Age n d a Re po rt 2725 Judgev\ljgn Jamieson

Viera, FL 32940

Public Hearing

H.11. 2/5/2026

Subject:
Merritt Bidco SPV, LLC (Kim Rezanka) requests a zoning classification change from AU with a BSP to RU-2-15
and RU-2-30 with removal of BSP. (25Z200054) (Tax Account 2412106) (District 2)

Fiscal Impact:
None

Dept/Office:

Planning & Development

Requested Action:

It is requested that the Board of County Commissioners conduct a public hearing to consider a change of
zoning classification from AU (Agricultural Residential) with a BSP (Binding Site Plan) to RU-2-15 (Medium-
Density Multiple-Family Residential) and RU-2-30 (High-Density Multiple-Family Residential) with removal of
BSP (Binding Site Plan).

Summary Explanation and Background:

The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property from AU (Agricultural Residential) with a Binding
Site Plan (BSP) to RU-2-15 (Medium-Density Multiple-Family Residential) with the removal of the BSP on an
11.24-acre parcel for the development of 222 units.

While Binding Site Plans are no longer a mechanism used by Brevard County, Section 62-1157(4), Brevard
County Code of Ordinances, states that “existing binding site plans shall be treated as binding development
plans insofar as they are consistent with the 1988 county comprehensive plan, as amended, and more
restrictive ordinances of the county, and the plans shall continue to be binding on the applicant and his
assigns, heirs and successors in title or possession of the lot, tract or parcel of land. . .”

The BSP on the property also includes the developed medical center property abutting the subject property.
The BSP includes an access point on the north side of the medical center property, accessing N. Courtenay
Pkwy. The second access point in the BSP is on the south side of the medical center property on Pioneer Rd. In
addition, the BSP has a 50-foot-wide vegetative buffer along-the northeast corner of the subject property, then
south along the property line down to Pioneer Rd. The vegetative buffer includes ten (10) live oak trees, forty-
three (43) slash pine trees, one-hundred eighty-one (181) Surinam cherry trees, and eighty (80) wax myrtle
trees.

North of the subject parcel is one parcel, owned by Brevard County, 0.68 acres, BU-1 zoning with CC FLU
designation and RU-1-11 zoning with NC FLU designation. In addition, there are four (4) parcels, approximately
0.19-0.25 acres each, developed with single-family detached dwellings in a platted subdivision, Villa de Palmas

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners Page 1 of 2 Printed on 2/2/2026

pewerze by Lagistar” 501
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with RU-1-11 zoning and RES 6 FLU designation. South of the subject parcel is one parcel, 4.46 acres,
developed with a medical facility which is owned by the applicant for this rezoning, which has AU zoning with
NC FLU designation. Another parcel, across Pioneer Road, 6.62 acres, developed with an assisted living facility
that has BU-1 zoning with CC FLU designation. East of the subject property are nine (9) parcels, approximately
0.18-0.26 acres each, developed with single-family detached dwellings in Raintree by the Lake, a platted
subdivision, which has RU-1-11 zoning with RES 6 FLU designation. West of the subject property is N.
Courtenay Pkwy., a State-maintained roadway.

Concurrency analysis associated with a rezoning application is preliminary in nature and approval of the
rezoning does not vest the applicant against the application of concurrency regulation associated with future
applications (site plan/subdivision plan and building permits). The section of N. Courtenay Pkwy. from Pioneer
Rd. to Southern Ramps of S.R. 528 has a current Maximum Allowed Volume (MAV) utilization at 87.56%
capacity, with a potential utilization increasing to 93.57% with the proposed development (about 48% of
remaining capacity). Brevard County Code Section 62-602 (F)(6)(b), regarding maximum capacity allotment
states: “. . . a site plan or subdivision shall be allotted no more than 25 percent of the remaining capacity of a
facility . . . No more than one phase shall be approved for development until 50 percent of the residential lots
or units or commercial projects approved for that phase have been sold or developed.”

The applicant has supplied a concept plan for illustrative purposes, attached. Please note that this concept
plan is nonbinding and has not been reviewed for consistency with Brevard County Code.

The Board may consider if the request is consistent and compatible with the surrounding area. The Board may
consider the impact of increased traffic to the surrounding area and whether measures would be appropriate
and sufficient to mitigate potential traffic LOS impacts to the area.

On January 12, 2026, the Planning and Zoning Board heard the request, and the vote twice resulted in a 7:7 tie
(one motion to recommend approval, the other to recommend denial).

Staff has provided an addendum to its staff comments in order to address concerns raised during the public
hearing at the Planning and Zoning board. The addendum is attached.

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

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

Administrative Policy 1

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

Administrative Policy 2

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

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

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

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

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

Administrative Policy 3

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

Criteria:

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

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

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

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

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

Administrative Policy 4

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

Criteria:

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

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

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

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

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

Administrative Policy 5

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Administrative Policy 6

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

Administrative Policy 7

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

Administrative Policy 8

These policies, the staff analysis based upon these policies, and the applicant’s written
analysis, if any, shall be incorporated into the record of every quasi-judicial review application
for development approval presented to the Board including rezoning, conditional use permits,
and vested rights determinations.
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Section 62-1151(c) of the Code of Ordinances of Brevard County directs, “The planning and

zoning board shall recommend to the board of county commissioners the denial or approval

of each application for amendment to the official zoning maps based upon a consideration of
the following factors:

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

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

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

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

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

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

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS (CUPs)

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

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

(c) General Standards of Review.

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

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

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

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

(2) The following specific standards shall be considered, when applicable, in
making a determination that the general standards specified in
subsection (1) of this section are satisfied:
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a. Ingress and egress to the property and proposed structures thereon, with

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Level of Service with Development (LOS W/DEV): The Level of Service that a proposed
development may generate on a roadway.
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Planning and Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

| L/
f o ' reva rd Building A, Room 114
> Viera, Florida 32940
- (321)633-2070 Phone / (321)633-2074 Fax
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS https://www.brevardﬂ.gov/PIanningDev

STAFF COMMENTS
25700054

Merritt Bidco SPV, LLC

AU (Agricultural Residential) w/ Binding Site Plan (BSP) to RU-2-15 (Medium-Density
Multiple-Family Residential) & RU-2-30 (High-Density-Multiple-Family Residential) w/
removal of BSP

Tax Account Number: 2412106

Parcel I.D.: 24-36-14-00-259

Location: Eastside of N. Courtenay Pkwy., approximately 400 ft. south of Via
De La Reina (District 2)

Acreage: 11.24 acres

MIRA Board: 12/11/2025

Planning & Zoning Board: 01/12/2026
Board of County Commissioners: 02/05/2026

Consistency with Land Use Regulations

e Current zoning is consistent under the Future Land Use Designation, Section 62-1255.

e The proposed zoning and Future Land Use Designation is consistent per Section 62-
1255.

e The proposal would maintain acceptable Levels of Service (LOS).

CURRENT PROPOSED
Zoning AU RU-2-30 & RU-2-15
Potential* 5 Single-family 222 Multiple-family
residences residential units
Can be Considered under YES YES
the Future Land Use Map NC, RES 15 NC, RES 15

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

Background and Purpose of Request

The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property from AU (Agricultural Residential) with
a Binding Site Plan (BSP) to RU-2-15 (Medium-Density Multiple-Family Residential) with the
removal of the BSP on an 11.24-acre parcel for the development of 222 units.

The BSP on the property also includes the developed medical center property abutting the
subject property. The BSP includes an access point on the north side of the medical center
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property, accessing N. Courtenay Pkwy. The second access point in the BSP is on the south
side of the medical center property on Pioneer Rd. In addition, the BSP has a 50-foot-wide
vegetative buffer along the northeast corner of the subject property, then south along the
property line down to Pioneer Rd. The BDP stipulates that the vegetative buffer shall include ten
(10) live oak trees, forty-three (43) slash pine trees, one-hundred eighty-one (181) Surinam
cherry trees, and eighty (80) wax myrtle trees.

The applicant is requesting 222 multi-family units calculated below:

e Approximately 7.64 acres at 15 units to the acre equals 114 units.

o Approximately 3.6 acres is NC with a density bonus to RES 30 which equals 108 units.

¢ The density bonus is based on FLU Policy 2.10, which states: Residential development
is permissible in these commercial land use designations at a density of up to one
category higher than the closest residentially designated area on the Future Land Use
Map (FLUM) which is on the same side of the street.

Development on the site may be impacted by the following:

¢ Within approximately 660 feet of the site, there is a mapped eagle nest (#BE124).

e Relating to Natural Resources, Brevard County Code Sec. 65 3694(c)(6): For
subdivisions and muiti-family parcels greater than five acres in area, the preceding
limitation of one dwelling unit per five (5) acres within wetlands may be applied as a
maximum percentage limiting wetland impacts to not more than 1.8% of the total non-
commercial and non-industrial acreage on a cumulative basis. This means that
residential development is allowed 1.8% max impacts (with mitigation for impacts).

» Relating to traffic concurrency, Brevard County Code Section 62-602(F)(6) states: For
site plans and subdivisions, the vesting provisions shall apply in the following
circumstances: (a)(1): Road Capacity: The affected roads are operating or committed at
a level equal to or less than 85 percent of the acceptable level of service. Currently, the
roadway is operating at 88% capacity, per the most recent Space Coast TPO traffic
counts.

¢ Also relating to traffic concurrency, Brevard County Code Section 62-602(F)(6)(b) states:
The threshold capacity restrictions described in subsection (f)(6)a. of this section, a site
plan or subdivision shall be allotted no more than 25 percent of the remaining capacity of
a facility. Project size shall be determined utilizing the most restrictive of the facilities
named in subsection (f)(6)a. of this section. No more than one phase shall be approved
for development until 50 percent of the residential lots or units or commercial projects
approved for that phase have been sold or developed. The proposed development
would utilize more than the allowable 25% of the remaining capacity.

» Based on staff analysis, the above impacts could lead to a finding of concurrency
deficiency at site plan as it is anticipated that the development will increase the roadway
utilization by 6% bringing the roadway to 93.57% daily use, reduce operating times of
construction, reduce the maximum density of the property, and phase development based
on concurrency to ensure no reduction in the traffic level of service. A finding of deficiency
may be the effect of preventing future development approval on the site and the
surrounding area.

Page 2
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The information above regarding concurrency is preliminary, as outlined in Section 62-602(b)-
“Preliminary evaluation prior to zoning action. For review of zoning applications, a preliminary
concurrency evaluation shall be completed as part of the zoning review process to illustrate the
relationship between the proposal and the availability of services and facilities for the planning
and zoning board, the School Board of Brevard County, and the board of county commissioners.
This review will be based on the information described in the zoning application. The results of
this preliminary review are for the use of the county in its review of the zoning application and a
school area impact analysis application.” (See also Sec. 62-604(e),” For review of zoning
applications, the preliminary concurrency evaluation shall be used for general information
purposes only as part of the zoning review. Subsequent to the approval of a zoning application,
a formal concurrency evaluation prior to site plan, subdivision plat or building permit approval
shall be required.”) Binding concurrency analysis will occur at the Subdivision/Site Plan stage
of development.

Brevard County Utility Service Comments state: In the context of onsite sewage treatment and
disposal systems, “Available” is defined in F.S. 381.0065 (2)(a) and the requirements to connect
to an existing onsite sewage treatment and disposal system to central sewerage system are
defined in F.S. 381.00655 (1)(a). Brevard County has the exclusive right to furnish the sewer
service per Section 110-181 BCCO because this is within the Brevard County Utility Services
Department Service Area. Please note that a Brevard County gravity main runs through this
parcel. The existing Brevard County utilities that cross the property serve 2400 and 2404 N
Courtenay. If parcel is developed, the Brevard County infrastructure must remain accessible.
Brevard County Utilities Services Department will require a completed easement for the Brevard
County sewer infrastructure on the parcel. The developer will be responsible for any
improvements to the lift station needed if capacity is not sufficient for planned development.

The subject property’s current configuration was recorded in DB RR, PG 282, which was before
the establishment of the Brevard County Zoning Code in 1958.

The AU zoning is the original classification established on the subject property in 1958.

The subject property retains the original two (2) FLU designations, Neighborhood Commercial
(NC) and Residential 15 (RES 15), established by the 1988 Brevard County Comprehensive
Plan.

The current AU zoning classification encompasses lands devoted to agricultural pursuits and
single-family residential development of spacious character on 2.5-acre lots, with a minimum lot
width and depth of 150 feet. The AU classification also permits the raising/grazing of animals,
fowl, and beekeeping.

The proposed RU-2-15 classification medium-density mulitiple-family residential zoning
classifications encompass lands devoted to medium-density multifamily residential purposes,
together with such accessory uses as may be necessary or are normally compatible with
residential surroundings. RU-2-15 permits multiple-family residential uses or single-family
residences at a density of up to 15 units per acre on 7,500 square foot lots.

Page 3
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The proposed RU-2-30 high-density multiple-family residential zoning classification
encompasses lands devoted to multiple-family residential development, together with such
accessory uses as may be necessary or are normally compatible with residential surroundings,
permits high density multi-family residential development of up to 30 unit per acre. Multiple-
family residential structures may be constructed on a minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet,
with at least 100’ of lot width and 100’ of lot depth. Single-family residences are also permitted
on minimum lot sizes of 7,500 square feet with at least 75’ of lot width and 75’ of ot depth.

The subject parcel is located on the east side of N. Courtenay Pkwy., approximately 400 ft. south
of Via De La Reina, a county-maintained road.

As of November 25, 2025, there are no current active code enforcement actions on the subject
property.

Surrounding Area

Existing Land Use Zoning Future Land Use
North Vacantland, single- | g, 4 Ry.1.11 | CC, NC, RES 6
family residence
South Medical facility, AU, BU-1 NC, CC
assisted living facility
East Single-family residence | RU-1-11 RES 6
N. Courtenay Pkwy.,
West Professional office BU-1 CC
building

North of the subject parcel is one parcel, owned by Brevard County, 0.68 acres, BU-1 zoning
with CC FLU designation and RU-1-11 zoning with NC FLU designation. In addition, there are
four (4) parcels, approximately 0.19-0.25 acres each, developed with single-family detached
dwellings in a platted subdivision, Villa de Palmas with RU-1-11 zoning and RES 6 FLU
designation.

South of the subject parcel is one parcel, 4.46 acres, developed with a medical facility which is
owned by the applicant for this rezoning, which has AU zoning with NC FLU designation. Another
parcel, across Pioneer Road, 6.62 acres, developed with an assisted living facility that has BU-
1 zoning with CC FLU designation.

East of the subject property are nine (9) parcels, approximately 0.18-0.26 acres each, developed
with single-family detached dwellings in Raintree by the Lake, a platted subdivision, which has
RU-1-11 zoning with RES 6 FLU designation.
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West of the subject property is N. Courtenay Pkwy., a State-maintained roadway. A property
improved with a professional office building and zoned BU-1 with a CC FLU is located directly
west of the subject property across N. Courtenay Parkway.

AU zoning classification encompasses lands devoted to agricultural pursuits and single-family
residential development of spacious character on 2.5 acre lots, with a minimum lot width and
depth of 150 feet. The minimum house size in AU is 750 square feet. The AU classification also
permits the raising/grazing of animals, fowl, and beekeeping.

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

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

Future Land Use

The subject property’s AU zoning classification is consistent with the NC and RES 15 Future
Land Use designation provided on the FLUM series contained within Chapter X| — Future Land
Use Element of Brevard County’s Comprehensive Plan. The applicant’s request for RU-2-15
zoning classification can be considered consistent under the existing Future Land Use.

FLUE Policy 1.2- Public Facilities and Service Requirements

Minimum public facilities and services requirements should increase as residential density
allowances become higher. The following criteria shall serve as guidelines for approving new
residential land use designations:

Criteria:

A. Adequate roadways, solid waste disposal, drainage and recreation facilities to serve the
needs of associated development shall be available concurrent with development in all
residential land use designations.

The proposed development is anticipated to create a deficiency in LOS, other than a
potential traffic concurrency issue due to the roadway being at 88% MAV utilization
currently.

The proposed development will be required to connect to Brevard County sewer
system.

B. Fire and police protection and emergency medical services to serve the needs of
associated development shall be available concurrent with development in all residential
land use designations in accordance with policies set forth in the ‘Service Delivery,
Concurrency and Growth’ section of this Future Land Use Element.
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No issues are anticipated with regards to fire and emergency medical services.

C. In the Residential 30, Residential 15, Residential 10, Residential 6 and
Residential 4 land use designations, centralized potable water and
wastewater treatment shall be available concurrent with the impact of the
development.

The proposed development will connect to Brevard County sewer via a force main
that runs along N. Courtenay Pkwy. There is also a gravity main that runs through the
subject property. Brevard County Utilities will provide the sewer service to the
property.

The proposed development is within the service area for City of Cocoa Utilities to
provide the potable water service.

D. Where public water service is available, residential development proposals
with densities greater than four units per acre shall be required to connect to a centralized
sewer system.

The density of the proposed is a maximum of thirty (30) and fifteen (15) units per acre
and will require a connection to a centralized sewer system.

FLUE Policy 2.10- Residential Development in Neighborhood Commercial and
Community Commercial Land Use Designations

Residential development or the integration of residential development with commercial
development shall be permitted in the Neighborhood Commercial and Community Commercial
land use designations, provided that the scale and intensity of the residential/mixed use
development is compatible with abutting residential development and areas designated for
residential use on the Future Land Use Map. Residential development is permissible in these
commercial land use designations at density of up to one category higher than the closest
residentially designated area on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) which is on the same side of
the street. Increases in density beyond this allowance may be considered through a public
hearing. In the CHHA, however, residential development is strictly limited to the density of the
closest residentially designated area on the FLUM that is on the same side of the street. Such
residential development, as described above, shall be allowed to utilize the following
characteristics:

Criteria:

A. Residential uses within Neighborhood Commercial and Community Commercial
designations shall be encouraged to utilize neo-traditional neighborhood development
techniques, such as narrower road rights-of-way, mid-block pedestrian pass-throughs,
alleys, smaller lot sizes, on-street parking, reduced lot line setbacks and public transit
facilities.

The owner proposes to develop a vacant, undeveloped parcel with medium and
high-density multi-family residential units. The development is proposed to have
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walkable areas for pedestrian accessibility to the on-site amenities. A Space Coast
Area Transit (SCAT) bus stop is located directly adjacent to the proposed
development across N. Courtenay Parkway.

B. Residential density bonuses as set forth in Policy 11.2 may be considered in addition to
the bonus stated in the above policy within Neighborhood Commercial and Community
Commercial designations as an incentive for redevelopment and regentrification if the
proposed development will address serious incompatibility with existing land uses, is
adequately buffered from other uses, is located along major transportation corridors, and
meets the concurrency requirements of this Comprehensive Plan.

The property is located adjacent to N. Courtenay Pkwy., classified as an urban
principal arterial road by the SCTPO.

As the property is placed under contiguous ownership and is to be developed
with internal connectivity, it can be considered to be on the same side of the
road.

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

Analysis of Administrative Policy #3 - Compatibility between this site and the existing or
proposed land uses in the area:

Compatibility shall be evaluated by considering the following factors, at a minimum:
Criteria:

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

The corridor currently operates at 88% capacity, and the proposed development is
anticipated to increase the traffic to a level of 93.57% of daily capacity. Specific
concurrency issues will be addressed at the time of site plan review. This is only a
preliminary review and is subject to change.

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

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

Only a certified MAI (Master Appraiser Institute) appraisal can determine if a
material reduction has or will occur due to the proposed request.
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C. Whether the proposed use(s) is/are consistent with an emerging or existing pattern of
surrounding development as determined through an analysis of:

% historical land use patterns;

The proposed use is not consistent with the existing pattern of surrounding
development, which is characterized as single-family residential to the east,
a medical facility to the west, and an assisted living facility to the south. The
proposed development could be considered a transition from the high
intensity uses along N. Courtenay Pkwy. and the low intensity uses to the
east which is the platted single-family residential subdivision.

There are five (5) FLU designations: Community Commercial (CC),
Neighborhood Commercial (NC), Residential 15 (RES 15), Residential 6 (RES
6) and Residential 4 (RES 4) within a 0.5-mile radius of the subject property.
RES 6 is the prominent FLU in the surrounding area on the east side of N.
Courtenay Pkwy.

There are eleven (11) zoning classifications within a 0.5-mile radius of the
subject property: RU-2-15, IN(L), BU-1, RU-1-11, RU-1-7, BU-2, EA, AU, RU-2-
10, PUD, and BU-1-A zoning classifications. RU-1-11 is the predominant
zoning on the east side of N. Courtenay Pkwy.

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

There have been three new developments within 0.5 miles of the subject
property within the last three years. Three (3) developments have been on
commercial properties with a bank, a car wash, and an assisted living facility.

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

There has not been any approved development within this area in the
preceding three (3) years that has yet to be constructed. However, there was
one zoning action:

e 25AA00030: Administrative approval on 06/23/2025 for one premise
consumption of beer and wine, 2COP, for unit #31.

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

The Board may consider whether the proposed development results in a material
violation based on Administrative Policy 5.

Analysis of Administrative Policy #4 - Character of a neighborhood or area.

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
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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.

Based on preliminary concurrency with the proposed development, MAV utilization
is shown to increase by 6.01%. The corridor is anticipated to operate at 93.57% of
capacity daily. This has the potential to cause traffic impacts that could adversely
impact the established residential areas, agricultural lands, and a residential
subdivision by introducing types or intensity of traffic, parking, or trip generation.
This is not an introduction of commercial activity within the identified boundaries
of a neighborhood.

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

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

The subject property is in a highly developed area with a mixture of
commercial and residential properties. There are a couple of subdivisions in
the area as well. There are clearly established boundaries such as roads,
canals, lakes, open spaces, 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.

The surrounding is considered a mixed area with residential and commercial
uses. The proposed use would not preclude the existence of the existing
residential neighborhood.

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.

This area is presumed to be predominantly residential. However, there are

commercial uses within the area of the subject property, along with large lot
undeveloped properties.
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Administrative Policy #5 - Transportation facilities either serving the site or impacted by
the use(s)

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;

Current traffic counts provided by SCTPO for this section of N. Courtenay Pkwy.
from Pioneer Rd. to S. Ramps (S.R.528), indicates the roadway is operating at
87.56% capacity. Approval of the rezoning request for 222 units has the
potential to increase roadway MAV utilization by 6.01%. The corridor is
anticipated to operate at 93.57% of capacity daily.

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;

Has not been evaluated at this time.
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;

Has not been evaluated at this time.

. 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;

Has not been evaluated at this time.

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;

The proposed development has the potential to cause traffic capacity issues
that potentially could impact design capabilities or a de facto change in
functional classification.

F. Whether the proposed use(s) would cause such material and adverse changes in the
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The proposed development has the potential to produce 2,308 trips daily. The
physical deterioration of the surrounding roadway has not been evaluated at
this time.

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.

This development has the potential to cause traffic impacts that could adversely
impact the safety or welfare of residents in the existing surrounding residential
neighborhoods.

Analysis of Administrative Policy #7

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

The subject parcel contains mapped National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and St. Johns
River Water Management District (SJRWMD) wetlands and hydric soils. For subdivisions
and multi-family parcels greater than five acres in area, the preceding limitation of one
dwelling unit per five (5) acres within wetlands may be applied as a maximum percentage
limiting wetland impacts to not more than 1.8% of the total non-commercial and non-
industrial acreage on a cumulative basis as set forth in Sec. 65 3694(c)(6). The entire
property is mapped within the Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Overlay.
Approximately within 660 feet of the site there is a mapped eagle nest (#BE124).

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

Preliminary Concurrency

The closest concurrency management segment to the subject property is N. Courtenay Pkwy.
(S.R. 3) between Pioneer Road and S. Ramps (S.R. 528), which has a Maximum Acceptable
Volume (MAV) of 38,430 trips per day, a Level of Service (LOS) of D, and currently operates at
87.56% of capacity daily. The maximum development potential from the proposed rezoning
increases the percentage of MAV utilization by 6.01%. The corridor is anticipated to operate at
93.57% of capacity daily.

There is the potential to have concurrency issues related to traffic at the site plan stage due to
Brevard County Code Section 62-602:

o (F)(6) states for site plans and subdivisions, the vesting provisions shall apply in the
following circumstances: (a)(1): Road Capacity: The affected roads are operating or
committed at a level equal to or less than 85 percent of the acceptable level of service.

e (F)(6)(b) Maximum capacity allotment: The threshold capacity restrictions described in
subsection (f)(6)a. of this section, a site plan or subdivision shall be allotted no more than
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25 percent of the remaining capacity of a facility. Project size shall be determined utilizing
the most restrictive of the facilities named in subsection (f)(6)a. of this section. No more
than one phase shall be approved for development until 50 percent of the residential lots
or units or commercial projects approved for that phase have been sold or developed.

Staff analysis has determined that a reduction of the proposed development, for example, to 130
multi-family units, would increase the MAV utilization by 3.01%. The corridor would be
anticipated to operate at 90.57% of capacity daily. Reduction of units may be a consideration by
the Board, and such a reduction would meet the requirement that restricts utilization of no more
than 25% of the remaining roadway capacity.

School concurrency information provided from the Brevard County School Board has determined
that Lewis Carroll Elementary School, Thomas Jefferson Middle School and Merritt Island Senior
High School are projected to have capacity for the projected and potential students from the
development.

Potable water is provided by the City of Cocoa Utilities. Centralized sewer will be provided by
Brevard County Utilities.

Summary of Mapped Resources and Noteworthy Land Use Issues:

Wetlands and Hydric Soils

Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Septic Overlay
Protected and Specimen Trees

Protected Species

For Board Consideration

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

The Board may consider the impact of increased traffic to the surrounding area and
whether measures (such as a BDP) would be appropriate and sufficient to mitigate
potential traffic LOS impacts to the area.

The section of N. Courtenay Pkwy. from Pioneer Rd. to Southern Ramps of S.R. 528 has a
current MAV utilization at 87.56% capacity, with a potential utilization increasing to 93.57%
with the proposed development. Brevard County Code Section 62-602 (F)(6)(b), regarding
maximum capacity allotment states: The threshold capacity restrictions described in
subsection (f)(6)a of this section, a site plan or subdivision shall be allotted no more than
25 percent of the remaining capacity of a facility. Project size shall be determined utilizing
the most restrictive of the facilities named in subsection (f)(6)a of this section. No more
than one phase shall be approved for development until 50 percent of the residential lots or
units or commercial projects approved for that phase have been sold or developed.

The Board should also evaluate the application based on Administrative Policy 5:In
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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 factors in Administrative Policy 5 which are based on staff preliminary
concurrency evaluation.
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NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
Zoning Review & Summary
Item No. 25200054

Applicant: Kimberly Rezanka (Owner: Merritt Bidco SPV LLC)
Zoning Request: AU to RU-2-15 with removal of BDP

Note: to develop 222 mf units (in MIRA)

Zoning Hearing: 01/12/2026; BCC Hearing: 02/05/2026

Tax ID No.: 2412106

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

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

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

Summary of Mapped Resources and Noteworthy Land Use Issues:

Wetlands and Hydric Soils

Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Septic Overlay
Protected and Specimen Trees

Protected Species

Land Use Comments:

Wetlands and Hydric Soils

A portion of the subject parcel contains mapped National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and St.
Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) wetlands and hydric soils (Myakka sand,
depressional; and Anclote sand); indicators that wetlands may be present on the property. A
wetland delineation will be required prior to any land clearing activities, site plan design,
or building permit submittal.

Per Section 62-3694(c)(1), residential land uses within wetlands shall be limited to not
more than one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) acres unless strict application of this policy
renders a legally established parcel as of September 9, 1988, which is less than five (5) acres,
as unbuildable. For subdivisions and multi-family parcels greater than five acres in area,
the preceding limitation of one dwelling unit per five (5) acres within wetlands may be
applied as a maximum percentage limiting wetland impacts to not more than 1.8% of the
total non-commercial and non-industrial acreage on a cumulative basis as set forth in
Sec. 65 3694(c)(6). Any permitted wetland impacts must meet the requirements of Section 62-
3694(e) including avoidance of impacts and will require no net loss mitigation in Brevard
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County in accordance with Section 62-3696. The applicant is encouraged to contact NRM
at 321-633-2016 prior to any plan or permit submittal.

Indian River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Septic Overlay

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

Protected and Specimen Trees

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

Protected Species

Federally and/or state protected species may be present on the property. Specifically, there is
a mapped eagle nest (#BE124) within 660 feet of the site. The applicant should obtain any
necessary permits or clearance letters from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at 352-406-6780
prior to any plan, permit submittal, or development activity, including land clearing.
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Planning and Development Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

. ,- ‘ reva rd Buildin%1A4, \R;ioeor;
—— - Florida 32940

(321)633-2070 Phone / (321)633-2074 Fax
https://www.brevardfl.gov/PlanningDev

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Addendum 25200054 Merritt Bidco SPV, LLC

This addendum is provided to address comments and statements made during the Planning and Zoning
Board public hearing and to clarify staff's analysis regarding traffic concurrency, transportation impacts,
Comprehensive Plan consistency, and applicable zoning approval criteria for the subject rezoning request.
The applicant’s representative, Kim Rezanka, stated during the hearing that she does not believe traffic
concerns are an issue that can be considered at this stage. However, these concerns are applicable under
Administrative Policies 3 and 4, which address neighborhood and area impacts. Administrative Policy 5
further requires that, when reviewing a rezoning request, the impacts of the proposed use on transportation
facilities be considered, including adopted levels of service, roadway capacity and construction quality, public
safety, and whether projected traffic would materially and adversely affect surrounding residential
neighborhoods. At the time of rezoning, no traffic study or transportation analysis has been submitted to
demonstrate compliance with these criteria (nor is one required as part of this application). Therefore, staff
defers to the Board for this determination.

The applicant stated a willingness to provide proportionate fair-share contributions and to extend Pioneer
Road, including extending or improving the northbound turn lane, and to complete any transportation
improvements required by the County. Staff notes that while such statements indicate a willingness to
address future impacts, no formal commitment, proportionate fair-share agreement, or traffic mitigation plan
has been submitted for review at the rezoning stage. The applicant provided a concept plan for illustrative
purposes only. Staff notes that the concept plan is non-binding and has not been reviewed for compliance
with the Land Development Regulations. As this request is not for a Planned Unit Development, which allows
for conditions of approval, there is no mechanism to establish conditions as part of the Board's approval of
this rezoning request, nor is there a Preliminary Development Plan (as opposed to a nonbinding conceptual
plan).

The applicant stated a willingness to provide a fifty (50) foot setback along the northern property boundary to
remain undisturbed, as well as a one hundred (100) foot buffer along the eastern boundary, including a fifteen
(15) foot landscaped buffer combined with storm water retention ponds and vegetation, to preserve tree
canopy adjacent to nearby residences and provide separation from parking areas and a proposed single-story
clubhouse. While these buffering concepts may address compatibility concerns, any such commitments would
need to be memorialized through enforceable conditions, such as a Binding Development Plan, in order to be
binding and tracked through subsequent development review.

The proposed development includes three-story residential buildings with primary access from North
Courtenay Parkway. The applicant cited Housing Element Objective 4 of the Comprehensive Plan, which
encourages providing adequate lands for residential uses and a variety of housing types. Staff notes,
however, that Policy 4.1 under Objective 4 also requires that residential development occur where public
facilities and services are available at adopted levels of service. Based on staff's analysis, the affected
roadway operating at approximately 88 percent capacity exceeds the 85 percent threshold identified in
Section 62-602 and raises concerns regarding the availability of transportation facilities at adopted levels of
service, which is inconsistent with Policy 4.1(B).

Pursuant to Administrative Policy 2, staff is required to analyze rezoning applications for consistency with
Comprehensive Plan policies, zoning approval criteria, and other applicable written standards. Based on the
policies cited above, staff notes that traffic, roadway capacity, and drainage impacts are applicable

considerations at the rezoning stage, even if detailed engineering analysis would occur during later phases of
development review. The Board may consider memorializing any commitments offered by the applicant 526



regarding traffic mitigation, roadway improvements, buffering, or proportionate fair-share contributions through
an enforceable mechanism such as a Binding Development Plan in order to ensure consistency with
applicable policies and allow for effective review and enforcement during subsequent development approvals.
Alternatively, the applicant could submit a request for a Planned Unit Development, which would allow
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan while allowing clustering where appropriate. Such a PUD
application would also allow the applicant the opportunity to demonstrate consistency with policies referenced
above through the approval of the associated Preliminary Development Plan (PDP), and give the Board the
opportunity to condition approval based on circumstances in the area. It should be noted, however, that this
would be a distinct application from the one at hand, and would require a new application and new review.
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A5 FOALAS

o 5L TOR FLOO OCTENUUATON, COMSULT TWE LOCAL
- S
TN 5 RS S N TG AeRGAn TRLL WOVMACE LIS ay1h TTAE COMTMINT

o [
7. UNOROROLND UTLITY LOCATIONS AAT DASCD 04 VSILL WARAIRS AND 80 NO) AIPAISIHT A COMPALHINSTA
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RESOLUTION NO. Z -6584
On motion of Commissioner York , seconded by
Commissioner Wickham , the following resolution was
unanimously adopted:
WHEREAS, AIMA E. FIELD, TRUSTEE
has/have applied for a change of classification from AU to RU-2-15 to ALL AU
with a Conditional Use Permit for a Clinic and a Conditional Use Permit for a Hospital

on property described as SEE ATTACHED LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Section 14 Township 24 S, Range 36 E, and,

WH'EPJS{.S, a public hearing of the Brevard County Planning and
Zoning Board was advertised and held, as required by law, and
after hearing all interested parties and considering the adjacent
areas, the Planning and Zoning Board recommended that the appli-
cation be *approved and,

WHEREAS, the Board, after considering said application and
the Planning and Zoning Board's recommendation and hearing all
interested parties and after due and proper consideration having
been given to the matter, find that the application should be

*approved , now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard
County, Florida, that the requested change of classification § CUP's
be *approved and, that the zoning classification relating
to the above described property be changed to AU
and the Planning and Zoning Director 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 22, 1983.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Brevard County, Florida

ATTEST: by VAL M. STEELE
Chairman

R. C. WINSTFAD, JR., Clerk

by D.C.

(SEAL)

(Hearing - November 29, 1983 ) = j :L

*Approved subject to a Binding Site Plan showing access and a 50 ft. landscaped
buffer .

I 7-6584
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Wuesthoff Menmrlal“Hospita.l

Post Office Bar & 110 Lonhgwood Avenue Rockdedge. Florida 312055 30516882211

December 14, 1981

Mr. James Ford

Srevard County Directer of Plamning & Zoaing
2575 W. Comrtenmay Parkway

Merrict Island, Plorida 32952

Subject: Binding Sice Plan - Wueschoff Project
Stace Route 3} and Pioneer Road

Deatr Mr. Vord:

Please consider the following informatiem as part of the Binding 3ite
Plan for Wuesrhoff Hospital in its requast for zoniag modifications
of the approximete fourteen (14) acres loceted eant of State Route 3
and north of Courtenay Parkway.

1. ¥o incinevation facility has heen planned for nerx
will {t be included in that project.

2. In referemce to & heliport, the hospital has net
applied for and does mor plan to apply for approval te
eatablish & belipad at thac faeility.

3. As it relstes to haight considerations, the hospital
does not plan, nor will they build, a facllity higher
chan four (&) stories ou the six (6) acres included
ia the Binding Sits Plan for development for inictial
phases and will oot build Eacilities om the remainder
of the fouxteen (14) plus or minus scres in excess of
tws (2) scorles.

All other items cthat were previcusly stated in the Binding Site Plan remain
accurate and are totally ecceptable to Woesthoff Hospitsl as firm commit-
ments &8 it relates to .that progras.

1 am hopeful that thie will sddress tbe remsginming issuss that needed to

be clarifiad in order for your office and the County Commissioners tc feml
that Wuesthoff ts sincerly foterested in compliance with reasonable requests
and stipulacions to be included as part of our Binding Site Plan.




Mr. James Ford

Brevard County DPirector of Planning & Zoning
December 14, 1983

Page 2

Should you need additional information, please bring this to my attemntiom
at your earliest convenience so that we might take the necessary steps to
assure full information available to your office and the Commissiom prier
to the next meeting on December 22, 1983. I remain,

Sinc

ert 0. Carman
President

ROC/sr

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME this /4 LA day of December,

Suneat Bt

NOTARY PUBLIC

1983.

'ﬂ'!ﬁ"&‘ﬁlllﬁmﬁu
My Commission Expires Moy 17 1587

BOMDED THAU AQENTS NOTARY BROMERAGE
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SURVEYOR'S DESCRIPTION:

A parcel of land lyirg in the Northwest k of Section 14, Towmship 24 South,
Range 36 Rast, Brevard County, Florida, lying East of che right-of-way of
State Road No. 3 ( a 100,00 foot right-of-way), South of the south lipe of

the plat of 'Villa de Palmas Unlt No. 1" and its westerly extension of

sold south lino as vecorded in Plac Book 20, Page 45 of tha Public Reeords of
Brevaxd County, Florlda, West of che plat of “Kalntrec-by-the-Lake" as recorded
in Plat Book 29, Pagas 24 and 25 of sald Publlc Records, and North of the
north line of an existing Sctate Road Department ditch right-of-way as recorded
in 0.R. Back 248, Page 265 of soid Public Reeords, said parcel being more
fully described as follows:

Deing at the intersection of the norch line of said State Road Departmenc
dicch rlght-of=way with the costerly right-of-vay-1line of State Rond No. 3
thence Novtherly, along said coscerly right-of-woy line, a distance of 850
feet, more o less, to an intcrsection with sald westerly extension of the
south 1ine of the plat of "Villa de Palmas Unit No. 1"; thence Easterly,
along satd weatorly extension and sald sonth line, a distance of 890 feet,
more or less, to an intersection with the west line of said plet of "Raintree-
by-the-Lake' jthence Southerly, along said west line, a distance of B30 fect,
more or less, to an intcrsection with the aforesald norch Lline of said State
Road Department ditch right-of-way line; thence Wosterly, along sald north line,
2 distance of 77¢ feet; more or lass, to the Point-of-Begininnglag,

Containfng 15 acres, mota or 1658, and being subject to any casements ond/or rights-
of-way of recorded and the findinge of an accurate survey.

SURVEYOR'S WOTES: _ |

1. The information eh»m depicts the Surveyor's Description hereon and
13 not intended to reprcsent a boundnry survey.

2. Title report not furnished.

3. Subjoct to cascmenta and/or tights-of-ways of recorded.

PION ECEL ROo4D

Addicional relaced services and hospital beds will be comsidered for future
plose development, depending on need of the Merritt Island community and
receipt of approvals from regulatory agencies.

< ;,o: HeE £ SOUTH LIIE OF TUE PLAT OF YL OE B0LMAS LRIT KO /1
/ EasTERLY” oo’ = i
— .i—-a‘S‘
|_ e svecea—
Y
% i
9 ’ i o
. \l‘ m
$ N XA
3 I
bl N -
) Vg -
") N NN n g
R e e e e uy N < =
N | MR @ G
Ny Q(\l - 3=
| N o3
R N %Q‘ °J
| Ry X z B
N (]
VLI TIAE  PdASE * ] é(l &é E [
OEVEL O IEIT oy S ()
\‘}i (EHERGENCY ROOM AND OUT-PATIENT CARE PACILITIES) % §}Q k:(\)
R N Qv %
N a3 N %]
I N =
0 N N
b .
, | ; >
: X <
. N 2
R 3 (<SR Dr—— "
I - o
8 | 2 <
WESTERLY, PO = (8
ol
o
Z
=
(®]
"
2
-}
1]
g
[
<]
F4
w
°
o

MO~
7-6584

ENGINEERING Group INC.

BUSSEN

ROTES . .
1. Heignt of building will not exceced 4 scories within

6 acre parcel encompassing initial phase of development.
2.Height of building will not exceed 2 storles outside of
said 6 acre parcel. B
3.No applications will be made for heliport. -
4.No incimerator wlll be allowed anywhere on the property.

BINDING SITE PLAN

Bachon 7T
Revieved by: _ G TE.

Posted by: 2k
Date; _4

LPPEOLAL LA/ /T Y
ATELLYTT (SLALD S/7E&
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RESOLUTION NO. Z-10781(26)

On motion by Commissioner Pritchard, seconded by Commissionér Scarborough, the following resolution was adopted
by a unanimous vote:

WHEREAS, at the direction of the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County and pursuant to the provisions of
Ordinance 99-43, adopted August 3, 1999, the following proposal was submitted:

Removal of Conditional Use Permit Z-6584 for Clinic & Hospital
on property owned by Weusthoff Memorial Hospital, Inc. and described as Section 14, Township 24, Range 36, Parcel 259; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing of the Brevard County Planning and Zoning Board was advertised and held, as required by
law, and after hearing all interested parties and considering the adjacent areas, the Planning and Zoning Board recommended that
the -application be approved and,

WHEREAS, the Board, after considering said application and the Planning and Zoning Board's recommendation and
hearing all interested parties and after due and proper consideration having been given to the matter, find that the application
should be Denied, now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida, that the requested Removal of
Conditional Use Permit Z-6584 for Clinic & Hospital be DENIED, and that the zoning classification relating to the above
described property remain unchanged, and the Planning and Zoning Official 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 March 6, 2003.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Brevard County, Florida
As Approved by the Board on March 6, 2003.

by JACKIE COLON

ot
(SEAL) | 2_“ 078‘ L;b) ?/Méw /%L)

(Hearing - February 10, 2003)

ATTEST:

539
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Brevard County Property Appraiser-- Online Real Estate Property Card Page 1 ot 2

Jim Ford, C.E.A,
RProparty Appraiser
Brevard: County, Fl

[Property Research] [Map Search] [Maps & Dara] [Unusable Property] [Tax Authorities] [What's New] [Links]
General Parcel Information for 24-36-14-00-00259.0-0000.00

”Parcel Id: }24-36—14-00—00259-0-0000.00_;[Map[[i_’ﬁil]age Code:;[2200§[Exempﬁon:.'|]ﬂlse Code: 9909 ]
[Property Address:| | ] [Tax Account: 2412106
Owner Information Legal Description
EOw & Nanie: WUESTHOFF MEMORIAL [PARTOFS120FNW I/4EOF STRD 3 AS
i ‘ HOSPITAL INC | DESC IN ORB 2478 PGS 2258 2260 & 2262
(Second Name: | — ] EXC ORB 2656 PG 360PAR 279
[Third Name: || ]
Mailing i
Address: | P O BOX 565002
i, State,  |ROCKLEDGE, FL 32956 |
ipcode: |

Value Summary for 2002 Land Information
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School Board of Brevard County Brovard

eva a
2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way -« Viera, FL 32940-6699 P{lbli(fd

Dr. Mark J. Rendell, Ed.D., Superintendent Schools.

November 20, 2025

Ms. Desiree Jackson, Planner |

Planning & Development Department

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Building A, Room 114

Viera, Florida 32940

RE: Proposed Range Water Merritt Island Development
School Impact Analysis —Capacity Determination CD-2025-23

Dear Ms. Jackson,

We received a School Facility Planning & Concurrency Application for the referenced
development on November 19, 2025 for the subject property consisting of Tax
Account 2412106 (Parcel ID: 24-36-14-00-259), containing approximately 11.24 acres
in District 2, Brevard County, Florida. The maximum number of units permitted for
development by this proposal is 222 multi-family units. The School Impact Analysis of
this portion of the proposed development has been undertaken and the following
information is provided for your use.

The calculations used to analyze the prospective student impact are consistent with
the methodology outlined in Section 13.2 and Amended Appendix “A"-School District
Student Generation Multiplier (approved April 11, 2022) of the Interlocal Agreement
for Public School Facility Planning & School Concurrency (ILA-2014). The following
capacity analysis is performed using capacities/projected students as shown in years
2025-26 to 2029-30 of the Brevard County Public Schools Financially Feasible Plan
for School Years 2024-25 to 2029-30 which is attached for reference.

Multi-Family Apartments 222
Student Calculated 1\?1:)1;11::::‘: ¢
Students Generated Generation Students
Students
Rates Generated

Generated

Elementary 0.11 24.42 24

Middle 0.02 4.44 4

High 0.05 11.1 11

Total 0.18 39

Facilities Services, Planning & Project Management
Phone: (321) 633-1000, x11418
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School Board of Brevard County EB;V\ev;E\

2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way « Viera, FL 32940-6699 Public. |~
Dr. Mark J. Rendell, Ed.D., Superintendent Schools, |

At the October 20, 2025, Capital Outlay Committee (COC) meeting, committee
members reviewed and discussed methods to incorporate charter school capacity into
the district's school concurrency review process. The COC unanimously approved
using the Brevard

Charter Schools From Analysis, Fall Final Membership Count, which is published in
the District's Student Accommodation Plan annually, to determine charter
percentages. The Charter School From Analysis is attached for your reference.

The following analysis is performed using the annually published table from the
District's SY2025-2026 Student Accommodation Plan, Section 4, the Brevard Charter
Schools: From Analysis, Fall Final Membership Count, which illustrates the number of
students from each traditional school concurrency service area (CSA) (attendance
boundary or zone) attending the district's public charter schools and the total
percentage of students from each school attendance boundary currently attending
charter schools. The percentages shown are the actual percentage of resident public
school students attending charter schools from each school CSA. The number of
students highlighted in green indicates the number of students expected to attend
Charter schools which are subtracted from the projected number of students affecting
the BPS traditional schools affected by the development.

Facilities Services, Planning & Project Management
Phone: (321) 633-1000, x11418
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School Board

of Brevard County

2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way ¢ Viera, FL 32940-6699
Dr. Mark J. Rendell, Ed.D., Superintendent

FISH Capacity (including relocatable classrooms) from the

Financially Feasible Plan (FFP) Data and Analysis for School Years 2025-26 to 2029-

30
School 2025-26  2026-27 2027-28 2028-29  2029-30
Carroll Affected 751 751 761 751 751
Jefferson School 873 873 873 874 873
Merritt Island (CSAs) 1,966 1,966 1,966 1,966 1.966
Projected Student Membership

School 2025-26 2026-27  2027-28  2028-29__2029:30 |
Carroll 624 607 576 546 488
Jefferson 481 450 437 513 528
Merritt Island 1,328 1,272 1,231 1,149 1,135

Students Generated by Newly Issued SCADL Reservations Since FFP

School 2025-26 2026-27  2027-28 2028-29  2029-30
Carroll - 22 22 22
Jefferson 2 2 2 2 2
Merritt Island 3 3 14 14 14
Cumulative Total Public School Students Generated by

Proposed Development
School 2025-26  2026-27 2027-28 2028-29 2029-30
Carroll - 24 24 24
Jefferson - - 4 4 4
Merritt Island - - 11 11 11

Cumulative Public CHARTER School Students Generated by

Proposed Development
School % to Charters 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28  2028-29  2029-30
Carroll 1.4% - - 0 0 0
Jefferson / 1.4% - 0 0 0

% of students Merritt Islan 0.0% - - - -

—

leaving each CSA
to attend Charter

Total Projected Student Membership (includes

FISH
Capacity

Projected
Number of
Students

+ Students
expected from
previous
reservations

+ Total number of
students
expected to be
generated from
this development

- % of students
leaving each CSA
to attend Charter

Schools Cumulative Impact of Proposed Development)
School 2025-26 2026-27  2027-28 2028-29  2029-30
Carroll 624 607 622 592 534
Jefferson 483 452 443 519 534
Merritt Island 1,331 1,275 1,256 1,174 1,160
Projected Available Capacity =
FISH Capacity - Total Projected Student Membership

School 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28 2028-29  2029-30 |
Carroll 127 144 129 159 217
Jefferson 390 421 430 354 339
Merritt Island 635 691 710 792 806

Facilities Services, Planning & Project Management
Phone: (321) 633-1000, x11418
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= Total numpber of
students
projected ta BPS
Traditional
Schools

Capacity - Total
(Table 1-Table 6) =
Number of
available seats

546

) g



School Board of Brevard County BE ,Sf\e'md\
2700 Judge Fran Jamieson Way « Viera, FL 32940-6699 Public ,Hf'

Dr. Mark J. Rendell, Ed.D., Superintendent SEhOOl\w

At this time, Lewis Carroll Elementary School, Thomas Jefferson Middle School
and Merritt Island Senior High School are projected to have enough capacity for
the total of projected and potential students from the Range Water Merritt Island
development.

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

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

Sincerely,

/ N _» ' ] el
,&—é{/?’ / f/J{z{k
Karen M. Black, AICP
Manager — Facilities Planning & Intergovernmental Coordination

Planning & Project Management, Facilities Services

Enclosure: Brevard County Public Schools Financially Feasible Plan for School
Years 2024-25 to 2029-30
Brevard Public Schools: Brevard Charter Schools: From Analysis, Fall
Final Membership Count-October 14, 2024

Copy:

Susan Hann, P.E., AICP, Assistant Superintendent of Facility Services
File CD-2025-23

David G. Lindemann, AICP
Director of Planning & Project Management, Facilities Services
File CD-2025-23

Facilities Services, Planning & Project Management
Phone: (321) 633-1000, x11418
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Range Water Merritt Island
Location Map

] _i.".--:

y
Legend

Schools

TYPE

| rg ELEMENTARY
i{ ‘ MIDDLE

= = ‘ IR SR HIGH
il_ ‘ HIGH

‘ CHARTER

|

hﬁ’il_fliﬂs N_ =

K

.. parcels

— '1r|'mnr|'d;|; L34

Comnelop! o

CD-2025-23
222 Mulb-Family Apartments

si=l= ‘,'Z"r&ﬂm_::

Schools Affected by Development:
Lewis Carroll Elementary School
Jefferson Middle School

Merritt Island Senior High School

| 8
F ! Eh Tami_
= e~ T3 s O T
— [ EEEEEERESEFALE I
40 007 015 0.3 045 0.6
Miles

Planning & Project Management
Drawn By: Karen Black
November 20, 2025

548



1 29eq veoz/et/eT B / S2INI3S SauIjoey “
n
£69'LE 0E9'EY == 8ZV'LE SEE'E I 9L8'ZF E88'0E ars v 90LZp $iejo) AMEjuoins
%8F  BEE Gid WEF  £5E GhL gL WS IeE Gl Skl SiL %00l | 8d | Aelueweg
%56 1YL sey'L A6 96T ey _degt L] VA 4 A S 11 3 1 . (323 %00k oy Amuawag
5 2ot 0€0'L I 0E0’L 0£0°L 6.6 0€0'L oE0"t 0E0'L %004 o) hejuawag
%Z8 599 [E:] %08 69 L8 118 %sL 19 3K} e L18 %004 9)d | Aejuaweg
b0 S90°} 20l _ N5 886 900°} M| 968 . %88 89/ vi8 o] e 4724 %001 Fid | Aeuswsg
%ES 06 016 %G5 86% 016 0l6 %HS  ObS 016 0i6 016 %004 gy leuawsg
%zl 06 [27] %Zi  L6E b T 9L Oy %7 s [T %001 o) | Amuswag
%Ll 9ES {17} %0 DEG 78 3 [::73 7 56. 582 854 %004 oM | Amuaworg asnung|
: ace’L €5e'L ! QET'L A EEL'L 620°L Sb0°L 156 %001 | &Md  AEwewss esuung
%8 TES 609 225 609 609 %S 028 608 609 %004 | SMd  Amuowag PoOMIDYS
%S9 LOE L9y §0E 19y I (14 | %8s ele 19y 19y %00t | Oid  Amuowos) wed Bag
%85 6.5 866 009 866 866 €€9 866 866 %001 | oMd | Amuswag uinies
%8s IS S8 9Ly 58, s8. 66% S8 s8L %00L | 9Md | AEuswa3 [eqes
%eS  PIE 665 SOE 865 665 62 665 665 %004 g | Aewsws|3 Jianasooy
%26 006 166 e “ies 188 vig ieg i EEL %00L )d | Aeusway TN
%89 O0E9 zes €9 2€6 ZE6 19 26 ze6 %00l | 9d | Aewewal3 18nD
%8 oz zs8 260 258 I _..2s8 6.9 258 258 %001 | 9Md | AEwewslg JeqelEl Hod
%06 1SS €19 [ £19 i €i8 " GES €19 £L9 %001 9)d | Aeuawey poomauld
%09 18§ £86 165 €86 £86 108 £86 £86 %001 | 9)d | Aejuswelz wa|3 Aeg wied
) 59 s8Iy _¥S9 ys9 %l E8F ys9 | ¥59 %004 gNd | Aejusweng 82321 Ueas)
S6v 714 896 896 %l 06F 896 896 %004 9-Md | Aejuswai3 $ed ¥eQ
9l 09y szl 514 (A2 [:1 4] szL %004 oMd | Aeluswola swin
1€ 6ee 104 . 404 48 0L 204 %001 9xd | Aewawspz PN
165 865 (£ ves 595 ¥28 ¥e8 %004 gX Amuswalg,  Alewid sugmopeapy
804 $0L 00’ #00'4 a7 $00') #00' %004 g€  Alejuowal3 ajeIpsuLsiu| BUEiMOpESN
4Ll soL  _ 8E8 | L e8 9¢L  BEB 8€8 %001 9dd | Aeuewer3 SN
188 Z€6 866 966 086 866 866 %00L 9y | Amuswseg anjeuey
SES 825 062 064 6Y5 062 062 %00l | 9Md | Arejuews|g jesiBuo
[T 185 268 ! 268 585 268 z68 %00l Md | Aewewsl3 Jminge)
2000 6bbL 6501 901"t 290°s 616 aLo'L 06 %00l | 9Md | Aewawel3 sopdng
%EL  ¥BS 909 86 86. 1p9 B6L 86. %00L ¥ | Aruawalg anueelpy|
%Ll TS S 62, 62L I 109 622 | 62L %001 9y | Aejuswal] saje)s3 [euadw)
%85 ISE ¥9€ 509 509 ] 80 509 509 %001  9Id | Aewawa3 PUB|IOH]
%EL  8SY vor 629 629 azy 629 629 %001 9Md - Aeuswall Ao sogieq
%.9 I8 005 YRRl | a7 08y 2L 111 %001 Md  Aelusws|3 a9
%ty B0E ZEE 1z [A¥) (23 Y] [§V) %0014 gy Aeuswsg T}
%.G LS £9¥ 684 684 Qv 682 682 %004 oMd | Aeuswag uayined
HIL PSS 485 seL il 62L £95 (it 624 %001 oM Aeuswalg ssndioug
%EL  BOL 62/ 896 896 052 896 696 %001 g)d | Aewswey moABspUS
%E8 608 164 086 A18 681 086 262 086 086 %00l | 9Md | Amusiiay Rioaoong
%9 88¥ 2\ 56 %65 B9 S6L Il o S6L S6L %00L | 9Md | Aewews|3| u0i0ID
%0y 60§ pLLL e vy %8y OFS Vi 1€S vLLL yiLL %00L | 9Md | Aewswal3 jeasg
%9 £l [¥V) 89% [4¥] %19 bl bz voy 1V} 493 %001 o) Aeusws|3 euinbo
98 6£8 6L S6L i W L) 1 289 [1:73 152 %00l | 9Md | Aeeusj3) EquInjeg
9vE €15 SPE €48 © %E9  0OSE €15 T €6 €29 €18 %001 9-3d | Aeuswel3 ¢ isfuayeys
a8y [£:73 Elgs 152 Wil 9.8 162 109 162 152 %001 oM | Aeawslg fouen
912 0.5 LT 018 | %6Y 62 _ o8 vz 0. 0is %001 oNd | Aeusuialg| moin adeg
995 i8) 965 I8l %89  BES 182 108 182 T Ich %00, | 9Md | Aejuewaly afpuquie))|
98¢ L7} B86€ 192 %S Elp 192 zer 192 [5:7] %001 | 9Md | Amuswaial uognpny|
815 6eL_ 065 6€L | _wie 665 BEL . €9  BEL 6€L %00L . 9)d | Amjuswe)g SuEny
o8 206 v6r Z06 %I 8IS 206 055 206 f 206 %00+ @M | AeusweE| opody)
06¢ 164 Loy 182 %4S 6l 154 [:1:14 182 150 162 %00L | 9M | Aiejusweg uosIapLY|
[V 154 569 LG4 i 08% \SL 059 57 412 [4:73 %001 od | Aeuaweig oy
_ SERATY FMARG AdUBLIMIUNT [00RG AdBjUAWA[Y
UGTEZANN GOIERIN VORETINA USHEZINN UoREIInN UenEmRN g
Koeden :“.”.__Wuumh“m IMWM.."__”%E Ayjoedey :_oh«.wvwh“m :b_unw”nw. Kyjoeden :.”."”uo.ﬂﬂ..n E_u”_”nw_ Ajjorden :n“.__uooho.u b_u”“”ﬂ fyoeden :.”_.Muo—o._n_ Eoﬂ.ﬂw_ fjjoeden -sequiely Ayoedeg :“w“unmm sapeln adk) |ooyag
{0l 1oL sidemnd | o T auepmg  Hsiaming| T epmis WSl eamind | Tl wepmis  HSE M| T T HSI4 nezinn
0€-6Z0Z JE8A 100YDS §2-820Z 126A 100U98 82-1Z0Z 120 |0049S 12-9Z0Z JE9 |00YDS 82-5Z0Z JESA 190U9S SZ-bZ0Z 1€8A 10098
T00% %66 %00} %86 %76 %56 TE00UIS I
%SL %hll %08 %08 %18 %18 S100Y3S UBIH 1S /17 uoiezn 1saubiy
%66 %16 (= YA %66 %001 %E8 “5j003S 3|ppiN uciiEzifin 1saubiy
%004 %00+ %001 %004 %66 %504 'sjooyag Alejuswalg uaneziin jseybiy
0E-6Z0Z 62-820Z 821202 12-9202 9Z-6202 sZ-pz0Z Aewwng

s[ooyos

A1qnd
pIeAdlg

——

0€-620% 01 3-730% SI8a) [00YDS 10 SISA[eUy pue Ble(q
9JIAIIG JO [9A9TT % (T Y3 UBY) J9MO'T S9je} UOIIBZI[II() UTBJUTRIA O, UB[J 9[qIsed,| A[[eroueul]

s[o0yos 21[qnd £juno) paessxgq



z3fed vz0z/6T/T1 AN / $33IAI3S S

suone)s Juspnys ggl pasodoud ayj 1) paisnipe s Alloeded palojaey 8y | *9Z-GZ0Z J0) B0UAIIS JO [00YIS BUINOGIBIA IS8 8 uado ) pauue|d SI UONIPPE WOVISSED Y '6
“apisAeg 1o} pasadoid ale swaoissed a|geIeso|al [00UdS YUBIH 6 PUE () [0040S 2|PPIA 1ISeMLINaS ‘s|poyag Alejuaiualg () spisisap pue ‘(g) Jauin] (§) asuung ‘(g) Jendnp ‘(g) Bigunjad Joj pajoafoid aie SWOOISSE(D B]EIPaULaIUl L] JO (10] B '0E-6202 1eak [ooyss Jo4
ouog UbiH spisfeq Joj) pasodoid ale SWOOISSE|D 9|qeIBIC|a) [004oS Yl g pue (g} |0oyos a|p| 1semuynos 'sjooyos Aseuawal3 (G) apisisaan puE '(G) Jeuin] '(g) esuung '(z) Biawry ‘(g) sendnr '(Z) eiquinjoy Joj pajoaloid aJe SWOOISSEID SjeIpaLLIaIUl 6Z JO [B10] B '62-8Z0 JB8A [0049S 104
'Jooyas uybiH apisfeq Joj pasodoid ase swooissep a|qelesojal [00Yas YBH € pue sjooyds Aseuawa|3 (§) apisisap pue (1) Jouin) (p) asuung ‘(g) erainy (z) Jondnr Joj pajosiord sie SWooISSEIQ S)RIPBWIBIU G| O IO} B ‘gZ-L20T JBaA [00UDS 404
“sjooyag Alejuswal3 () apIsiIsapn pue (z) asuung ‘() Bisjaly ‘(z) 1endnr o) pajoslold ale SWOOISSE(D S]RIPSWIBIL 6 JO [B10] € */Z-920Z JB8A [00Yas 104
() |o0YaS a|PPIN BIAIA PUE Sjo0UDS AR|UaWwal] (1) apIsisapy pue ‘(g) esuung ‘(2) esaimy () Jandnr o} psjosiold aie SWOCISSE(O 2)BIpalliaul gl JO [210] B ‘9Z-620Z JB2A [00Y2S 104
SUONEIS JUBPNIS GZ = SWOOJSSE|0 8|qBIED0(8! (Z|-6 SaPeID) [00ydS YBIH pUe ‘SLoREls JUspms ZZ = SWOOISSE|D 8|qeIess|as (g-F SapeID) S1Blpalusalul 'SUOHEIS Juspn)s gl = (£-) SapeID) swooIsse|d ajqejedojal Arewtd -
‘SuapNIS [RUOIPPE BlepoWWOdE 0] suondo J5aq ay) Joj pazhjeue Bulag aie sjooyds 8say ] "YmosB parosfosd sjepowwoaae o) papsau 8q pinom sabiutio Bumelio) ay) 'sieak G e @Y1 10j Pesn ale SWO0JSSe|d B|qBIBO0[aI AJUO )|
paysiiqese usaq Jusey Bunuy j9exa ay) Ing 'YimosB aimnj ay) Joj pauued S| [0040S AIBJUBWSIS BBIE LINOS Y *SWODISSEID 8jqeiedojal ppe lo ‘sabueya Alepunoq souepusiie Juswejdw) ‘Apides Wweessseo |EL0NIPPE PPE PINOD PIEq |00LOS 8} '81BINJE ie suonaalord uapnis )| ‘g
*A1BSS903U SE SUO(E|S JUSPNIS 81NN PPE 0] PLUNSSE 1e SWIOOISSe|D 9|qe1ean|ay pue Ajoede) JUSUBWLIS '93IAISS |0 [9A97 %00L SUI UBY] Jamo] S31J UONEZ||IIN UIBjulew o} Japio U] g
"YImolD) |00YDS JaHeyD -
S|00YIS BIUBPURNIE JIBY] U} SNUNUOD O] PSWNSSE BIE SSS53IPPE JUSPMIS papoooabuoy -
*JUBJSUO0D UBWa! 0) PAWNSSE aJe SUsd]jed S0UBPUI|IE O /WOI juaung -
JUE]SUOD Bg O} PSLINSSE B18 JAGLINU JUSW||0JUB (SJUBJUI UM SIUSPN|S 10} 31e0Aep) Hy pue (uspebuspuiy-aid) Yd -
:si0108) Bumojjo) ay) Buisn pasnipe usyy ale sajewnss solydesbowaq smueq ‘4
apoo diz Aq sa)el yuig Alunog pJeasig -
sajey [BAINNG UOLOD) / Sa1RY AIGOI 1UapnIS -
seaJe 20JM9s AoUaLNouod Bulpuodsaliod pue sassalppe Juapnis diysiaquisiy jjed -
(WDS) sIaydn UONEIBUAD) JUBPNIS ADUBLINDUDD 00YDS AIUNOY piers)d -
SUONJIPSUNE JUBWLIBADS) 2007 AJUNOY pleAalg woJ) suoaslold Juawdojaraq -
:ejep Bumojjoy ay) BuizAjeue Ag suonendod Juapnis ainjny saleWiSa §|H0JY J0) uoisualx3 Buliseasiod jusw|jomy aus|ooyos salydesbowaq siaed ‘e
“($202/bL/0L) 1UnoD diysiaquisiy [euld [[ed Y} woyy papiodal s) diysiaquwaly Juapns ‘g
edes a|qeleoojai pue JusuBWISY ‘AjloedeD 3|qejRo0|a) paIoIO.) By} pue Ajoeden Juauewsad paioioe) ay) Jo wns ay) s| Ayoede] HSI “|

"YZ0Z '€} 1AQUWIATN 4O Se SSeqeIEp HSIH Sy} woy papodal ale G2-pZ0g J0j SaN

SajoN
| L1559 LiL'en [ ag'ye Sei'en | BEL'YY I BZIED 1z0'e I ¥il't9  9iv'es | sjEin) paeasig]
[ HEE YL’y I LEE veL'Y | LIS | [ oLy 1 0S8'E BLO'Y I 931043 JO 5100435
WSL SE6 vae'L WL SF6 vaz L =Tl St6 %S EC vaz'\ L8 ¥a2't %06 Zhel  uBHIS
%B8  G¥6 LI0'L %88 S¥E _ 110} ) /) %88  §¥6 1201 \ ors 400°) %06 Zi-L | YBIH IS /|
%e8 629 092 %c8 929 092 %Z8 629 %Z8  S29 092 509 ¥59 %001 oM Aeuewalg 8UINOGIN IHAA
%BL 96 6€9 %8. 96 6£9 %8 96Y 9L 96¥ 6£9 691 6€9 %001 gy | Aeyuswsig aye] yIneg
%GB 98 695 %S8 98 695 _wSB  B8p | css ey 5 I [%:14 695 %001 oy | Aeuswsg UoSUMNS
i8I Sl %8 by Siv %8 Wi %8 WiF iy aov Sl %001 9y | Aewswag £ wopasiy
| (seaqy 901A195 ADUALINOUGY) JON]) adI0YD) JO S[00YD]
[ BBE'ET | BE0'BL SIVET | 8I6'ZL  ze0er | vio'elL 19622 Z50'8L L9622
1912 1Zre e i 2zve LovE Mif.  SIET [T 8iee LA %S6  £1°6 "M R
[T (TN LOR'L %9 09L1 (L %9 80TL 108l 092"t o8t %56 | TL6 UbIH
1861 €12t 8148 %6L €T [¥-1 0 %G8 LLE'L 1SS'} £L€') 156°1 ‘ %56 'Zb-6 Md ubiH
9£8'L 9z8't 9€8'| _ %G8 G68'L  9€8') %.i8  266'L 9€8'L els't  9ed'L ) Y- T N 71} 9e8'L %56 | Z16 ubiH a6pa)Hooy
zha'e oLr'L Zve'e %05 Ge€'t zv9'e T T b9 9zZE'L [20X3 %ZS  99¢'t zvo'e %S6 6 "Md ybiH feg wieqy
9961 671t 996'L %EY ezt 996°4 2 996'L gze'L 996'L %EL  GoY'L 996'L %S6 216 Md ubiH pue|s| sy
0.£'Z 8i2'c 0.2 I Nae - vieee ol ] 661'2 [71%4 N coze. . 0.6'F | 5L 0122 0L£'T %S6 | 2hB by auinogiapy
PIET £26'L riee %Ed  2e6 b viET %98 661 vLET 58 886'L 17154 %98 T66'L vIE'T %S6 | ZV6 UBIH. abeyroH
1122 0£5'4 e %S9 Ob¥'L 12z %59 6eY'L 1z'z %EY Q'S 1z'z %E9  00Y'L 1z'z %56 12h-6 Md by
9822 _y86'z  zss'z  immnel CJgve - eevz. 26 pOB'Z  BSET L Y1 85€°2 | wos ezLE 8SE'C %56 | 216 by
1S%'L £96 1S¥'L %89 86 (=T %ld VEQ'L 15v°1 %eL LV’ 15¥'L %hEL  ¥SO'L [T %S6 | 216 ubiH
| SBAIY 9dIAIeS AQUALINAL0S) [00YdS YL J0TULg
[ 8S5'E [ | £e8'E [T | 858°C. 1or's I B9L'E LOF'S I ESBE ¥'s 1 GE6'E 1or's sej0L YBiH J5 i1
%SL  ZEEL ZSE'L %Il  EEF} 7581 %00 avl L W%O"  Zerl Z68'1 WTE. 0051 L IR GOS L 2581 %06 2L UBHIS TP 15807 soeds
%65 858 vop'L %9 ¥68 yov'L %Z9 26 vov'L %94 996 vor'L %l9  Z86 rar'L %ZL  6Y0'L vor'L %06 2=t MBIH IS yoeag #0209
Wea gL S80'Z %ED 908"t a0’z 2618 042 SH0'E ) 0ZE'} SB0'Z s HEL 5802 w8 SevL 580'Z %06 Zi-4'Md YbH IS a0 206D
_ SBAIY 97TAIIG ,Nuﬁunu:u:au Tooysg YATH JT0TUag [ dotunp
8Z6'L 105°LL L'l Lov'ih 09v'L BZC L) T50'L BZELE L BZELL | [TEA T I
#58 556 %6 608 556 576 556 (] 556 ¥56 656 R 968 %06 3
) 9.0'L _ %9 1S9 9.0't 29 920"} _ b8S _9.0'4 d €es e || %eEs 9/0'L %06 9]
EGTRT el 657'L I €0V'1 6E%'L vez't 1821 €10'L 18Z'l 9r0'l 182'L %8L ezl %06 82
%es  T2¢E 919 %ES e 9l z82 :]1:] [:1:4 99 652 919 %EY o9 %06 8L
%95 9EY (174 %29 2By 182 X1 (1:73 452 Y (134 182 | %es L)) %06 gL |
%0y  8¥E 598 %ey B89 698 29€ 698 I2E 698 GSE 698 %25 698 %08 8L
%S9 969 90k %i9 842 ¥90'} 289 ¥90'+ €e9 ¥90'1 %iS 209 ¥90'L %S ¥90'} %06 8L
%09 82§ €.8 %BS €IS €28 Ly €18 05y £48 %S5 ey €8 | wss £48 %086 8L
%29 L 099 %99  VEV 093 (i 099 232 099 %0L  S9v 099 il 099 %06 8L
%li  9BY 089 %zl 0Bk 089 08¥ 089 1Sy 089 %WRY GOY 089 %0L 089 %086 8L
%EV LY 096 %Gk OEb 058 orb 086 I Bl 096 %9y lowp. - osal | .9 098 %06 | 84
WL BSLL pIS'L Ll 1B pisL [T ¥ig B0k rigl ®OL €80k pLETL %04 PISL %06 8L
| §BaIy 9JIATeg A0UalInauoy) [00oS A[PPIA
e TS =— TezInn TOERN 7 TuenEmin  dige
:h“_nuuﬂunnzn—v._ uonoslold  Aoeden p__aﬂu-n%nn_ uoiyselord  Apoeden h_-uqn_hu_.- :o_.ra-_ﬁ... ofold Ayowde) —M_umnso uopasfoud Ayoeden Kijsudas uogiaeford Ajaeden ypoeden .h!_Hwo! Aedey 103084 sepels odAL .
n anyn, uepn ann. i o uolje:
1604 wepms  Hsideamnd| o wepms  Hsld emnd | T ) uepms  HsiHd amnd| T wepms  Hsid eamnd | Lo Wepms  HsHemnd| o T ol HSI4 neznn
OE-GZOZ JE0A 10045 6Z-8Z0Z U8 [00Y3S BZ-1ZOT J¥OL 0OUDS LZ-9Z0Z 100, |00YIS p 9Z-5Z0Z JU8, 00408 SZ-¥ZOZ WA 100495




Brovenh B BREVARD CHARTER SCHOOLS: FROM ANALYSIS
Public Fall Final Membership Count - October 14, 2024
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C ﬁ) MERRITT ISLAND

= REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY=

MERRITT ISLAND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE: December 12, 2025

TO: Billy Prasad, Planning & Development Director

Trina Gilliam, Planning & Zoning Manager
Paul Body, Senior Planner

Jacqueline Gonzalez, Planner Ill

George Ritchie, Planner lll

Alice Randall, Operations Support Specialist

FROM: Lisa Nicholas, Community Development Manager, on behalf of the
Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency Board of Directors

RE: MIRA Board of Directors Rezoning Review — Application #25Z200054
Request to rezone property (Parcel ID 2412106) located behind medical complex
(formerly owned by Steward Health) with frontage on SR 3 and Pioneer Road from AU
to RU-2-15 and RU-2-30

As set forth in Sec. 62-2114 of the Brevard County Code, when an application is made to the Planning
and Zoning Board for a change in zoning that pertains to property located in the Merritt Island
Redevelopment Area, the application shall be forwarded to the Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency for
review prior to the applicable public hearing before the Planning and Zoning Board.

At its regular meeting on December 11, 2025, the MIRA Board of Directors reviewed the proposed
rezoning application, #25Z00054. This proposal would rezone +/- 3.66 acres of a +/- 11-acre property
from AU to RU-2-30, and would also rezone +/-7.58 acres of said +/- 11-acre parcel from AU to RU-2-15.
The project would provide for a medium- to high-density muiti-family project featuring approximately
220 Class A, luxury apartments. The parcel has frontage on both Courtenay Parkway and Pioneer Road.

Numerous residents spoke in opposition to the project, primarily because of concerns surrounding
increased traffic on Pioneer Road and Courtenay Parkway, along with the excess intensity of vehicular
traffic proximate to Lewis Carroll Elementary School. Other concerns expressed included stormwater
management and flooding, and a potential decrease in the amount of mature vegetation and trees on
the property. After discussion, the Board voted unanimously (7-0) to recommend denial of the
rezoning from AU to RU-2-15 and RU-2-30, stating that it would add too much density in this area at this
time and that additional information would be needed to ensure an informed decision.

"; revard MERRITT ISLAND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY | 321.454.6610 | MYMERRITTISLANDFL.COM
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LOCATION MAP

MERRITT BIDCO SPV LLC
25700054
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Prepared by: Kimberly Bonder Rezanka
Address: Lacey Rezanka
6013 Farcenda P1#101
Melbourne, FL 32940

BINDING DEVELOPMENT PLAN

THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this __ day of __ , 2026 between the BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, a political subdivision of
the State of Florida (hereinafter referred to as "County") and MERRITT BIDCO SPV, LLC, a
Florida 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, pursuant to the Brevard County Code,
Section 62-1157, a rezoning of the Property to RU-2-15 and RU-2-30 zoning classifications with
a Binding Development Agreement, desiring to develop the Property as an apartment complex as
more particularly described herein, and;

WHEREAS, as part of its plan for development of the Property, Developer/Owner wishes
to mitigate negative impacts 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. Recitals. The above recitals are true and correct and are incorporated into this
Agreement by their reference.

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 constructed on the Property.



3. During site plan permitting for the Property, Developer/Owner will permit and extend
the west bound, right turn lane currently existing on Pioneer Road approximately three hundred
(300) feet, from the turn lane’s current eastern terminus, for a total length of 480 feet, to provide
additional capacity for that turn lane. This turn lane will be constructed with proper authorization
and permits from Brevard County, and will be accepted by Brevard County for maintenance upon
proper inspection. If the Property does not receive site plan approval for the intended use of an
apartment complex, this condition shall become null an void.

4. Developer/Owner will provide a one hundred (100) foot building setback from its east
Property boundary, including 15-foot-wide landscaping buffer, disturbing the buffer only as
necessary. Developer/Owner will work with NRMO to establish the buffer with similar type of
plants and trees that currently exist, if the existing buffer cannot be maintained.

5. Developer/Owner will maintain a fifty (50) foot landscape buffer along its north
Property boundary for the land zoned RU-2-15, adjacent to the residentially developed property,
preserving all protected trees.

6. Developer/Owner will enter into a cross-access agreement with the adjacent Property
Owner to its south, that abuts Pioneer Drive, to utilize the driveway that currently exists from the
adjacent Property to Pioneer Road, to minimize traffic conflict points onto Pioneer Road.

7. Developer/Owner will enter into a Proportionate Fair Share Agreement, to address
traffic capacity on N. Courtenay Parkway (SR3) with the County, if SR3 is determined to be
deficient at time of site plan submittal.

8. Developer/Owner intends to utilize landscape buffers, to the extent allowed by County
Code, for usable common open space for use of tenants.

9. 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 Brevard County 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 Clerk of Court
all costs of recording this Agreement in the Public Records of Brevard County, Florida.

11. 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 shall be
binding upon any person, firm or corporation who may become the successor in interest directly
or indirectly to the subject Property, and shall 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.

12. Violation of this Agreement shall constitute a violation of the zoning classification and
of this Agreement. This Agreement may be enforced by Sections 1-7 and 62-5 of the Code of
Ordinances of Brevard County, Florida, as may be amended.

13. Conditions precedent. All mandatory conditions set forth in this Agreement mitigate
the potential for incompatibility and shall be satisfied before Developer/Owner may implement
the approved use(s), unless stated otherwise. The failure to timely comply with any condition is a
violation of this Agreement and constitutes a violation of the Zoning Classification and is subject
to enforcement action as described in Paragraph 12, above.

14. Severability clause. If any provision of this BDP is held by a court of competent
jurisdiction to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining provision shall continue in full

force and effect without being impaired or invalidated in any way.

[THIS SPACE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK]



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

Rachel M. Sadoft, Clerk of Court
(SEAL)

WITNESSES:

(Witness Name typed or printed)

(Witness Name typed or printed)

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF BREVARD

Thad Altman, Chairman
As approved by the Board on

MERRITT BIDCO SPV LLC
399 Park Avenue, FL 16
New York, NY 10022

Authorized Member

(Name typed, printed or stamped)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me by means of physical presence,

this day of , 2026, by

, for MERRITT BIDCO SPV LLC, who is

personally known to me/presented

My commission expires:

as identification.

Notary Public



SEAL
Commission No.:

(Name typed, printed or stamped)

EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE COUNTY OF BREVARD, STATE OF FLORIDA,
AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION "A" A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36
EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGIN AT THE
INTERSECTION OF THE NORTH LINE OF PIONEER ROAD AS SHOWN IN PLAT BOOK 23 AT PAGE 26 OF THE
PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE WEST LINE OF RAINTREE BY THE LAKE
EXTENDED SOUTHERLY AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 28 PAGE 16 OF THE
PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA THENCE RUN S 89° 55' 50" W ALONG THE NORTH
RIGHT-OF-WAY OF SAID PIONEER ROAD FOR 563.86 FEET TO A POINT LYING 203.03 FEET EAST OF THE
EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF STATE ROAD NO. 3 AS SHOWN ON STATE OF FLORIDA, STATE ROAD
DEPARTMENT, RIGHT OF WAY MAP OF STATE ROAD NO. 3, BREVARD COUNTY, SECTION 70140-2505, AS
MEASURED ALONG THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SAID PIONEER ROAD; THENCE CONTINUE S 89°
55' 50" W FOR 203.03 FEET TO THE EASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SAID STATE ROAD NO. 3, THENCE
RUN N 09° 07' 55" W ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR 234.87 FEET TO THE POINT OF
CURVATURE OF A CIRCULAR CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 11409.20 FEET; THENCE RUN
NORTHWESTERLY ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE AND SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, THROUGH
A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 03° 09' 41" FOR 629.52 FEET TO THE WESTERLY EXTENSION OF THE SOUTH LINE
OF VILLA DE PALMAS, UNIT NO. 1 ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 20 AT
PAGE 45 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA; THENCE RUN N 89° 56' 19" E ALONG
THE SAID SOUTH LINE FOR 201.59 FEET TO A POINT LYING ON THE ARC OF A CIRCULAR CURVE,
CONCAVE TO THE EAST WHOSE CENTER BEARS N 83° 55' 24" E FROM SAID POINT AND HAVING A
RADIUS OF 11208.70 FEET, SAID CURVE IS CONCENTRIC WITH AND 200.50 FEET EAST OF THE EAST
RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SAID STATE ROAD NO. 3; THENCE RUN SOUTHERLY ALONG THE ARC OF SAID
CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 03° 03' 19" FOR 597.71 FEET TO THE POINT OF TANGENCY OF
SAID CURVE; THENCE RUN S 09° 07' 55" E PARALLEL WITH AND 200.50 FEET EAST OF THE EAST RIGHT OF
WAY LINE OF SAID STATE ROAD NO. 3, FOR 266.85 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION "B" A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36
EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGIN AT THE
INTERSECTION OF THE NORTH LINE OF PIONEER ROAD AS SHOWN IN PLAT BOOK 23 AT PAGE 26 OF THE
PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE WEST LINE OF RAINTREE BY THE LAKE
EXTENDED SOUTHERLY AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 28 PAGE 16 OF THE



PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, THENCE RUN S 89° 55' 50" W ALONG THE NORTH
RIGHT OF WAY OF SAID PIONEER ROAD FOR 225.00 FEET TO A POINT LYING 541.89 FEET EAST OF THE
EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF STATE ROAD NO. 3 ASSHOWN ON STATE OF FLORIDA, STATE ROAD
DEPARTMENT, RIGHT OF WAY MAP OF STATE ROAD NO. 3, BREVARD COUNTY, SECTION 70140-2505, AS
MEASURED ALONG THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SAID PIONEER ROAD.; THENCE RUN N 00° 02'
57" W PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID RAINTREE BY THE LAKE FOR 452.08 FEET; THENCE RUN N
89° 55' 50" E FOR 225.00 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF SAID RAINTREE BY THE LAKE; THENCE RUN S 00°
02' 57" E ALONG SAID WEST LINE FOR 452.08 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION "C" A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36
EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCE
AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE NORTH LINE OF PIONEER ROAD AS SHOWN IN PLAT BOOK 23 AT PAGE 26
OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE WEST LINE OF RAINTREE BY THE
LAKE EXTENDED SOUTHERLY AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 28 PAGE 16
OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA THENCE RUN S 89° 55' 50" W ALONG THE
NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY OF SAID PIONEER ROAD FOR 225.00 FEET TO A POINT LYING 541.89 FEET EAST
OF THE EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF STATE ROAD NO. 3 AS SHOWN ON STATE OF FLORIDA, STATE ROAD
DEPARTMENT, RIGHT OF WAY MAP OF STATE ROAD NO. 3, BREVARD COUNTY, SECTION 70140-2505, AS
MEASURED ALONG THE NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SAID PIONEER ROAD SAID POINT BEING THE
POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE S 89° 55' 50" W ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE
FOR 338.86 FEET; THENCE RUN N 09° 07' 55" W PARALLEL WITH AND 200.5 FEET EAST OF THE EAST
RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SAID STATE ROAD NO. 3 FOR 266.85 FEET TO THE POINT OF CURVATURE OF A
CIRCULAR CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 11208.70 FEET, SAID CURVE BEING CONCENTRIC
WITH AND 200.50 FEET EAST OF SAID EAST RIGHT OF WAY LINE; THENCE RUN NORTHERLY ALONG THE
ARC OF SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF03° 03' 19" FOR 597.71 FEET TO THE WESTERLY
EXTENSION OF THE SOUTH LINE OF VILLA DE PALMAS, UNIT NO. 1 ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 20 AT PAGE 45 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA,
THENCE RUN N 89° 56' 19" E ALONG THE SAID SOUTH LINE FOR 684.55 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY
EXTENSION OF THE WEST LINE OF SAID RAINTREE BY THE LAKE, THENCE RUN S 00° 02' 57" W ALONG
SAID WEST LINE FOR 403.82 FEET; THENCE RUN S 89° 55' 50" W FOR 225.00 FEET; THENCE RUN S 00° 02'
57" E FOR 452.08 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

LESS AND EXCEPT THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY: A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN SECTION 14,
TOWNSHIP 24 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCE AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF
PIONEER ROAD (AS SHOWN IN PLAT BOOK 23 AT PAGE 26 OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS OF BREVARD
COUNTY, FLORIDA) WITH THE WEST LINE OF RAINTREE-BY-THE-LAKE (AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT THEREOF
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 28 AT PAGE 16 OF SAID PUBLIC RECORDS) EXTENDED SOUTHERLY; THENCE
RUN S 89° 55' 50" W ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF PIONEER ROAD FOR 366.89 FEET TO
THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE CONTINUE S 89° 55' 50" W FOR 400.00 FEET TO A POINT LYING ON
THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF STATE ROAD NO. 3, AS SHOWN ON FLORIDA STATE ROAD
DEPARTMENT, RIGHT-OF-WAY MAP OF STATE ROAD NO. 3, BREVARD COUNTY, SECTION 70140-2505;
THENCE RUN N 09° 07' 55" W ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR 234.87 FEET TO THE
POINT OF CURVATURE OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 11409.20 FEET; THENCE RUN



NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 01° 22' 52" FOR 275.02 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID EASTERLY RIGHT-
OF-WAY LINE, RUN N 89° 56' 19" E FOR 477.04 FEET; THENCE RUN S 00° 04' 10" E FOR 503.96 FEET TO

THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
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PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD/LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY MINUTES

The Brevard County Planning & Zoning Board met in regular session on Monday, January 12, 2026,
at 3:00 p.m., in the Florida Room, Building C, Brevard County Government Center, 2725 Judge Fran
Jamieson Way, Viera, Florida.

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

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

Staff members present were Trina Gilliam, Planning and Zoning Manager; Paul Body, Planner;
George Ritchie, Planner; Derrick Hughey, Planner; Alex Esseesse, Deputy County Attorney; and
Alice Randall, Operations Support Specialist.

EXCERPT OF COMPLETE MINUTES

H.11. Merritt Bidco SPV, LLC (Kim Rezanka) requests a zoning classification change from AU
with a BSP to RU-2-15 and RU-2-30 with removal of BSP. (25200054) (Tax Account 2412106)
(District 2)

Paul Body read the item into the record.

Kim Rezanka spoke to the application. Here with me is Michael Oliver from Rangewater, the engineer
of record. Kyle Shasteen, and the traffic engineer, Daniela Gerard, and Tom Lee is also here with
Rangewater. This is a rezoning. It looks a lot like a future lane use change, but it's not. This is 11.24
acres that is on Pioneer and Courtney. The request is for RU-2-15 on the portion that's RES 15
already future land use, that's 7.5 acres to RU-2-15 from AU. And then on the front portion on
Courtenay it's 3.66 acres currently neighborhood commercial that we're seeking to go to RU-2-30
which is allowed by the comprehensive plan FLU policy 2.10. The goal is to put 222 units. It's
approximately 19.75 units to the acre. As you know, there have been very few new apartments in
Merritt Island. Woodfield is going in behind the mall, but that's been the first apartment complex in the
last 35 years from what | understand. This is also seeking a removal of a binding site plan that was
done many, many years ago to allow the current medical complex there. The entire property is
subject to a BSP for a hospital and medical use. So, in theory, a hospital could be built there. | think
that was the intent is to expand the medical facility. It was never done. So, this property is laying
vacant and went into bankruptcy. This was the old steward property. It went out of bankruptcy. The
owner is a Merritt Bidco which we're under contract with to purchase. That CUP will go away if this
property is rezoned. We did have a community meeting on November 24th. Over 200 invitations went
out. Approximately 20 neighbors showed up and all the MIRA representatives showed up as well.
This also did go to MIRA, that recommended denial as you're aware because of traffic concerns. |
would assert that traffic concerns are not the issue at this point. Florida statutes do not let you deny
projects because of capacity. It just requires proportionate fair share agreement. We've run those
numbers. The developer is willing to donate a proportionate fair share. That is an option and he's
willing to do that. At the community meeting, there was a site plan shown, a concept plan, again, not
fully engineered, and the neighbors had concerns about height, parking, traffic, flooding, buffering,
windows, balconies, location of buildings, and the removal of trees. You've seen that in what appear
to be Al generated responses sent to you via emails. We run it through an Al generator, and most of it
is done through Al. Spot zoning is a unigue term and somehow it came up in Al generated
documents. So based upon what the community says the developer is willing to put into a binding
development plan that they will have buffers to the east setback for building of 100 ft. Willing to have
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setbacks from the north to the building of 50 feet and keep that in Native Preserve. As to traffic, they
are willing to work and extend the turn lane on Pioneer that goes to the north and will do whatever is
necessary to do a proportionate fair share. That traffic concurrency issue is kind of unique. I've not
run into it before where if it's over 85% capacity, you're only allowed to have a certain percentage
designated. That's something new. To me it's contrary to Florida law but we have disagreement on
that but again Florida law says you can't deny it because of capacity so you have to go into a
proportionate fair share. | do want to say that the impact fees generated from this will be over half a
million dollars which the county could indeed use to try to improve Pioneer Road. Part of that problem
is it's not our right-of-way. We can do the right-of-way on the property under contract to extend that
turn lane, but there's nothing else we can do. There's Florida Power and Light poles to the south and
that would be something that the county would have to work with FP and L if that were intended to be
done. That's just an overview of the project. Mr. Oliver would like to speak a little bit about the
company and Kyle Shasteen, the engineer of record will talk about the changes that were made to
the concept plan based upon what the neighbors said and then Danielle Gerardo will talk about her
traffic study that she did to do the actual counts. The counts currently are used by Space Coast TPO.
Her counts came out similar to it, but I'll let her explain it and about the improvements that would be
made.

Michael Oliver stated he is the managing director of development for Rangewater for the state of
Florida. We develop in Tampa, Jacksonville, Orlando, and here in Brevard County. With me here is
Tom Lee, development manager for this proposed project. Rangewater is a national multi-family
developer active here in Florida but also across the Sunbelt. In Florida, we've developed 6,000
homes and managed 20,000 units. And then nationally, we have developed 25,000 homes and
manage 100,000 units. Over the past decade we have been recognized by the National Association
of Homebuilders as the developer of the year. We share this not as a point of pride but to
demonstrate the depth of experience, the long-term commitment that we bring to the communities
that we build in. Our development philosophy is centered on community focused placemaking, long-
term neighborhood compatibility, high quality design and responsiveness to local contexts. As Kim
mentioned, we met with the neighborhood and the neighbors, many of which are here today, and we
listened to their concerns at a community meeting in November. We heard about building heights,
proximity of parking to property lines, building setbacks, and traffic. And we have done everything that
we feel is reasonable to alter the conceptual plan that is shown in front of you and on this board right
here to accommodate and to be the best neighbor that we can possibly be. Kyle will speak a little bit
to this, but | think primarily of note, we are committed to providing a 100-foot building setback on the
east property line, to three story residential buildings, which is, as | think most people here are aware,
a much larger building setback that is required by most zoning designations. Additionally, we
committed early on to doing three-story product, three-story apartment buildings here in lieu of four-
story just based on the proximity of the homes to residential neighbors. And the conceptual plan
accommodates that. Additionally, we met with neighbors on the north property line, specifically Mr.
Clamp and we heard about some pine trees on our property that are mature and they feel suit the
needs and aspect of the neighborhood and we have committed to Mr. Clamp and those neighbors to
preserve that tree canopy adjacent to their homes within 50 ft to allow for that buffer, adequate buffer
between those homes and the parking lot and single-story clubhouse that we have on the other side
of that. | say all this to say that we have 13 immediate residential neighborhood neighbors and our
goal with the latest iteration of the conceptual plan is to maintain privacy, separation, and enhanced
buffering through that landscaping, through storm water features, and long-term maintenance. These
refinements were made intentionally and directly in response to the neighbors and their concerns.
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Kyle Shasteen stated he will be the engineer of record for this project and responsible for making
sure that this site plan meets the county's applicable land development codes as well as any storm
water requirements set forth by the state and other agencies once this moves forward to the site
planning stage. As Mike said, we have met with the residents nearby two times now. First at a
neighborhood meeting and second at the MIRA board meeting. We've heard a lot of input from the
neighbors and this site plan has really come a long way to accommodate some of those requests.
Being the 100-foot building setback, the setback to the north. Bowman'’s gone out there. We've
conducted a tree survey. | believe it was 20 feet from the north and the east property lines to see
what kind of native vegetation is currently there so that we could provide a natural buffer to keep what
the residents are used to seeing. Part of that buffer along the east is going to be our storm water
retention ponds. We've done some preliminary calculations. We found a model that was done by the
county looking at Pioneer Road. There's a ditch along the north side there that kind of drains a larger
basin which eventually ends out in Sykes Creek. So, once we do the engineering for this site, we're
going to be looking at that base and making sure there's no adverse impacts to the surrounding area.
There are also some wetlands on site that we're preserving. You can kind of see it there on the east
side. It's the green cluster. So that has been delineated by an environmental scientist locally here in
town and confirmed by St. John's. So that area has been delineated. So, we are going to preserve
what's required by the county. I'm here to answer any questions. Anything comes up regarding storm
water site layout. And | will say just about Rangewater, they have been willing to change their plan to
meet some input from the community. It's something that | haven't always seen in the line of work that
| do. And | really I'm very impressed with this site plan has come given the process that we've been
through.

Daniella Jurado stated she is the traffic engineer with the project. Rangewater Residential has 222
low-rise residential units. It would be three floors and per ITE this is considered low-rise residential.
The anticipated daily trip generation of the site is 1,379 daily trips. This would be inbound and
outbound trips. The anticipated peak hour trip generation of the site would be 91 morning peak hour
trips and 115 pm peak hour trips. That would be for the pm for example would be 72 inbound trips
and 43 outbound trips. We have received several complaints or comments regarding the possibility of
the impacts of the traffic in the roads and so we reviewed the daily capacity of the roads and based
on current volumes the road, North Courtenay operates at 0.88 volume to capacity ratio and under
build conditions North Courtenay will be operating at 0.93 volume to capacity ratio. So, the calculated
impact of the project would be on the remaining capacity would be 24.95%. We've done a scope with
the county and FDOT. We have agreed to a scope and methodology for the traffic impact analysis.
This scope contains all the intersections that we're going to be analyzing in the traffic impact study.
We have already collected the data and we're currently analyzing all the intersections. We hope to
have results by the end of the month. There have been some changes in the access conditions
currently but we're still working on analyzing the driveways. For the intersections that we're analyzing,
the intersection of Pioneer and North Courtenay. We're analyzing the two ramps and all the
driveways. We have also collected two counts at Pioneer, and we also collected videos for the cues
along Pioneer Road to make sure that the cues were not backing up to the driveway. The current
volume to capacity ratio of Pioneer Road is 0.32. That is one of the biggest concerns of the
community. We've also reviewed the peak hour volumes of pioneer especially during the school
dismissal and what the peak hour capacity of that road would be 1,333 peak hour trips and the
existing school dismissal volumes are 448 peak hour trips from 2 to 3 p.m. And from 3 to 4 p.m. we've
collected data and made sure that we had the volumes in that road. We also reviewed the videos,
and we also had site visits to make sure that the cues were not backing up into the side driveway and
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we are analyzing that data. And for the traffic impact study, we will be addressing any queuing issues
along Pioneer Road both onto North Courtenay and onto the side driveway.

Mr. Oliver added North Courtenay Parkway, state road 3, we believe it's Merritt Island's primary north
south connector, an arterial and a critical transportation employment corridor. We are aware based on
our conversations with MIRA, FDOT, everyone else that it is the focus of many redevelopment
planning efforts and corridor studies and infrastructure investments being advanced. This corridor
directly serves the region's largest employment centers including the Kennedy Space Center, the
growing commercial space industry in Port Canaveral, all of which continue to drive job creation
across aerospace defense, logistics, maritime, tourism and advanced manufacturing. That's exactly
why we believe that this is a suitable location for a multi-family property. These industries collectively
support tens of thousands of direct and indirect jobs and are projected to continue expanding over the
coming years. From a land use and planning perspective, as Kim mentioned, this site is appropriately
located for a higher density residential development along a major arterial within the urban service
area and is in close proximity to major job centers. The project represents from our perspective
responsible infill development that aligns with the county's long-term growth strategy and the future
land use plan. As mentioned, we have met with the neighbors. We have heard the neighbors’
concerns, and we have done our best to reasonably accommodate those comments in the latest
iteration of the conceptual plan.

Ms. Rezanka stated I'm not sure the neighbors have seen this plan. | do not believe they've seen the
extra buffers. This is North Courtenay. This is Pioneer. They will extend the turn lane that goes onto
Courtenay heading north. This is a 100-foot buffer to the east to the building line, where currently the
existing BSP only requires a 50-ft buffer and then an additional 50-ft buffer which is in the old BSP
and a natural landscape to the north. So again, that's willing to commit to that in a BSP to have the
50- foot buffer to the building line, 100-foot buffer to the building line, and extending the Pioneer
Road. And we'll do whatever else the county tells us to do that's within our ability to do, including the
proportionate fair share. 1 did also want to bring up the issue that this is infill as Michael stated, this is
an infill development. This is a site that's underutilized. This binding site plan has been on it since
1983 and has not been developed. Meaning it wasn't going to be developed. It wasn't primed to be
developed. Wasn't right to be developed. This is an opportunity to have a different type of residential
use in Merritt Island. The housing element objective four says that Brevard County shall continue to
provide for adequate lands for residential land uses in a wide variety of housing types. Again, there's
not been any new apartments in Merritt Island for a good 30 to 35 years, except for Woodfield that's
being built behind the mall. There were also issues about the drawbridge and the impact on traffic
there. As | mentioned previously that drawbridge is not allowed to be opened between 6:15 a.m. and
8:15 a.m. or between 3:10 p.m. and 6:10 p.m. And, | did want to indicate that there are multiple types
of uses. There are condominiums to the north and west of this property. There are single family.
There is a mobile home park to the west and there down by Merritt Island High there are some
apartments, also JB Somerset. With that, we would ask that you recommend approval of the RU-2-15
and the RU-2-30 on the portion next to Courtenay.

Mr. Minneboo commented under most projects we're not supposed to help you design anything, but
this is such a significant traffic issue that if | was the one that was submitting, | would say | would
need to show you the geometrics of Pioneer. My calculations showed you almost have 3,000 trips
every day over and exceeding what's already there. The generation went right out of the manual and
unless we've significantly reduced the number of units you're going to look tend to the box. So, I'm
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using 3,000 because it's a lot easier for the world to understand 3,000 more cars that are potentially
going to be at this intersection.

Ms. Jurado stated yes it's based on the ITE and that's based on national data. That has more than
250 different data points and throughout the nation. The anticipated trip generation of the site is 1,379
trips and that is including inbound and outbound. That’s inbound and outbound. It would be 690 trips
inbound and 689 trips outbound.

Mr. Minneboo commented I'm not debating this, but in this case, the staff and | agreed. The staff
that's going to review it. So, we're close. Saying that, there's no geometric shown for what | think is
going to be the primary access to the north. If nothing else, it's going to be an exclusive outbound
direction. It's going to go west and north. So, you're going to have significant movements there
because the backup on Pioneer now is atrocious. And it's sort of neat to watch. If you can get the
timing just perfect, you may be able to get all the way to Sykes Creek. And that's just not a bunch of
bull. But you get the mamas out there bringing their kids home. You got Starbucks now that's open all
the time. You got the car wash in there. You got the old people's place in there. List goes on that can
clutter up at one time. | wish we could have seen the geometrics. I'm debating on what somebody
said about the amount of right-of-way that's on Pioneer. I'm going from memory, but | thought it was
greater than 50 ft. Every foot there is going to be extremely important, especially when you're going to
go to a minimum of 10-foot lanes. So, you really have a tremendous problem and traffic-wise. | don't
need to expound upon it. Staff what’s the closest RU-2-30 to this site?

Ms. Gilliam responded there's RU-2-30 to the south, south of Butler Avenue.

Mr. Minneboo commented way down there. That's another issue. This intersection was commercially
designed because all four quadrants are commercialized with no intent of single-family residents
going beyond there. And now we've overloaded it with some additions. How many units do we have in
here?

Ms. Jurado responded 222.

Mr. Minneboo stated we don't require that. But to me, something of this nature with this magnitude in
the traffic side, we should have had some geometry that clearly depicted what you guys are going to
do. The center lane of North Courtenay is nothing more than a left turn bidirectional. That's all it is. It's
not what every person uses it for. A deceleration or acceleration. It is not designed for that. That's
what it's being used for. So, there's going to be a treatment that's got to be better than what's there.

Ms. Jurado responded this will go on the site plan review once the rezoning is approved, but it must
be approved for them to move into like the site design and any geometrical reviews of that
intersection. So, for now the only thing that we know is that there is availability for that right turn lane
and that they would be able to construct it because that's part of their frontage. That's the amount of
information that we have for now. We are looking into that part of the traffic. We know that for
example if those are two different lots, if for example the lot on Pioneer was developed without the
other one all that traffic would be impacting the road along Pioneer Road. In this case the trip
distribution and based on the regional planning model that we use for the trip distribution, is showing
that 68% of the trips would go to and from the north. 32% would go to and from the south. That is
showing the number of trips that would be allocated to Pioneer. They would still use that road, but not
all the trips would be using that road. We're expecting 35 peak hour trips and that is close to one
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vehicle per minute on the peak hour and based on that we'll be doing all the reviews and everything
but if for example another development was proposed here and they would not have the access
along North Courtenay, those trips would be only allocated to Pioneer. If a development that is less
intense than what Rangewater is proposing, they would likely not be analyzing any traffic impacts at
the intersection. So that's one of the things that we fortunately are reviewing, are the impacts on that
intersection and we can propose improvements that can mitigate not just the impacts of the
development but also can help with the current queuing issues that they have.

Ms. Rezanka added what | was trying to explain is that there would be a 100-foot buffer here and that
Pioneer would be extended eastward because right now the turn lane ends right at this property line.
The turn lane to go north would be extended because it's going to be property that they're purchasing.
This is multifamily. The trip generation is about 7 and a half per trip. So that's why it's less than 3,000.
Also, as you may be aware, FDOT is putting a median in down this road. And they're not going to let
any new median cuts. They're in discussions with the current owner of the health center complex
there to do a cross access so people can get through the median. Right now, it's a right in right out on
the north entrance there. So again, this could be commercial. It's RES 15 with neighborhood
commercial on the north portion. If it was intended to have commercial here, the trips generated
would be substantially more than that. Also too, if peak hour going on to Pioneer is only 35, that's one
every two minutes. That's not a great amount. She did do the school counts as well. We have looked
at the school and we would work with the school board to try to figure out how to manage some of
their traffic. Right now, we were told by the residents that they're cutting through the subdivision to go
north because the turn lane doesn't go east enough. So, that's what we would be working on. Again,
there is still capacity on Courtenay. Just the county's ordinance won't let us take it all. We wouldn't
take it all and we would enter into a proportionate fair share agreement to assist the county with
whatever they thought needed to be done, because to try to align to the west if you add an extra lane
to go south it messes up the alignment on the west side of the road. The best we can offer right now
is Pioneer Road, extending the turn lane to the east to go north, and then our proportionate fair share
so the county can try to fix this problem. We don't have all the answers, and we don't have the right-
of-way to fix it.

Mr. Hopengarten inquired if this is going to have security gates.
Mr. Rezanka answered no. There would be queuing that would back up, so no.

Mr. Oliver added the initial plan that we contemplated did have security gates but based on the
constraints that we were working around; it got too tight to allow for queuing.

Mr. Hopengarten continued with in this diagram here, it's different than the one that we received
originally in our package. Where is the access going to be on the south side here?

Mr. Oliver stated we've negotiated a cross-access easement with the medical office property so that
we have a secondary access point which is required for emergency services but aiso it would be
contemplated as a secondary access point but as you can see from the site plan most residents are
going to use the main entrance going north south. And that's with the current owner of the medical
office property. That's also under contract. We've negotiated with the individual that has it under
contract.
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Mr. Hopengarten stated he lives north of that area. The traffic going toward the barge canal, highway
528 is horrendous. It backs up all the way to Pioneer. By putting that many units at that spot are going
to cause a problem. There must be a better way. There is a traffic light at Pioneer, which means that
the better decision would be to have the traffic come out of Pioneer rather than to come out onto
Courtenay directly from your site. It would alleviate a lot of the traffic problems that you would have.
However, the people that live down the road off Pioneer in those neighborhoods onto Sykes Creek
will probably object to that because it would back up all the way to Sykes Creek. It's a strange request
here to have that many units, that many vehicles to be right there. I'm all for apartments being put up.
So, they're all renters. | think it's a problem. Are there any wetlands on the site?

Mr. Oliver responded there are. The pocket of green north of the medical office is wetlands that we
are preserving. We're preserving about an acre of wetlands. And that's formally delineated with St.
John's River Water Management District.

Mr. Hopengarten continued with the 100-foot buffer is a good idea. | think the neighbors would like
that, but | think that many units are going to be a problem.

Mr. Oliver responded we contemplated having a primary access point off Pioneer based on the
feedback that we received from the community. That was not well received. So that is why we've
shifted the focus and the primary access off North Courtenay. As mentioned, there will be a median
installed along North Courtenay Parkway that is slated for spring of 2027 to commence. By the time
this property is built in early to mid-2028, if we're successfully rezoned and permitted, the median
would be installed. On North Courtenay. FDOT restricts the number of accident-prone turns that are
being generated left and right coming out of the neighboring communities north and south of this
property. We initially contemplated a higher zoning designation, RU-2-30 for the entire site. Since the
future land use for the east side of the property was RU-2-15, we decided that it was best to proceed
with that just given the proximity to the residential neighbors. So, we originally were showing 240 to
250 units. That has been dropped down to 222 units based on that zoning designation.

Mr. Hopengarten asked could you drop it down even more and still be profitable.
Mr. Oliver responded no.

Mr. Michajlowicz inquired what determination or what considerations do you take when you decide to
build apartments instead of condominiums.

Mr. Oliver responded our entire business model is apartments, rental housing. Condominium housing
is a challenging business to be in. Based on the events of 2007 2008, the GFC, and then
subsequently in Florida the challenges with high rises in South Florida. It is a very challenging and
sticky business proposition. So, most developers outside of your major cities, New York, Miami are
it's rental housing that is being developed across the nation. It's not condominium development. It's
just a challenging business model.

Mr. Bartcher inquired if the clubhouse is single story.
Mr. Oliver responded yes.

Mr. Bartcher continued with where you got rid of the retention pond, you put in the 100 buffer. Is that
buffer going to be vegetative or just going to be grass?
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Mr. Oliver responded it'll be a mixture. We are still working on it. There are new storm water
requirements that are affecting the state level. So, we're still determining if that's a retention pond, if
that's native grasses and dry retention. It's going to be a combination of water and vegetation, and
tree preserve along that 10-foot buffer along the east side as well as the 50 ft on the north side.

Mr. Bartcher asked if it's possible to make that 10-foot buffer a little bigger.
Mr. Oliver responded we can make it 15. Yes.

Mr. Bartcher stated I'm sure the residents would appreciate having a bigger thicker buffer there. Are
you going to be able to preserve the trees?

Mr. Oliver responded we are going to be able to preserve the trees. We had a tree we had a tree
survey completed. The trees along the north side, there are several trees, and we met with Mr. Clamp
on his property, reviewed them that are very mature and beautiful. So, we were focused on
maintaining those. On the east side there are mature trees. It's not to the scale that it was on the
north side.

Ana Saunders inquired what type of trees were on that east property line.

Mr. Shasteen responded it was a mixture of all species. There was some native vegetation. There's
some exotics and stuff in there. It's kind of all over the place. Palm trees, pines, couple oaks.

Ms. Saunders I'm not so worried about oak trees in a 10-foot buffer, but the pine trees will die. You
look at them and they die. You drive by it, it's dead. So, those won't make it. From a buffer
perspective, | guess through the site plan process, you could enhance that with plantings and stuff.

Mr. Oliver responded absolutely. And that's our plan.

Mr. Hopengarten stated the neighbor to your west; it seems it's somebody’s parking lot. But the
building, the larger building is a condominium project.

Mr. Oliver responded correct to both. There are three ownership entities and they collectively own,
the two condo owners that own the two smaller portions of the property have an easement with the
owner of the parking lot and then we have negotiated an easement with the owner of the parking lot
with the approval of the existing owners of the condos.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chelsey True stated she lives in the neighborhood directly adjacent to this site. | want to be clear. I'm
not opposed to development. Growth is inevitable and it can bring positive improvements to our
community. My concern is that this specific project at this scale on this corner does not align with safe
or responsible planning for Merritt Island. 1 also want to stress that | am not opposed to multi-family
housing. | previously worked for a firm involved in multi-family construction and development services
in Seattle, Washington. This request is a rezoning that enables a significant increase in density
immediately adjacent to single family neighborhoods and that deserves careful scrutiny. | understand
the sale is contingent on a rezoning which underscores how significant this change of land use is.
According to the Space Coast TPO data, traffic on North Courtenay Parkway has increased by over
40% in roughly two years, rising from 27,000 vehicles per day to over 38,000 today. This corridor is
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already experiencing peak hour congestion and is scheduled for major access changes, including
median modifications and new signalization at Via Delerena. While the project may technically meet
concurrency today, concurrency measures, thresholds and not real-world functionality during peak
hours are under changed access conditions. Traffic studies conducted in the coming month will
capture a snapshot in time, but they won't reflect what this corridor will look like after continued
growth and planned roadway reconfiguration in 2027. Additionally, clearing remaining tree canopy on
the site reduces natural storm water absorption and shifts runoff impacts to surrounding
neighborhoods, often requiring public drainage retrofits later. My request is not to halt growth, but to
ensure density is approved where infrastructure readiness and neighborhood compatibility are
aligned. Approval decisions would account for documented growth trends and planned roadway
changes rather than assuming current conditions will remain unchanged. That's why MIRA voted to
recommend denial. The concerns align with long-term planning and not opposition to housing.

Susan Cole stated she was at the meeting in December as well and doesn’t want to go over all the
stuff. We've already been there before, but generally I'm concerned that this new development will
negatively affect all the existing residents in the neighborhood there. The desirability of our
neighborhood is going to go down and that of course is going to affect our home values which will
also go down. Specifically, I'm concerned a little bit about the parking because they did say it was
going to be 1.6 spaces per unit, but it's going to be one to three-bedroom apartments. This area is not
walkable. We must drive everywhere we go. We drive to our grocery stores, work, everything. So now
with parking, even a one-bedroom place is going to have two cars more than likely or a three-
bedroom could have three or four people in there driving. So, there's not enough parking. What's the
plan for the overflow parking? What's the plan for the guests, the holidays when they come? Are they
going to go on Pioneer? Are going they going to park in front of the houses, find parking, and just
walk to the apartments? That's not a good option. I'm worried also about the traffic. One thing that
hasn't been mentioned is there are two ways to get into the development. They're going to go around
into Via Delarena and people bike, kids bike, they do their scooters, people are walking dogs. It's a
very walkable, lovely neighborhood. And now once people get that little trick that we can cut through
the neighborhood 3,000 times, the amount of traffic they were saying more people, cars going
through. People are going to get hurt and it's going to really be hard again for the desirability of the
people that are there now.

Gregory McClasky stated coming here today it was backed up from the school all the way around
Pioneer almost to Courtenay and cars are parked half on the shoulder half on the street, so people
must go in the left lane to get around all these cars. So, we've got a safety issue with an elementary
school with young kids walking to and from as well. So, the safety issue is important. We didn't talk
about the evacuation plan. It's very difficult to get in and out of there. It's going to make much worse if
we get into a hurricane situation where we're in an evacuation. | want to remind everybody that this
was rejected unanimously by the North Merritt Island Development Agency because of these issues.
The flooding has gotten worse because of the increase from Starbucks and the assisted living home
and the car wash. So, we're having a lot more trouble in the neighborhoods with the flooding. | don't
think that they've considered the groundwater rising like was discussed earlier in the meeting. Privacy
issues. It sounds like they've taken care of a lot of it. Parking was already addressed. Somebody had
mentioned also that there may be a wildlife issue across Pioneer that there's an eagle nest or
something in there and that might be an issue as well because they were saying that that would
obviously cause them to have to deal with a lot more.
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Kimberly Jarvis stated | am a volunteer with Audubon’s Eagle Watch program and I'm the person that
spoke at the Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency meeting. | wish | had bigger paper, but there's a
little blue dot right here. That's my eagle nest. That's an active eagle nest. There's a 660 ft buffer
we're supposed to maintain between us and the nest. I'm guessing all these houses were built before
the eagles moved in. It is an active nest. (showing pictures) That's one of the adults. And as you can
see, there are two eaglets in the nest. There's one of them and one of the adults. And it appears that
they are incubating a third egg. So, there's a possibility of three eaglets in there. All the noise from the
construction, the additional traffic is going to disturb that nest. The 660 ft buffer cuts the southeast
corner of the projected development. And all that noise, all the construction, that will affect the eagles
in a negative manner. And | don't think FWC would be very happy about that because bald eagles are
a federally protected species.

END PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Oliver stated to address Miss Jarvis's detail on the bald eagle's nest. As Miss Jarvis mentioned
US Fish and Wildlife Service, there are two radiuses that they document, 330 ft and 660 ft. To impact
and develop within 330 ft is a much more intensive permitting process to get approved, within 660 ft.
it's a different process. But as Miss Jarvis mentioned, it does intersect the very corner of our property
right here, and we are prepared to preserve that sliver of the land to not impact that 660 ft.

Ms. Rezanka stated this is an unusual project for Merritt Island. | agree. It's a needed project. It's an
infill project. We'll bring new apartments, will be new opportunities for people to move into the area to
work in this area. Most of this property is already residential 15. We're asking for RU-2-15. Which
makes sense. Everything to the east is like RES 6, although it's developed that as single-family home.
Then the RU-2-30 is just those four buildings that are on the west side there, that abut Courtenay and
then there's neighborhood commercial which could be developed 4 acres of neighborhood
commercial which could be intense traffic as well. Regarding the FDOT improvements, FDOT is doing
that to help the situation. They're also putting in another stoplight to the north of this which was
supposed to be put in. Our traffic engineer spoken to them and they don't know how that's going to
impact capacity and concurrency. However, that's something that is a site plan issue. If we get the
zoning and we can't build or have to reduce lots, that's how it works. | did want to cite to the county
code section 62-613 that if there is a lack of capacity to satisfy transportation concurrency, the
applicant shall be notified in writing of the opportunity to satisfy transportation concurrency. So, we're
asking for that opportunity. The road is not at capacity, but the county regulations make it at capacity
and concurrency is an issue because of that. The other issue is flooding. Again, section 6237241
says that the flood water discharge shall not impact neighbors, and they will make sure that it does
not. They've been out there, they've looked at the canals, they understand what's going on. They will
take whatever water is coming off the road as they have to do. So those again are site plan issues.
The engineers don't look at a snapshot in time. They look at what's existing and what's proposed.
They use a concurrency rate. They use an average rate. It's not just what's there today. It's what's
projected for a period of time. The parking issue is a code issue. They've suggested 1.75 parking
spaces. That's higher than Woodfield and that's an agreement with whatever happens. If it's not at
code, there's an alternate parking agreement that must be approved through county commission.
Parking will meet code; that's not an issue for rezoning. Evacuation plan, those are all things that are
considered. Evacuations happen over time. Not everyone jumps on the road at one time unless
they're just behind. The flooding because of Starbucks, again, if that's true, that's going to be picked
up by the engineer of record. And the wildlife issue, we've already agreed that they're not going to
impact that range there. This lightning site plan was put in place in 1983, and it hasn't been
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developed because it didn't make sense. This is an infill project that does make sense and that the
developer’'s working with the neighbors to give them the buffers that they want, and they deserve and
that they will do whatever is needed for transportation concurrency.

Ms. Saunders commented | totally understand it's a site plane issue, but traffic is the topic at hand.
With respect to this kind of built-in moratorium that happens when you hit 85% capacity. You talked
about the PFS, | understand that component. Have you guys had a conversation with Brevard County
traffic? You said you want the opportunity to talk with them to figure out how to mitigate it. Do you
know what that mitigation strategy is if in fact that comes to be? And is that something that the project
financially can bear?

Ms. Rezanka responded we've run the numbers, and the developer has assured me that he can bear
that amount. So, the traffic engineer, because the formulas in the ordinances and Danielle did run
them, and Michael has agreed that he can afford that built into the project in addition to the half-
million-dollar impact fees.

Ms. Saunders inquired do you know what those impacts are? What those improvements would
necessitate or require.

Ms. Rezanka responded we don't know because of that alignment with that intersection and because
of the Starbucks and the power poles and the light poles. We don't know.

Ms. Saunders continued so, you're just making an assumption on whatever that cost is for making
that work.

Ms. Rezanka responded if they demand more, they demand more. | mean, it's the development is
willing to take that on.

Mr. Hopengarten commented | noticed that you have a lot of impermeable surfaces here. Are you
putting in any retention ponds because you're not showing any on this.

Mr. Shasteen responded yes, the area along the east.

Mr. Hopengarten continued if you do that, then there won't be really a buffer because you wouldn't be
able to put trees in it. So, the neighbors to the east would be looking at a pond or a dry pond.

Mr. Shasteen responded there are two shades of green on the plan that you have there. The darker
green is going to be the buffer. And the other will be retention.

Mr. Hopengarten stated so it's not really a buffer. Because you're giving them 100 ft and you're not
utilizing that as an obstruction for view.

Mr. Shasteen responded there will be along the property line.

Mr. Hopengarten stated | see the trees that you have there, but it may not be sufficient for three story
buildings on the other side.
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Ms. Saunders inquired based on what you said, it could be wet retention? It could be dry. We don't
know yet because of the new rules, St. John's rules trying to figure out the new nitrogen phosphorus,
how to buy.

Mr. Shasteen stated you're aware of what's going on, the new rule and unfortunately this is
discharging into Sykes Creek, which you know has the most stringent criteria based on the new rule.
So, we're in the process of figuring combination of dry retention, wet retention, other mechanical
systems, combination of different ways to meet the new criteria.

Mr. Hopengarten commented sewer capacity. | know Sykes Creek sewage treatment plant is almost
at capacity. Where are you getting sewage?

Ms. Rezanka stated they're not at capacity.

Mr. Hopengarten stated they're 90%, aren't they?
Ms. Rezanka responded it would be no difference.
Mr. Minneboo added that flow may be going north.

Mr. Shasteen stated | don't know the answer to that yet. | know that there's sewer available. There
are mains that were put in as part of the previous development.

Mr. Hopengarten replied | understand that part, but you're adding to it now with 200 units.

Mr. Shasteen responded of course the county is not going to let us put more capacity to their plant
than what's available. So that's something that we'll obviously have to address. If it becomes an issue
that's something that we'll have to address at that time.

Mr. Johnson inquired if this zoning isn't changed to allow this, what can that property be used for
now? What can they do there now?

Ms. Gilliam responded currently, right now, the property is zoned AU, which is agricultural residential.
It requires 2 and a half acre lots. It would be all the permitted uses under the AU zoning classification,
but primarily it's residential. It can have some agricultural uses on it.

Ms. Rezanka added | would also argue it's vested for a hospital and additional clinic uses because it's
an existing use that's there and it's covered by a binding site plan.

Ms. Gilliam responded | was going to follow up with that because there's a BSP on the property it
wouldn't be able to be used for the residential. It would have to be used for additional medical center
buildings to go on the site.

Mr. Wadsworth asked staff if there was a hospital hypothetically built there, what's the highest we
could go with a hospital there? How many floors? Is it 32 feet?

Mr. Body responded it would be 35 feet. The residential would be restricting it, also the AU zoning.
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Thomas Leigh wanted to add | think this was mentioned by one of the neighbors and | wanted to
address it directly about property values and all the issues presenting the surrounding neighborhood,
the traffic. Part of what we do and the reason we love what we do is we improve the areas around
where we build. We're not the sort of developers who come in bulldoze and leave. We are integrated
into these communities deeply. The reason this site plan has been changed, | don't even know how
many times, is because we want to respect and honor everyone around us. Typically, our renters
have less cars than single family residents. Merritt Island is going through significant changes based
on the employment coming to town. The makeup of the American household is changing with it, and
we want to offer that option close to the employment that they have. But we're not building, not that
there's anything wrong with affordable workforce housing, but this is a beautiful luxury amenities
product that young engineers, very highly paid engineers need somewhere to live and there isn't the
existing stock. That's the only comment | wanted to mention. And | hope that when we leave the area
will be better for it. The roadway, the storm water, all of it. We're not adding problems. We want to
remove problems that exist in the locale.

Mr. Bartcher added just reminder; the Merritt Island board recommended a denial. | would like to
commend the organization for the response they've made to people's requirements. | think they've did
a very admirable job. My concern with this though is | drive that road occasionally. It's never a
pleasant experience. Never. It's always backed up. And as John said, it's backed up from 520 or
about half a mile down maybe sometimes longer when I'm there and all these people are going in that
direction and just make that worse. And then on top of that | just heard that the state’s going to come
in and put a median in there. That takes up a whole roadway. So, unless they're going to expand the
total size of the roadway that's going to make that thing worse. It may be better from a safety point of
view making left turns but traffic-wise now it's going to back up way past Pioneer.

Mr. Wadsworth stated | don't want to misspeak but aren't you willing to look at that as far as the traffic
issue.

Ms. Jurado responded we're analyzing existing no build and build conditions, and the median will be
part the considerations that we take but that's an FDOT project so it would be under no build
conditions and the build conditions.

Motion to recommend approval of ltem H.11. with a BDP by Neal Johnson, seconded by Debbie
Thomas. Motion failed with a tie vote of 7:7.

Motion to recommend denial of ltem H.11. by John Hopengarten, seconded by Ruth Amato. Motion
failed with a tie vote of 7:7.

Mr. Esseesse informed the board they could either table the item or move it forward to the County
Commissioners with the tie vote of 7:7 either way.

Ms. Rezanka indicated they would like to move forward with the tie vote recommendation.
Mr. Esseesse stated we'll report to the board that it was a 7:7 tie either way.

Meeting adjourned at 6:28 p.m.
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257200054

From: Chelsey True

To: AdministrativeServices

Subject: Public comment for planning and zoning review - Courtenay and Pioneer
Date: Saturday, November 29, 2025 1:04:39 PM

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

To Planning and Zoning for Brevard County

Re: Proposed Rezoning for 11-acre Parcel at Courtenay Pkwy & Pioneer Rd
Parcel ID: 24-36-14-00-259

Dear Members of the Agency,

My name is Chelsey True and | live in the neighborhood directly adjacent to the proposed
multifamily development on Courtenay Parkway and Pioneer Road. | am submitting my
public comment regarding the rezoning request for the parcel at Courtenay Parkway and
Pioneer Road. | understand this item may be scheduled for the upcoming planning and
zoning agenda and | would like my comments distributed to the board.

| want to be clear from the start: | am not opposed to development. Growth is inevitable,
and it can bring positive improvements to our community. My concern is that this specific
project, at this scale, on this particular corner, does not align with safe or responsible
planning for Merritt Island.

This is an 11-acre parcel proposed for 222 multifamily units, three stories tall, with multiple
access points feeding directly into a two-lane road in a school zone and a heavily
congested five-lane arterial operating at 88% of capacity. When | reviewed and researched
the data, the concerns fell into three key areas: traffic, compatibility, and environmental
impact.

1. Traffic & Safety Concerns
A. Courtenay Parkway is already operating at 0.88 V/C

The Space Coast TPO confirmed that the corridor’s current volume-to-capacity ratio is 0.88,
meaning it is approaching its allowable limit.

A development generating 1,400-1,600 trips per day (a standard estimate for 222 units)
would materially worsen congestion right where:

¢ A school creates daily queuing
e A drawbridge produces routine traffic backups
e Pioneer Road narrows to two lanes and funnels directly into neighborhoods

It is also worth noting that since 2022 this section of roadway has had an increase in ADT of
42%.
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B. Pioneer Rd cannot safely absorb apartment-level traffic

Pioneer is a constrained two-lane road with no room for expansion. It already backs up
during school drop-off/pickup. Adding a direct entrance from a 222-unit community would
worsen this bottleneck.

C. The bridge, freeway on-ramps, and school traffic create compounding pressure

This is not a normal intersection. It is a stacked conflict zone where several congestion
factors overlap. Adding several hundred daily apartment trips to this mix creates an obvious
safety and mobility issue for residents, school families, and emergency vehicles.

2. Neighborhood Compatibility & Scale

This proposal changes the parcel from AG/Residential to Multifamily, jumping from very
low-density use to one of the densest housing types available. Our surrounding
neighborhoods consist of single-family homes with substantially lower density and height.

A three-story, 222-unit complex on an 11-acre site is a drastic departure from the existing
pattern. It overwhelms the character, privacy, and scale of the adjacent neighborhoods.
This is especially concerning because Merritt Island is unincorporated, and our
infrastructure and services were not designed for high-density infill of this

magnitude. Parking Demand: The developer is proposing 396 parking spaces for 222 units,
or 1.78 spaces per unit.However, every available data source shows this is inadequate for
a suburban, car-dependent community like Merritt Island:

» The U.S. Census Bureau ACS shows renter households in suburban areas average 2
vehicles per unit.

« The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation Manual indicates
mid-rise suburban apartments generate 2.0-2.3 parked vehicles per unit, well above the
1.78 proposed here.

» FDOT and the UF Shimberg Center report similar suburban averages of 1.9-2.2
vehicles per renter household.

Based on this, the proposed parking ratio is underbuilt by approximately 50-100 parking
spaces, which would force overflow parking onto surrounding streets, nearby businesses,
and neighborhood entrances. This is not compatible with surrounding single-family
communities

3. Environmental & Stormwater Impact
A. Loss of 11 acres of mature tree canopy
Removing essentially the entire canopy will:

Increase stormwater runoff
Reduce natural drainage

Raise localized flood risk
Increase heat and reduce habitat

While developers may engineer stormwater ponds, engineered systems do not replace lost
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natural retention. With recent storms and flooding across the county, removing this many
acres of trees needs careful analysis.

B. This area has known drainage challenges

Even with engineered retention, clearcutting this much acreage on a low-lying barrier
island, next to residential areas and near the river, carries meaningful impacts that should
be fully evaluated before rezoning.

4. About the Developer
RangeWater is a high-volume multifamily developer known for:

Producing dense, three-story, garden-style apartments

Maximizing units per acre

Removing most existing tree canopy

Using surface parking with high turnover and vehicle demand
Building “efficient” mid-range communities designed for quick leasing

This model may fit highly urban corridors with excess roadway capacity. It is not typically
compatible with single-family neighborhoods or constrained arterial roads already
approaching capacity.

This is not an issue with renters or multifamily housing. It is an issue of scale, location, and
fit.

Conclusion

| support growth. | support improvement. But it must be responsible growth, aligned with the

real conditions on the ground especially in areas already strained by traffic, school
congestion, and constrained roadways.

This proposal, in its current form, does not meet that standard.

The applicant has acknowledged that the purchase of this property is contingent upon the
approval of a rezoning that would allow significantly higher density than what the current
zoning permits. This is a clear indication that the proposed development cannot be
supported by the land under its existing constraints. If a project is only financially viable by
increasing density threefold, that suggests the underlying capacity of the site (traffic, safety,
stormwater, and compatibility) is already stretched.

| respectfully ask the Agency to consider the traffic capacity, neighborhood compatibility,
and environmental impacts thoroughly before making a recommendation. We deserve
development that enhances Merritt Island; not development that overwhelms it.

Thank you for your time and consideration. | look forward to discussing this further at the
rezoning meeting.

Respectfully,
Chelsey True

Merritt Island Resident
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Subject: Comprehensive Request for Denial of Zoning Application 25200054 — Parcel ID 24-36-
14-00-259

Dear Members of the Planning and Zoning Board,

I am writing to formally and respectfully request denial of Zoning Application No. 25Z,00054,
which seeks a change in zoning classification for the property identified as Parcel ID 24-36-14-
00-259 (Tax Account No. 2412106), located on North Courtenay Parkway in Merritt Island.

I am a former Chairman of a Local Development Finance Authority in Huron Township,
Michigan, where I worked closely with planning staff, zoning boards, and elected officials on
land-use, redevelopment, and zoning matters. I am also a Merritt Island resident who owns
property in close proximity to the subject parcel. I submit these comments based on that
experience and on a careful review of the application materials, staff analyses, mapped resource
data, and Brevard County’s adopted Comprehensive Plan and zoning framework.

This letter is not an objection to growth or development in principle. Rather, it is a request that
the County apply its zoning standards consistently, as it has done in prior cases, and deny a
rezoning that is not supported by the record and that raises significant concerns related to plan
consistency, compatibility, precedent, and long-term land-use integrity.

I. Inconsistency with the Comprehensive Plan and Classic Spot Zoning Indicators

The requested rezoning from AU to RU-2-15, with an associated development intensity of
approximately 220 multi-family dwelling units, represents a substantial increase in density and
intensity that is not consistent with the intent, structure, or expectations established by the
adopted Comprehensive Plan for this area.

Rezoning actions are intended to implement the Comprehensive Plan, not to override it or create
parcel-specific exceptions that function as de facto policy changes. When a rezoning request
introduces a use or density that materially departs from what the surrounding area has been
planned to accommodate, it raises classic spot zoning concerns.

Spot zoning is not defined by size alone. It is identified by context: whether a single parcel is
being singled out for preferential treatment that is inconsistent with surrounding zoning and land-
use patterns, and whether the change advances a broad public purpose or primarily benefits a
particular development proposal. In this case, the requested rezoning would single out one parcel
for a level of intensity that is not reflected in the surrounding zoning framework, undermining
the predictability and coherence of the Comprehensive Plan.

Approval under these circumstances would weaken the Plan’s role as a guiding document and
invite further requests that rely on exception rather than compliance.
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IL. Incompatibility with Surrounding Uses and Established Development Pattern

The subject property is located within an area characterized by lower-density residential
development and long-established neighborhood patterns. These patterns reflect decades of
zoning decisions and planning expectations that residents and property owners have relied upon.

Introducing multi-family development at the proposed density would significantly alter the
character of the area and create incompatibilities related to:

o Scale and massing

o Intensity of use

o Traffic generation and circulation impacts

o Long-term land-use expectations

These impacts are not speculative. They are the predictable and cumulative effects of inserting a
higher-intensity zoning district into an area that has not been planned, zoned, or built to support
1t.

In prior zoning cases, the County has routinely cited incompatibility with surrounding uses as a
valid and sufficient basis for denial, particularly where a proposal represents a clear departure
from the established development pattern.

I11. Consistency with Prior Planning and Zoning Board Denials

Brevard County has a well-documented history of recommending and issuing denials where
rezoning requests are inconsistent with adopted policy, incompatible with surrounding uses, or
likely to set problematic precedent. The current request aligns closely with scenarios in which
the Board has previously recommended denial.

A. Merritt Island Rezoning Denial (22700033 — August 15, 2022)

On August 15, 2022, the Planning and Zoning Board unanimously recommended denial of a
rezoning request (Application 22Z,00033) involving a change from AU to RU-1-13 for a
property located on North Tropical Trail in Merritt Island.

In that case, the Board heard testimony that the requested zoning was out of character,
incompatible with the surrounding area, and would set a precedent encouraging similar
requests. A Board member specifically noted that approving the request would “open the door”
to additional rezonings and concluded that the proposal was “not conducive to this particular
area.” The motion to recommend denial passed unanimously.

This case is directly relevant. It demonstrates the Board’s willingness to recommend denial
where increased residential intensity would disrupt established land-use patterns and create
precedent pressures—precisely the concems raised by Application 25Z00054.
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B. PUD Rezoning Denial (23PUD00001 — October 14, 2024)

Similarly, on October 14, 2024, the Planning and Zoning Board unanimously recommended
denial of Application 23PUD00001, which sought to rezone property from BU-1 and RU-2-10
to PUD.

The minutes reflect that the request had been previously considered and that the Board had
already recommended denial. Upon reconsideration, the Board again voted unanimously to
recommend denial, reinforcing the principle that rezoning should not be approved simply
because it is requested or resubmitted.

This case underscores that the Board consistently applies its standards and does not hesitate to
recommend denial when the record does not support approval.

C. Broader Pattern of Denials to Preserve Plan Integrity

In addition to zoning cases, the Planning and Zoning Board has also recommended denial of
small-scale Comprehensive Plan amendments where proposals were inconsistent with adopted
policy or premature. For example, on August 12, 2024, the Board unanimously recommended
denial of multiple plan amendment items, reinforcing the broader principle that the County
prioritizes plan consistency over ad hoc changes.

Together, these actions demonstrate a clear and consistent history: when a request undermines
adopted planning policy, compatibility, or long-term land-use coherence, denial is not only
appropriate but expected.

IV. Reasonable and Economically Viable Use Exists Under Current Zoning

Denial of this application does not deprive the property of reasonable or economically viable use.
The existing zoning designation allows lawful development that is consistent with surrounding
land uses and long-standing planning objectives.

Rezoning is not intended to maximize development yield on a parcel-by-parcel basis, particularly
where such maximization conflicts with adopted land-use policy. The existence of viable
development options under current zoning weighs strongly against approval of the requested
change.

V. Infrastructure Availability Does Not Cure the Land-Use Conflict

It is acknowledged that the subject property is served by an existing sewer system, eliminating
the need for septic-based nitrogen mitigation. However, infrastructure availability alone does not
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justify a zoning change that is otherwise inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan or
incompatible with surrounding development.

Environmental considerations—including wetlands, protected species, and tree preservation
requirements—remain applicable. More importantly, zoning decisions must be based on land-use
compatibility and policy consistency, not solely on the presence or absence of utilities.

VI. Public Interest, Precedent, and Long-Term Consequences

Zoning decisions are cumulative. Each approval sets expectations and shapes future requests.
Approving this rezoning would:

 Signal that parcel-specific exceptions are acceptable
« Encourage similar requests in the surrounding area
» Weaken the County’s ability to defend future denials

Denial, by contrast, reinforces predictability, fairness, and adherence to adopted policy. It
protects both nearby property owners and the County’s long-term planning framework.

Conclusion

For the reasons outlined above—including inconsistency with the Comprehensive Plan, classic
spot zoning concerns, incompatibility with surrounding uses, a clear history of similar denials by
the Planning and Zoning Board, the availability of reasonable use under current zoning, and the
absence of a demonstrated public benefit—I respectfully request that Zoning Application No.
25700054 be denied and that the existing zoning classification for Parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259
remain unchanged.

Such a decision would be consistent with prior County actions, preserve the integrity of the
zoning map, and uphold the principles that guide responsible land-use planning in Brevard
County.

Respectfully submitted,

John C. Golovich
2540 Raintree Lake Circle
Merritt Island, FL 32953
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I. Findings of Fact — Outline Supporting Denial

(Zoning Application No. 25200054 | Parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259)

A. Jurisdiction and Application

1.

The Board has jurisdiction over Zoning Application No. 25700054, which requests a
change in zoning classification for Parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259, located on North
Courtenay Parkway, Merritt Island.

The application requests a rezoning from AU to RU-2-15, allowing a significant increase
in residential density and intensity.

B. Comprehensive Plan Consistency

3.

4.

The Brevard County Comprehensive Plan serves as the controlling policy framework for
zoning decisions.

Rezoning actions are intended to implement the Comprehensive Plan and are not
intended to create parcel-specific exceptions or de facto plan amendments.

. The requested rezoning would allow a residential density and intensity that is not

consistent with the intent and expectations of the adopted Comprehensive Plan for this
area.

Approval of the requested rezoning would undermine the role of the Comprehensive Plan
as a predictable, guiding document for land-use decisions.

C. Spot Zoning Considerations

7.

8.

9.

The requested rezoning would single out one parcel for treatment that is materially
different from the surrounding zoning framework.

The surrounding area is characterized by lower-density residential development and
established land-use patterns.

The requested zoning change exhibits characteristics of spot zoning, including
preferential treatment of a single parcel without a corresponding public benefit or plan
amendment.

10. Approval of the request would weaken the consistency and integrity of the County’s

zoning map.

D. Compatibility with Surrounding Uses
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11. The proposed rezoning would introduce a higher-intensity residential use that is
incompatible with surrounding land uses in terms of scale, intensity, and character.

12. Increased traffic, development intensity, and land-use impacts are foreseeable
consequences of the proposed rezoning.

13. The surrounding infrastructure and neighborhood pattern were not designed to
accommodate the level of development intensity proposed.

E. Precedent and Consistency with Prior Board Actions

14. The Planning and Zoning Board has previously recommended denial of rezoning requests
where increased intensity was incompatible with surrounding uses or inconsistent with
adopted planning policy.

15. Prior Board actions, including unanimous recommendations of denial for similar
rezoning requests, demonstrate a consistent application of zoning standards.

16. Approval of the requested rezoning would depart from this established pattern and make
future denials of similar requests more difficult to defend.

F. Reasonable Use Under Existing Zoning

17. The subject property retains reasonable and economically viable use under its current
zoning classification.

18. Denial of the requested rezoning does not deprive the property owner of all reasonable
use of the land.

19. Rezoning is not required to ensure reasonable use of the property.

G. Infrastructure and Environmental Context

20. The property is served by an existing sewer system; however, infrastructure availability
alone does not justify a zoning change that is inconsistent with adopted policy.

21. Environmental considerations, including wetlands, protected species, and tree
preservation requirements, remain applicable to the property.

22. These considerations further support cautious, plan-consistent land-use decision-making.

H. Public Interest and Long-Term Planning

23. Zoning decisions have cumulative impacts and set expectations for future land-use
requests.
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24. Approval of the requested rezoning would encourage similar requests and erode
predictability in the zoning process.

25. Denial of the application is consistent with the public interest, long-term planning
objectives, and the County’s responsibility to apply zoning regulations uniformly.

I. Conclusion

26. Based on the foregoing findings, the requested rezoning is not consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, is incompatible with surrounding uses, raises spot zoning concerns,
and is not required to ensure reasonable use of the property.

27. Denial of Zoning Application No. 25Z00054 is supported by competent, substantial
evidence in the record.

593



From: Bob Davis

To: AdministrativeServices

Cc: Bob Davis

Subject: Change of Zoning Classification ID# 2520054
Date: Sunday, January 11, 2026 9:20:15 AM

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

Sadly | am unable to attend the P&Z Board meeting Monday, 12 Jan on the above
subject.

| would like to voice my concern of rezoning this area from AU to the proposed RU-2-
15 Medium and RU-2-30 High density.

To increase to a medium and high density for this property just adds more traffic to an
area that is already saturated due to the nearby public elementary school, single
family homes and recently, the assisted living/rehab facility and of course creature
comfort businesses (car wash, coffee (yuk) and bank). Try getting around in your car
from say 7:00- 9:00a.m. and of course in the afternoon from 2:00-3:30pm. Even
during the M-F afternoon rush at the nearby SR 528 traffic can back up to this
property. | live in the Villa DePalma subdivision which adjoins this property, making
an easterly turn from Southerly SR3 onto Via De La Renia is impossible (so much so |
have to traverse to the light at Pioneer). Now it is proposed to add additional traffic?

That said until the Florida State DMV traffic plan for State Road 3 (Courtenay Pkwy)
corridor is finalized this property, and all others, should remain at the lowest density.
Most definitely NOT high density as proposed! Even if this is approved the developer
should be held responsible for accommodating access to and from this property (turn
lanes, no left turn to southerly SR3, barrier to prevent, etc.,) and also accommodate
homeowner's requests whose property is directly against this property to help soften
the massive proposed 3 story facility or parking lots.

Has the P&Z considered looking at traffic accidents at SR 3 and Via De La Renia
(Villa DePalmas entrance) or Ventian Way intersections? It should be part of the
discussions!

Thank you.

Robert Davis

102 Via Havarre

Merritt Island, FL 32953
321-480-5693
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From: Gayle Allenback

To: AdministrativeServices
Subject: Request for Denial of Zoning Application 25200054 — Parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259
Date: Monday, January 12, 2026 1:23:06 AM

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

Dear Members of the Planning and Zoning Board,

My name is Gayle Allenback, and I live here on Merritt Island near the parcel that’s the
subject of Zoning Application No. 25200054, located on North Courtenay Parkway.

[ understand that our community will continue to change, and I support development when it’s
done thoughtfully and responsibly. My concern today isn’t about development itself, or even
about the possibility of higher-density residential use. It’s specifically about the proposal to
remove the Building Site Plan requirement.

Building Site Plans exist to give everyone—neighbors, future residents, and the County—
some clarity and confidence about how a property will be developed. They help ensure that
projects meet safety standards, follow established development rules, and fit reasonably with
surrounding properties. From a neighbor’s perspective, they provide predictability, and that
predictability matters in a community like ours.

Removing that requirement creates uncertainty. It makes it harder for nearby residents to
understand what may be built and how it could affect traffic, infrastructure, and neighborhood
character over time. Those safeguards don’t just protect current homeowners; they also help
ensure that any future development on the parcel is successful and well-integrated into the
community.

Based on these concerns—along with issues of compatibility, consistency with existing
planning policies, previous Board decisions on similar requests, and the fact that the property
already has reasonable use under its current zoning—I respectfully ask that this zoning
application be denied. I also want to echo concerns already raised by fellow resident John
Golovich regarding the lack of a clear public benefit associated with this request.

Thank you for listening and for the work you do on behalf of our community. [ appreciate
your consideration of the perspectives of those of us who live nearby and care deeply about
Merritt Island’s future.

Respectfully,
Gayle Allenback
2405 Raintree Lake Circle

Merritt Island, FL 32953
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From: Amanda Smith <321smithamanda@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 15, 2026 4:56 PM

To: Zoning <Zoning@brevardfl.gov>

Subject: Rezoning 25200054

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

To: Brevard County Zoning Department
Re: Rezoning Application 25200054

To whom it may concern,

| am writing to formally express my strong opposition to Rezoning Application 25200054 due to the
significant negative impacts it would have on traffic safety, infrastructure capacity, and long-
established surrounding neighborhoods.

Courtenay Parkway already experiences heavy traffic congestion throughout the day, particularly
during peak commuting hours. Any additional traffic generated by a proposed 222-unit apartment
complex would substantially worsen existing conditions. This congestion is not merely
inconvenient—it presents serious and ongoing safety concerns for residents who depend on this
corridor for daily travel.

Of particular concern is Pioneer Road, which serves as a designated school zone for Lewis Carroll
Elementary School. Traffic is already heavy during morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up hours.
Adding traffic from a development of this size would further strain this roadway, increasing risks to
children, pedestrians, school staff, and residents.

| am a resident of Villa de Palmas, and | experience these issues firsthand. Turning south onto
Courtenay Parkway from Via de la Reina is already dangerous due to traffic volume and speed. | am
frequently forced to exit the neighborhood from the rear and use the traffic light at Pioneer Road
simply to travel south safely. Additional traffic from this development would create even more
congestion and delays at an already overburdened intersection, negatively impacting all
surrounding communities.

Another major concern is parking inadequacy. The proposed complex provides only 394 parking
spaces for 222 units, which is insufficient when accounting for residents, multiple-vehicle
households, and visitors. This shortfalt will inevitably result in overflow parking along Pioneer Road,
which would further disrupt traffic flow and create additional safety hazards for pedestrians and
cyclists who use this corridor.

Additionally, stormwater and water management must be carefully considered. Residents in Rain
Tree by the Lake and Villa de Palmas already experience flooding issues during heavy storms.
Existing pump stations frequently become overwhelmed and back up during significant rainfall
events. Increasing impervious surfaces and runoff from a development of this size would place
further strain on an already stressed drainage system, increasing the likelihood of flooding for
residents who have lived in these neighborhoods for decades.

This rezoning request raises serious concerns regarding traffic safety, school-zone congestion,
parking overflow, and flood risk. The existing infrastructure is not equipped to safely or responsibly
support a development of this scale.

598



For these reasons, | respectfully urge the Commissioners to deny approval of Rezoning Request
25200054 and to prioritize the safety, infrastructure limitations, and quality of life of current
residents and families in the surrounding communities.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Amanda Smith

116 Via Havarre, Merritt Island

Resident/Owner, Villa de Palmas
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Greetings Mrs. Katie Delaney and staff,

I am emailing you to state the importance of maintaining Merritt Island's current zoning
laws and codes. The proposed development of the lot on Pioneer and Courtney is a grave
flooding risk for nearby homes. That wetland absorbs rain water, and is one of the reasons
the local neighborhood has been protected from flooding. Housing is a critical issue, and
so any development plan which puts current housing at risk as well as reducing the quality
of life for current residents is not a smart development plan. | urge to vote against the
proposed rezoning.

Thank you.

Best regards,
Ethan Herrell

Merritt Island resident
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From: Dan Tweed

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Cc: Lynn Tweed

Subject: Rezoning Proposal for Merritt Island Apartment Units at Pioneer Road and Courtenay Parkway
Date: Monday, January 19, 2026 3:03:42 PM

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

We are writing in vigorous opposition to subject rezoning proposal and strongly urging you to
deny it. We understand that the Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency recommended against
the request but that there was a tie vote by the Planning and Zoning Board, and that it is now
up to our County Commissioners to disposition the request. PLEASE do the right and sensible
thing and kill this project!!

We have lived on Raintree Lake Circle for over 4 decades and have endured countless
negative effects due to nearby residential and commercial growth, with a substantial spike in
just the past few years with Hampton Manor, Starbucks, Twins Car Wash and Space Coast

Credit Union all chipping away at our green spaces and tranquility.

We are all for progress and sensible development but this proposal is a terrible idea. It would
exacerbate the already extremely congested and unsafe conditions on both Courtenay Parkway
and Pioneer Road. On a daily basis, we witness red light runners at the intersection of
Courtenay Parkway and Pioneer Road. Courtenay currently backs up frequently in both
directions from SR 528 past Pioneer, and Pioneer already backs up nearly to Courtenay every
afternoon with Lewis Carroll Elementary traffic. Dumping additional vehicles from hundreds
of new residences would create serious logjams on both roads and preclude the ability to
properly and safely manage traffic flow and signal timing. In addition, this project will have a
significant impact on existing storm drainage systems and greatly increase the potential for
flooding our homes.

I’m sure you have been made aware of a few key points that should make for an easy decision
to deny this request:

o Affected roadway(s) already at 88% capacity and this proposed project exceeds the
“25% of remaining capacity” rule

e The proposed project is clearly incompatible with our community, with the rezoning
report admitting that a complex with 222 units is not consistent with the surrounding
single family neighborhoods

« This proposed project represents “spot zoning,” placing a high density apartment
complex in a low density residential pocket. Under Administrative Policy #3, this use
will significantly diminish the quality of life and the safety of existing neighborhoods
through noise and traffic.

We must acknowledge that zoning rules are in place for good reason. Please do your duty,
stand up for your constituents, and deny this rezoning proposal.

Thank you for your time and serious attention to this important matter.

Daniel and Lynn Tweed
2855 Raintree Lake Circle
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Merritt Island

Sent from my iPad
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Commissioner,

Please vote no on re-zoning the property on the corner of Courtney and Pioneer Rd!

Thank you,
David Pratt
1645 Seashell

Merritt Island
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From: Dave P

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Please vote no
Date: Monday, January 19, 2026 10:57:19 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DONOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is sale.

Commissioner,
Please vote no on re-zoning the property on the corner of Courtney and Pioneer Rd!

Thank you,
David Pratt
1645 Seashell
Merritt Island
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From: Dan Tweed

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Cornmissioner, DS
Cc: Lynn Tweed

Subject: Rezoning Proposal for Merritt Island Apartment Units at Pioneer Road and Courtenay Parkway
Date: Monday, January 19, 2026 3:03:42 PM

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

We are writing in vigorous opposition to subject rezoning proposal and strongly urging you to
deny it. We understand that the Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency recommended against
the request but that there was a tie vote by the Planning and Zoning Board, and that it is now
up to our County Commissioners to disposition the request. PLEASE do the right and sensible
thing and kill this project!!

We have lived on Raintree Lake Circle for over 4 decades and have endured countless
negative effects due to nearby residential and commercial growth, with a substantial spike in
just the past few years with Hampton Manor, Starbucks, Twins Car Wash and Space Coast
Credit Union all chipping away at our green spaces and tranquility.

We are all for progress and sensible development but this proposal is a terrible idea. It would
exacerbate the already extremely congested and unsafe conditions on both Courtenay Parkway
and Pioneer Road. On a daily basis, we witness red light runners at the intersection of
Courtenay Parkway and Pioneer Road. Courtenay currently backs up frequently in both
directions from SR 528 past Pioneer, and Pioneer already backs up nearly to Courtenay every
afternoon with Lewis Carroll Elementary traffic. Dumping additional vehicles from hundreds
of new residences would create serious logjams on both roads and preclude the ability to
properly and safely manage traffic flow and signal timing. In addition, this project will have a
significant impact on existing storm drainage systems and greatly increase the potential for
flooding our homes.

I’'m sure you have been made aware of a few key points that should make for an easy decision
to deny this request:

o Affected roadway(s) already at 88% capacity and this proposed project exceeds the
“25% of remaining capacity” rule

 The proposed project is clearly incompatible with our community, with the rezoning
report admitting that a complex with 222 units is not consistent with the surrounding
single family neighborhoods

« This proposed project represents “spot zoning,” placing a high density apartment
complex in a low density residential pocket. Under Administrative Policy #3, this use
will significantly diminish the quality of life and the safety of existing neighborhoods
through noise and traffic.

We must acknowledge that zoning rules are in place for good reason. Please do your duty,
stand up for your constituents, and deny this rezoning proposal.

Thank you for your time and serious attention to this important matter.

Daniel and Lynn Tweed
2855 Raintree Lake Circle
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Merritt Island

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ethan Guthrie Herrell

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Vote Against Merritt Island Rezoning
Date: Monday, January 19, 2026 4:32:35 PM

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

Greetings Mr. Rob Feltner and staff,

| am emailing you to state the importance of maintaining Merritt Island's current zoning laws and
codes. The proposed development of the lot on Pioneer and Courtney is a grave flooding risk for
nearby homes. That wetland absorbs rain water, and is one of the reasons the local neighborhood
has been protected from flooding. Housing is a critical issue, and so any development plan which
puts current housing at risk as well as reducing the quality of life for current residents is not a
smart development plan. | urge you to vote against the proposed rezoning.

Thank you.

Best regards,
Ethan Herrell
Merritt Island resident
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From: Chelsey Bjork

To: ini iveServi

Cc: Commissjoner, D1; Commissioner. D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: Public comment for record - rezoning application 25200054

Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 11:42:11 AM

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

Dear Planning and Zoning Staff,

Please include the following statement as part of the public record for the referenced
rezoning application:

“For clarity, the proposed three-story height reflects the maximum height permitted under
the requested zoning and should not be characterized as a voluntary reduction or mitigation
measure. Compliance with height limitations does not reduce the intensity, traffic
generation, or infrastructure demands associated with the proposed density.”

Thank you for ensuring this clarification is included in the official record.
Respectfully,
Chelsey True

Merritt Island Resident
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From: e Col

To: G P DL G o F DS; G issio D4: G - D3; G - D2
Subject: NO to Rezoning on Merritt Island
Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 12:20:24 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO WOT CLICK links orattachiznts inless « o recognizeithe sender il

kv (he cortenm s ale

Urge Brevard County Commissioners
to oppose rezoning on Merritt Island.
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From: Teresa Nick

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Rezoning 25700054
Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 12:49:56 PM

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

Dear Commissioners,

[ have been made aware of a rezoning meeting/ vote that will be occurring on February 5th for
the land north of pioneer road. I encourage you to leave this land alone. These rare parcels of
land are needed for wildlife corridors and are detrimental to maintaining Florida's natural
beauty and endangered habitats. This is one of the few areas that exist for wildlife to pass
from Ulumay Sanctuary to north of the barge and potential up to Pine Island Sanctuary and
Merritt Island National Wildlife Refuge.

LEWIS Carroll Elementary School families will also be negatively impacted by the extra
traffic and congestion and construction. This area is already a mess during pickup and drop off
times. | URGE you to be an advocate for Merritt Islands minimal untouched lands. Thank
you!

The local advisory boards (MIRA and P&Z) couldn’t find a majority to support this project.
As representatives of the entire county, the Commissioners should not override the local
experts and the very residents who will be most impacted by this decision.

«The road is already at 88% capacity and this project exceeds the "25% of remaining capacity"
rule

» Compatibility: The report admits 222 units is "not consistent" with the surrounding single-
family neighborhoods.

= This project represents 'Spot Zoning'—placing a high-density apartment complex in a low-
density residential pocket. Under Administrative Policy #3, this use will significantly diminish
the quality of life and safety of the existing neighborhood through noise and congestion.
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Warm Regards,
Teresa V. Nick
321-704-4161

“To love a place is not enough. We must find ways to heal it.”
— Robin Wall Kimmerer, Beaitiing Sweetgrass: ndi

renaus Wisdom. Scientific Knowledse and the Teachings of Plaints
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From: Thomas Dixon

To: mmission 4
Date: Friday, January 23, 2026 7:28:03 PM
Attachments: .png

—png

.Bng

-bng

Lng

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

We are closing in on 1,500 signatures to stop the 222-apartment complex at the corner of
Pioneer and N. Courtenay. This location cannot support this project &

We are so close! Our petition is gaining major traction, and we've confirmed the County
Commissioners are officially paying attention. To protect our island, we are aiming for
1,500+ signatures by next week!

If you can't attend the upcoming meeting, your email is your vote. Please take 60 seconds
to send a quick message to the Commissioners letting them know we demand Smart
Growth, not dangerous over-development.

Why this project is wrong for Merritt Island:

L. PUBLIC SAFETY: The Staff Report (p. 10) explicitly warns of a "Material Danger to Public
Safety.”

&% TRAFFIC: Our roads are already at 88% capacity. This project violates the "25% remaining
capacity” rule.

4 INCOMPATIBLE: Even the county admits 222 units is NOT consistent with our single-
family neighborhoods.

& NO LOCAL SUPPORT: Our local advisory boards (MIRA/P&Z) refused to back this project
Sent from my iPad
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From: Greg McClasky

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Please reject the 222-apartment complex at the corner of Pioneer and N. Courtenay
Date: Friday, January 23, 2026 9:44:42 PM

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

Please reject the 222-apartment complex at the corner of Pioneer and N. Courtenay.

Why this project is wrong for Merritt Island:
A PUBLIC SAFETY: The Staff Report (p. 10) explicitly warns of a "Material Danger to Public
Safety." If you've ever tried to drive on Pioneer or turn onto Courtenay when the elementary

school children are being dropped off and picked up, you'd have a better understanding of one

of the safety issues. | also know that it is very risky trying to turn left (southbound) on
Courtenay from Venetian Way.

TRAFFIC: North Courtenay is already at 88% capacity. This project violates the "25%
remaining capacity" rule.

INCOMPATIBLE: Even the county admits 222 units is NOT consistent with our single-family

neighborhoods.

NO LOCAL SUPPORT: Our local advisory boards (MIRA/P&Z) refused to back this project.
Many residents in the area are also concerned about lower property values and privacy
issues with being so close to the 3-story buildings. After increase issues with flooding
since developers built Starbucks, Hampton Manor, and the car wash on the southwest
corner, many concerned about flooding issues even though this developer says "trust

us-.
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From: Tina McClasky

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: Please reject the 222-apartment complex at the corner of Pioneer and N. Courtenay.
Date: Friday, January 23, 2026 9:52:37 PM

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

Please reject the 222-apartment complex at the corner of Pioneer and N. Courtenay.

Why this project is wrong for Merritt Island:

/\ PUBLIC SAFETY: The Staff Report (p. 10) explicitly warns of a "Material Danger to Public
Safety.” If you've ever tried to drive on Pioneer or turn onto Courtenay when the elementary
school children are being dropped off and picked up, you'd have a better understanding of one
of the safety issues. | also know that it is already very risky trying to turn left (southbound) on
Courtenay from Venetian Way.

TRAFFIC: North Courtenay is already at 88% capacity. This project violates the "25%
remaining capacity"” rule.

INCOMPATIBLE: Even the county admits 222 units is NOT consistent with our single-family
neighborhoods.

NO LOCAL SUPPORT: Our local advisory boards (MIRA/P&Z) refused to back this project.
Many residents in the area are also concerned about lower property values and privacy issues with being so
close to the 3-story buildings. After increased issues with flooding since developers built Starbucks,
Hampton Manor, and the car wash on the southwest corner, many residents are concerned about flooding
issues even though this developer says "trust us" ,as | suspect the other developer also said.
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25700054

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

| am writing to formally oppose the proposed apartment development planned for my
neighborhood.

First, the traffic impact alone makes this project inappropriate. The primary roadway
serving this area is already operating at approximately 88% capacity. Approving a
development of this size would exceed the established policy limiting projects to no more
than 25% of remaining roadway capacity. This is not a theoretical concern—it directly
affects daily safety, emergency response times, and overall livability for current residents.

Second, the project fails the most basic test of compatibility. The development report itself
acknowledges that 222 apartment units are “not consistent” with the surrounding single-
family residential neighborhoods. This admission alone should disqualify the proposal.
Introducing high-density housing into a clearly low-density area disregards the existing
character and long-term planning intentions for this neighborhood.

Finally, this proposal conflicts with Administrative Policy #3, which exists specifically to
prevent situations like this. Placing a high-density apartment complex within a low-density
residential pocket will significantly diminish the quality of life and safety of the existing
neighborhood. Increased traffic congestion, noise, and overcrowding are unavoidable
consequences that current residents will be forced to absorb.

Growth should be intentional, compatible, and infrastructure-supported. This project is
none of those. | respectfully urge the Commission to deny approval and protect the safety,
character, and quality of life of our neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Amanda Palmer

Concerned Resident
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25200054

ts and concerns regarding the zoning request on Merritt Island.

1.

Property values. Please see the attached photo. This home is for sale in

Raintree. You can see in the background beautiful live oak trees and other

foliage. This homes property line borders the proposed site of a towering apartment
complex. Won’t that be a lovely sight when everything is cleared from that lot and
viewing that home, instead of nature, you will see tall buildings with a direct view of
everything you do. Gatherings in back yard, pool time, etc. No privacy whatsoever.
Values for homes bordering that complex will plummet. | would venture to say all
homes in Raintree will suffer. Who will want to purchase in there when as soon as
you enter the neighborhood the entire length of the road you enter borders towering
apartment buildings.

Traffic. The proposed main entrance appears to be via Courtenay. Since there are 0
grocery stores, O retail shops, 0 restaurants to the north of there, it only makes
sense 200+ car owners will be using Pioneer as the exit point from that complex if
they want to go south. Only someone with a death wish try’s to make a left turn onto
Courtenay without a light. Pioneer is heavily travelled. There is only one way in/out
of Raintree, that is via Pioneer. Lewis Carroll grade school is only about 1/4 mile
down off Pioneer. Traffic backs up terribly, and with Pioneer and Courtenay light
being a school crossing, there are numerous walkers/riders of grade school age as
well as cars both at drop off and pickup. Courtenay in itseif is sometimes a
nightmare. With drawbridge only 1/2 mile north of Pioneer, | have seen traffic back
up south of Pioneer.

Safety. In event of evacuation, we are talking possibility of an extra 300 cars or more
trying to exit the island,all jammed right at the Beachline. Is our smallisland Fire
department equipped to handle a major emergency such as fire in a complex this
size, especially with homes in such close proximity?

Schools. Possible impact to our schools. They already use trailers placed for extra
classrooms.

| fail to see any benefit whatsoever for rezoning this land to multi family. Too many
vehicles, too much impact on our roads and schools, and possible devastation to
property values. Towering apartments are meant for people who want water views,
not looking into people’s backyards and onto a busy road.

Thank you for taking these thoughts into consideration when you vote.

PLEASE vote NO!
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<{  Backtolisting

For sale: $375,000 (3 beds, 2 baths, 1,572 Square Feet)

Sent from my iPad
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25200054

Please Stop this action for the following reasons (to name a few)...

Why this project is wrong for Merritt Island:

A PUBLIC SAFETY: The Staff Report (p. 10) explicitly warns of a "Material Danger to Public
Safety."

&® TRAFFIC: Our roads are already at 88% capacity. This project violates the "25%
remaining capacity" rule.

@ INCOMPATIBLE: Even the county admits 222 units is NOT consistent with our single-
family neighborhoods.

© NO LOCAL SUPPORT: Our local advisory boards (MIRA/P&Z) refused to back this
project.

And don’t forget the growing flooding issue in this area...

Sincerely
Jean Nordfors
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Sandra Muller called our office to say she is opposed to the proposed apartment complex
on or near Courtney and Pioneer.

District 1 Office

COMMISSIONER KATIE DELANEY

@ 400 South St., 4™ Floor
Titueville, FL 32780

620



From: Debbie Montgomery

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner. D5
Subject: Fwd: Rezoning

Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2026 9:30:01 PM

Attachments: reen -01-27 .08 PM.pn

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

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Debbie Montgomery <debmontgomery09@gmail.com>
Date: January 28, 2026 at 9:06:05 PM EST

To: Debbie Montgomery <debmontgomery09@gmail.com>
Subject: Rezoning

ts and concerns regarding the zoning
request on Merritt Island.

1. Property values. Please see the attached photo. This home is for sale in
Raintree. You can see in the background beautiful live oak trees and other
foliage. This homes property line borders the proposed site of a towering
apartment complex. Won’t that be a lovely sight when everything is cleared
from that lot and viewing that home, instead of nature, you will see tall
buildings with a direct view of everything you do. Gatherings in back yard,
pool time, etc. No privacy whatsoever. Values for homes bordering that
complex will plummet. I would venture to say all homes in Raintree will
suffer. Who will want to purchase in there when as soon as you enter the
neighborhood the entire length of the road you enter borders towering
apartment buildings.

2. Traffic. The proposed main entrance appears to be via Courtenay. Since
there are 0 grocery stores, 0 retail shops, 0 restaurants to the north of there,
it only makes sense 200+ car owners will be using Pioneer as the exit point
from that complex if they want to go south. Only someone with a death
wish try’s to make a left turn onto Courtenay without a light. Pioneer is
heavily travelled. There is only one way in/out of Raintree, that is via
Pioneer. Lewis Carroll grade school is only about 1/4 mile down off
Pioneer. Traffic backs up terribly, and with Pioneer and Courtenay light
being a school crossing, there are numerous walkers/riders of grade school
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age as well as cars both at drop off and pickup. Courtenay in itself is
sometimes a nightmare. With drawbridge only 1/2 mile north of Pioneer, I
have seen traffic back up south of Pioneer.

3. Safety. In event of evacuation, we are talking possibility of an extra 300
cars or more trying to exit the island,all jammed right at the Beachline. Is
our small island Fire department equipped to handle a major emergency
such as fire in a complex this size, especially with homes in such close
proximity?

4. Schools. Possible impact to our schools. They already use trailers placed
for extra classrooms.

5. 1 fail to see any benefit whatsoever for rezoning this land to multi family.
Too many vehicles, too much impact on our roads and schools, and possible
devastation to property values. Towering apartments are meant for people
who want water views, not looking into people’s backyards and onto a busy
road.

Thank you for taking these thoughts into consideration when you vote.
PLEASE vote NO!
IB.

Sent from my iPad
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From: gigi nordfors

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS
Subject: Proposed 222 Unit Apartment complex, Corner of Pioneer and Courtenay, Merritt Island
Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2026 7:47:48 PM

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

Please Stop this action for the following reasons (to name a few)...
Why this project is wrong for Merritt Island:

PUBLIC SAFETY: The Staff Report (p. 10) explicitly warns of a "Material Danger to Public Safety."
TRAFFIC: Our roads are already at 88% capacity. This project violates the "25% remaining capacity" rule.
INCOMPATIBLE: Even the county admits 222 units is NOT consistent with our single-family neighborhoods.
NO LOCAL SUPPORT: Our local advisory boards (MIRA/P&Z) refused to back this project.

And don’t forget the growing flooding issue in this area...

Sincerely
Jean Nordfors

Sent from my iPad
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From: Thomas Dixon

To: Commissioner, D2
Date: Friday, January 23, 2026 7:27:25 PM
Attachments: .png

—pna

-png

.BNg

siale}

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

We are closing in on 1,500 signatures to stop the 222-apartment complex at the corner of
Pioneer and N. Courtenay. This location cannot support this project

We are so close! Our petition is gaining major traction, and we've confirmed the County
Commissioners are officially paying attention. To protect our island, we are aiming for
1,500+ signatures by next week!

If you can't attend the upcoming meeting, your email is your vote. Please take 60 seconds
to send a quick message to the Commissioners letting them know we demand Smart
Growth, not dangerous over-development.

Safety.”

TRAFFIC: Our roads are already at 88% capacity. This project violates the "25% remaining
capacity” rule.

INCOMPATIBLE: Even the county admits 222 units is NOT consistent with our single-
family neighborhoods.

NO LOCAL SUPPORT: Our local advisory boards (MIRA/P&Z) refused to back this project
Sent from my iPad
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From: Chelsey Bjork

To: Chelsey True

Cc: Commissioner, D2

Subject: Re: Request for brief meeting regarding the Courtenay and Pioneer rezoning: Application 25200054
Date: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 1:03:44 PM

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

Dear Commissioner,

[ wanted to follow up on my earlier email regarding the rezoning application scheduled for a
vote on February 5.

I know schedules are full, but I wanted to reiterate my interest in briefly sharing concerns
related to concurrency, environmental review timing, and the potential loss of County leverage
if the rezoning proceeds prior to completion of key analyses.

I have meetings scheduled with other commissioners this week and wanted to be sure you had
the same opportunity to hear these concerns if your availability allows.

Thank you again for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,

Chelsey True

206-300-0013

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 16, 2026, at 8:14 PM, Chelsey True <bjork.chelsey@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Commissioner Goodson,

My name is Chelsey True and I live immediately adjacent to the proposed
rezoning at Courtenay Parkway and Pioneer Road.

I attended the developer outreach meeting, the MIRA meeting and the planning
and zoning hearing. Based on Staff analysis identifying potential traffic
concurrency deficiencies, unresolved environmental constraints and compatibility
concerns, I am respectfully requesting a brief meeting or call prior to the
upcoming vote to share my perspective as a nearby resident.

I'm not opposed to development, my concerns are specific to whether this
rezoning meets County's adopted standards at this stage.
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If you or your staff have availability next week I would appreciate the opportunity
to speak for a few minutes.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Chelsey True
Merritt Island resident
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From: ommissioner,

To: Smith, Susan
Subject: Fw: Rezoning notice 25200054
Date: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 9:28:01 AM

From: Bill Cauffman <otisdog361@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2026 10:52 AM

To: Commissioner, D2 <D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Rezoning notice 25200054

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

Hello Tom, the proposed zoning change for 10 acres to medium and high density residential at
Pioneer and Courtenay is extreme and will cause many problems. I understand that there must
be growth, but 3 story high density dwellings in such an already busy area doesn't appear to be
well planned. Please try to convince your fellow Commissioner to reject the proposal. Best
regards, Bill Cauffman
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From: mmcb23@comcast.net

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: RangeWater apartment complex
Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 8:14:49 PM

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

Good Evening Mr. Goodson,

| am a resident in your district and am among the thousands of local residents
who oppose the zoning change and the proposed apartment complex by
RangeWater. | live on Oak Park Circle and use Pioneer road as my way of going
north on Courtenay to get to Route 528 for both work and recreation. It would
be closer for me to use Venetian Way to get onto Courtenay but it’s a hazard
trying to make a left onto Courtenay most times of the day. As it stands now, it
is often a stressful frenzy of traffic in the immediate area trying to get from my
house to 528. There is significantly more traffic in this area since | purchased
the house in 2017. | cannot fathom additional traffic.

Additionally, seeing our beautiful trees razed and our landscape raped by never
ending development is sickening. It's one of the reasons | moved from
Philadelphia suburbs to what was a little piece of heaven here on Merritt
Island. The urban sprawl took over the suburbs and our voices at the
community meetings fell on deaf ears.

Please hear our voices and vote no on this project. Also, | have been a real
estate appraiser for over 30 years and can assure you that there is only an
adverse effect on value and marketability of our current properties in this area
from this proposed project.

Thank you for your time,

Marie Vassalotti

625 Oak Park Cir
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Merritt Island
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

] i O

Commissioner, D2

You've been identified on a petition: Urge Brevard County Commissioners to oppose rezoning on Merritt Istand
Monday, January 19, 2026 7:16:28 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and

know the content is safe.

=

Hi Tom Goodson,

My name is Jason, and I'm reaching out from Change.org to let you
know that you've been tagged on a petition on our platform: ‘Urge
Brevard County Commissioners to oppose rezoning on Merritt
Island’.

View the petition

With over 500 million users worldwide, Change.org is the world’s
largest platform for civic participation. Every day, people use our
nonpartisan platform to speak up about the issues that matter to
them and reach the elected officials who can make change happen.

Being tagged on a petition means that people believe you have
the power to influence this issue. It's a sign that your leadership
is needed, and your constituents are eager to engage.

If you'd like to learn more about the petition or discuss next steps,
we're here to help. You can reach our team anytime at
decision.makers@change.org or by phone at 415-907-4737.

Thank you for your time and consideration. We look forward to
connecting with you soon.

Best,
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.0 of Jasu.

Jason Barnaby

H Decision Maker Outreach
415-907-4737
jason@change.org

This is an informational notification sent to the email address listed
as the decision maker for this petition. If you are not the decision
maker, let us know by replying directly to this email.

Privacy policy

We'd love to hear from you! Contact us through our help center.

Change.org - 548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 94104-5401, USA
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From: Jason Barnaby

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Tom, can you share a quick update?
Date: Monday, January 19, 2026 9:31:11 AM

Attachments: Screenshot 2025-07-02 at 2.49.06 PM.png

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

Hello Tom — I know you’re busy, and that our outreach is just one of many you receive each
day from people across the community. We also know you work hard on behalf of the
community you serve and may have preferences or rules for how constituents share feedback
on the issue elevated in the petition.

Before you close this email, would you review the summary below and reply with a brief
statement noting that you’ve seen and reviewed the petition, or clarify if you’d rather
constituents share feedback directly with you? Petition starters and signers appreciate
hearing from public officials like you — even a quick acknowledgment that you’ve seen the
petition.

We’re also happy to share a link or statement if you’ve already addressed this issue elsewhere.
Even a sentence or two we can pass along would mean a lot. Thank you!
Petition Title: Urge Brevard County Commissioners to oppose rezoning on Merritt Island

Summary: This petition urges Brevard County Commissioners to oppose a proposed rezoning
on Merritt Island, citing concerns over increased traffic congestion, potential flooding, and the
loss of vital green spaces that contribute to the community's unique character. It matters to the
petition signers as they seek to protect their home environment and ensure that future
developments align with the existing infrastructure and the safety of residents.

merritt-island

Jason Barmaby

Senior Civic Engagement Specialist
jason@change.or.

(415) 907-4737

Is this email not relevant to you? Click here
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From: of) Peplo

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: please reject rezoning the parcel along SR 3 just south of the beachline
Date: Friday, January 16, 2026 9:02:59 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and
ritGsv the content s <afe,

Don Peplow
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From: Budd Fisher

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Apartment complex between Pioneer and Courtenay
Date: Thursday, January 15, 2026 6:42:37 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and

Loesy the content is safe.

Dear Mr. Goodson

I wanted to make sure you are aware of the petition against this new development. Over 800
local residents have already signed a petition against. While we know you voted for the
development we are respectfully asking you to reverse your decision. We do not want the
added cars and congestion especially around Lewis Carroll elementary. .

I trust you will respect your constituents wishes.

Sincerely

Budd Fisher

1893 Sykes Creek Dr.
Merritt Island,F1
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad
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From: Jason Barnaby

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Response Requested: 652 Constituents Oppose Rezoning on N. Courtenay Parkway
Date: Thursday, January 15, 2026 6:01:21 AM
Attachments: Screenshot 2025-06-30 at 11.48.42 AM-3.0ng
creenshot -07-02 49.06 PM.pn

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

Hello Tom Goodson,

My name is Jason, and I’m part of the Civic Engagement team at Change.org. Nice to meet
you! I’'m reaching out because a petition on our platform is currently trending among your
constituents: Urge Brevard County Commissioners to oppose rezoning on Merritt Island
https://change.org/p/urge-brevard-county-commissioners-to-oppose-rezoning-on-merritt-
island

=

Because you haven’t publicly responded to the petition, your status currently appears as
unresponsive. Would you like to update your response status? You can simply reply to

this email with the message you’d like to share, and I’ll post it on your behalf. This would

let your constituents know that you’re aware of the issue, engaged, and listening.

A response does not mean you endorse the petition. In your response, you can:

« Acknowledge you've seen the petition, aware of the concerns raised, and share any
relevant updates

o Share details for the next public meeting where constituents can share their views

« Any relevant updates, resources, or information

If you have any questions, please feel free to reach me directly at +1 415-907-4737. Look
forward to hearing from you soon!

Best,
Jason
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Jason Barnaby
Senior Civic Engagement Specialist

lason(@change.org
(415) 907-4737

Is this email not relevant to you? Click here
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From: Chelsey Bjork

To: Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, 01; Commissioner, D4
Subject: Rezoning application 25200054 - Public Comment
Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2026 7:58:43 PM

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

Dear Commissioner Goodson and fellow Commissioners,

My name is Chelsey True, and | am a Merritt Island resident who lives immediately
adjacent to the proposed rezoning at Courtenay Parkway and Pioneer Road.

As a resident who attended the developer meeting held on November 24, 2025, the
MIRA meeting, and the Planning and Zoning hearing, | am writing ahead of the
upcoming Board of County Commissioners hearing to respectfully share my concerns
and provide context for my position. | also want to note that | spoke with Marcus
Herman, a board member of the Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency (MIRA),
following the Planning and Zoning meeting. He encouraged me to reach out directly
and to continue grounding my comments in fact and adopted policy, which | have
attempted to do throughout this process.

| want to be clear from the start: | am not opposed to multifamily housing. | have
worked professionally within multifamily development in the past. My concerns here
are specific to location, intensity, and infrastructure compatibility.

Staff analysis indicates that the proposed development does not align with the
existing or recent development pattern of the surrounding area. Adjacent land uses
are predominantly single-family residential to the east, with institutional and
commercial uses along Courtenay Parkway. Notably, no multifamily residential
development has been approved or constructed within the immediate area in recent
years, which undermines the claim that this proposal represents a natural
continuation of established land use patterns.

From an infrastructure standpoint, staff has identified potential traffic concurrency
deficiencies. Courtenay Parkway is already operating above the 85% threshold
required for concurrency vesting, and the proposed development would exceed the
25% remaining capacity limitation. Staff further notes that this could result in a
concurrency deficiency at the site plan stage. These findings suggest that
concurrency issues are not hypothetical, but a real risk at this stage. As stated in the
staff analysis, “the proposed development has the potential to cause traffic capacity
issues that could impact design capabilities or a de facto change in functional
classification.”

Staff analysis also indicates that the proposed development has the potential to
generate approximately 2,308 trips per day. Given the existing operating level of this
corridor and the added trip generation, my concern is that the rezoning is being
requested prior to the completion of the evaluations required under the County’s
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adopted concurrency policies.

These concerns are compounded by existing constraints, including school-related
congestion, proximity to the SR-528 interchange, drawbridge operations, and the
scheduled 2027 FDOT median and signalization project, which will alter traffic
patterns in ways current studies cannot fully capture. A development cannot assume
capacity from future roadway projects. Because these improvements are not yet
constructed, they cannot be relied upon for concurrency or mitigation purposes.
Approving a rezoning before these changes are operational and their impacts
understood creates additional uncertainty for an already constrained roadway.

Additionally, | contacted Brevard County Natural Resources Management to confirm
whether a formal wetland delineation has been completed for the subject property.
Staff confirmed in writing that a site-specific wetland delineation has not yet been
performed and would only be required at the site plan stage. As a result, current
review relies on mapped resources rather than field-verified conditions. Given the
presence of mapped wetlands and hydric soils, the site’s location within the Indian
River Lagoon Nitrogen Reduction Overlay, and proximity to a documented bald eagle
nest, the full environmental constraints of the site are not yet known. Advancing a
rezoning prior to completion of this analysis shifts risk forward and limits the County’s
ability to evaluate environmental impacts at the appropriate stage.

| would also like to acknowledge the applicant’s revised site plan, which includes a
100-foot buffer along the east side and a 50-foot buffer along the north side of the
property. While these revisions reflect an effort to reduce impacts, the updated plan
also removes the previously proposed retention pond and instead relies on dry
stormwater mitigation. Given the site’s environmental context, | respectfully ask that
these stormwater revisions be carefully evaluated for long-term performance,
maintenance, and cumulative impact. Buffer enhancements alone do not resolve the
outstanding infrastructure, traffic, and environmental concerns identified in the staff
analysis.

| respectfully ask that you give weight to the Planning and Zoning staff findings,
MIRA’s recommendation, and the unresolved infrastructure and compatibility
concerns when considering this rezoning request. My goal is not to oppose growth,
but to advocate for development that aligns with adopted standards and protects the
long-term functionality and character of our community. Planning and Zoning could
not reach a majority in favor of approval, staff analysis raised multiple substantive
concerns, and MIRA formally recommended against the proposal. Advancing this
rezoning under these conditions would transfer unresolved risk to the surrounding
community rather than address it at the appropriate stage.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,

Chelsey True

Merritt Island Resident

Sources:
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Brevard County Planning and Zoning Staff Analysis
Space Coast Transportation Planning Organization (TPO)
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From: Marie-Claire Villanueva, DPM

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Please vote NO
Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2026 4:22:02 PM

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

Dear Commissioner Goodson,
Please vote NO on the rezoning of Merritt Island off Pioneer Rd. and N. Courtenay

Blvd. As a long time resident, our community is vehemently opposed to the

proposed changes.
Thank you very much for your time and service.

Marie-Claire Villanueva, D.P.M.
mobile (321) 213-0249
JSax (866) 590-7237
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From: Heike Jahnert
To: Commissionier, D1; Commissioner. D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS

Subject: Rezoning on North Courtenay Pkwy

Date: Wednesday, January 14, 2026 9:26:42 AM
[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attackizeni< iniless you recogr = e seinley ard
Lnow e canbatil 1oL

Good Morning Commissioners !

Ask any resident on Merritt Island and they will tell you that Merritt Island is getting
too crowded and too busy.

Rezoning a property on the East Side of North Courtenay Pkwy just 420 ft South of
Via Dela Reina is not in the best interest of Merritt Island residents.

As our Representatives | urge you to listen to your Constituents and not rezone
above mentioned property.

We have enough housing on Merritt Island. In addition, due to enforcements of
immigration laws more housing will be available to U.S. citizens.

Commissioners, please remember the oath you took and your role as a Public
Servant which both command you to represent your constituents and not special
interest.

Respectfully,
Heike Jahnert

6729 Mangrove Dr.
Merritt Island
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From: Giles Malone

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Fwd: Urge Commissioner Goodson to oppose rezoning on Merritt Island
Date: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 2:33:30 PM

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

GILES MALONE M.B.A.
PARTNER

MAVERICK MULTIMEDIA INC.
BREVARD PRODUCTION INC..
Tel: (321) - 323- 4460
GilesMalone@GMail.com

SpaceCoastDaily.com
SpaceCoastStateFair.com

SpaceCoastKeyLimePieFestival.com
aceCoastStrawberrvFestival.c

CocoaBeachBaseballSpringTraining.com

~0aBe: thallSprineTraini
CocoaBeachLacrosse.com
rcoaBeachSpri ining.com
ce 2 eFair.con
LLOW B - RE

Please excuse any typos as this may be dictated via a mobile device.

This message is for the named person's use only. It may contain private, proprietary,
or legally privileged information. No privilege is waived or lost by any
mistransmission. If you receive this message in error, please immediately delete it
and all copies of it from your system, destroy any hard copies of it, and notify the
sender. You must not, directly or indirectly, use, disclose, distribute, print, or copy
any part of this message if you are not the intended recipient.

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Giles Malone <gilesmalonel@icloud.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 12, 2026 at 11:39 PM

Subject: Urge Commissioner Goodson to oppose rezoning on Merritt [sland
To: GILES MALONE <gilesmalone(@gmai >

Hey,
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I just signed the petition “Urge Commissioner Goodson to oppose rezoning on Merritt Island”
and wanted to see if you could help by adding your name.

Our goal is to reach 500 signatures and we need more support. You can read more and sign the
petition here:

https://c.org/Fz 15

Thanks!
Giles

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Chelsey True

To: Commissioner, D2

Subject: Request for brief meeting regarding the Courtenay and Pioneer rezoning: Application 25200054

Date: Friday, January 16, 2026 8:15:04 PM
[EXTERNAL EMATL] DO SO L ICE links ov aftachments fnless yuit recogitize the sendzr and
[aone the contant is safe.

Dear Commissioner Goodson,

My name is Chelsey True and I live immediately adjacent to the proposed rezoning at
Courtenay Parkway and Pioneer Road.

I attended the developer outreach meeting, the MIRA meeting and the planning and zoning
hearing. Based on Staff analysis identifying potential traffic concurrency deficiencies,
unresolved environmental constraints and compatibility concerns, I am respectfully requesting
a brief meeting or call prior to the upcoming vote to share my perspective as a nearby
resident.

I'm not opposed to development, my concerns are specific to whether this rezoning meets
County's adopted standards at this stage.

If you or your staff have availability next week I would appreciate the opportunity to speak for
a few minutes.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Chelsey True
Merritt Island resident
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From: Erica Miller Cochran

To: Commissioner, D2; Commissloner, D1; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: Rezoning Pioneer/Courtenay Pkwy
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2026 8:04:47 PM

[EXTERNAIL, EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or aiachinents unless s ov recognize the sendir and

itow e eontem 15 sl

I plead with you all to deny the rezoning of the property at Pioneer and N. Courtenay Pkwy in
Merritt Island. Courtenay cannot support this influx of growth. With the apartments being
built behind the Merritt Island mall we’re looking at 100’s of more cars on the road already.
This large project of multi-family units would be devastating to this island. I know growth is
inevitable but this isn’t the right project for this specific area. This would not be beneficial to
the small island community that Merritt Island has been known for since as long as I've lived

here.

Thank you for your time.

Erica Cochran
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From: AmyBrooke Muir

To: I ioner, D4
Subject: Deny Rezoning 142 Acres off E Crisafulli
Date: Friday, January 30, 2026 9:14:18 AM

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

Dear Mr. Feltner,

[ am writing to you as a resident of North Merritt Island and as someone who deeply cares
about the place my family calls home.

I respectfully ask that you vote NO on the proposed rezoning of the 142 acres off East
Crisafulli Road. This request is not about being anti-growth — it is about protecting an area
that simply is not equipped to handle higher-density development.

Those of us who live here already experience significant flooding. We have watched roads
become impassable after storms and worry every rainy season about water levels rising higher
and staying longer. Increasing density on agricultural land means more pavement, more
runoff, and more displaced water — and that water has to go somewhere. Once flooding
patterns change, they cannot be undone.

Traffic and safety are also real concerns. East Crisafulli Road is narrow, rural, and was never
designed to support suburban-level traffic. Additional daily traffic and construction vehicles
will make the road less safe for residents, children, and emergency responders.

Most importantly, this land has long been designated as agricultural. Rezoning it to higher-
density residential development fundamentally changes the character of our community and
sets a precedent that cannot be reversed. Once the land is rezoned and developed, the rural
nature of this area is gone forever.

Maronda’s current design has a house 30 feet from my barn filled with pigs, goats, and
chickens. I don’t think 1/2 acre lots are compatible with being so close to farm animals.

I believe your role as a commissioner requires balancing development with the long-term
well-being of existing residents. In this case, the risks — flooding, safety, infrastructure strain,
and loss of rural character — outweigh the benefits.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to those of us who live here and will bear the
consequences of this decision for decades to come. I respectfully urge you to stand with our
community and please vote NO on this rezoning.

Sincerely,

Amy Muir

1100 E Crisafulli Road
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Merritt Island
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From: t] randt

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: rezoning on Merritt Island
Date: Friday, January 30, 2026 10:24:05 AM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO MOT CLICK inks of aitichimsnis unless voi recudnize the sendz gnd

sniow (e contsntiis s 2

Please oppose the rezonging on Merrit Island. The area at Pionee Rd. and Courtnenay Parkway will be harmfully
impacted if this goes through. The high desity apartnment complex in single family neightborhoods will
compromise safety and traffic flow.

Thank you,
Kathleen Brandt
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From: Karie Hanseiman

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: STOP THE DEVELOPMENT!
Date: Saturday, January 31, 2026 9:42:16 AM

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

Over the past 40 years, the once-quiet drive from Cocoa into Merritt Island has transformed
dramatically. What used to be a peaceful, natural sanctuary has become increasingly
congested, especially on weekends, when out-of-town visitors crowd the unpaved
shoulders as if they were public parks—camping, grilling, selling items, and often interfering
with traffic flow.

Simultaneously, Port Canaveral has expanded from a small cruise hub into the largest port
in Florida, yet the surrounding infrastructure has not kept pace. Weekend traffic jams on the
Beachline are now almost guaranteed as thousands of cruise passengers rush to the port,
frequently causing accidents or gridlock. Much of the remaining open land has been
converted into cruise parking lots, further intensifying traffic pressures without meaningful
road improvements.

As drivers exit the Beachline onto Courtney Parkway, they encounter additional congestion
from Kennedy Space Center traffic, daily launch activity, and drivers racing to beat poorly
timed lights. The nearby drawbridge often rises at the worst possible moment, pushing
traffic backups well beyond the Pioneer/Courtney intersection. In the immediate vicinity of
the proposed apartment development, three residential neighborhoods, an elementary
school, a nursing home, Starbucks, a car wash, a bank, and a medical plaza all share a
single narrow roadway. This road already struggles with backups, lacks turn lanes, and
experiences frequent accidents as drivers take risks to avoid delays. It sits within half a mile
of both the chronically congested Beachline interchange and the drawbridge that routinely
traps vehicles for miles.

Adding a 225-unit apartment complex—introducing more than 250 additional vehicles—
would create dangerous conditions for residents, schoolchildren, parents, teachers, and
emergency responders. It would further complicate evacuation routes and increase risks in
an area already beyond its infrastructure and environmental capacity.

After four decades of living on this small island, it is clear that Merritt Island has exceeded
sustainable growth. Recent developments have already caused flooding in older
neighborhoods, degraded water quality, and strained natural systems. Approving another
high-density project in a location unable to support it is not progress—it is a failure of
responsible urban planning and a decision driven purely by profit, not community
well-being.

Apartments are not an ideal fit for this area due to several key factors related to
infrastructure capacity, community character, and long-term planning considerations. |
would strongly recommend you go to this area at 7:30-7:45am, 2:30pm or 5:30 pm and
experience the congestion and craziness yourself before you vote for this madness.



Regards,
Karie Hanselman, concerned resident of area



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rebecca Hauser

issjon 4
Opposition to Rezoning Case #25200054 — Public Safety Danger, Flooding Risks, & 1,800+ Residents Opposed
Friday, January 30, 2026 5:37:51 PM

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

Dear Commissioner Rob Feltner,

I am writing to formally request that you DENY Rezoning
Application #25Z.00054 (RangeWater/Pioneer Rd). This proposal is
not merely a "neighborhood concern"; it is a documented risk to the
infrastructure, environmental stability, and life safety of the Merritt
Island community.

As a resident and taxpayer, I urge you to consider the following
critical facts:

1. Staff Report Warning: “Material Danger to Public Safety” The
County’s own Staff Report (page 10) explicitly warns that this project
creates a “material danger to public safety.” It is rare for staff to
use such definitive language. For the Commission to override this
waming would be to knowingly ignore a documented safety hazard
regarding traffic flow and emergency access in a failing corridor.

2. Extreme Risk to School Zone Safety (Lewis Carroll
Elementary) Pioneer Road is a primary corridor for children walking
and biking to Lewis Carroll Elementary. During drop-off and pick-
up, this area already experiences severe congestion and gridlock.
Adding 400+ cars (approx. 1,379 to 3,000 daily trips) into this
specific intersection creates an unacceptable safety crisis.

3. Environmental Hazard: Myakka and Anclote Hydric Soils The
project site consists of Myakka and Anclote hydric soils, which
serve as a critical natural "sponge" for the area due to their high water
table. Paving over 11 acres of these soils will displace massive
volumes of groundwater, forcing runoff into surrounding low-lying
neighborhoods that are already prone to flooding. We cannot
replace a natural drainage basin with 11 acres of asphalt without
causing major flooding for existing homeowners.

4. Overwhelming Community Opposition (1,800+

Signatures) The community has spoken with a unified voice. I have
initiated a petition that currently has over 1,800 residents (online and
on paper) who are formally opposed to this project. This number
grows daily, reflecting the deep-seated concern of your constituents.

5. Violation of Administrative Policy #3 & Infrastructure



Failure Under Administrative Policy #3, the County must protect
the quality of life of existing residents from "Land Use Shocks."
North Courtenay Parkway is already at 88% capacity. This project
alone would consume 24.95% of the total remaining capacity,
violating the spirit of our concurrency rules and diminishing the
safety of our neighborhoods through noise and transient traffic.

6. Unanimous Denial by MIRA (7-0) The Merritt Island
Redevelopment Agency (MIRA) board—the local body that best
understands our island's unique constraints—voted unanimously (7-
0) to recommend denial.

The Planning and Zoning Board’s 7-7 tie reflects the deep flaws in
this application. With 1,800 residents standing in opposition, a Staff
Report warning of "material danger to public safety," and the
severe risks to our school children and environment, there is no
justification for approval.

I urge you to follow the recommendation of MIRA and Staff
and deny this rezoning.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Hauser

815-608-8451




From: le Allenback

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Request for Denial of Zoning Application 25200054 - Parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259
Date: Saturday, January 31, 2026 4:21:28 PM

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

Dear Commissioner Feltner,

I am writing as a concerned resident of Merritt Island to respectfully urge you not to approve
the proposed zoning change (zoning application 25Z00054) that would allow medium- to
high-density housing at the property located on the east side of N. Courtenay Parkway,
approximately 420 feet south of Via De La Reina (parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259).

While growth can be beneficial when thoughtfully planned, this particular proposal threatens
the safety, infrastructure, environmental balance, and character of the immediate
neighborhood as well as the whole island in ways that are already well documented in the
official reports on record.

Public safety must be paramount. One of the reports explicitly warns that this project presents
a “material danger to public safety.” This is not merely a speculative concern, but a formal
conclusion based on the project’s own analysis. Approving a development identified as posing
such a risk would place current residents, future occupants, and first responders in jeopardy.

Traffic and infrastructure capacity are already strained. Many are familiar with the daily
congestion along N. Courtenay Parkway. According to the report, local roads are operating at
approximately 88% capacity, leaving very little margin for additional traffic. The proposed
development exceeds the established “25% of remaining capacity” guideline; thus, rezoning
this property would only exacerbate an already dangerous situation—raising the likelihood of
accidents and posing increased risks to both drivers and adult and child pedestrians,
particularly as the area awaits roadway redesign to place a raised median.

In addition, flooding concemns cannot be ignored. Natural drainage systems on Merritt Island
are already under stress, and increased density at this location would further burden those
systems. The result could be heightened flood risk for nearby homes and businesses, creating
long-term consequences that are difficult and costly to reverse.

The proposal is also incompatible with surrounding land use. The report itself acknowledges
that the planned 222 units are not consistent with the adjacent single-family neighborhoods.
Such incompatibility threatens the stability, character, and quality of life of communities that
residents, including myself, have invested in for decades.

Equally concerning is the loss of green space, especially wetlands and wildlife habitats, which
would be irreversible. Our community has worked hard to preserve these areas, recognizing
their importance to our ecosystem, natural drainage, and as a buffer against overdevelopment.
Once lost, this land—and the balance it provides—cannot be restored. Preserving these spaces
is essential to maintaining what makes Merritt Island a unique and cherished place to live.



Finally, there is clear local opposition and advisory concern. The Merritt Island
Redevelopment Agency (MIRA) has already demonstrated its support for preserving our
community by voting against the rezoning proposal, and even the Brevard County Planning &
Zoning board was not able to reach a majority in favor of this project, after hearing both sides.
As one of our elected representatives, I respectfully ask that you honor the judgment of local
advisory boards and the residents they serve, rather than overriding their recommendations.

I support smart, appropriately scaled growth—but not this specific project, particularly in this
specific location. The proposed density cannot be sustained without compromising safety,

traffic flow, environmental resilience, and neighborhood compatibility.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask that you vote no on this zoning change and help protect
the safety, environment, and long-term well-being of Merritt Island and its residents.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and service to our community.
Respectfully,

Gayle Allenback

2405 Raintree Lake Circle

Merritt Island, FL 32953



From: Diane Duclos

To: Commissioner, D4
Subject: Fwd: Brevard reasoning on Merritt island
Date: Monday, February 2, 2026 8:18:52 AM

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

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Diane Duclos <duclos1957@yahoo.com>
Date: February 2, 2026 at 8:16:01 AM EST

To: D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov

Subject: Brevard reasoning on Merritt island

Good Day Commissioner-

I am a resident of Villa de Palma neighborhood on Merritt Island.

It has come to my attention that the Brevard County commissioner’s office is
contemplating rezoning the area off Pioneer Road on Merritt Island for an
apartment complex.

The decision to rezone would be a huge mistake. Pioneer Road is already so busy
between the three neighborhoods that are adjacent to it plus the school that has
daily traffic in the moming and the afternoon that Pioneer Road cannot carry this
much traffic. Plus all the neighborhoods surrounding the area for rebuild are all
single family homes. An apartment complex just does not go with the complexion
of the area .The area for rebuild is so small for the number of apartments that you
want to put in.

Let alone losing more green space on Merritt Island that has over 50,000 people
now living on it and losing the green space for all the animals that inhabit the area
on Pioneer, which houses the endangered gopher turtles.

Putting up more apartments on Merritt Island is going to tax on the school system,
the fire department and the police department along with all of our road wear.
Please reconsider your opinion on this rezoning for Merritt Island.

Thank you
Michael Duclos
Diane Duclos

Sent from my iPhone



From: Chelsey True

To: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: Request for Clarification and Record Accuracy from the P&Z Vote Procedure (January 12, APP 25Z00054)
Date: Friday, January 30, 2026 10:25:06 AM

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

Dear Commissioners,

My name is Chelsey True, a Merritt Island resident who has been actively following and
participating in the public process regarding Application 25Z00054.

I am writing to respectfully flag a procedural concern from the Planning & Zoning Board
meeting on January 12, which I believe is important for the County Commission to be aware
of as this application moves forward.

While rewatching the meeting video, I observed confusion during the vote count related to the
Chair’s participation in the vote. A headcount appeared to reflect a 7-6 vote; however, there
was audible discussion on the record indicating that the Chair would only vote in the event of
a tie. Despite this, the outcome was ultimately announced as a 7-7 tie, followed by a second
vote without a clearly stated tally.

I am not alleging misconduct. My concern is that the procedure created ambiguity on the
record regarding how the final vote count was reached. Given the significance of this
application and the level of public interest, clarity in voting procedure and documentation is
important for public confidence and for the Commission’s review.

I have raised this question with staff and understand that the approved minutes will reflect the
official tally. My intent in contacting you directly is simply to ensure that Commissioners are
aware of the procedural confusion observed on the video record as you consider this item.

[ appreciate your time and your service, and I look forward to discussing this and other
substantive infrastructure and safety concerns related to this application in upcoming
meetings.

Chelsey True
Merritt Island Resident
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Dear Commissioner Goodson,

| am writing regarding the upcoming vote on the rezoning request for the property located at
Pioneer Road and Courtenay Parkway. | am a resident of the Palmetto neighborhood, which
lies north of Villa De Palmas and just south of State Road 528.

| respectfully urge you to vote against this rezoning request to allow multi-family
development in what is currently a single-family area. My primary concern is traffic, which
has already reached an unsafe and congested level along Courtenay Parkway.

As a resident who travels this corridor daily, | can attest that turning left from the
Palmetto neighborhood onto Courtenay Parkway (southbound) or turning left into the
Palmetto Neighborhood onto Venetian Way from Courtenay Parkway (southbound)i s
difficult at most times of day and becomes nearly impossible when the bridge is raised and
traffic backs up. According to the developer, the project would include an average of 1.75
parking spaces per unit, potentially adding approximately 389 additional vehicles to
Courtenay Parkway. This figure does not account for visitor traffic or service vehicles.

Anyone familiar with this corridor during school drop-off and pick-up hours, rush hour, or
Space Center shift changes knows that Courtenay Parkway is already operating at or near
capacity. Traffic has increased significantly since | moved into my home in 2017, due in part
to multiple large developments approved north of SR 528. Each new project adds to an
already overburdened roadway.

This raises an important question: when was the most recent traffic capacity study
conducted for Courtenay Parkway, and does it adequately account for the cumulative
impact of these developments? Beyond traffic, increased density places additional strain
on emergency services and contributes to overcrowding that affects the safety and quality
of life of existing residents.

| am also aware that the Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency (MIRA) voted against this
project. | respectfully ask that you and your fellow commissioners stand with the residents
of Merritt Island and vote no on this rezoning request.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and service to our community.
Sincerely,
Marie Chiaino

321-591-1663 (cell



From: Marie Chiaino

To: Commissioner, D2

Cc: Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: Opposition to Rezoning Notice 2500054 on Merrit Island

Date: Tuesday, February 3, 2026 7:17:59 PM

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

Dear Commissioner Goodson,

I am writing regarding the upcoming vote on the rezoning request for the property located at
Pioneer Road and Courtenay Parkway. I am a resident of the Palmetto neighborhood, which
lies north of Villa De Palmas and just south of State Road 528.

I respectfully urge you to vote against this rezoning request to allow multi-family
development in what is currently a single-family area. My primary concern is traffic, which
has already reached an unsafe and congested level along Courtenay Parkway.

As a resident who travels this corridor daily, I can attest that turning left from the Palmetto
neighborhood onto Courtenay Parkway (southbound) or turning left into the Palmetto
Neighborhood onto Venetian Way from Courtenay Parkway (southbound)i s difficult at
most times of day and becomes nearly impossible when the bridge is raised and traffic backs
up. According to the developer, the project would include an average of 1.75 parking spaces
per unit, potentially adding approximately 389 additional vehicles to Courtenay Parkway. This
figure does not account for visitor traffic or service vehicles.

Anyone familiar with this corridor during school drop-off and pick-up hours, rush hour, or
Space Center shift changes knows that Courtenay Parkway is already operating at or near
capacity. Traffic has increased significantly since I moved into my home in 2017, due in part
to multiple large developments approved north of SR 528. Each new project adds to an already
overburdened roadway.

This raises an important question: when was the most recent traffic capacity study conducted
for Courtenay Parkway, and does it adequately account for the cumulative impact of these
developments? Beyond traffic, increased density places additional strain on emergency
services and contributes to overcrowding that affects the safety and quality of life of existing
residents.

I am also aware that the Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency (MIRA) voted against this
project. I respectfully ask that you and your fellow commissioners stand with the residents of
Merritt Island and vote no on this rezoning request.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and service to our community.
Sincerely,

Marie Chiaino
321-591-1663 (cell)



From: Diane Duclos

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Fwd: Brevard reasoning on Metritt istand
Date: Monday, February 2, 2026 8:17:17 AM

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

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Diane Duclos <duclos1957@yahoo.com>
Date: February 2, 2026 at 8:16:01 AM EST

To: D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov

Subject: Brevard reasoning on Merritt island

Good Day Commissioner-

I am a resident of Villa de Palma neighborhood on Merritt Island.

It has come to my attention that the Brevard County commissioner’s office is
contemplating rezoning the area off Pioneer Road on Merritt Island for an
apartment complex.

The decision to rezone would be a huge mistake. Pioneer Road is already so busy
between the three neighborhoods that are adjacent to it plus the school that has
daily traffic in the morning and the afternoon that Pioneer Road cannot carry this
much traffic. Plus all the neighborhoods surrounding the area for rebuild are all
single family homes. An apartment complex just does not go with the complexion
of the area .The area for rebuild is so small for the number of apartments that you
want to put in.

Let alone losing more green space on Merritt Island that has over 50,000 people
now living on it and losing the green space for all the animals that inhabit the area
on Pioneer, which houses the endangered gopher turtles.

Putting up more apartments on Merritt Island is going to tax on the school system,
the fire department and the police department along with all of our road wear.
Please reconsider your opinion on this rezoning for Merritt Island.

Thank you
Michael Duclos

Diane Duclos

Sent from my iPhone



From: Gayle Allenback

To: missioner
Subject: Request for Denial of Zoning Application 25200054 — Parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259
Date: Saturday, January 31, 2026 4:18:54 PM

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

Dear Commissioner Goodson,

I am writing as a concerned resident of Merritt Island to respectfully urge you not to approve
the proposed zoning change (zoning application 25Z00054) that would allow medium- to
high-density housing at the property located on the east side of N. Courtenay Parkway,
approximately 420 feet south of Via De La Reina (parcel ID 24-36-14-00-259).

While growth can be beneficial when thoughtfully planned, this particular proposal threatens
the safety, infrastructure, environmental balance, and character of the immediate
neighborhood as well as the whole island in ways that are already well documented in the
official reports on record.

Public safety must be paramount. One of the reports explicitly warns that this project presents
a “material danger to public safety.” This is not merely a speculative concer, but a formal
conclusion based on the project’s own analysis. Approving a development identified as posing
such a risk would place current residents, future occupants, and first responders in jeopardy.

Traffic and infrastructure capacity are already strained. Many are familiar with the daily
congestion along N. Courtenay Parkway. According to the report, local roads are operating at
approximately 88% capacity, leaving very little margin for additional traffic. The proposed
development exceeds the established “25% of remaining capacity” guideline; thus, rezoning
this property would only exacerbate an already dangerous situation—raising the likelihood of
accidents and posing increased risks to both drivers and adult and child pedestrians,
particularly as the area awaits roadway redesign to place a raised median.

In addition, flooding concerns cannot be ignored. Natural drainage systems on Merritt Island
are already under stress, and increased density at this location would further burden those
systems. The result could be heightened flood risk for nearby homes and businesses, creating
long-term consequences that are difficult and costly to reverse.

The proposal is also incompatible with surrounding land use. The report itself acknowledges
that the planned 222 units are not consistent with the adjacent single-family neighborhoods.
Such incompatibility threatens the stability, character, and quality of life of communities that
residents, including myself, have invested in for decades.

Equally concerning is the loss of green space, especially wetlands and wildlife habitats, which
would be irreversible. Our community has worked hard to preserve these areas, recognizing
their importance to our ecosystem, natural drainage, and as a buffer against overdevelopment.
Once lost, this land—and the balance it provides—cannot be restored. Preserving these spaces
is essential to maintaining what makes Merritt Island a unique and cherished place to live.



Finally, there is clear local opposition and advisory concern. The Merritt Island
Redevelopment Agency (MIRA) has already demonstrated its support for preserving our
community by voting against the rezoning proposal, and even the Brevard County Planning &
Zoning board was not able to reach a majority in favor of this project, after hearing both sides.
As one of our elected representatives, I respectfully ask that you honor the judgment of local
advisory boards and the residents they serve, rather than overriding their recommendations.

1 support smart, appropriately scaled growth—but not this specific project, particularly in this
specific location. The proposed density cannot be sustained without compromising safety,

traffic flow, environmental resilience, and neighborhood compatibility.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask that you vote no on this zoning change and help protect
the safety, environment, and long-term well-being of Merritt Island and its residents.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and service to our community.
Respectfully,

Gayle Allenback

2405 Raintree Lake Circle

Merritt Island, FL 32953



From: Karie Hanselman

To: Commissigner, D1; Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, D5
Subject: STOP THE DEVELOPMENT!
Date: Saturday, January 31, 2026 9:42:18 AM

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

Over the past 40 years, the once-quiet drive from Cocoa into Merritt Island has transformed
dramatically. What used to be a peaceful, natural sanctuary has become increasingly
congested, especially on weekends, when out-of-town visitors crowd the unpaved
shoulders as if they were public parks—camping, grilling, selling items, and often interfering
with traffic flow.

Simultaneously, Port Canaveral has expanded from a small cruise hub into the largest port
in Florida, yet the surrounding infrastructure has not kept pace. Weekend traffic jams on the
Beachline are now almost guaranteed as thousands of cruise passengers rush to the port,
frequently causing accidents or gridlock. Much of the remaining open land has been
converted into cruise parking lots, further intensifying traffic pressures without meaningful
road improvements.

As drivers exit the Beachline onto Courtney Parkway, they encounter additional congestion
from Kennedy Space Center traffic, daily launch activity, and drivers racing to beat poorly
timed lights. The nearby drawbridge often rises at the worst possible moment, pushing
traffic backups well beyond the Pioneer/Courtney intersection. In the immediate vicinity of
the proposed apartment development, three residential neighborhoods, an elementary
school, a nursing home, Starbucks, a car wash, a bank, and a medical plaza all share a
single narrow roadway. This road already struggles with backups, lacks turn lanes, and
experiences frequent accidents as drivers take risks to avoid delays. It sits within half a mile
of both the chronically congested Beachline interchange and the drawbridge that routinely
traps vehicles for miles.

Adding a 225-unit apartment complex—introducing more than 250 additional vehicles—
would create dangerous conditions for residents, schoolchildren, parents, teachers, and
emergency responders. It would further complicate evacuation routes and increase risks in
an area already beyond its infrastructure and environmental capacity.

After four decades of living on this small island, it is clear that Merritt Island has exceeded
sustainable growth. Recent developments have already caused flooding in older
neighborhoods, degraded water quality, and strained natural systems. Approving another
high-density project in a location unable to support it is not progress—it is a failure of
responsible urban planning and a decision driven purely by profit, not community
well-being.

Apartments are not an ideal fit for this area due to several key factors related to
infrastructure capacity, community character, and long-term planning considerations. |
would strongly recommend you go to this area at 7:30-7:45am, 2:30pm or 5:30 pm and
experience the congestion and craziness yourself before you vote for this madness.



Regards,
Karie Hanselman, concerned resident of area



From: Rebecca Hauser

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: Opposition to Rezoning Case #25200054 — Public Safety Danger, Flooding Risks, & 1,800+ Residents Opposed
Date: Friday, January 30, 2026 5:34:15 PM

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

Dear Commissioner Tom Goodson,

I am writing to formally request that you DENY Rezoning
Application #25Z,00054 (RangeWater/Pioneer Rd). This proposal is
not merely a "neighborhood concern"; it is a documented risk to the
infrastructure, environmental stability, and life safety of the Merritt
Island community.

As a resident and taxpayer, I urge you to consider the following
critical facts:

1. Staff Report Warning: “Material Danger to Public Safety” The
County’s own Staff Report (page 10) explicitly warns that this project
creates a “material danger to public safety.” It is rare for staff to
use such definitive language. For the Commission to override this
warning would be to knowingly ignore a documented safety hazard
regarding traffic flow and emergency access in a failing corridor.

2. Extreme Risk to School Zone Safety (Lewis Carroll
Elementary) Pioneer Road is a primary corridor for children walking
and biking to Lewis Carroll Elementary. During drop-off and pick-
up, this area already experiences severe congestion and gridlock.
Adding 400+ cars (approx. 1,379 to 3,000 daily trips) into this
specific intersection creates an unacceptable safety crisis.

3. Environmental Hazard: Myakka and Anclote Hydric Soils The
project site consists of Myakka and Anclote hydric soils, which
serve as a critical natural "sponge" for the area due to their high water
table. Paving over 11 acres of these soils will displace massive
volumes of groundwater, forcing runoff into surrounding low-lying
neighborhoods that are already prone to flooding. We cannot
replace a natural drainage basin with 11 acres of asphalt without
causing major flooding for existing homeowners.

4. Overwhelming Community Opposition (1,800+

Signatures) The community has spoken with a unified voice. I have
initiated a petition that currently has over 1,800 residents (online and
on paper) who are formally opposed to this project. This number
grows daily, reflecting the deep-seated concern of your constituents.



5. Violation of Administrative Policy #3 & Infrastructure
Failure Under Administrative Policy #3, the County must protect
the quality of life of existing residents from "Land Use Shocks."
North Courtenay Parkway is already at 88% capacity. This project
alone would consume 24.95% of the total remaining capacity,
violating the spirit of our concurrency rules and diminishing the
safety of our neighborhoods through noise and transient traffic.

6. Unanimous Denial by MIRA (7-0) The Merritt Island
Redevelopment Agency (MIRA) board—the local body that best
understands our island's unique constraints—voted unanimously (7-
0) to recommend denial.

The Planning and Zoning Board’s 7-7 tie reflects the deep flaws in
this application. With 1,800 residents standing in opposition, a Staff
Report warning of "material danger to public safety," and the
severe risks to our school children and environment, there is no
justification for approval.

I urge you to follow the recommendation of MIRA and Staff
and deny this rezoning.

Sincerely,
Rebecca Hauser
815-608-8451

Petition can be found here: hitps://www.change.org/p/urge-brevard-

o




From: Kathy Brandt

To: Commissioner, D2
Subject: rezoning on Merritt Island
Date: Friday, January 30, 2026 10:19:18 AM

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

Please oppose the rezonging on Merrit Island. The area at Pionee Rd. and Courtnenay Parkway will be harmfully
impacted if this goes through. The high desity apartnment complex in single family neightborhoods will
compromise safety and traffic flow.

Thank you,
Kathleen Brandt



From: Erica Miller Cochran
To: Commissioner, D2; Commissioner, D1; Commissioner, D3; Commissioner, D4; Commissioner, DS

Subject: Rezoning Pioneer/Courtenay Pkwy
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2026 8:04:47 PM

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

I plead with you all to deny the rezoning of the property at Pioneer and N. Courtenay Pkwy in
Merritt Island. Courtenay cannot support this influx of growth. With the apartments being
built behind the Merritt Island mall we’re looking at 100’s of more cars on the road already.
This large project of multi-family units would be devastating to this island. I know growth is
inevitable but this isn’t the right project for this specific area. This would not be beneficial to
the small island community that Merritt Island has been known for since as long as I've lived

here.

Thank you for your time.

Erica Cochran



BREVARD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSIONER KIM ADKINSON, DISTRICT 3

1311 E. New Haven Ave. Phone: (321) 633-2075
Melbourne, FL 32901 Fax: (321) 633-2196
www.Brevardfl.gov D3.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov

01/30/2026

Commissioner Kim Adkinson met with Kim Rezanka on January 29, 2026 at the District 3 Commission
Office. The meeting lasted approximately 1 hour and included discussion related to zoning applications

25200050, 25200054, and 25Z00039.

Respectfully,

Commissioner Kim Adkinson

District 3

District 3 includes:
Palm Bay, Melbourne Beach, Melbourne, Malabar, Grant-Valkaria, West Melbourne, Micco
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