or a school for homeless boys is is certainly not as intense as a State Licensed
Treatment and Recovery Facility. It seems the County would be arbitrarily applying zoning code tor a non-
conforming use should the proposed rezoning be approved.



Feel free to call to discuss.

321-427-8817



AGENDA
Section | CONSENT

o | ZZL.A.3

Meeting Date

December 15, 2009

AGENDA REPORT
BREVARD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SUBJECT: Binding Development Plan
Re: Happy Landings Homes, Inc. ~ District 4
__DEPT/OFFICE: Planning & Development Department

Requested Action:
It 1s requested that the Board approve, and the Chairman sign, the subject Binding Development Plan.

Summary Explanation & Background:

On October 1, 2009, the Board of County Commissioners approved a Small Scale Plan Amendment from
INeighborhood Commercial to Community Commercial, and a change of zoning classification from IN(L), with
an existing Binding Development Plan to IN(H) with a new Binding Development Plan, on property described
in Section 19, Township 26, Range 37 (on the east side of Old Dixie Hwy., approx. 134 ft. south of Otter Creek
Lane), subject to a Binding Development Plan (BDP), as follows:

*  Developer/owner shall prohibit any dermitory -resident or staff member convicted of a felony, or who has entered a plea of
guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a forcible felony, from residing or being
employed on the property. Developer/owner shall make FDLE criminal background records of all dormitory residents and
staff members available to the County for inspection within 30 days of recordation of the Binding Development Plan, and
thereafter, upon request by the County.

e Developer/owner shall prohibit the dormitory from being regulated by, operated by, or associated with any jail, prison or
correctional facility or system, including but not limited to contractual agreements.

» Developer/owner shall limit the dorm to 47 residents, until such time that consistency with the facility standards permits
additional residents. In any event, the dormitory shall be limited to 68 people, including residents and staff. Maximum
number of residents shall be enforced by the County one year after recordation of the Binding Development Plan.

* Developer/owner shall maintain the board-on-board stockade, six-foot, fence adjacent to Old Dixie Hwy, within 30 days of
recordation of the Binding Development Plan.

* Developer/owner shall establish semi-anmual meetings with the neighbors (defined as those residents bounded by Otter
Creek Lane on the north, the railroad tracks on the west, U.S. 1 on the east, and the Pineda Causeway on the south) to
provide open communications between the developer/owner and the neighbors to discuss items of mutnal concemn.

o  County Permitting & Enforcement Dept. and P&Z Office shall perform semi-annual inspections to determine if the property
complies with County Code. Inspections shall be performed yearly, if no violations are found after two years.

e Environmental Health Services shall perform yearly inspections to determine if the property conforms to regulations
pertaining to the following: function of the septic tank and drainfield; function of the water supply; sanitary conditions for
personal hygiene; and conducive conditions for harboring of pests.. The Developer/owner shall pay an inspection fee
established by Environmental Health Services

Name: Rick Enos
Phone: 633-2070
Exhibits Attached: Binding Development Plan and check for recording

Contract /Agreement (If attached): Reviewed by County Yes X No |:|

Attomey
/) X o }
J‘ Department  « &g o in E&“Jbilt—-u-"vv” PRD

Coun s
How Robin M. Sobrino, AIC P, Planning & Development Director

Mel Scolt AlC As:

BCL—,MG (Rev.4-23-08) / Eloclmruc Feffm

. County Manag




From: Sterk, Erin

To: Scott Knox

Cc: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: RE: Happy Landings BDP

Date: Monday, November 19, 2018 5:38:40 PM
Scott,

I have the following recommendations:

1. The second and third whereas clauses should be converted into conditions, in order for
them to be perceived as binding:

e WHEREAS, Developer has requested the the Property currently has INH zoning
classification(s) and the Developer desires to develop the Property as a
Residential Detox, Treatment and Recovery Center licensed by Florida DCF under
rule 65D-30, Florida Administrative Code;

e WHEREAS, the treatment center will not contract with DOC or any Jail or Prison
for patients. and pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and

2. Condition 3.a. should be amended as follows:

e Developer shall install a 6 ft Privacy Fence along Old Dixie Highway feetbuffer
on the west portion of the Property.

3. The language of Condition 3.c. should be evaluated to determine whether it meets the
intent of the P&Z’s recommendation — to limit the use to the existing square footage and
footprint that are currently there. Please quantify the square footage and number of
buildings so that staff will be able to enforce these limitations in the future.

e Developer shall utilize the existing building slab footprints, along with the
existing slab square footage;

4. Conditions 3.d-3.f. refer to the Dormitory and should be amended accordingly:

e (ex:) The Developer shall prohibit the Dormitory from being regulated by,
operated by or associated with any jail, prison or correctional facility or system,
including but not limited to contractual agreements.

And lastly, in review of whether or not the change of use proposed within the BDP from dormitory
for women and children to treatment and recovery facility, the applicant is proposing to move from
a permitted use within the IN(H) Zoning classification to a permitted with conditions use. The
conditions associated are intended to demonstrate that those additional permitted with conditions
uses do not have any additional impact.

While the County must prohibit any expansion of nonconforming use, we are asking that the
applicant provide a response as to how/when they intend to meet the Facility Standards, as
described below. Without demonstration of meeting those facility standards, we will need to
evaluate if the change from the permitted to permitted use with conditions {(while not meeting the
conditions) could be perceived as an expansion of a nonconforming use. Please specifically respond

to how the applicant will address the criteria in (3) below.
Sec. 62-1826. - Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities.
Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities. Assisted living facilities and
treatment and recovery facilities shall comply with the following requirements, where applicable:



(1) Dispersal of facilities. The minimum distance between facilities, measured from the property
line, shall be 1,000 feet.

(2) Neighborhood compatibility. In the institutional zoning classification, the external appearance
of the assisted living facility's or treatment and recovery facility's structures and building sites
shall maintain the general character of the area. Exterior building materials, bulk, landscaping,
fences and walls and general design shall be compatible with those of surrounding dwellings.

(3) Facility standards.

a. Prior to the granting of any permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and recovery
facilities, the state department of health and rehabilitative services shall verify compliance with
the following standards:

1. There shall be not less than 250 square feet of floor space per assigned resident.

2. There shall be one bathroom per two bedrooms. The bedroom square footage shall be not less
than 75 square feet per assigned resident.

3. Centralized cooking and dining facilities shall equal 30 square feet per assigned resident.

b. If the request for a permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and recovery facilities is for
a structure to be built, floor plans of the structure shall be submitted and approved prior to
issuance of the permit.

(4) Reserved.

(5) Off-street parking. There shall be two parking spaces, plus two additional parking spaces for
every five occupants for which the facility is permitted.

(6) Compliance with state regulations. Violations of applicable statutes and regulations of the
state shall be deemed violations of this division.

Thank you for your coordination and if you would like to discuss, | have limited availability on my
calendar tomorrow.

Happy almost-Thanksgiving,
Erin

From: Scott Knox [mailto:sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 12:23 PM

To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: RE: Happy Landings BDP

Erin:
I caught a few mistakes in the last version of the BDP | sent to you. Attached is a revised version and
marked up version showing the changes. | apologize for the mistakes.

If you have other questions or changes, please feel free to call me on my cell phone any time this
afternoon, 321-261-9713, though you will not be able to reach me at the office.

Scott L. Knox, Esq.
Widerman Malek PL
1990 W. New Haven Ave., Second Floor



Melbourne, FL 32904
Tel. 321.255.2332
Fax 321.255.2351

sknox@uslegalteam.com

Scott Knox

Attorney at Law

1990 W New Haven Ave Ste. 201

Melbourne, Florida 32904

(321) 255-2332 - (321) 255-2351 fax

NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely for the use of the intended recipient. They
may contain privileged and/or confidential information, attorney work product, or other information
protected from disclosure.

If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you received this email in error.
Any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this email and any attachment is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient of this email, please contact Widerman Malek at the
above-referenced number, and delete the message and any attachment from your system. Thank
you.-----Original Message-----

From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:50 AM

To: Scott Knox <sknox@uslegalteam.com>
Subject: BDP

Scott,

I would like to discuss some of the BDP conditions for Happy Landings. Please let me know if you
have availability today before 2:30.

Thanks,

Erin

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your e-mail address
released in response to public record requests, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead,
contact this office by phone or in writing."



From: Sterk, Erin

To: Scott Knox

Cc: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Re: Happy Landings BDP

Date: Monday, November 19, 2018 5:52:12 PM
Scott,

I forgot one thing from the list - Condition 10 cannot be included as-is and should be removed.
The date of effectiveness is the date of the BDP resolution and applies to the property,

regardless of ownership status.
* This Binding Development Plan shall not take effect until the recording date of the deed

conveying the Property from Happy Landings Homes, Inc. the current owner of the Property,
to Journeypure Orlando LLC.

Erin

On Nov 19, 2018, at 5:38 PM, Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov> wrote:

Scott,

| have the following recommendations:
<l|--[if Isupportlists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->The second and third whereas clauses

should be converted into conditions, in order for them to be perceived as
binding:
<l--[if Isupportlists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->WHEREAS, Developer has
requested the the Property currently has INH zoning
classification(s) and the Developer desires to develop the Property
as a Residential Detox, Treatment and Recovery Center licensed by
Florida DCF under rule 65D-30, Florida Administrative Code;
<I|--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->WHEREAS, the treatment
center will not contract with DOC or any Jail or Prison for patients.
and pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and
<!--[if Isupportlists]-->2. <l--[endif]-->Condition 3.a. should be amended as
follows:
<l--[if Isupportlists]-->e  <lI--[endif]-->Developer shall install a & ft
Privacy Fence along Old Dixie Highway feotbuffer on the west
portion of the Property.
<l--[if lsupportlists]-->3.  <!--[endif]-->The language of Condition 3.c. should
be evaluated to determine whether it meets the intent of the P&Z’s
recommendation — to limit the use to the existing square footage and
footprint that are currently there. Please quantify the square footage and
number of buildings so that staff will be able to enforce these limitations in
the future.
<l--[if Isupportlists]-->e  <l--[endif]-->Developer shall utilize the
existing building slab footprints, along with the existing slab square
footage;



<l--[if lsupportLists]-->4. <l--[endif]-->Conditions 3.d-3.f. refer to the
Dormitory and should be amended accordingly:
<|--[if supportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->(ex:) The Developer shall
prohibit the Dormitory from being regulated by, operated by or
associated with any jail, prison or correctional facility or system,
including but not limited to contractual agreements.

And lastly, in review of whether or not the change of use proposed within the BDP from
dormitory for women and children to treatment and recovery facility, the applicant is
proposing to move from a permitted use within the IN(H) Zoning classification to a
permitted with conditions use. The conditions associated are intended to
demonstrate that those additional permitted with conditions uses do not have any
additional impact.

While the County must prohibit any expansion of nonconforming use, we are asking
that the applicant provide a response as to how/when they intend to meet the Facility
Standards, as described below. Without demonstration of meeting those facility
standards, we will need to evaluate if the change from the permitted to permitted use
with conditions (while not meeting the conditions) could be perceived as an expansion
of a nonconforming use. Please specifically respond to how the applicant will address
the criteria in (3) below.

Sec. 62-1826. - Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities.

Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities. Assisted living
facilities and treatment and recovery facilities shall comply with the following
requirements, where applicable:

(1) Dispersal of facilities. The minimum distance between facilities, measured from
the property line, shall be 1,000 feet.

(2) Neighborhood compatibility. In the institutional zoning classification, the
external appearance of the assisted living facility's or treatment and recovery
facility's structures and building sites shall maintain the general character of the
area. Exterior building materials, bulk, landscaping, fences and walls and general
design shall be compatible with those of surrounding dwellings.

(3) Facility standards.

a. Prior to the granting of any permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and
recovery facilities, the state department of health and rehabilitative services shall
verify compliance with the following standards:

1. There shall be not less than 250 square feet of floor space per assigned resident.
2. There shall be one bathroom per two bedrooms. The bedroom square footage
shall be not less than 75 square feet per assigned resident.

3. Centralized cooking and dining facilities shall equal 30 square feet per assigned
resident.

b. 1f the request for a permit for assisted living facilities or treatment and recovery
facilities is for a structure to be built, floor plans of the structure shall be submitted
and approved prior to issuance of the permit.

(4) Reserved.

(5) Off-street parking. There shall be two parking spaces, plus two additional
parking spaces for every five occupants for which the facility is permitted.



(6) Compliance with state regulations. Violations of applicable statutes and
regulations of the state shall be deemed violations of this division.

Thank you for your coordination and if you would like to discuss, | have limited
availability on my calendar tomorrow.

Happy almost-Thanksgiving,
Erin

From: Scott Knox [mailto:sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 12:23 PM

To: Sterk, Erin
Cc: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: RE: Happy Landings BDP

Erin:

| caught a few mistakes in the last version of the BDP | sent to you. Attachedisa
revised version and marked up version showing the changes. | apologize for the
mistakes. '

If you have other questions or changes, please feel free to call me on my cell phone any
time this afternoon, 321-261-3713, though you will not be able to reach me at the
office.

Scott L. Knox, Esq.

Widerman Malek PL

1990 W. New Haven Ave., Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904

Tel. 321.255.2332

Fax 321.255.2351

sknox@uslegalteam.com
Scott Knox

Attorney at Law

1990 W New Haven Ave Ste. 201

Melbourne, Florida 32904

(321) 255-2332 - (321) 255-2351 fax

NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely for the use of the intended
recipient. They may contain privileged and/or confidential information, attorney work
product, or other information protected from disclosure.

If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you received this



email in error.

Any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this email and any attachment is
strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient of this email, please contact
Widerman Malek at the above-referenced number, and delete the message and any
attachment from your system. Thank you.-----Original Message---—--

From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:50 AM

To: Scott Knox <gkn | ; >

Subject: BDP

Scott,

| would like to discuss some of the BDP conditions for Happy Landings. Please let me
know if you have availability today before 2:30.

Thanks,

Erin

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your e-mail
address released in response to public record requests, do not send electronic mail to
this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing."



From: Jones, Jennifer

To: "Mark Leslis"

Subject: RE: Revised BDP 11-19-18

Date: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 7:42:00 AM
Attachments: 6. 18P700088 4 FYI Revised BDP Condition 11-05-18.pdf
Here you go.

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 7:32 AM

To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Re: Revised BDP 11-19-18

Good Morning Jeniffer,

Thanks for sending. Would you please send me the BDP submitted by Happy Landings at the P&Z
hearing on November 5th?

Thanks and have a great day!

On Nov 19, 2018, at 4:38 PM, Jones, Jlennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov> wrote:

Mark, attached is a revised BDP our office received today for Happy
Landings.

Jennifer

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your
e-mail address released in response to public record requests, do not send
electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing."

<6. 18PZ00088_8 Revised BDP 11-19-18.pdf>



CFN 2009233435, OR BK 6082 Page 71, Recorded 12/16/2008 at 03:37 PM, Scott
: Ellis, Clerk of Courts, Brevard County
‘ FYI Revised BDP Condition
‘ ' 18PZ00088

Happy Landings Homes

X

f; (Submitted by applicant 11/05/18)
8

o

-f;’ Prepared by: Lila Buescher

g Address: 5925 0ld Dixle Highway

§ Melbourne, FL 32940

2 BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

E‘? THIS AGREEMENT, entered intothis __ 15 _dayof _Dec __, 2009 between the BOARD OF COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as

"County”} and Happy Landings Homes, Inc. a Florida corporation {hereinafter referred to as “Developer/Owner).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner owns property {hereinafter referred to as the “Property”) In Brevard County,
Florida, as more particularly described as Section 19, Township 26, Range 37, Subdivision #DS, Lot 14.01; and

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner has requested the INH zoning classification and desires to maintain the propenty as
a Dormitory for women with children pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Sec. 62-1573; and

WHEREAS, as part of Its plan for develspment of the property, Developer/Owner wishes to mitigate negative
Impact on abutting land owners and affected facilities or services; and

WHEREAS, the County is autherized 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 malntaln or participate in any way
in the construction or maintenance of the improvements. It Is the Intent of the parties that the Developer/Owner, its
grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other association and/or assigns satisfactory to the County shall be
responsible for the maintenance of any Improvements. ,

»Qch,\klﬂ

2. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any Dormitory resident who has been convicted of a '\felony, or entered
a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not gullty by reason of Insanity of a forcible felony, as defined by
F.S. § 776.08 from reslding on the property. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any staff member who has been
convicted of a felony, or entered a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has baen found not guilty by reason of insanity
of a forclble felony, as defined by F.S. § 776.08 from being employed on the property, For the purposes of this

agreement, conviction means a determination of gullt resulting from a plea or trial, regardless of whether adjudication



OR BK 6082 pe 72

Clerk 16 the Boarg 07

RETURN

was withheld or whether imposition of sentence was suspended. The Developer/Owner shall make available for
inspection Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background records of all Dormitory residents and

staff members on the property to the County within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Plan and

thereafter, upon request by the County.

3. The Developer/Owner shall prohiblt the Dormitory from being regulated by, operated by or asscciated with
any Jall, prison or correctional facility or system, Including but not imited to contractual agreements.

4. The Developer/Owner shall iimit the Dormitory to 47 residents until such time consistency with the facllity
standards permits additional residents. In any event, the Dormitory shall be limited to 68 people, which includes residents
and staff. The maximum number of residents pursuant to these facility standards shall be enforced by the County one
year after the recordation of the Binding Development Pian,

5. The Developer/Owner shall maintain the board on board, stockadesix foot high fence adjacent tc Old Dixie
Hwy. within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Develapment Plan.

6. The Developer/Owner shall establish semiannual meetings with the nelghbors (defined as those residents
bounded by Otter Lane on the north, the railroad tracks on the west, US Highway 1 on the east, and Pineda Causeway on
the south). These meetings will provide open communications between the Developer/Owner and the neighbors to
discuss items of mutual concarn.

7. The County Permitting and Enforcement Department and the Planning and Zoning Offlce shall perform
semiannual inspections for the purposes of determining if the property complies with all applicable County code
regulations, Inspections shall be performed yearly if no viofations are found after two years. This shall not be construed as
to prevertt the County Permitting and Enforcement Department from investigating County code generated complaints.

8. Environmental Health Services shall perform yearly inspectlons for the purpose of determining if the
property conforms to regulations pertaining to the foliowing: function of the septic tank and drainfleld; function of the
water supply; sanitary conditions for personal hygiene; and conduclve conditions for the harborage of pests. The

Developer/Owner shall pay an inspection fee established by Environmental Health Services.

9. Developer/Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County, Florida. This

Agreement constitutes Developer's/Owner's agreement to meet additlonal standards or restrictions in developing the
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property. This agreement provides no vested rights against changes to the comprehensive plan or land development

regulations as they may apply to this property.

10. Developer/Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of recording this

Agreement in Brevard County, Florida,

11. This Agreement shall be binding and shall inure to the benefit of the succassors or assigns of the partles and
shall run with the subject property unless or until rezoned and shall be binding upon any person, firm or corporation who
may become the successor In interest directly or Indirectly to the subject property, and be subject to the above

referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County Commissloners on September 1, 2005. In the event the subject

praperty Is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be nulf and void.

12. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning Classification and this Agreement

may be enforced by Sections 1.7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

IN. }L‘{Lﬁ.&iﬁfﬁﬁﬁfgﬁﬁe parties hereto have caused these presents to the signed all as of the date and year
SIS AIUSTAGIE PN O A -

AR e
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA

2725 Judge Fran Jamleson Way

Vle%ﬂl a i

Mary Bd’lin, Chairman
As approved by the Board on 12/15/09

STATEOF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 15 dayof December _ 2009, by
, Chalrman of the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida, who is persanally

Mary Bolin
known to me or who has produced as identification.

My commission expires otary Public

T . ¥
(Name typed, printed or stamped)

Commissiony AMARA J, VAN FOSSAN
i MY COMMISBION # DO 917154

EXPIRES: Novombar 9, 2013
snnmnwmm#nﬁm
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DEVELOPER/OWNER

WITNESSES

RETURN: Clerk to the Board #27

Happy Landings Homes, Inc

Ighway, Melbaurne, FL 32940

Brandi _Lebowor

(Witness Name typed or printed)

e, O Ak

(Address)

Za%ry@o%\,

W Lile Bue
Soa e, Sheaob Lila Buescher _
(Witness Name @d or printed) (Name typed, printed, or stamped)
STATEOF FLORIDA §

COUNTY OF BREVARD §
‘ The foregolng instrument was acknowledged before me this LQ day of 2% \J. 2009, by
LJQ;E;Q_&&E]_QL President of Happy Landings Homes, Melbourne, Florida, who is personally known to me or

who has produced as Identlfication.

My commission expires 3 lk?b Iao \3 Notary Public
SEAL LU | AW IXE U
(Name typed, p(intyd or stamped)

Commission No.;

Ell“nlllﬂsoi.!AEIlElYl?:lilllllulillllll““ 1
A Comm# DD0A6B281

G Expires 3/3/2013
@ Florde Notary Asan,, Inc

LANEARNTRBIRIGENI




From: Mark Leslie

To: BublicRecordsRequest; Ritchie, George C

Cc: Grivas-Pereno, Bessie; Tromley Jr, Thomas P; Damm-Martling, Angela R; Cook, Cynthia; Jones. Jennifer; Sterk,
Erin

Subject: Re: Inspection Reports Enumerated in Attached BDP - Happy Landings Homes - PRR 9785

Date: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 12:24:14 PM

Attachments: 1 FYI Existin P
image001.png

Mr. Ritchie,

Please allow me to clarify this public records request, the attached Binding
Development Plan that was signed and notarized by Mary Bolin, Chair of the Brevard
County Board of County Commissioners on 12/15/2009 has language that states:

"The County Permitting and Enforcement Department and the Planning and Zoning Office shall perform semiannual inspections for the
purposes of determining if the property complies with all applicable County code regulations. Inspections shall be performed yearly if no
violations are found after two years. This shall not be construed as to prevent the County Permitting and Enforcement Department from
investigating County code generated

complaints.”

Is there any evidence, anywhere in the Planning and Zoning Office, or the Permitting
and Enforcement Department, or any other archived records, that ANY semi-annual
or annual compliance inspections were ever conducted at the Happy Landings
Homes Dormitory as described in the attached Binding Development Plan?

Respectfully
Mark Leslie

On Wednesday, November 21, 2018, 9:41:10 AM EST, Ritchie, George C
<George.Ritchie@brevardfl.gov> wrote:

There are no semi-annual or annual reports identified in Zoning file # Z-11531 to which the
BDP recorded in BK 6082 PG 71 through 77 pertains.

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.

George C. Ritchie, Planner Ill, Zoning Office



Brevard County Planning & Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way Bldg. A-114

Viera, Fl 32940

Phone # (321)633-2070 ext 52657

Fax # (321)633-2152

From: PublicRecordsRequest

Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 8:27 AM

To: boatbrevard@yahoo.com

Cc: Grivas-Pereno, Bessie; Tromley Jr, Thomas P; Damm-Martling, Angela R; Cook, Cynthia; Ritchie,
George C; Jones, Jennifer

Subject: Re: Inspection Reports Enumerated in Attached BDP - Happy Landings Homes - PRR 9785

Good morning,

Brevard County is in receipt of your below public records request and your request has been forwarded to
the appropriate departments and/or personnel to research.

Please be advised that there may be costs associated with the County’s response to your request. Per
Brevard County AO-47, extensive staff time is defined as any time after the first one-half hour that it takes
to research, gather or process the public records request, as well as the time spent with the requestor to
review the records. We will provide you with a cost estimate prior to fulfilling your request and this
estimate should include the cost of the time required for redacting any exempted information as well as
the time spent reviewing emails generated through the IT department. Brevard County requires a deposit
of 50% of the estimated duplication and staff time fees up front before starting the work to gather or
research or duplicate records. Additionally the County will collect the remaining balance prior to release
of the records, or reimburse any amount necessary should the amount collected be more than the actual
cost of resources used. A copy of AO-47 is attached for your review.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Nadia Foll

Staff Support Specialist - Legal
Public Records Request Coordinator
County Attorney’s Office

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Bldg C



Viera, Florida 32940

Telephone: (321) 633-2090

)t
‘ re‘s{?rdUnder Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address

released to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone
or in writing. Pursuant to BCC-32 policy approved and dated August 26, 2010.

From: Mark Leslie [mailto:boatbrevard@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 7:57 AM

To: PublicRecordsRequest

Subject: Public Records Request for Inspection Reports Enumerated in Attached BDP

To Whom it May Concern

Item number 7 of the attached Binding Development Plan (BDP) requires that certain inspections and
compliance verification's be carried out by the County Permitting and Enforcement and the Planning and
Zoning Office on a semi-annual and annual basis. | hereby request copies of those inspection reports
and documentation that the inspections/site visits were actually done as described in the attached BDP.

Item number 8 of the attached BDP requires the Department of Environmental Health Services inspect
the facility to ensure compliance with certain conditions. | hereby request copies of those inspection
reports and documentation that the inspections/site visits were actually done as described in the attached
BDP.

Very respectfully,
Mark Leslie

321-427-8817



FYI Existing BDP
18PZ00088
Happy Landings Homes

CFN 2009233435, OR BK 6082 Page 71, Recorded 12/16/2009 at 03:37 PM, Scott
Ellis, Clerk of Courts, Brevard County

N

-

B

8

a

®

£ Prepared by:  Llla Buescher

a Address: 5925 Old Dixie Highway

'E Melbourne, FL 32940

5

£ BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

@ THIS AGREEMENT, enteredintothis__ 15 dayof _Dec |, 2009 between the BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivislon of the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as
"County”) and Happy Landings Homes, Inc. a Florlda corporation {hereinafter referred to as "Developer/Owner).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner owns property (hereinafter referred to as the “Property”) In Brevard County,
Florida, as more particularly described as Section 19, Township 26, Range 37, Subdivislon #DS, Lot 14.01; and

WHEREAS, Developer/Owner has requested the INH zoning classification and desires to maintain the property as
a Dormitory for women with children pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Sec, 62-1573; and

WHEREAS, as part of Its plan for development of the property, Developer/Owner wishes to mitigate negative
Impact on abutting land owners and affected facilities or services; and

WHEREAS, the County is autharized to regulate development of the property.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1 The County shall not be required or ohligated in any way to construct or maintain or participate in any way
in the construction or maintenance of the impravements. It Is the Intent of the parties that the Developer/Owner, its
grantees, successors of assigns in interest or some other association and/or assigns satisfactory to the County shall be
responsible for the maintenance of any Improvements.

— 2. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any Dormitory resident who has been convicted of a felony, of entered

a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of Insanity of a forcible felony, as defined by
F.5. § 776.08 from residing on the property. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit any staff member who has been
convicted of a felony, or entered a plea of guilty or nolo contendere to, or has been found not gullty by reason of Insanity
of a forclble feiony, as defined by F.5. § 776.08 from being employed on the property. For the purposes of this

agreement, conviction means a determination of gullt resulting from a plea or trial, regardiess of whether adjudication
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was withheld or whether imposition of sentence was suspended. The Developer/Owner shall make available for
inspection Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background records of all Dormitory resldents and
staff members on the property to the County within 30 days of the recordation af the Binding Development Plan and
thereafter, upon request by the County.
«= 3. The Developer/Owner shall prohibit the Dormitory from being regulated by, operated by or associated with
any Jall, prison or correctional facility or system, Including but not limited to contractual agreements.
——"~= 4. The Developer/Owner shall [Imit the Dormitery to 47 residents until such tima consistency with the facility
standards permits additional resldents. In any event, the Dormitory shall be [imited to 68 people, which includes residents
and staff. The maximum number of residents pursuant to these facility standards shall be enforced by the County one

year after the recordation of the Binding Development Pian,

5. The Developer/Owner shall malntain the board on board, stockade; six foot high fence adjacent to Old Dixie

Hwy. within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding Development Plan.

"= 6. The Developar/Owner shall establish semiannual meetings with the nelghbors (defined as those resldents

bounded by Otter Lane on the north, the railroad tracks on the west, US Highway 1 on the east, and Pineda Causeway on

the south), These meetings will provide open communications between the Developer/Owner and the neighbors to

discuss items of mutual concern.
— 7. The County Permitting and Enforcement Department and the Planning and Zoning Offlce shall perform
semiannual inspections for the purposes of determining if the property complies with all applicable County code
regulations. Inspections shall be performed yearly If no viclations are found after two years. This shail not be construed as
ta prevent the County Permitting and Enfarcement Department from investigating County code generated complaints.
—o—eme 8. Environmental Health Services shall perform yearly inspectlons for the purpose of determining if the
property conforms to regulations pertaining to the following: function of the septic tank and drainfield; function of the
water supply; sanitary conditions for personal hyglene; and conducive conditions for the harborage of pests. lhe
Developer/Owner shall pay an Inspection fee established by Environmental Health Services.

9. Developer/Owner shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County, Florlda. This

Agreement constitutes Developer's/Qwner's agreement to meet additional standards or restrictlons in developing the
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property. This agreement provides no vested rights against changes to the comprehensive plan or land development

regulations as they may apply to this property.

10. Developer/Owner, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of recording this
Agreement In Brevard County, Florida,

11. This Agreement shall be binding and shall inure to the benefit of the successors or assigns of the partles and
shall run with the subject property unless or until rezoned and shall be binding upon any person, firm or corporation who
may became the successor In Interest directly or indirectly to the subject property, and be sublect to tha above
referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County Commissioners on September 1, 2005. in the event the subject
property Is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be nult and void.

12. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning Classificatlon and this Agreement
may be enforced by Sections 1.7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinancas of Brevard County, Florida, as it may be amended.

“y

IN. WlTNﬁSS THEREGF the parties hereto have caused these presents to the signed all as of the date and year

¢ BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
-t Loy voas i OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
: e 2725 Judge Fran Jamleson Way

Tpde

Mary p&lin, Chairman
As approved by the Board on 12/15/09

Scott Eillls Cier
ISEM}.

&
STATEOF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD §

The foregomg instrument was acknowledged before methls _15 day of December __, 2009, by

Chalrman 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 otary Publ

kﬁ%&@%@ﬂ/&,

_Tamara J. Van Fossan
{Name typed, printed or stamped)

SEAL
Commission

iz TAMARAJ, VAN FOSSAN
of n MY COMMISEION ¥ O #1164
E EXFIRES: Novembar 9, 2013
aomo Thay Houwy Pubiic Utcywnatn

FeE
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WITNESSES

RETURN: Clerk 1o ihe Boarg #27

Brandi Lol

(Witness Name typed or printed)

_Happy Landings Homes, Inc

DEVELOPER/OWNER

lighway, Melbourne, FL 32940

5925 Old Dixi

(Address)

U e

ob

Lila wescher

“(Witness Name §yped or printed

STATEOF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD §

“{Name typed, printed, or stamped)

TH
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged befare me this ,LQ_ day of __&_\L‘__, 2009, by

LAL \ "=, President of Happy Landings Homes, Melbourne, Florida, wha Is personally known to me or

who has produced as identification.

My commission expires 3‘3 |90 13

SEAL

Comm# DD086E281
Expires 3/3/2013
Flarids Notary Asin,, Inc

N L L LT

LTI R TTTTe T

NI, v S
Natary Public
_ﬁkeae&:c@_ub_
{Name typed, pgntgd or stamped)
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Exhibit A

Begin at a polint on the Westerly right-of-way line of U.S, Highway #1, said
point being 187.%5 feet East of and 876.07 feet North of %he Southeast corner

of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Sectian 19, Township 26 Soutn, Range 37 Basts
thence go Noxth 23 degrees 37 minutes 30 seconds West along said Westerly right-
of-way line a distance of 294.357 Zeer to the point of beginning of the property
described in this instrument: thence go Nortl; 23 degrees 37 minutes 30 seconds
West along said vight-of-way lire a distance of 120.19 feeb: thence West a
distance 0f 110 feet; thence South 0 degrees 3 minutes 48 seconds EBast a distance
of 152,27 £feet; thence North 75 degrees 5 minutes 30 seconds East a distance

of 163.83 feet to the Poin: of Beginning,

LESS AND EXCEPT that property deeded to the State of Florida for the use and

penefit of the State Road Department.

Commerce at the Southeas: corner of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Section 19,
Township 28 South, Range 37 Eas: and run the Zast line of said NE 1/4 of the

SW 1/4 Northerly a distance of 826.17 feet to a poinu which is the peint of
keginning of the land to be included in this description; thence foxr a flrst
aourse of the property to be included in this description run EBast 242.95 feet
more or less to a point on the West line of thne right-of-way of U.9, Highway

#1 (Stace Road #5); thence for a second course of the property to be iacluded

in this description run North 23 degrees 37 minutes 3C seconds West along the
West line of tne right-cf-way of U.S. Highway #1 (State Road ¥3) a distance

of 349.13 feet to a point; chence for a third course of the property to be
included in this deseriptior run Scuth 75 degrees 05 minutes 30 seconds West
163.85 feet to a point; thence for a fourtch course of the property to be iacluded
in this descriptior return to a point of beginning and go West a distance of
416.04 feel to a point in the center of the old County Road; thence for a

2ifth course of Lhe property to be included in this descxiption go Northwesterly
and down the center of the 0ld County Road a diastance of 367,74 feet to a point
15 feet West of the Northwest corner of _ands conveyed to Starl N, Warfield

and Any 1. Warfield, hls wife, by deed dalted October 15, 1962, recorded under
Clerk’s #323750 in Officlal Records Book 538, page 220 of the Public Records

of Brevard County, Florida:; thence for a sixth course of the property to be
included in this descriptiorn run East 1S fzet to the Northwest corner of said
land described in 0fflcial Records Book 538, Page 22C; thence for a seventh
course of the property to be included in Lhis description run Rast 230.1.8 feet
to a point; thence for ar elighth course of the property to be included in this
description run South 64 degrees 20 minutes 58 seconds Easl a distance of 109.85
feet to a2 point; thence for a ninth course of the property to be included in
this description run Southeasterly %o ine Westerly terminus of the third course
of the property to be included in this description, thereby completing <he
boundary of the lands to be included in this description.

EXCEPT that portion of the above described property taken under authority of
emirent domain in that certain condemnation case filed in the Circuit Court

of the Eighteenth Judicial Circult of FTlorida in and for Brevard County, styled
State oI Florida Departmenl. of Transportation and Brevard County vs, Beulah
Axxstrong, e% al., Civil Action No. 47322,

Page 1of1
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RETURN

Indian River villa (unrecorded Plat) located in Government
of Secticr 19, Township 26 Sauth, Range
From

A portion of Lot 14,
Lot 3, and the NEZ 1/4 of the W 1/4
37 East, Brevard County, being more particularly described as follows:
the SE corner of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of said Section 19, run North 00 degrees
20 minutes 40 seconds East, along the East line of gaid NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4, of
Section 19, a distance of 676.16 feet to the Point of Beglnning of the herein
described parcel} thence West a distance of 265.53 feet to the Easterly Right-
of-Way line of Service Road (0ld Dixie Highway) as shown on Floridae State Road
Department Right-of-Way Map for State Road 404 (Pineda Causeway) Sec, 70004-

2503; thence North 17 degrees 22 minutes West, along sald Easterly Right-of-

Way line 157.18 feet; thence East 475.60 feet to the Limited Access Right-of-~

Way line of aforesaid S.R. 404; thence South 07 degrees 12 minutes 20 seconds
West 59.37 feet; thence South 41 degreas 47 minutes 39 seconds West 122.20

feet; thence Weat 74.27 feat tTo the Point of Baginning.

Page 2 of 2
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JOINDER IN BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that the undarsigned, being the autharized agent and
signatory for the owner and holder of that certain Mortgage dated 2 October 2007, given by HAPPY
LANDINGS HOMES INC , as mortgagor, in favor of the undersigned, PRIME BANK as mortgagee,

recorded in Official Records Book 5817, page §759, Public Records of Brevard County, Florida, and

encumbering lands describad in said Mortgage, does hereby joln In the foregoing Binding Development

Plan for the purpose of subordinating the lien of the undersigned's Mortgage to sald Binding Development

Plan.
WITNESSES: MORTGAGEE NAME/ADDRESS
PRIME BANK

5770 N WICKHAM ROAD, MELBOURNE, FL 32940

(Adgfes
;/@\.001&!@__, {%ba /i //7)'\

Authori ent Sigrature
Rekecee LS ONana Kiliarae

(Nameftitle typed, printed or stamped)

'CJ‘?Q, ?ﬁ:&!e(}{-’/ CEO

STATE OF__ Y LORIGA §

COUNTY OF _RRZ e\AED §
The faregoing Instrument was acknowledged before me this %5 day of )\buc’m bi—

2004, by DAanA ¥l ne , who is personally known to me or who has produced

PG do. Wrivers | enseas identitication.

€ 1K
(Witness name lyped or printed)

%ﬁ/;rzzu .

My commission expires
Notary Public i

ﬂebéaa.. ElLST

(Name typed, printed or stamped)




From: Sterk, Erin

To: Jinger Knox

Cc: Engel, Mark; Lock, Brian; Ragain, Rebecca; Calkins, Tad; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Re: New bdp happy landings

Date: Monday, November 26, 2018 8:58:59 AM

Jinger,

I will prepare a response to your inquiries.

Please contact the County Attorney’s office to make a formal public records request. In the
mean time, I will gather my personal correspondence with Mr. Knox.

Thank you for conveying your concerns. We will certainly look into them and, of course, the
effect of the proposed changes by the applicant. Any analyses our office produces will be
provided to you upon completion.

Ms. Jones, who provides the public with public hearing items, returns to the office from
holiday tomorrow and will be certain to forward all newly received items to you and all others
upon her return. I understand you are already on her contact list.

Thanks,
Erin

On Nov 26, 2018, at 8:46 AM, Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn.com> wrote:

Erin,

Why even have a p and z meeting if the applicant can change the entire bdp
that was approved? There has to be some protections against this, and it is
obvious that the applicant knew this loophole and was purposefully lying to the
p and z board about their plans. You don't come up with architectural
drawings in 1 week for a property, mr. Knox knew all along about the 2 week
rule and he is obviously working the system. Maybe what you are doing is
legal, maybe it isnt, but | can tell you it's not ethical regardless.

Please answer for me if this business can expand because you are considering
it a lot of record? Please tell me why you are not considering going from 13
residents and 2 employees, to 47 residents and 21 employees as not a major
change that will have impact on traffic. Please tell me why there has been no
contact with the county road department about allowing a hospital to use an
axillary road for supply vehicles, that has a no heavy trucks sign because it is
not designed for that use. Please explain why you suggested that old Dixie be
momoralized as the ingress/egress without any traffic studies or engineering to
back up your suggestion. Please explain to me how allowing follow up
outpatient care to hundreds of patients will not impact those roads or that
neighborhood to a catastrophic level.

Please send me all email correspondence between mr. Knox and the county
zoning office as a public record request



It is clear that the county has once again decided to write this neighborhood off
and subject it to spot zoning, something that never would have been done in
another neighborhood. You might not be choosing to do this personally, but
your offices lack of proper investigation into our rights as property owners to
have safe roads to traverse has proven that we are not being represented,
which is a shame.

Also in the future | would like copies of any revisions to the applicants
information, | can not count on my neighbors to forward what they get from you,
nor should | be required to.

Thank you
Jinger knox

Get Qutlook for Android

From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.St revardf >

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 8:24:56 AM

To: jingerk@msn.com

Cc: Engel, Mark; Lock, Brian; Ragain, Rebecca; Calkins, Tad; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Re: New bdp happy landings

Good morning Jinger,

I received your inquiry from Mr. Lock, Code Enforcement Manager. As the
proposed BDP changes are a zoning action going through public hearing, I am the
correct point of contact, as Planning & Zoning Manager.

I understand your concerns that the re-revised BDP was substantially changed
since the Planning & Zoning Board heard the item. Our code does not include an
automatic provision for a proposal, if changed, to circle back through an advisory
board. Rather, our code puts the onus on the applicant to submit any revised
materials in a timely fashion prior to the BCC meeting. 62-184(d)(1) states:

The applicant must submit any new evidence, not presented to the Planning and
Zoning Board, at least two weeks prior to the Board of County Commissioners
meeting. Failure to do so may result in a continuation of the public hearing.

The revisions were submitted two weeks and one day before the scheduled BCC
meeting. As such, we will proceed to the advertised meeting. Staff will clarify the
timeline and code allowances at that time, along with a summary of what the P&Z
board heard. The Commission can make a determination at that time whether the
revised proposal should be sent back to the advisory board for a new
recommendation.

Members of the public can also request that the item be reheard by the P&Z
Board during the public comment period. I understand with the holiday it is a
challenge to review the changes (or have legal counsel review) before the
December 6th BCC.



We will include this correspondence in the board’s package for their
consideration. I have also copied your neighbor, Mr. Mark Engle, on this
response, as we similarly discussed these code allowances via telephone late
Wednesday.

Regards,
Erin

On Nov 26, 2018, at 6:59 AM, Lock, Brian <bri: 1.e0v> wrote:

Erin
Please see email below from Jinger Knox.

Thanks,
Brian

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jinger Knox <jingerk@msn.com>
Date: November 22, 2018 at 7:30:36 PM EST
To: "bt mu.lggkrﬂh]gg,;igjti gQ "
<brian.lock@

Subject: New bdp happy landmgs

Good morning, | hope you had a good turkey day. It
looks like | need that meeting with you after all. | just
received a copy of the new bdp for happy landings, it
appears that it is not what was approved by the p and z
board. If zoning is intending to go forward with this bdp
at the commission meeting, presenting the bdp as if it
was what was approved, then we are going to have a
major issue. This is the third bdp we have been given
since the p and z meeting and it is completely contrary
to what was approved (ie. Adding an additional
building)

Please let me know how zoning plans to proceed and if
it is not requiring Mr. Knox to go back to the p and z
board | request a meeting time ASAP so | can
understand which legal arguments zoning is relying
on in order for the matter to proceed.

Thank you
Jinger Knox

Get Qutlook for Android



From: Sterk, Erin

To: Scott Knox

Cc: Raagain, Rebecca; Janes, Jennifer; Calkins, Tad
Subject: RE: Happy Landings BDP revision

Date: Monday, November 26, 2018 4:43:38 PM
Scott,

| reviewed the attached “draft floor plan” which depicts a building 4,291 sq. ft. in size with 1,053 sq.
ft. of porches, totaling 5,344 sq. ft. of new development. When added to the described 9,885 sq. ft.
of existing development on the site, as confirmed by the PAO, this totals 15,229 sq. ft.

Could you clarify where the 16,700 sq. ft. limit newly proposed within the BDP’s condition 3(d) is
derived from? Is the rendering merely conceptual in nature and the intent is to allow flexibility to
meet the facility standards? Or was there a scriveners’ error with the addition?

Thank you for clarifying,
Erin

From: Scott Knox [mailto:sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 2:59 PM
To: Sterk, Erin; Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Happy Landings BDP revision

Erin/Rebecca/lennifer:

Attached is a revised BDP (CLEAN AND MARKUP VERSIONS) incorporating the responses to Erin’s
comments. Also attached is a rendering of a proposed building to be constructed onsite to satisfy
the standards set forth in section 62-1182(3) of the Code.

The most important provision in the BDP from my client’s business perspective, is the 47 resident
limit. Applying the aforementioned standards, the existing 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint onsite
would allow only 40 residents. To get the 47 residents my client needs for economic viability and to
meet all the section 62-1182(3) square footage standards, my client proposes to build the additional
building shown in Exhibits B and C, with a square footage limit of 16,700 sg. ft. on the entire 5.33
acre site. That square footage limit would include the current 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint
shown on the property data cards appearing on the Property Appraiser’s website.

Scott Knox, Esq.

1990 W. New Haven Ave, Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904

Tel: 321.255.2332

Fax: 321.255.2351
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delete the message and any attachment from your
system. Thank you.




From: Jinger Knox

To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Re: Happy Landings BDP revision
Date: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 8:38:26 PM

Attachments: bdp revision issues.pdf

Please forward these concerns to Erin in order to get clarification and add them to the file for
the commission meeting.

Thank you

Jinger Knox
321.288.1689

From: Jones, Jennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 11:07 AM

To: Jinger Knox (jingerk@msn.com)

Subject: FW: Happy Landings BDP revision

Jinger, today is my first day back from vacation, so | apologize if you've already
received this email from another staff member.

Jennifer

From: Scott Knox [mailto:sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 2:59 PM
To: Sterk, Erin; Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Happy Landings BDP revision

Erin/Rebecca/lennifer:

Attached is a revised BDP (CLEAN AND MARKUP VERSIONS) incorporating the responses to Erin’s
comments. Also attached is a rendering of a proposed building to be constructed onsite to satisfy
the standards set forth in section 62-1182(3) of the Code.

The most important provision in the BDP from my client’s business perspective, is the 47 resident
limit. Applying the aforementioned standards, the existing 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint onsite
would allow only 40 residents. To get the 47 residents my client needs for economic viability and to
meet all the section 62-1182(3) square footage standards, my client proposes to build the additional



building shown in Exhibits B and C, with a square footage limit of 16,700 sq. ft. on the entire 5.33
acre site. That square footage limit would include the current 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint
shown on the property data cards appearing on the Property Appraiser’s website.

Scott Knox, Esg.

1990 W. New Haven Ave, Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904

Tel: 321.255.2332

Fax: 321.255.2351
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Scott Knox, Attorney at Law
1990 W New Haven Ave Ste. 201
Melbourne, Florida 32904

(321) 255-2332

NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely
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privileged and/or confidential information, attorney work
product, or other information protected from disclosure.
If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that you received this email in error. Any review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this email and
any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email, please contact
Widerman Malek at the above-referenced number, and
delete the message and any attachment from your
system. Thank you.

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your e-mail
address released in response to public record requests, do not send electronic mail to this
entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing."



1. This is an expanded use for the following reasons.

A. Increasing the number of employees from 2 to 21.

B. Increasing the amount of residents from 13 to 47.

C. Performing patient care services, prior to this no patient care services were
administered by staff.

D. 24 hour staff requirement and business hours.

E. Outpatient care permitted and expected.

F. State license required for new use, along with for profit enterprise.

G. Axillary services provided to residents such as mental health counseling,
personal hygiene assistance, medication administration.

H. Addition of food service vehicles along with medical supplies. (Woman's dorm
didn't offer food services in an institutional setting )

. Visitation days which will increase traffic exponentially without proper parking
accommodations. (47 residents will presumably have 47 visitors during the same
weekend period, plus staff parking and the residents own vehicles )

J. According to Brevard Traffic operations there is a 30’ turning radius on the curves
in pinewood park subdivision (see attached memo from 2012). A semi trailer has
a 45’ turning radius, therefore signage has been put up prohibiting tractor trailers
from entering the neighborhood. This facility has admitted that they will be
getting food and other supplies in the same manner as other like kind
businesses. This means that there will be semi trailers attempting to use the
roads which are 20’ wide with a turning radius of 30’. The roads do not meet
minimum requirements to allow for this type of business, as evidenced by the
signage that is installed on the north side of otter creek. You can not allow a
business to expand knowing that the roads are insufficient to support such a
business. The owner of the property and Brevard County have been aware of this
situation since 2012 and signage has been visible to the general public since that
time.

2. Sec. 62-1826. Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery facilities. Assisted living
facilities and treatment and recovery facilities. (1) Dispersal of facilities. The minimum distance
between facilities, measured from the property line, shall be 1,000 feet.

Alf and detox centers are not allowed within 1000’ of one another. There is already an Alf
registered with zoning within 1000’ please clarify why zoning officials are reading the zoning to
mean one of each facility, as the code clearly states “and” not “or”. Also please confirm that this
has been the practice up till now (that the county has allowed two such facilities to reside nearer
than 1000’ from one another)

3. Does this facility have a waiver or variance to continue to have a in(h) zoning if they do not
choose to continue with their previously approved non conforming use with bdp? According to
Brevard Zoning code Sec. 62-1573. Institutional Use, IN(L) and IN(H). : The purpose of the

institutional use zoning classification is to provide for private, nonprofit or religious uses which



are intended to service the needs of the public for facilities of an educational, religious, health or
cultural nature. Furthermore, the zoning was done in a spot zoning fashion and does not meet
the general criteria for High and Low intensity as per code. Low intensity uses are those that
are of such limited scale and impact that they are compatible with residential uses in residential
land use designations, or neighborhood commercial uses in neighborhood commercial land use
designations. High intensity uses are more suited to community commercial or industrial areas.
Intrusion into residential areas shall be limited.

This facility will no longer be a not for profit organization that is performing a service for the good
of the community, this is a for profit facility, not providing health services for the public! IN(H)
zoning, which was never appropriate, is no longer acceptable in any manner as the zoning is
not applicable for the intended use. Furthermore, the property has not been used as an Alf or a
detox center for the past 9 years, therefore they did not maintain their grandfathered status for
use as either a drug detox or an ALF. An Alf provides services for their clients, happy landings
homes did not provide at least one personal life service and was therefore not being operated
as an alf. They were being operated as a woman's dorm, which facilitated the IN(H) zoning.
Clearly this property needs to be rezoned to a proper zoning classification which meets their
desired usage to bring it into conformity with county code.

4. Outpatient services must not be allowed. The potential owner provides services in other
parts of the county that include not only drug detox, but services to sex offenders and those who
have sexual addictions. Allowing outpatient services to sex addicts without protections to
neighboring residential properties on an outpatient basis (meaning there is no cap on the
number of patients, no supervision when they are coming and going out of the neighborhood,
etc) This is an unacceptable burden on the neighborhood. The traffic alone could be
unsurmountable. No Outpatient care of any kind should be allowed from this facility, it is a clear
expansion of use and must be specifically disallowed in the BDP.

5. Property value deminishments are clear. Common sense allows an educated person to
demise that allowing a drug detox center in a residential neighborhood would have a negative
impact of greater than 15% on existing property values. A woman and children's center does
not come with the stigma of a residential detox center which could be housing 47 actively
addicted residents with a 60% recidivism rate. Along with 21 resident employees which could
have recently been discharged from DOC, or even there on a work release program.

6. This applicant has recently opened an inpatient care facility within the city of melbourne.
Within the last 5 months there has already been an aggravated assault and a call for assistance
from the Melbourne police department it is clear that there will be violence at the propenrty if it is
used for the same services as their other location (see attached information from Melbourne
Police Department)

Regarding specific sections of the proposed BDP ---- 5th revised edition.



(3i) Current submitted bdp allows for the business to ignore health and safety protections for
their residents for one year. This is unacceptable. The county is the only government
organization that polices organizations such as these for square footage requirements. If the
county is lax on their responsibility in this matter there is not another licensing organization that
picks up the slack. The county does not have the right to waive standard safety requirements
for any length of time and should not consider such a request. This is like saying a daycare
could open without proper bathroom facilities for their children or a restaurant could open
without proper sanitation equipment. This was not addressed at the p and z meeting and is
another example of why this bdp request must be denied.

(3d)Developer does not have the authority to determine that there is adequate “cleared land” for
parking. The code is clear. Sec. 62-1826. Assisted living facilities and treatment and recovery
facilities.(5) Off-street parking. “There shall be two parking spaces, plus two additional parking
spaces for every five occupants for which the facility is permitted.” Requirements for said
parking is also spelled out in code: Sec. 62-3206. - Parking and loading requirements.
(5) Except for single-family residences and duplexes, all off-street parking, loading areas and
maneuvering space and associated driveway aisles, shall be paved (i.e., asphalt, concrete, or paver
blocks).

Parking must be done to county specs including the type of construction, stripping, etc.
Applicant can not side step their responsibilities to adhere to the same requirements as every
other facility with similar use and zoning. This is another example as to why this must be
denied. A bdp is to offer us protections, not strip the small protections we are already affording
by zoning away.

According to Sec. 62-1901 “Any applicant who seeks a conditional use permit shall submit with
the application a site plan” “ For an existing structure not to be altered more than 50 percent of
the original floor area or seating capacity, or for a CUP specifically listed in Exhibit "A" below
where practical, a scaled dimensional sketch plan may be presented as an alternative
which delineates parking, landscaping, external structural changes, and ingress/egress”
The applicant has not even done this very standard, required step to applying for a conditional
use permit.

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, odor, 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. None of this has been provided by applicant so how can
the commission know how it is going to affect the neighborhood.

(3e) Developer is claiming to limit occupancy to 47 residents and 21 employees. Written this
way the employees are presumably living on site. This site can not maintain 68 residents, and it



would also be an obvious expansion. No employees should be residing at the facility, nor
should it be a part of the bdp.

(3h)The applicants attorney stated in an email to zoning staff that “Applying the aforementioned
standards, the existing 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint onsite would allow only 40 residents. To
get the 47 residents my client needs for economic viability and to meet all the section
62-1182(3) square footage standards, my client proposes to build the additional building shown
in Exhibits B and C, with a square footage limit of 16,700 sq.”

This is clearly an expansion of use, one which they were obviously aware needed to happen in
order to be economically viable. Expansion of use without the proper studies being conducted
can not be allowed. Furthermore, expansion of use on a non conforming property must not be
allowed. While the business might need 47 people to be viable, that is irrelevant. Next year
they might think they need 100. Where does it stop? This bdp request must be denied, the
location clearly does not support their desired business plan.

(3g) Bdp states that they will not have a contract with doc for patients, but does not specify they
will not have a contract with DOC for residents. They have clearly stated that their employees
can be considered residents, not patients, and in the past this organization has extensively used
convicts for employees. Their Bdp should state, no affiliation or contact with any jail, doc..
etc. Not limiting it to only patients. Without this provision 21 individuals could reside at the
property under an agreement with the doc, without any square footage requirements or oversite
keeping them on property, this is unacceptable.

(3)) Applicants are not in compliance with any of the other items in their bdp. They have failed
to get required inspections, they have not had semi annual meetings as required, they have not
kept their fence up to standards. This paragraph should be scratched as it is blatantly false and
commissioners should not sign an agreement that this facility is in compliance when it clearly is
not.

4) residents need to have meetings with the property owner and proprietor of the business.
Developer is not a proper term nor would the neighbors be protected by meeting with someone
who has no authority over the operations of the facility.

(7) This must be stricken. This property is very close to palm shores and other properties have
been annexed. Do not leave us open for them to annex into palm shores and loose all of our
protections. This is why you should not rezone this property. Stop this now, it is clear what
their plans are. This property should be rezoned to in(l), since they have not used their in (h)
zoning for the last 9 years and do not have the right to keep a non conforming zoning.

(9) Are commissioners willing to agree that only these items are in non compliance? Have they
had inspections of the property? Have they done proper studies to feel comfortable signing a
legally binding document that attests to the fact that there are not additional conditions that



would impact “approved uses”? This is an added paragraph after the p and z meeting and
should be stricken.

This entire document is contrary to what was presented to p and z and should be denied with
prejudice. If the county does not choose to do so they should consider removing the existing
conditional use permit, which is not being used, and rezoning to a proper zoning to make this
property conforming. At a minimum this issue must be returned to the p and z board and the
applicant must be required to prove that they are being open and honest with the community,
zoning staff and this commission. Provide the appropriate site plans and answer all of the above
discrepancies that have been completely ignored and lacking in their application.



From: Sterk, Erin

To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: FW: Happy Landings BDP revision
Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 4:55:05 PM

Please add to the board package.

From: Scott Knox [mailto:sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 4:46 PM

To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: mronsisvalle@journeypure.com

Subject: RE: Happy Landings BDP revision

Erin:
It was designed to give some flexibility.

Scott L. Knox, Esg.
Widerman Malek PL
1990 W. New Haven Ave., Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904
Tel. 321.255.2332
Fax 321.255.2351
n uslegal 1.
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From: Sterk, Erin <Erin.Sterk@brevardfl.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 4:44 PM

To: Scott Knox <sknox@uslegalteam.com>

Cc: Ragain, Rebecca <Rebecca Rasain@brevardfl.gov>; Jones, Jennifer

<jennifer.jones@brevardfl.eov>; Calkins, Tad <tad.calkins@brevardfl.eov>
Subject: RE: Happy Landings BDP revision

Scott,

| reviewed the attached “draft floor plan” which depicts a building 4,291 sq. ft. in size with 1,053 sq.
ft. of porches, totaling 5,344 sq. ft. of new development. When added to the described 9,885 sq. ft.
of existing development on the site, as confirmed by the PAQ, this totals 15,229 sq. ft.

Could you clarify where the 16,700 sq. ft. limit newly proposed within the BDP’s condition 3(d) is
derived from? Is the rendering merely conceptual in nature and the intent is to allow flexibility to
meet the facility standards? Or was there a scriveners’ error with the addition?

Thank you for clarifying,
Erin

From: Scott Knox [mailto:sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 2:59 PM

To: Sterk, Erin; Ragain, Rebecca; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Happy Landings BDP revision

Erin/Rebecca/lennifer:

Attached is a revised BDP (CLEAN AND MARKUP VERSIONS) incorporating the responses to Erin’s
comments. Also attached is a rendering of a proposed building to be constructed onsite to satisfy
the standards set forth in section 62-1182(3) of the Code.

The most important provision in the BDP from my client’s business perspective, is the 47 resident
limit. Applying the aforementioned standards, the existing 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint onsite
would allow only 40 residents. To get the 47 residents my client needs for economic viability and to
meet all the section 62-1182(3) square footage standards, my client proposes to build the additional
building shown in Exhibits B and C, with a square footage limit of 16,700 sq. ft. on the entire 5.33
acre site. That square footage limit would include the current 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint
shown on the property data cards appearing on the Property Appraiser’s website.

Scott Knox, Esq.

1990 W. New Haven Ave, Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904

Tel: 321.255.2332

Fax: 321.255.2351
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From: Jones, Jennifer

To: “Jinger Knox"
Subject: RE: Disclosure
Date: Thursday, November 29, 2018 9:28:00 AM

Attachments: 6. 18PZ00088 Disclosures,pdf

| received another disclosure yesterday afternoon. Both disclosures received so far
are attached.

Jennifer

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 9:23 AM
To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: RE: Disclosure

It does thank you. Could you please make sure | get a copy of all disclosures made by
commissioners that have spoken with applicant or their representatives as they are
submitted to staff? Thanks

Get Qutlook for Android

From: Jones, Jennifer <jennifer.jones@brevardfl.gov>
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 9:06:37 AM

To: Jinger Knox

Subject: RE: Disclosure

Jinger, below is the zoning statement that is played before each Commission Zoning
meeting. At the end, the rules for speaking are explained.

The Board of County Commissioners acts as Quasi-Judicial body when it hears
requests for rezonings and Conditional Use Permits. Applicants must provide
competent substantial evidence establishing facts, or expert witness testimony
showing that the request meets the Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan
criteria. Opponents must also testify as to facts, or provide expert testimony; whether
they like, or dislike, a request is not competent evidence. The Board must then decide
whether the evidence demonstrates consistency and compatibility with the
Comprehensive Plan and the existing rules in the Zoning Ordinance, property
adjacent to the property to be rezoned, and the actual development of the
surrounding area. The Board cannot consider speculation, non-expert opinion
testimony, or poll the audience by asking those in favor or opposed to stand up or
raise their hands. If a Commissioner has had communications regarding a rezoning or
Conditional Use Permit request before the Board, the Commissioner must disclose
the subject of the communication and the identity of the person, group, or entity, with
whom the communication took place, before the Board takes action on the request.
Likewise, if a Commission has made a site visit, inspection, or investigation, the
Commissioner must disclose that fact before the Board takes action on the request.
Each applicant is allowed a total of 15 minutes to present their request unless the



time is extended by a majority vote of the Board. The applicant may reserve any
portion of the 15 minutes for rebuttal. Other speakers are allowed five minutes to
speak. Speakers may not pass their time to someone else in order to give that person
more time fo speak.

Hope this helps,
Jennifer

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 8:37 AM
To: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: RE: Disclosure

Jennifer,

Could you please give me the rules for the commission meeting regarding speaking time,
opportunity for rebuttal, etc. We are considering gifting our time to one another so that we
may have the opportunity to rebut any information we feel is not being presented truthfully
by the applicant and would like to understand our rights before the meeting. We have been
told that if we get an attorney they would have the right to return to the podium and make
this type of rebuttal and we are unsure why we are not allowed this opportunity as citizens.

If this isn't something you know could you please point me to the proper person to ask?
Thank you for all of your work on this.

We understand how much extra work we have asked you to do and appreciate all of your
assistance
Jinger



Revised BDP
18PZ00088

Happy Landings Homes
(Submitted 11/21/18)

Prepared by: Scott L. Knox, Esq.
Address: 1990 W. New Haven Ave
Melbourne, FL 32904

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN
THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this day of _ , 201 __ between the BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of
the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as "County") Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (“Owner) and
Journeypure, Orlando LLC a Florida Limited Liability Company, as contract vendee for the purchase of

the property (hereinafter referred to as "Developer").

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer has a contract interest in the 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, the treatment center will not contract with DOC or any Jail or Prison for patients.
and pursuant to the Brevard County Code, Section 62-1157; and

WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Developer 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 Recitals set forth above are incorporated by reference herein.
2. 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
Developer, its grantees, successors or assigns in interest or some other association and/or assigns
satisfactory to the County shall be responsible for the maintenance of any improvements.
3. Developer shall comply with the following conditions on the use and improvement of the Property:

a. the Property currently has INH zoning classification(s) and the Developer will develop the
Property as a Residential Detox, Treatment and Recovery Center licensed by Florida DCF under rule
65D-30, Florida Administrative Code;

b. Developer shall install a 6 ft Privacy Fence along Old Dixie Highway
on the west portion of the Property.

c. Developer shall limit ingress and egress to the existing access on Old Dixie Highway, unless

access were to become available from U.S. 1.



d. Developer shall comply with the 250 minimum square foot per assigned resident standard set
forth in section 62-1862(3) of the Brevard County Code. The existing square footage in the building
footprints, as currently shown in the Property Appraiser’s records, is 9,885 sq.ft. Under Section 62-
1862(3), the minimum square footage required for the 47 residents to be service at the facility would be
11,750 sq. ft. Section 62-1862(3) also requires the Developer to provide a minimum bedroom square
footage of 75 sq. ft. per assigned resident, as well as a centralized cooking and dining facility built with a
minimum of 30 square feet per assigned resident. Developer agrees to meet the foregoing minimum Code
requirements for 47 residents within a maximum square footage limit of 16,700 sq.ft. on the 5.33 acre
site, such square footage to include a new building built in substantial conformity with the attached
rendering and building plans attached as Exhibits B and C. Developer further agrees that the external
appearance of any new building or remodeled building constructed onsite shall maintain the general
character of the area. Developer also agrees that external building materials, bulk landscaping, fences and
walls shall be compatible with the residential development in the surrounding neighborhood.

e. Developer shall limit occupancy of buildings onsite to 47 residents and up to 21 staff and may
be further restricted by any changes to the Comprehensive Plan or the Land Development Regulations.

f. The Developer shall prohibit any resident who has been convicted of a forcible felony or has
been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a forcible felony, as defined in section 776.08, Florida
Statutes, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, from residing on the property. The Developer
shall prohibit any staff member who has been convicted of a felony or entered a plea of guilty or nolo
contendere to, or has been found not guilty by reason of insanity of a forcible felony, as defined by F.S.
section 776.08 from being employed on the property. For purposes of this agreement, conviction means a
determination of guilt resulting from a plea or trial, regardless of whether adjudication was withheld or
whether imposition of sentence was suspended. The Developer shall make available for inspection
Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) criminal background records of all Dormitory residents
and staff members on the property to the County within 30 days of the recordation of the Binding
Development Plan and thereafter upon request of the County.

g. The Developer operating the treatment center will not contract with DOC or any Jail or Prison
for patients. and pursuant to the Brevard County Code. Moreover, the Developer shall prohibit the use of
any building from being operated by or associated with any jail, prison or correctional facility or system,
including but not limited to contractual agreements.

h. If not already in compliance on the day the treatment and recovery facility is approved for
operation by agencies with jurisdiction, the Developer shall comply with the bathroom, bedroom and
centralized cooking/dining facility requirements in section 62-1826 (3) of the Brevard County Code

within one (1) year after receiving such approval.



i. The Developer represents that there is adequate existing parking currently used and available
upon cleared land located within the 5.33 acre property to meet the requirements of section 62-1826(5) of
the Brevard County Code.

j. With the exception of the compliance required by subparagraphs d and h above, the Developer
is currently in compliance with, and shall maintain compliance with, all other standards set forth in
section 62-1826 throughout its utilization of the Property.

4. The Developer shall establish semi-annual meetings with the neighbors (defined as those residents
bounded by Otter lane on the north, the railroad tracks on the west, Us Highway 1 on the east, and Pineda
Causeway on the south). These meetings will provide open communications between the Developer and
the neighbors to discuss items of mutual concern.

5. Developer shall comply with all regulations and ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida. This Agreement constitutes Developer's/Owner's agreement to meet 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.

6. Developer, upon execution of this Agreement, shall pay to the County the cost of recording this
Agreement in the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida.

7. 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 or indirectly to the subject Property, and
be subject to the above referenced conditions as approved by the Board of County Commissionets on . In
the event the subject Property is annexed into a municipality and rezoned, this Agreement shall be null
and void.

8. Violation of this Agreement will also constitute a violation of the Zoning Classification and this
Agreement may be enforced by Sections 1. 7 and 62-5, Code of Ordinances of Brevard County,

Florida, as it may be amended.

9. Conditions precedent. All mandatory conditions set forth in this Agreement mitigate the potential for
incompatibility and must be satisfied before Developer may implement the approved use(s),

unless stated otherwise. The failure to timely comply with any mandatory condition is a violation of this
Agreement constitutes a violation of the Zoning Classification and is subject to enforcement action as

described in Paragraph 8 above.

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way
Viera, FL 32940



Scott Ellis, Clerk Kristine Isnardi, Chair
(SEAL) (As approved by the Board on )

WITNESSES 1: DEVELOPERS

For Journeypure Orlando, LLC

{Witness Name typed or printed) (Address) Lila Buescher, Pres. For Happy Landings Homes, Inc.

WITNESS 2:

(Witness Name typed or printed) (Name typed, printed or stamped)

STATE OF FLORIDA §
COUNTY OF BREVARD §

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 20

by and who are personally known to me or who
produced a Florida Driver’s License as identification.

Notary Public (Name typed, printed or stamped)

My commission expires

SEAL
Commission No.:




JOURNEY PURE - FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL
PANAMA CITY, FLORIDA

ARCHITECT

BOUNDS, INC,
3804 TIGER POINT BLVD
GULF BREEZE, FL 32563
850.469.9552

DRAWING INDEX

T1 DWG INDEX, BLDG INFO, SITE PLAN

C1 CIVIL TITLE SHEET

2 PROJECT AERIAL

C3 DEMOLITION AND EROSION CONTROL
C4 SITE PLAN

(o] UTILITY DETAILS

C6 UTILITY DETAILS

c7 CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

Al FLOORPLAN

A2 ROOF PLAN

A3 ELEVATIONS

A4 ELEVATIONS

] INTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A6 INTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A7 WALL SECTIONS

A8 SCHEDULES

S-01  STRUCTURAL COVER SHEET

S-02  STRUCTURAL NOTES AND DESIGN DATA
5-03  FOUNDATION PLAN

S-04  FOUNDATION SECTIONS

5-05  WALL DESIGNS

S-06  STRUCTURAL SECTIONS

5-07  ROOF WIND ZONES

S-08  TRUSS PLAN

M-01  HVAC SUPPLY AND RETURN AIR
M-02  HVAC DETAILS
M-03  HVAC SCHEDULE

P-01  WASTE PLAN
P-02  SUPPLY PLAN
P-03  ISOMETRICS

E-01  ELECTRICAL NOTES, LEGEND AND DETAILS
E-02  POWER AND MISC SYSTEMS PLAN
E-03  LIGHTING PLAN

PRODUCT APPROVAL CODES
COMPONENT MANUFACTURER DESCRIPTION APFAOVAL COOE
GARAGE DOOR WATHE DALTON \ODEL BS0D W/ TABRC SHEWD Y | AL 3271
ANYNE BALIGN
EXTROR DOGR oS TRINCH QUISHRG NS
W/ WPACT GUSS
RO FERATL o TWBERLIKE [
oorS AW WERRN M | AL CASTUENT W 119990
W/ PAET GLASS _
P SING SNIES HIRDE HARDCPLAIK (AP SDWG A%

GRAPHIC LEGEND {whyy 8 1L 415}

RS CINTIRET O 3 Wy ==

LS SOV Oy 3 o i
D e B ALk o2
FaL TV N DTS WITR Gh e

HEW DOOR & FRAUE-SEE DOOR SCHEDULE (@

i w0 ML e B
SEEI KOTES — SEL NOIES ON THIS o]
SHET GRY

BUILDING INFORMATION

e R-4 REDERCE {12 PERSONS) FBC 36332
LA DY V8 (7000 SF. ALLOWED)

SPRAKER SYSIEM YES, FIALY SPRAKLERED

HENTID/COOED ARTA (AN FLOOR) 4291 SF.

1053 SF.

LAUMORY ROM (EXCEIDS 100 SF.) ‘SPRNALER FROVDED

ARCHITECTURAL NOTES (#Ar o AL $4rTs)

o
= WALS 9 DITACK WIS IMDTED X TN T
O SR GR Rowtc; MR, EISW) CITREA WIS 78 1D i €.
o poSOD

- NITAI TN e LS 40 N FACE O SIS ULESS ROTED (5 Svm
e ETTR WALS HE VX PO

GEMPAL CONTRACION SHALL COCFRDIRTE THE LOCAICH OF REDURED
RO N 415 10 AN CAD IS, CIBRETS, SHELYHG, TIC

b P AT AT T S AL ALY S R

B et O A Teb ACE ¥ ot T R
e

B N b L et 6 8 vl S

Draft Floor Plan
18PZ00088

Happy Landings Homes
(Submitted 11-21-18)

FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL
JOURNE Y PURE
PANAMA CITY, FL,

6'?5
4

TEING:

T1




oy

-
3 e I
I 1
= s pal )|}
®
[
. ) et
: ]
e | ¥
- e
! 20 w{ 1| | *
1' -~
- F@ M—‘r
(1L 4 r ez X il n
Fesl i o | P |t \
g e T2 s ki B
L P o108 T 2
i N i T
E o] g4
A axrsc
H o= | i Azs
e ¥ w o
" 1 - b g
Fa L ]
@ —
e t
@ v @@I oy " . ::;':w-,wl
i W | )
e o [ * ! o Ii =t
= Tt NG,
T\ GROUND FLOORPLAN
S LS




32008

200F PLeN
E=r

TRt |

ST ey

B

©

ROOF PLAN
Mnd 1ia' w P




JOURNEY PURE
PANAMA CITY, FL

FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL

WEST ELEVATION
\AL wdiiirers

[RFEE

A3

Lo s




..........-.,.i..-‘..,u,a. s..«,a‘.",a ik

o e T

L ‘:'1.‘: J.A""..

R T

R U e L

T P
i o e

SOUTH ELEVATION

s

FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL

JOURNEY PURE
PANEMA CITY, FL.




|.4 . L \ { “ . .

oo ) £ oms ki -]

- [T p= - - - I G e =
=l = .l = /|

u v . AL =

B \\ 000

1 3 : I

— i =

Lozt
seo

W Fainad

|_x-e | | r-rm

EaaINTERIOR ELEV, GEBINTERIOR ELEV. gaINTﬂIOR-'ELEV.
A3 ErraTd Ly o

\_('_, o - ey

[ T T i

=
i
Tl ? it Gue
L - - z %‘;
855
e - v = el g §§
l—l 33
w o
INTERIOR ELEV. S Y INTERIOR ELEV. INTERIOR ELEV. 2
LT (=T [Ty 3
e
FR I Y- 7Y i
el
; I\
=
b, I! " R
—\L = 2 A
ot
[ 1% ¥
ot o
| ul T NG,

7Y INTERIOR ELEV, T\ IMTERIOR ELEV. IMTERIOR ELEV.
NS S sa v w v T etk 1yr e e A5




@lmenm LEV.
a1 P

@M
L T
P S
e | | I [
Ly u%'—/
1 g
Eaad Ul At F Aaaan } i g
AL T~ fet =
AR AR LA 5] 4
E 2 )lNTERlOR ELEV. u ég
WA 1. g u-
g
o
|
i eal wiur
o/ I
R e
MR R
o L o e
) Teal [y £ C:3 v =
“INIMTERIOR ELEV.




pi- e Aoy conr.

24 EAVE LOCGHG, §7 DRP £0GT

SCHEDULED CROUY -t AR s,
" gﬂ?w S

o e e L L

huaall B e st wams Sy
o
PANTED mooD
— e o
TIDOR RETURNS L aadaadan

AL R

o T R
AT KD SONG, WO0D CRAN

8 W for.
VAPOR, EARRER

CT\TYPICAL WALL SECTION

\y e

I A B P,
SLWH ) . ST T

Tw0a

£\ TYPICAL PORCH WALL SECTION

\leﬂl& urare

@508 sarth uss
He wl Sne- i

| D S~ W 2 PATD 18, DTICRALS FPL SO

2 005 60 WLADS- (X SO)- VLN OHTS COETD W 14T
L G A AT LS DTy 40

DX, ¢ T NRD O
WD 0 SIS 4O MW, PUITS T 0C 671 & CIM CONTD WS,
13/ G 4 D 4D

6: a FIREWALL DESIGN
ALY WA

JOURNEY PURE

FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL
PANAMA CITY, FL,




DOOR SCHEDULE
HUHBER | 000R SEZE. == | S [ nesceare | ekt
R
— e P > -
5 | ¥ ] £
LERYH ] L]
EXLE ¥ i)
o s - L I T
LT 3 0
R aIK ] L]
AN [} )
RSO
TRFE
Tiwr
- o eIT Reoe
T v
e ——— e e i
E LU £ s
g T
-1 JELD-WEN JNLD-WEN E L
PREMIUH ATLANTIC VINYL CASEHENT WIHOCW PREMIUM ATLANTIC VINYL FIXED WINDOW PREMLM ATLANTIC VWYL FIXED WINOOW =
W/ HPACT GUARD GLAZING W7 IMPACT GUARD GLAZING W/ PPACT GUARD GLAZING ol 7] e
(BLATK OUT GL&ZRGI
WINDOW TYPES !
SCME V2" =1-0% e [
L-THIC -]
:
.
4 v
# p s\ 77|l s :
i 1 .
7
v || 7
// —_ e —7— HIREWIRE WML
4 / / y i%ﬁt,losﬂi 70 BE LEVIR STYLE, A% (IMPLANT
# Y Y 4 FILSHD QRVE - VIR W ONR
HARDHARE ™ RLUTTENE e ol [ILTE i o EErT
1 BUTS EMN POCKE] D0OR FAAMU/SLIRS ) BUTTS EALN T8UIIS Bt 180115 (4 3 BIINS AW
[l custar FUSTOH FLL GLASS forey PO FRVITT TG TR SIRIROMMGORCT  PASSIG DT PASSAGE LO0KSEL  PASSAE L0GH2T
SOLID WOOD, PANT GRADE IVERICR DOOR  FBEAGLASS WOTD STAN FRIRGLASS FLUSH  FIBERGLASS WOOD STAW SLLFPLT A0 GLLY LARALS 08 i S it e MLCBEEEL
2 PANEL ROLMOIDP, SHOOTH PACT GLAZING FPAUI GLATHG L Y A e e ) v satia ol e o sietae o
260115 Eic 38T oy BTTS BN YIS Ay
st VR LGNS STRRIOTLORSET  AIRT (00rStT
IeAD BT Al DR
Gl : WS e
HOm TYPES 1 VEATEATRENG
T = ns bt
DTS l' PASSALE |OKS(T
10 67
Fimsn $oDIRE
Ty S st | waay nnGs FLOOANG =0 B s
H 3
£ s i LA L & EvE Bt [ T e T
: H i LMY FETL HERURY LEHON PEEL TEXTURE |  PLAMA. w200 S e Y - W )
H H “ L L) A GA] ARRVTRLNG VR T FILRS $10 PACSORY | TOILDRG ARG FLCHORR,
3 H l i e Ak Y
p [ A AFRVIRERS WRT, TR G W
. : b i AIHOW MR TERTURE PLEMX w200 SH. SR .
o T TALED COROETE
oy AIHOY PETS TEATAL
3 - R L TR T T VI S FREALL TOCATIENS
H ! +1How el TERNRE | WfHON FIEL BpaTuRt ST SHEL WALL SEE PLAN
x H T PRSI Ay
[ R
S T TS oA
1X¢ WOOD DOOR TRIM, PARI GRADE X\ WOOD DOGR TAIM PAINT GAADE 47X 5/47 HARD! TAW )
374" COVE HOLD NAIL TO 1X6 FACE, STAINED
Sabiwin

FRAME TYPES
SOME vz = 10"

PANT GRAOK CTPT FRTLE 5 (1 wien
0.

LA MO0 10 X
5 10 60 YTARCD 10 MATOH THE R
LY GTP 30 @ AL WET walls.

T
- b

FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL
JOURNEY PURE
PANAMA CITY, FL.

[T

B




S

0841 Phanc G4) 4790540 Pas
Tk

JOURNEY PURE

ENGINEERING

(4 279.
2731 Rows Cluk Chel, Dolhus, AL 36301

i PRO

i

| L L - =
Ll i |

- NEW_ FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL _
PANAMA CITY BEACH PARKWAY
PANAMA CITY BEACH, FL

—

COVER SHEET
JOURNEY PURE

¥
I
i
1
I
i

TABLE OF CONTENTS

S—01| COVER SHEET

S—02| NOTES & DESIGN DATA

S—03| FOUNDATION

S--04| FOUNDATION SECTIONS

S—05| WALLS
S—06| WALL SECTIONS issueron |||
PERMIT
S—07| ROOF WIND ZONES l:l
S—08| PRE-FAB TRUSS LAYOUT S-01
QAT e D




o

mnmwmumsveﬁrsmwwm
488 Mals DU AIE SRR, TeEr A0 horED o DRune

AEGrER 0" Al = e b i'e v oc.

ARGUAD TS PERMATER OF e FANEL AND 12° 0. RO HrEr

USRS UK 23R8 AT i CNGS OF i SAIRL LTSS 1D BT

PSR AR TN SRS, e remen o
AR AR W PR e R R B N IS MR S0 D
O RS W SOURL Y AAITY S |-V DD TR TR T D B
R S ComeChDn N OOGILE PLETY Wi 1P, DT W OO DM TRt

S5 e ooy ietatest 5 10 8 U ST Che, el uad 10t s @
57 MEND W FERMETER AND (2° 0 0. N MOTRETANT wisEe

T AT DTt TS SN ST G 0TS S BT Y R

VAL oo WS
it wm e E G & ot nosa

£ T b

A 3w sy 8 7 s
¢ «.mssmu e s coe 0w

HOLDOWNS & TIES

=N L

oz

TR

B e —
R 8 A e

T T

BN e e e ey e
e r—

ARG SLLIGH GATA,

#wascT
BUILDING CODE:
USE & OGCLIPANCY CLASS:
RISK GATEGORY:
SoADCaDs
LIVE LOADS:
ROOF:
FLOOR:

DEFLEGTION

IR DATA Bisty.-
ANALYSIS PROCEDURE
ULTIMATE DESIGN WIND SPEED
RISK CATEGORY:
WIND EXPOSURE:
INTEROMAL FRESSURE COEFF, (5C,)
c

C2CWIND

D i
SEIBMIC IMPORTANGE FAGTOR:

RISK CATEGORY:

MAPPED SPECTRAL RESPONSE:

SOIL SITE CLASS:

DESIGN SPECTRAL RESPONSE:
EISMIC DESIGN CATEGOR

SEISMIC SYSTEMS:

SITE GOEFFICIENTS.
DESIGN BASE SHEAR

'SEISMIC RESPONSE COEFFICIENTS
RESPONSE MODIFICATION FACTORS:
ANALYSIS PROCEOURE:

SNOW PORTALE FACTOR:

ICELOAD - ATMOSPHERIC:
CE IWPORTANCE FACTOR.
NCURRE
CONGURRENT WIND mPORTANCE:
TOPOGRAPHIC FACTOR:
ICE HEIGHT FACTOR:
= IGEDENSITY: - - -

gy 7y
BRI B

o e eice e f K510 12 ATCEHCATAEY |
Sy g e oo e 142 730,202 it 35 ARAIN 258 AR -

loumey Pura, Banama
FLOREA BULBIG SO0% SnEDON 2014 .=

‘Actual Welgh! of Structurs and Equipmenl

20 psl. {Reductie), 300 Concantrated
100 sl Public Roams and Coidors senving them
40 pal, Privala ooms and Camidors sardng hem
L7360 L7240 DL+ LU

i,

ASCE7-10 LOW RISE MWFRS. CAC, ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE
Yy = 13 Gusl

=100, x-:nu

P TR e et

Roof n’m e et 5362 o o

D (Defaun)
= 0087, §,=

B {Rmnd on Tablo 1817 :us(z)s,.l

Light-Frame wood watis shaathad with

Struclursl paneta rated for shear resiatance

Fo= 18, Fy= 24

=25 0y =450
-8 EFTCEATIN - Euhunt Lubwrsl Forcs lor
B r W o By e Wy

Class ot Malodal =4 Sand,
Vertcal = 2000 pal. Lalral e
Seatant

T o THE 304

. e
gt pestn test of ANTRA N 1936,

i .
P M g (2 ) b

NOTE -2

Tor Flonkda's

Howaver, oo
ar0

roment protaction

leftin

NOTE -3

1303.2 Invealigationa requires,

L

|

(136)479-0841 Phine (3. 470.0840 P
2731 Ran Clak Cacle, Dodoan, AL JE30]

SIGN DATA

GENERAL NOTES & DE
JOURNEY PURE

PN,
PANAMA CITY BEACH. FL

AL bPoiiey mal

dmn g

s 8 e

ISSUE FOR
PEAMIT

S-02

P




S0R0E TV Trumm Sarg 34 3T 00

T4 'HOVIE ALD YAYNYd '

ek 5 TIvH 3ON3QISIY ITV3A mn b
m%é@%&@ IINAAINYNOT B
NOILYANNOZ i
e
_, e oo i o ===
B s
3 ﬂ\
T 3 i
il 2 M !
M
i
b 3 _ &pilld B
E)
fls
at "
F M v H“.n.
.my... i Gttt
Y — HE i | b = —t w =
— v = o
@ =
<L
[a]
5 _ % E
| " ik
y| & |mne 1 e L= S
3 Ll L t i —
m BN =
: e ; >le
| e Zls
i $ a3
& S 7
2 _
- &
N
y S d ¥l
.“V s
— _rr f _
o ¥ =y

4]

ISSUE FOR
PERAMIT

$-03

[Ty




a EH
_— £
g i
o WAT 6X6-W2.9x2W2.9 ON QE gg
/'.'~ 15 BARS 4 BARS @18” O.C U /VAPDR BARRIER TYP #, %é
. By
DATUM EL_0'-0" // RATUM EL0°-07 ] =
T ; = == i & ]
| s — i e it s )
_‘_‘"| / i N, & £
o ! — <
= #3 BARS @ 24" 0.C.— | [M-2-45 oars
e
PaS RARS WOT GXE-W2 BuDN2 G ON A1 LE
Lytwan |y | 2200 | VAPOR BARRIER TYP
SECTION AN SECTION £
SCALE: KIS \'53/ SCALE: [[h \5-_1/
w
=
2w
:_-) [ e
2|2
F2X
>a3%
. W 6X6-W2.9x2W29 ON = mﬁ.s
&Sy VAPOR BARRIER TYP =] Lk
2-#5 BARS = %gii
&=z
#4 BARS @ 24" OC - #4 BARS =2
/ spe #‘: .BARS o= OC,\ SLOPE, ©24" g =1
/ — " DATUM EL 00" =l . b b 2
- - - . B ST ’.D ,J:_ - - - — 7 [ __L__?] - -:|| - -
i ‘! i ™, 1! e i i o
. 3o F5 BRES / -3=#% BARS
WHE 6X6—W2,9x2%2,9 ON ]
VAPOR BARRIER TYP sogm | year ] o |'_5—F1'-n'|
SECTION e SECTION BN
SCALE: NS, 53 SCALE: NS 53




ISSUE FOR
PERMIT

B-35°

TR T m
m&-%@&@ 3und AdNenor :
STIvM ONISVIE O¥01 40 MIIA Nv1d e ]
g x . A\ & _ 2
AR YN 0 & i ”
n_m wm -mm Q,
g 4 m“m.
¢ M A
it Ly )
! ;
: i 5 AL ) 1
kl
i HIL
-8 i
'\ }
. .
1l il
h
mmmww
i
m mm_mmm .
it | i :
Sl 8
= il : N
i :
i
| el |
m s m | 3
] 1oz
11/
1 =
- ] i m
H HTTTTCT ¢ " V 3
g e E
m% r
g
i 3 5 i} /
0 : M
N/ b ) . % A
! t : : 1 .
. ; i/ ok U
3 g |u_...
X - T
2 b 7 ] :
" i g | k
\./ N
=N a _ -

Eal ofE




4 'MvIB D YIS
VB Ve Wy T - e e R

s Ty e

CNISEENIDNG
ST

S3LON ANV _"1I¥L3d ‘NOILD3IS TIvM

P e

m ]
)
32
T : w
: =
i ¥
L ' &S o % 2
Wmmm g 3612]5 |8
1 7H 5 a dil~- | g
mmmw m m IV =
bz N_ : Q © .
£l 2l: ==
mnm fieg e || =
i |
N i
L : :
H
. .
wohh !
qo8 L |
- B P
i 55 i
AR

1

Migens:

HOLDOWNS & TIES
Wi

NAILt|NG PATTERNS
3 1]
£




i

PROXIMUS
ENGINEERING

(34) 478-0841 Pl (334)479.0040 P
375) Roms Gl Cich, Dotun AL 36301

@\s\@ e

%
=]
=}

S
sore
]
e \@

2oneQ) ‘W &

2one(D) . @ ) \
()
@

[}
wul
@ 2|y
o153 E &
NlF i
® i
e (@) 1 b
ligs
@ 3 S Es
w2 éig
- @ sl
s 318
. \ o
of T |
Blan view
BOCE CiC DECKING PRESSURE  SUCTION (PSF)
ZONEQD 17.31 —35.33
ZONE 17,31 ~85.81
Z0NE 1731 -96,62
EOOE CIC TRUSSES PRESSURE  SUCTION (PSE)
ZONE(D 17.31 -35.33
ZONE% 17.3¢ -85.81
ZONE 17.31 ~96.62
BDOE CiC FASTENES PRESSURE  SUCTION (PSF)
ZONE (D) 24.52 ~38.94
zowzg 24.52 -B5.81
ZONE 24.52 —139.89




10w TV ‘amymeg TRy AmD M 1617
T DY () TR TR0 (420

S-08

[y

W%@z@&_ﬁ 3dnd AINyNor
LNOAVT SSNYL 40 M3IA NvY1d ]
b
i :
/ s
i
B
A £
\ 3
. i : o
A s =8
R > L L
- I \\ //\\ \\\ : —
1l 7 — 7 ;
/] B - S | Z i
’ [ 7 )
|/ ~ Vi P
T .2 N pd o
T N_Z L
5 SN %ﬁ
i
_ i
s
<
N 3
N W 4
s g
s .
L 2
Z I s
7 g, o3
Z _ ] «m T
iy 3
//. 100
PN
77N = i
L N N\
By N
¥ < 9 |
7 < :
N ST b

——1
o

A

/1
Wi
o

i g -
2 > N WAL 171
= AR - FT_..

i #

] =%

= :

ISSUE FOR
PERMIT

B-2rib

-

(5




T4 HOVER ALD VWVNVA Ti :
77vH 30NIAISTH ITYNITS Hid

i
FUNHAINNAOF mwmu

i
UV NHNLTY 2 A1ddNS - Nv1d OVAH |0

PLAN VIEW

v




(334) 479-0841 Phone (334) 475-040 Fix
206 Eaceutive Pork Drive, Dothum AL 36301

1RING O
W/ OPDT HIBHO SWITCH

DPOY GWITCHES PROVIED BY LANFACTUREA LAY

DE WETED PER TYFACAL EQALIPLES SHOWN VERFY

T LOCAL GODEY ANO EOPMENT SUPPLIED A5

THE CCANEGTION NEEDED FOR YOLA HATALLANGH.

.
T
T
CONNECTION TO BUADINGS ALARM w Lul'u =
2| &0
= = 2z
= p BEE ff (]
= . J w|>a
a "JV,E
e o|Z8
EQUIPMENT SHUT DOWN < :m
e orroseas — z(ou
; E* &
L e =Y
NOTES: g Pn— =
_ - Fesvseamers
£ N e e et sanne I Loyt S - -3
w wlﬁﬂmn
-
*0 e n:m ¥ 33 Tl AT 43 OF e AO0S CCARAE)
B W-um“ e ———
%’.‘. . =
THE BASICFIRE SYSTEN VYL NEAUEE THE
R B Rt S aD B e uman e 1o
T pTER i) D), 845 TALLED Y & L CIAMETL AN O
B e e e -
SRR S b i i
Bt T el e
P TO e Mo IS R
SRR —
P R -m!l"m AP ACLLEY T PO
AR NODUNG UM DN TP DETAL %ﬁrﬁ‘_ e e
Py wvm il
uu-u : e 0 ey
mmmmnmm

N S R SR st

foneerat llul l”ﬁdlm
B sl PMD\’ h%m‘ﬁ
 TH8 AL LREE W mm-w!muu
"'"T#i“. .-. S ———
u i s o Tt i
.’ TS Hmmmnm SAFETY VALVE FGR NATURAL, OR LP GAS AS NEETED OF
e : P e T e o
s:sa. S R o AR
m-m%mmmwm_m S2473 17974 185 AND 1381




EEMEsZ

Tl mar
[N BT
5

—
- Piend e
W )
i 1)
i )

a]afellay
S+t

v
9]

SRLIT STSTEM AR TO AR HEAT FUMP LIGT SCHEDILE . é
S ] wreen [ e s b % ' ©§

: = == [
el - @1

(224) 425-0841 Phano (304)475-0540 Fun

206 Cacmubave Puck Drive, Dotlan, AL 36303

AL hOTES

MW BTEROOR SL67LY L TAOR 10 B HEUATED i) L
VLD ST St

B

D DS K01 KCLLUE A PSSR TGP DAL FLTER
RBFCTRE AESSTAVT WEATER.

]

AL DFRSET 10 % WD oAl
TP LOLATED CN ASPREACHDUCT, ELBOW 16 62 TAPeED
N 00 ST DRUSEA

oL PG v SuATiA
3 T REGISTERS 10 B A LT WK,

P s iy
D ELECTRC ESSTANE, KEATIN G AL B 1ACTIRY UOATED FTOpRESTR
e - 2 EXPANSION OWTS [0RE MOUNTED. 1)
e b TR L] 2 DUCTWOR ASUATO 0B CERUNGEED TV 141 L e Lo SETHRENATE 7Y LR
T AP A LEET 8T 1 P 8 08 S
B g5 o s wa o s e ® s i - A COMTACTOA 0 REAATE 400 D LI LSS BB 34"
- L ] - L T ‘QLDSED CELL SELF-SEANG ASLATION
BLCTION PPIYG WITH $4" FLEKIALE LIMCELL ULAR FOAM INSLLATION D Eriele Gt dvs

LT ACOESS 000RS ARE 1032 DCATED W EACHIAN TR AL CONDE (ATE CAAN LA S o PTCHED UBUBY 18°FER T,
3$TCCATED 2Y e SpEANTERR GFRBL ALL 30 DRALRES Sl PLUGE A THAS & CLERN QU AL

SaTUCIOn I s EuCTL0CTYe o s o WU A PSS

TS Bl e LTS AT .

g AT 1 LIRS i, BA45m
L praneriiy

s
B>

1L sE T

HVAC SCHEDULE
JOURNEYPURE
FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL
PANAMA CITY BEACH, FL

[

i
[
L]
i
I
1]
|




€019 Ty Iieq ‘080 Tmg anmmovg 967

: =T
04 ObR0~6ik (PF0) TOUL | PROSLY (HE) 74 "HOV3A ALID VWYNYd WMMVW "%

TTVYH 33DN3AISIY ITvNTd Bl
FANdAINAINOr o

NVY1d 31SVYM

ok
P01

[gleia

Lo

]_/
¥

WASTE PLAN
T

g
i

o




KOT9C TV U AT i antizowig 502
T4 QO-BLF (IO ST PRS2 (PS)

4 'HOV3E ALIO YWVNVd
TTYH 33IONIAISTA ITVINTd

i

- — cl-— VO —— ot —— T — o a9

TR

Rl nlt S ANdAINENOr
SOINTKON |7 [t
NV1d A1ddNS il =
i
c | . —
e -— =
"
——t— i
i -
3 5
§ S
. i
A 3 7 . Z
_— | |
1w il — : ] )]
wﬂ T : & ..
| =

o

SUPPLY PLAN

P-02




w XOU 1O
) (]
o P,
FLOGH CLEANGUT
CLES
Lot L

e

VIASEING MACIINT HOOK-UP DETAS,
— a

GAS PIPE_ISOMETRIC SUPPLY ISOMETRIC
=

AT NONE

SWAY_ISOMETRIC
—

il

4 A o ASATD NI Y 3 S PUAGRG ST S &
Aot SAIE A UK GOS8 B 5K
Ursraee

2 T TRASNCS M IS ATIRATE A5 STALE FERAIS, WOYR TEY AT
CAGUILIATE W T\ 00 oI SEALL N DR

NI FELATMG 1D T STV OF o FROA 10
SELLATO (DT AR GF B TRy

2. ML WRw SULL B DOHE W A NELT PORGLLN LRT WA BY SILID
TSIl T SIT SUL BE ULAMD QLN MO T O R
AT TE DD OF TADH 109046 O

B L R AT P w00 L

B P B 9 T T S SR

0 WA D I AL GUKES T e KO8 4 1 AS-RAT

1 LR BN PO D FIC UG SN 0T KL ST 7RG
O CoPP VT | O SLAG & L ¢ L0V

2 S 4 O U GUALNTE B RN 0 1€ 0w N D A

n PR T 4 D o et s 14 A 100
10T GRAT e ) FAAT B0 NSO T 10, LRt
o

14 ST AL €NT08 PG AT A RESIRE O 125 PG R & PR F 1
[y

15 PROVEE DELLCTAC (9ooxS BEIVEEN FERAOLS A0 WOI-TTIPELS LEVALS,
PO, VAL NO DU

P et o1 o S L a0 0

ML 8 I R - P LA R S

W e L S O R T G

% LL S PPRG R (UTSDE ARG HSLI DY DVLOT D I

D,/ LD L 1/2° R GRATR Do -
S T e B i Y

o A POV TR OF 1 KQUPUOU SUTIT YALE UL
TR DrmaR b poolh o 41 Paschg AN

7. AL MATRAL CAS PO & T B€ PILITHOK ASTU D213 O8 1STW A260
)‘tﬂllﬂnsvmm VWG () (R PR SI00KD

T ——
LEGEND AND ABBREVATIONS

ISOMETRICS
JOURNEYPURE
FEMALE RESIDENCEE HALL
PANAMA CITY BEACH, FL

i

SEEEHEEN




£}

[—

1
== L\\‘

NO STORhﬁE

AN\

ISAH.EA

\\\

=a3 CIRZUIT BAEACER PANEL SCHEDULE et
PN
bl Meeaaimtiial o Ao piscaT =
o
z 1 = "
| ia -
Bt
: o
7 L]
[ | B R -
: i S e -
e  RaL W
1 = ® T
[ ey -
T e i T
28 e CIRCUIT BREAKER PANEL SCHEDULE i s
PANEL'LP* B
i Lo kvA LBl Lawo peschmon aa
T
&

| BT

—

TYPICAL FLOCR CLEARANCE AT ELECTRICAL PANELS
—-—w-

i
@ = Yo T
@ o R ko caymas; e D

* e e s TR

O YL WAL MO W TSI
© mw oo u 7-yre

A

-

POWER RISER DIAGRAM
-

ELECTRICAL | EGEND

N 1 ¢ D A e o e

BT

a[TT) = e 1 ¢ s e A o oo e

L T —p——
0 w_"_--

et S L T T (Y YT e i s S il 0 NS R

e * R

e 8 i ot et w8

: ::- Bt 2 % MR
P — T m—mmrmm

i

O w5y e oo e, @ Somxommi oo e sy o et s oo
-+ i

R < mAmrE am AsumE o

e o2, o e R BN, AN B

0 Gt i il v ppptopnil

* RSN O o i oy

B E iR =
i U0 B PRI T

o o BN g s

i mema * BT AL PALNRTE

o A i i ks

- AL P s

S DAL IONTD Sy S DAL 0 ST LT

i L 20 M OF 1 7

s WAL WOWED CrrPACY SDECA (Taal 1D MUSKPRN LA- 1D UTR-SNC
TECAELIGY; WDWT W AT T L SIV 0L OFF Thf RO 10 MMAUTES

- TR P AN AR =
< ERTRLIAT A
o
sl
- sttt am e e
0 e m s
e
WD L D o U

e AR e W e YU

AP A I - T

2 o e or oo/ A cae o

L L T

< DI ANUIME R o
>

ELECTRICAL GENERAL NOTES

RS TR T A S o e o e v e

lml_m S, £ Pl A58, (DLPMVT/RIM SHL IE QTE0NOTD DI MWL ‘A POl
mommnmu-:m-n

|uwum“ntmnnmml L
B e, N, S

TR "I‘-:’Tn ..ﬁw...:s.r e A

lﬂn-—-u-‘_ll i PR 0 S
Pl Wi o Secsan ., k. s # 1 e WAL T L RF P A A 3 e,

MY AL ) AR L AL U W SR, K AL RIS T B SRR GO
A

0 53 3k ¢ S Lk o o L D T P, D SO KD G 40 D o R

1. AN MOIETS/DAMIYS APIAL 7 AL Wi FWUNT, WL MEIFRIJL, Mo, £ P 0 RIS

12 TORMATESS 7B AL EUPON SO T 1V SPORAS B 1Y g £ D ST 01 A e & AT PR

LU R LS, PRV W 1O SULDWDISS IISTANCT AL INGEAALTD ML AT T4 U IS STV WUM-P9E BRICH
OV B ADACE P T 344

ANTHONY L. DAYIS. P.E.

JOURNEY PURE
NEW FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL
22219 PANAMA CITY BEACH PARKWAY
PANAMA CITY BEACH, FL

# GENERAL NOTES, LEGEND, AND DETAILS

i
Y
m
=




74 'HOYAE ALID YWVYNYd
AYMMHY HOV34D ALID VINYNYd 612ge
TTvH ION3AISIH T34 MIN

E-02

1652

NYd SISAS OSIW 8 HIMOd

R SR s BTy S o e A e O

0 PSTLL CRVCE AV P ETHTIAT 1D O SESETVIN. P, PLO-TSOMT. 2T LA FRCE TO M-8

m.-_
s (Dt h
b. u.ﬁﬁ_ _ﬁ'

POWER & MISCELLANEQUS SYSTEMS PLAN

SCALE: 1/4"=1'-07

0




¥
it —
I g e
- )
o
ald 'l‘
F o o — ‘
= ‘
! H
e ; g™ L sl
- ) e
v -
i =
LI " — 1
woou 4
P . ; . - @ -
4y et X )
J % =0 A 2! ;
o s b
=
{ g i e
[ ~ — o Ll o]
a ' * L
" i ey
- ! =,
/
e
I ey
©Mfljl ) - =
=
| = ar I
"
= asa
el
2] 21
- -
Sy L1 =
o
woou 3 g ="
= u
g AL z
o,
— LIGHTING FOITURE SCHEDULE ;E
I."‘(:d
- wo
3P| s e e e o e e = oL
@ LIGHTING PLAN 1010 | WSS A W TN S R L 5 #Eog
SEALE: 1/47m 10" B [or may e s 3 | TN W A ST G A A M TR (O o Enﬁlﬂ
om T e o L o OO Y e o 1 e G ” {02 e + 1 | ey s ot nows s o |>nnd
@ s g T Tty Ll 0 AT L e e [k sy v | s e s o | = %Eié
@ MONT SEIPOAIN @ K HY & SOLS @ 307 AT M 0P Lum. -~ W B P | et i A W A e T ©= EwoO
| o [ maegwn s am e o | v | et st [ 5 0 e e, 8, L|Sdaqag
w oy V[ | v [ S G e e Y 9} O%EE
" (e T [ | WA A e o | =l ﬁm%
- ) T “'(E
[ e W VT W, i 12, T S - oo
[ pr—— Lo
g
TR | T
1652 E-OSJ




Building Rendering
18PZ00088

Happy Landings Homes
(Submitted 11-21-18)

FEMALE RESIDENCE HALL
OURNEY PURE
PaiaMA CITY, FL
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Truck Traffic Prohibitions
on Local Roads

18PZ00088
From: Sterk, Erin Happy Landings
To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: FW: Truck Traffic to Happy Landings
Date: Thursday, November 29, 2018 3:31:28 PM
Attachments: RE Question about otter creek and old Dixie .msg
2012 Otter Creek Ln No Trucks.pdf

Jen, please add this email and the attached correspondence to the Board’s package. It would be
helpful if it could be combined as a “Truck Traffic Prohibitions on local roads” attachment.

You got the second attachment the other day, which may already be in the FYI, but we could group it
to make it easier to decipher.

From: Stanford, Ashley

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 11:09 AM
To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: Swanson, Devin A; Gumm, Corrina
Subject: RE: Truck Traffic to Happy Landings

Erin,

Unfortunately there is no formal list. Staff reviewed the turning path of the four types listed, but this
is not an all-encompassing list. The sign does not apply to local deliveries i.e. fed ex and UPS trucks.

Also, | have attached my email to Jinger Knox where she asked for clarification a few items including
the “No Trucks” sign in case that was no included with the original memo.

Thank you,

Ashley Stanford, P.E.
Engineer I

Brevard County Public Works
Traffic Operations Program
Ph: {321) 633-2077

From: Swanson, Devin A

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:06 AM
To: Stanford, Ashley

Subject: FW: Truck Traffic to Happy Landings

Did you see this???

Best Regards,

Devin

Devin A, Swanson, Engineer I

Brevard County Public Works Department
Traffic Operations Program

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Bldg. A, Rm, 211



Viera, FL. 32940
Office (321) 633-2077
Fax (321) 6375471

From: Sterk, Erin

Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 6:46 PM
To: Swanson, Devin A; Gumm, Corrina
Subject: Fwd: Truck Traffic to Happy Landings

Hello Traffic Ops,

Is there a formal list somewhere of the types of vehicles prohibited when a “no trucks” sign has been
posted? Are the four types described below and in the attachment an accurate list of all types
prohibited?

Thanks,
Erin



From: Stanford. Ashley

To: lingerk@msn.com

Cc: Holman, Lauren

Subject: RE: Question about otter creek and old Dixie
Date: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 5:52:00 PM

Attachments: 2012 Otter Creek Ln No Trucks,.pdf

Jinger,

Please see my responses below in red. Please let me know if you have any additional questions or
need clarification on the answers below.

Thank you,

Ashley Stanford, P.E.
Engineer Il

Brevard County Public Works
Traffic Operations Program
Ph: (321) 633-2077

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 10:32 AM

To: Stanford, Ashley

Subject: Question about otter creek and old Dixie

Good morning,
| am wondering if you can please clarify a couple of things for me.

1. There is signage on otter creek and old Dixie that states no big trucks. Is this because
of a culvert or some other impediment that makes big trucks a hazard on those roads?

Staff received the request to restrict trucks on Otter Creek Lane in 2012. Through a
review of the existing conditions, it was determined that larger vehicles were unable to
navigate the curves at Hilltop Lane and Commerce Street and Cape View Lane and
Commerce Street. Based on this information, it was recommended two “No Trucks” signs
be installed. Please see the attached memo with the recommendation.

2. please clarify the width of the road, along with the width of the corner at otter creek and
old Dixie

Staff does not have survey of the roadway, however an approximate measurement
can be obtained from an aerial. Otter Creek Ln and Old Dixie Hwy are approximately
20-22’ in width.

3. Please tell me the safe traffic count on such a road, ie. With the width of the road and
the location and width of the blind corner at that curve.

The roadway is classified as a local road. The purpose of local roads are to provide
primary access to residential areas, businesses, and other local areas. Local roads are
anticipated to have lower volumes and will be posted at lower speeds than roadways



classified as collectors and arterials. The traffic volumes on local roads are really a function
of the density of the adjacent land use.

The geometric design of the roadway (width of the road and curve radius) will
dictate the safe operating speed. The safety of an existing roadway can be measured by
the crash history, not traffic volumes. | reviewed the five year crash history and there were
no reported incidents on Otter Creek Ln or Old Dixie Hwy. If a crash history were to
develop at this location, a safety study would need to be performed to determine if there
were improvements that could be implemented. The safety improvements would be
specific to the type of crashes that occurred.

4. Please clarify what the minimum width of roads are at the present time in Brevard County
and if there is a minimum width difference around a corner such as this please also include
that information.

Brevard County Code Section 62-2956(2) states “Generally, the minimum pavement
width for local streets shall be 22 feet.” However, per section C.7.b.1 of the Florida
Department of Transportation’s Manual of Uniform Minimum Standards for Design,
Construction, and Maintenance for Streets and Highways, local roads can have a minimum
lane width of 10’ or 9’ if the right of way is severely limited. The lane width should remain
consistent through the curve.

I will be meeting with the commissioner tomorrow so time is of the essence, thank you so
much for your time and consideration
Jinger Knox

Get Outlook for Android



BREVARD COUNTY INTER-OFFICE
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS MEMORANDUM

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS Program

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Suite A211 [321]-633-2077
Viera, Florida 32940 [321]-637-5471 Fax
To: Gil Ramirez, Traffic Operations Manager
Q8-

From: Deborah Adkison, Engineer II

Re: Chad Knox - Otter Creek Lane (Rd# 45370)/01d Dixie Hwy
Pinewood Park Subdivision

Date: November 28,2012

In reviewing Pine Wood Park Subdivision by way of Otter Creek Lane for adequate road turn radius
and pavement widths concerning semi-trucks towing boat trailers, semi-tractor trailers and other
vehicles that would not meet the minimum turning radius requirements, the following information

is provided.

e Hilltop Lane, Pine Cone Drive, Cape View Lane, Commerce Street, 0ld Dixie Highway and
Otter Creek Lane, was resurfaced in September 2010. (Pavement is in good condition and
shows no sign of semi-truck-trailer markings). At the intersection of Hilltop Lane &
Commerce Street there is a 35 foot radius and Cape View Lane & Commerce Street a 30 foot
radius. However, the pavement width of the remainder roads, vary from 20 feet to 20.6
feet.

o The following, design vehicles, taken from 'Geometric Design of Highways and Streets
2004’ was used to determine the minimum turning path.
o Interstate semitrailer (WB-19 [WB-62]) - 45 ft radius (minimum)
o Motor Home and Boat Traijler (MH/B) - 50 ft radius (minimum)
o Conventional School Bus (S-Bus-11 [S-BUS-36]) - 38.9 ft radius (minimum)

Conclusion:

The turning radius, for the above mention roads do not meet the minimum design standards for
semi-tractor-trailers, semi-trucks towing boat trailers, motor home/boat trailers and conventional
school buses. Therefore, it is recommended to install traffic sign R5-2 (NO TRUCKS) at two
locations. Firstlocation, install on the north side of Otter Creek Lane, approximately 100 feet west
of US#1; and the second sign to be 80 feet south of the driveway at 5990 Old Dixie Hwy on the west

side of the roadway. (See attached map).
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From: Jones, Jennifer

To: “Scott Knox"; Sterk, Erin; Calkins, Tad; Bentley, Eden; Brewer, Jad; Ragain, Rebecca
Cc: " om"

Subject: RE: Happy Landings Continuance

Date: Friday, November 30, 2018 2:05:00 PM

Thank you, Scott

As today is less than one week from the December 61 meeting, your request to table

is not considered an ‘automatic tabling’. You will need to attend the December 6th
meeting and make the request in person to the Board.

If you have any questions, please let me know.

Jennifer

From: Scott Knox [mailto: sknox@uslegalteam.com]
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 1:23 PM

To: Sterk, Erin

Cc: 'mronsisvalle@journeypure.com'; Jones, Jennifer
Subject: Happy Landings Continuance

Erin:

In view of the migration of this application from a BDP revision of the existing Happy Landings
Homes BDP to a BDP for a Treatment and Recovery Facility that is permitted with conditions under
the IN(H) zoning applicable to the property, my client would request the BCC to refer the BDP back
to the Planning and Zoning Board for review of the revised BDP at the P&Z Board’s January meeting.
As part of this request, we would also respectfully ask the Board to continue this item, currently
scheduled for hearing on December 6, 2018, until the Board’s zoning meeting in February. That
schedule will give us an opportunity to work with the surrounding property owners to take their
latest concerns into account.

Thank you.

Scott Knox, Esq.

1990 W. New Haven Ave, Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904

Tel: 321.255.2332

Fax: 321.255.2351

I

WIDERMAN

W
W ALK .

SERVICE TO GUR CLITHTS Al COMMUMITY

Scott Knox, Attorney at Law



1990 W New Haven Ave Ste. 201

Melbourne, Florida 32904
(321) 255-2332
(321) 255-2351 fax

°
Primerus
A A wJ
Yrmlee, Intrzmationl Buwtety of I'imenin Lo Firom
NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely
for the use of the intended recipient. They may contain
privileged and/or confidential information, attorney work
product, or other information protected from disclosure.
If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that you received this email in error. Any review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this email and
any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email, please contact
Widerman Malek at the above-referenced number, and
delete the message and any attachment from your
system. Thank you.




Rita Pritchett, District 1 Commissioner
2000 South Washington Avenue, Ste. 2
Titusville, FL. 32780

)
‘ reva rd (321) 607-6901

D1.commissioner@brevardfl.gov

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Planning and Development
Zoning Meeting December 6, 2018
Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (18PZ00088)

Commissioner Pritchett met with Attorney Scott Knox, who represents Happy
Landings Homes, Inc., Dr. Mike Ronsisvalle & Lila Buescher on November 5, 2018.
The proposal is to use the property at 5925 Old Dixie Hwy in Melbourne for a detox
and rehabilitation facility for individuals with addictions. The facility will have a
Medical Director and full medical staff onsite. There will be 24 hour supervision and
the patients will not be able to leave the property. They can house up to 47 patients,
both men and women. Patients will be insured and not court ordered to program.
The length of stay for a patient will be 28 days. Applicants have met with the
neighbors and are happy to leave the current BDP in place with one change. They
would like to add the work forcible felony to the BDP language.



Rita Pritchett, District 1 Commissioner
2000 South Washington Avenue, Ste. 2
Titusville, FL. 32780

‘ reva rd (321) 607-6901

D1.commissioner@brevardfl.gov

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

/csm



From: Sterk, Erin

To: obi n

Cc: Jones, Jennifer

Subject: RE: Meeting Disclosure

Date: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 2:58:46 PM

Thank you Commissioner — we will add the disclosure to the Board’s package.

From: Tobia, John

Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 10:54 AM
To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: Meeting Disclosure

To: Erin Sterk, Planning & Zoning Manager
From: John Tobia, Brevard County Commissioner, District 3
Re: Meeting Disclosure

Ms. Sterk:

In regards to the upcoming agenda item re: Happy Landings Homes (18PZ00088), Inc. for the
Planning & Zoning meeting on December 6, 2018, please be advised in advance that a

meeting that took place on November 28, at 10:00 AM at Commissioner Tobia’s office,
located at:

2539 Palm Bay Rd. NE
Ste. 4
Palm Bay, FL 32908

The parties present were Commissioner Tobia and Jinger Knox.
This meeting lasted approximately thirty minutes, during which the above individual voiced
her concerns on the amendment proposal to the BDP.

Sincerely,

-

John Tobia
County Commissioner, District 3

lH .
[ 5]
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I |

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

*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: Commissioner, D1

To: il nifer
Cc: Mascellino, Carol; Pritchett, Rita; Craddock, Amy
Subject: FW: Happy landings bdp
Date: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:46:00 AM
Attachments: i

image001.png

Good morning.

On behalf of Commissioner Pritchett, below is an email received from Jinger
Knox with attachement for Item 18PZ00088 for the December Zoning agenda.

Regards,
Harncia Hewel!

Legislative Aide to Commissioner Rita Pritchett
Marcia.newell@brevardfl.gov

0%

[

fdrevard

District 1 Commission Office

2000 S. Washington Avenue, Suite 2
Titusville, Florida 32780
321-607-6901

Please note:

Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written communications to or from the
offices of elected officials are public records available to the public and media upon request.
Your email communications may therefore be subject to public disclosure.

From: Jinger Knox [mailto:jingerk@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 2:41 PM

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Happy landings bdp

Good afternoon,

I am meeting with some of you in the next week, however | wanted to send my thoughts
ahead of our meeting to give us the opportunity to speak in greater detail about each point.

We are now on our 5th revision of the bdp since the p and z board approved the
application. As you can see from my attached comments, the bdp you are being
presented has no resemblance to the bdp planning and zoning approved.



| appreciate you looking into this. We are a loving neighborhood that wants to help people,
we have shown that time and again when we have worked with others by allowing a
homeless shelter in our residential neighborhood, but we deserve some protections. Being
open minded and big hearted should not leave us open for this type of blatant abuse by
Chinese funded companies that only care about their bottom dollar and not about the
community and how their business fits in. | look forward to our meetings so we can discuss
this in greater detail.

Respectfully yours
Jinger Knox

Get Outlook for Android



1. This is an expanded use for the following reasons.
A. Increasing the number of employees from 2 to 21.
B. Increasing the amount of residents from 13 to 47.
C. Performing patient care services, prior to this no patient care services were
administered by staff.
24 hour staff requirement
Outpatient care permitted and expected.
State license required for new use, along with for profit enterprise.
Axillary services provided to residents such as mental health counseling,
personal hygiene assistance, medication administration.

H. Addition of food service vehicles along with medical supplies. (Woman's dorm
didn't offer food services in an institutional setting )

I. Visitation days which will increase traffic exponentially without proper parking
accommodations. (47 residents will presumably have 47 visitors during the same
weekend period, plus staff parking and the residents own vehicles )

2. Alf and detox centers are not allowed within 1000’ of one another. There is already an Alf
registered with zoning within 1000’ please clarify how you are reading the zoning to mean one
of each facilities within 1000’ and confirm that this has been the practice up till now (that the
county has allowed two such facilities to reside nearer than 1000’ from one another )

3. Does this facility have a waiver or variance to continue to have a in(h) zoning if they do not
choose to continue with their previously approved non conforming use with bdp? They have not
been used as an Alf or a detox center for the past 9 years, therefore they do not maintain their
grandfathered status. An Alf provides services for their clients, happy landings homes did not
provide at least one personal life service and was therefore not being operated as an alf. They
were being operated as a woman's dorm. Clearly a detox center is a higher use than a
woman's dorm. Which is not allowable for a non conforming property as it is a substantially
different use that what it was prior to becoming non conforming.

4. Outpatient services must not be allowed. The potential owner provides services in other
parts of the county that include not only drug detox, but services to sex offenders and those who
have sexual addictions. Allowing outpatient services to sex addicts without protections to
neighboring residential properties on an outpatient basis (meaning there is no cap on the
number, no supervision when they are coming and going out of the neighborhood, etc) is an
unacceptable burden on the neighborhood. The traffic alone could be unsurmountable. No
Outpatient care of any kind should be allowed from this facility, it is a clear expansion of use.

5. Property value deminisments are clear. Common sense allows an educated person to
demise that allowing a drug detox center in a residential neighborhood would have a huge
impact on property values. A woman and children's center does not come with the stigma of a
residential detox center which could be housing 47 actively addicted residents with a 60%
recidivism rate.



6. This applicant has recently opened an inpatient care facility within the city of melbourne.
Within the last § months there has already been an aggravated assault and a call for assistance
from the Melbourne police department it is clear that there will be violence at the property if it is
used for the same services as their other location

7. (3i) Current submitted bdp allows for business to ignore health and safety protections for
their residents for one year. This is unacceptable. The county does not have the right to waive
standard safety requirements for any length of time and should not consider such a request.
This is like saying a daycare could open without proper bathroom facilities for their children or a
restaurant could open without proper sanitation equipment. This was not addressed at the p
and z meeting and is another example of why this bdp request must be denied.

8. (3d)Developer does not have the authority to determine that there is adequate “cleared land”
for parking. The code is clear. One spot for every two residents, parking must be done to
county specs including the type of construction, stripping, etc. Applicant can not side step their
responsibilities to adhere to the same requirements as every other facility with similar use and
zoning. This is another example as to why this must be denied. A bdp is to offer us protections,
not strip the small protections we are already affording by zoning away.

9. (3e) Developer is claiming to limit occupancy to 47 residents and 21 employees. Written this
way the employees are presumably living on site. This site can not maintain 68 residents, and it
would also be an obvious expansion. No employees should be residing at the facility, nor
should it be a part of the bdp.

10. (3h)According to the applicants attorney “Applying the aforementioned standards, the
existing 9,885 sq. ft. of building footprint onsite would allow only 40 residents. To get the 47
residents my client needs for economic viability and to meet all the section 62-1182(3) square
footage standards, my client proposes to build the additional building shown in Exhibits B and C,
with a square footage limit of 16,700 sq.”

This is clearly an expansion of use, one which they were obviously aware needed to happen in
order to be economically viable. Expansion of use without the proper studies being conducted
can not be allowed. Furthermore, expansion of use on a non conforming property must not be
allowed. While the business might need 47 people to be viable, that is irrelevant. Next year
they might think they need 100. Where does it stop? This bdp request must be denied

11. (39) Bdp states that they will not have a contract with doc for patients, but not for residents.
They have clearly stated that their employees can be considered residents, not patients, and in
the past this organization has extensively used convicts for employees. Their Bdp should state,
no affiliation or contact with any jail, doc.. etc. Not limiting it to only patients. Without this
provision 21 individuals could reside at the property under an agreement with the doc, which is
unacceptable.



12. (3j) Applicants are not in compliance with any of the other items in their bdp. They have
failed to get required inspections, they have not had semi annual meetings as required, they
have not kept their fence up to standards. This paragraph should be scratched as it is blatantly
false and commissioners should not sign an agreement that this facility is in compliance when it
clearly is not.

13. (4) residents need to have meetings with the property owner and proprietor of the
business. Developer is not a proper term nor would the neighbors be protected by meeting
with someone who has no authority over the operations of the facility

14. (7) This must be stricken. This property is very close to palm shores and other properties
have been annexed. Do not leave us open for them to annex into palm shores and loose all of
our protections. This is why you should not rezone this property. Stop this now, it is clear what
their plans are. This property should be rezone to in (l), since they have not used their in (h)
zoning for the last 9 years and do not have the right to keep a non conforming zoning.

15.(9) commissioners are willing to agree that only these items are in non compliance? Have
they had inspections of the property? Have they done pepper studies to sign that they attest to
the fact that there are not additional conditions that would impact “approved uses’? This is an
added paragraph after the p and z meeting and should be stricken.

This entire document is contrary to what was presented to p and z and should be denied with
prejudice. If the county does not choose to do so they should consider rezoning to in (I) which
is the proper zoning to make this business conforming. At a minimum this issue must be
returned to the p and z board and the applicant must be required to prove that they are being
open and honest with the community, zoning staff and this commission.

No outpatient care, build to the same standard as everyone else, protect our property values,
and do not agree to sign a document that is blatantly false as if it is fact.



l I % Rita Pritchett, District 1 Commissioner
’ 2000 South Washington Avenue, Ste. 2
Titusville, FL 32780
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Planning and Development
Zoning Meeting December 6, 2018
Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (18PZ00088)

Commissioner Pritchett met with Mark & Shirley Leslie and Lin & Robert Blumauer
regarding Happy Landings Homes, Inc., on November 26, 2018. Mr. & Mrs. Leslje
have lived near the property for many years. Mr. & Mrs. Blumauer own property and
had intended to build a home. The Leslie’s and the Blumauer’s are concerned about
the expanded use at this location, which will cause decreased property values,
environmental concerns, increased traffic and affect the safety and welfare of the
neighborhood. They are okay with the current use of the property as INH (dormitory)
for women and children, but do not agree with a treatment and recovery facililty.

If this property is approved for amended BDP, Mr. Leslie would like to see an entrance
into the property from UST1, a wall 8 feet or higher around the property with a gate.



Rita Pritchett, District 1 Commissioner
2000 South Washington Avenue, Ste. 2
Titusville, FL 32780

(321) 607-6901

D1.commissioner@brevardfl.gov

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Planning and Development
Zoning Meeting December 6, 2018
Happy Landings Homes, Inc. (18PZ00088)

Commissioner Pritchett met with Attorney Scott Knox, who represents Happy
Landings Homes, Inc., on December 3, 2018. Revised BDP submitted November 21,
2018 includes a plan for a new facility and to expand footprint from 9,000 square
feet to 16,000 square feet. Attorney Knox stated that he would talk to his client
about a wall and gate around the facility. They are planning to move the entrance to
the facility more to the north, but would talk to FDOT about possibility of an entrance
off of UST.

/csm



From: rk, Eri

To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: FW: Micco Hotel
Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:22:24 PM

Jen, please add to Board’s package.

From: Prasad, Billy

Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:15 PM
To: Sterk, Erin

Subject: FW: Micco Hotel

Ms. Sterk,

Please include the following communication in the files of H6, H10, and H11.

Thank you,

Billy M. Prasad

Chief of Staff to Commissioner Tobia, District 3
Billy.Prasad @ BrevardFL.gov

(321) 633-2075

2539 Palm Bay Rd.

Suite 4

Palm Bay, FL 32905

From: Scott Knox [mailto: al

Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:08 PM
To: Prasad, Billy

Subject: RE: Micco Hotel

Billy:
No, | am going to request a tabling of the Happy Landings item. Is there a reason [ should be
thinking about tabling the hotel item?

Scott L. Knox, Esq.

Widerman Malek PL

1990 W. New Haven Ave., Second Floor
Melbourne, FL 32904

Tel. 321.255.2332

Fax 321.255.2351

sknox@uslegalteam.com



Wi DERMAN

MALEK

ATTORMEYS AT L AW
3ER\|IC[ TO OUR CLIENTS AND COHMUNIT‘

Scott Knox, Attorney at Law
1990 W New Haven Ave Ste. 201
Melbourne, Florida 32904

(321) 255-2332

(321) 255-2351 fax

Primerus

Wemben, Intrralienal Seciese «f Promerus Las Firms

NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely
for the use of the intended recipient. They may contain
privileged and/or confidential information, attorney work
product, or other information protected from disclosure.
If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that you received this email in error. Any review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this email and
any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email, please contact
Widerman Malek at the above-referenced number, and
delete the message and any attachment from your
system. Thank you.

From: Prasad, Billy <Billy.P fl.eov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:06 PM
To: Scott Knox <skn | m. >

Subject: Micco Hotel

Mr. Knox,

Do you have any intention of requesting to table the Micco Hotel rezoning/FLU amendment request
at tomorrow’s meeting?

Best regards,

Billy M. Prasad

Chief of Staff to Commissioner Tobia, District 3
Billy.Prasad @BrevardFL.gov

(321) 633-2075

2539 Palm Bay Rd.

Suite 4




Palm Bay, FL 32905

"Under Florida Law, email addresses are Public Records. If you do not want your e-mail address
released in response to public record requests, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead,
contact this office by phone or in writing."
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FLORIDA'S SPACE COAST

Bryan A. Lober, Commissioner, District 2 Telephone: (321) 454-6601
2575 N. Courtenay Pkwy, Suite 200 Fax: (321) 454-6602
Merritt Island, FL 32953 www.brevardcounty.us

D2.commissioner@brevardfl.gov

Planning and Development
Zoning Meeting December 6, 2018

Happy Landing Homes, Inc. (18PZ00088)

On December 3, 2018, District 2 staff met with the applicant’s attorney, Scott Knox,
along with Mike Ronsisvalle, who provided background on behalf of the applicant. The
applicant desires to run a treatment center. Discussion included the following: the
property’s history; background on treatment facilities in general; purpose and description
of this specific business and use of the subject property; the benefits of the business; and
changes to accommodate concerns of the local community.

On December 5, 2018, District 2 staff met Shirley Leslie, Mark Leslie, Lin Blumauer and
Rob Blumauer. The persons above live in or plan to live in the neighborhood where the
subject property is located. They expressed their concerns about the following: the
intended use of the property; security issues, diminished property values; enforcement of
provisions in the current binding development plan; enforcement of provisions in the
proposed binding development plan; and related issues.

District 2 Includes

Cocoa ¢ Kennedy Space Center ¢ Merritt Island * Port Canaveral ¢ Cape Canaveral ¢ Avon by the Sea ¢ Cocoa Beach ¢ Snug Harbor ¢ Patrick AFB ¢

Rockledge



