ORDINANCE 1210 GOUNCIL ITEM
DA

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR THE THIRD AMENDMENT OF THE PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENT AND CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD AT ST. LUCIE WEST LOCATED IN A PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, by Ordinance 04-05, City of Port St. Lucie, the City of Port St. Lucie City
Council rezoned to PUD and approved a Planned Unit Development Document and Conceptual
Development Plan for Lot 6, St. Lucie West Plat No. 164, 2nd Replat in the Fountains at St.
Lucie West (P03-307), and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance 04-59, City of Port St. Lucie, the City of Port St. Lucie City
Council approved an amendment to the Planned Unit Deveiopment Document and Conceptual
Development Plan for Fountainview Plaza at St. Lucie West (P04-50) to include Lots 7 through
10, St. Lucie West Plat No. 164, 2 Replat in the Fountains at St. Lucie West, and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance 09-86, City of Port St. Lucie, the City of Port St. Lucie City
Council approved an amendment to the Planned Unit Development Document and Conceptual
Development Plan for Fountainview Plaza at St. Lucie West (P09-123) to allow certain permitted
and special exception uses that are specified in Section 158.124 — General Commerciai Zoning
District; 1o allow college, technical or vocational schools as permitted uses; and to establish the
parking requirements of the uses in the PUD document, and

WHEREAS, the proposed changes to the Planned Unit Development Document and
Conceptual Development Plan are consistent with Sections 158.170, et seq., Port St. Lucie City

Code.
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ORDINANCE 12-10

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. That the Planned Unit Development Document and Conceptual Development
Planfor Fountainview Plazaat St. Lucie West (P11-140) , as approved by Ordinances 04-05,
04-59, and 09-86 City of Port St. Lucie, is amended as refiected in the Planned Unit
Development Document labeled Exhibit "A" and attached hereto.

Section 2. That the provisions of Ordinances 04-05, 04-59, and 09-86 City of Port St.
Lucie, not inconsistent with the provisions of Section 1 herein shall remain in full force and effect.

Section 3. This Ordinance shall become effective ten (10) days after its final adoption.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the City Council of the City of Port St. Lucie, Florida, this

day of , 2012.
CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE -
BY:
JoAnn M. Faiella, Mayor
ATTEST:

Karen A. Phillips, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Roger G. Orr, City Attorney
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Katherine Huntress

From: April Stoncius

sent:  Thursday, February 16, 2012 8:15 AM

To: Kathering Huntress

Subject: RE: minutes

PLANNING AND ZONING BORRD MEETING MINUTES FEBRUARY
7, 2012

D. P11-140 FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA ~ PUD AMENDMENT NO. 3

Ms. Huntress said, “Cotleur and Hearing is acting as the agent for the owners, as there are
muitiple owners in the Fountainview Plaza PUD. They are listed in Exhibit ‘B’ of the PUD
document. The property is located oD the south and east side of ‘W-Fountainview Boulevard,
south of St. Lucie West Boulevard, north and west of The Belmont mutti-family development,
and east of 1-95. The legal description is Lots 6-10, St. Lucie West Plat No. 164, 2nd Replat, and
is approximately 30 acres. The existing zoning is the Fountainview Plaza Planned Unit
Development, and the existing uses are office building, Carrabba’s Restaurant, Residence Inn,
and cleared vacant land with partial pavement. A detailed list of the Third Amendment 18 on

Page 4 of the PUD document and includes the following:

1) To provide ‘for a multi-family residential use.
2) Addition of shared parking regulation. :
3) Reduce the requirement for native vegetation from 75% 10 50%.

4} Update the Conceptual Plan.

The proposal is consistent with the direction and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Objective
1.1.4 states that future growth, development, and redevelopment shall be directed to the
appropriate arcas as depicted on the Future Land Use Map. The Site Plan Review Commattee
reviewed the request, and unanimously recomnmended approval on December 28, 2011. The
Planning and Zoning Department staff finds the request to be consistent with the direction and
intent of the future land use map and policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the St. Lucie
West DR, and recommends approval. We have had mumerous correspondences from St. Lucie
West residents concerning this project. After the packets were put together, we received a letter
from the Florida Department of Transportation that you should have in front of you. A majority
of the corresporidence was from the residents of The Belmont, which is adjacent to the eastern
border of the PUD, There-is'also an email from a board member of the Magnolia Lakes HOA m
opposition to the project. The main concerns of the residents are as follows:

1) The addition of residential units.

2) The need for commercial/retail.

3} The building height.

4) The noise and light.

5) The wuffer between The Belmont and the proposed development.

6) The Dumpster location.

7) The.pool location.

8) Traffic congestion. ,

9) The decrease in native vegetation. )

We organized the lefters so that there was one form letter that people signed. There were also
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some additional independent comments.” Chait Parks stated, “We received them, and it is very difficult
to read this amount of material on the dais, but many of them were a form letter. 1 believe there are
approximately 45 disapprovals.”

Donaldson Hearing, Cotleur and Hearing, representing the applicant, said, “It may be most appropriate
for this jlem to be heard simultaneously with the Site Plan.” Chair Parks advised, “Generally speaking,
our applicants. don’t request that of me, but ] was already going 10 do that.” Mr. Hearing clarified, “So
we will just defer this matter until the Site Plan.” Chair Parks stated, “I would prefer that you do your
presentation now.” '

Mr. Hearing said, “Before you is a request 10 amend the existing PUD document and PUD Master Plan
for this project. There are four components that we want to modify. The intent of 1t is SO that we can
create a vibrant mixed use center at the Fountainview site, which is a part of the Fountainview PUD.
They are the largest group of undeveloped parcels that are remaining at the intersection of 1-95 and St.
Lucie West Boulevard. The amendments are supported by 100% of the commercial property owners,
and some of them are here today. There are some CONCErns that have been identified by the residents,
and we will speak to those when we get into the details of the Site Plan. The amendments that we are
proposing are te add residential as a component to this PUD so we cab. create a vibrant mixed use center.
One.of the underlying land uses 1s residential, so it is fully consistent with your Comprehensive Plan,
and is the overall intent of creating 2 mixed use center. Also, we have introduced a shared parking
methodology based on the Urban Land Institute. The existing PUD has shared parking, but it assumes
shared parking for one parcel to the next. We are proposing shared parking 1o recognize the synergies of
the specific nature of our mixture of uses that we have. For example, the synergies between residential
and professional office that are there. The current PUD document requires that 75% of the landscaping
be of native plant materials, which lirnits what we can achieve from a design perspective. The City Code
requires 50% for trees and a little less for shrubs. We are asking for 50% native plant materials, 50%
trees, and 50% shrubs, so we can develop a landscape theme that is consistent with a vibrant mixed use

center.”

Mr. Gardner inguired, “Could you clarify the mixed parking scenario?” Mr. Hearing responded, “Mixed
use projects commonty have shared parking. During the day, you will have office workers; however, the-
peak of the office use is different from that of a residential use. The same thing with restaurants, as we
' have. a restaurant pad that is included as a part of owr proposed Site Plan, The restaurant pad would be
used such as Carrabba’s across the street that drives a large evening type.of peak parking requirement, as
opposed to the parking that would be reqiired during the day. The Urban Land Institute has developed,
together with the Institute of Traffic Engineers. & methodology to evalnate what those peaks are each
day of the week, including the weekend. We determined what the maximum peak is to determine the
required parking alivcation for the site.”” Mr. Gardner clarified, “In your caleulations, you are factoring
in the apartments at 10:00 pai. that are at full capacity, and you are calculating that people are parking
across the street at the business locations.” Mr. Hearing responded, “They would be within a very close
proximity. We assume that about 10% of the office parking in the gvening hours would be open.” Mr.
Gardner asked, “Would the residents have to park across the street at 2 business?” Mr. Hearing replied,
“The residents will only have 10 walk a certain distance that 1§ all within a very close proximity. They
are walking no further from their car, whether they were parking in the areas that are solely dedicated 1o
residential versus where they would be walking from for the shared parking.” Mr. Gardner questioned,
“Do the property Owners across the street know that their parking is going to be shared with the
apartments across the street?” Mr. Hearing answered, “Qince it is all one development, we typically have
a shared parking covenant. As part of the residential as well as the office, they are made aware of the
shared parking. We can’t assign parking when you are dealing with shared parking. We use a covenant
so that every tenant and property owner is aware of it. This is a methodology that we have used very
effectively in other parts of the state.” Secretary Blazak clarified, “1 just want 10 make it clear that you -
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are not reducing the quantity by 25%, but you are reducing the 1ype of landscaping.” Mr. Hearing stated,
“We are only talking about the type. That is correct.” Secretary Blazak said, “You will be consistent
with what the rest of the City has with requiring 50% native-type plants.” Mr. Hearing responded,

“Absoluiely.”

Mr. Ojito asked, “Are the building locations. preset, or do you have flexibility on the site?” Mr. Hearing
replied, “There 18 some flexibility, pursuant to the PUD Master Plan.” Mr.-Ojito stated, “1 have concerns
abowt the lack of pedestrian connectivity between the different buildings. 1 would like to see more
creativity in the Site Plan.” Mr. Hearing remarked, 1 will go over it in the Site Plan phase.” Chair Parks
questioned, “Tas your company gotten together with the group of residents in that area in a public forum
to present this to them prior to this meeting?”’ Mr. Hearing answered, “We met with them previously and
earlier today. 1 also extended a willingness to meet with them following this meeting. We can address a
majority of their concerns, and we will continue our dialogue with the residents.” Chair Parks inquired,
“When was the meeting held?” Mr. Hearing responded, “We met with them three weeks ago on January
123, 20127 Chair Parks asked, “Where was it located? How many people ‘were in attendance?” Mr.
Hearing replied, “It was at the clubhouse where we met with representatives from their board and the
residents. Tt was an open meeting, but [’m not sure how they advertised for it.” Chair Parks said, “Thank

"

you.
Chair Parks opened the Public Hearing.

STEVEN LEVENHERZ, President of the Board of Directors of The Belmont at St. Lucie West, said,
“We are the community directly to the cast of the property. The City and the Planning and Zoning
Department should srongly consider the original PUD for the site. Our community is cognizant of the
economic fimes that we are confronted with. A lot of St. Lucie West properties are facing foreclosures,
and many units are vacapt. We are seeing enormous erosion in our tax base, reduction in our property
values, and many of us are struggling to survive, as well as many associations. The City needs to
consider the wants and needs of the communities that have these vacancies, as adding additional
multifarily residential units will further dilute the tax base. We don’t need more residential units.in St.
Lucie West, especially to amend an existing PUD. We need businesses, corporaie offices. professional

offices, and permanent jobs in the City, in our county, and in our country.”

TOM GIBSON, property owner, said, “T own the two office buildings directly adjacent 1o this parcel.
The PUD amendment has had 100% of the other commercial owners’ approval. They are behind it all of
the way. The site had been approved for 300,000 feet of office space, which would never happen in.my
lifetime. We have two buildings there that have 75,000 fect that we have struggled to get through in this
down time. We Believe-and support the idea of a mixed use to bring more people 1. Thank you.”

W.0. PEARCE, The Belmont resident, gaid, “I think it is very importamnt for the Board to. view the
entirety of St. Lucie West. There was obviously a vision when it was put ther¢ as a PUD. It 1s important
that you keep that first’ and. foremost in your mind, because if you approve this project, it is done. The
question is what kind of image do we want to present? In my-mind, 1-95 and Exit 121 15 an entrance 10 a
very attractive and appealing place to be. If you drive down St. Lucie West, there are Very attractive
retail, professional, and medical buildings, and now you are going to put a midrise apartment complex at
your front door. Whether vou agree or disagree, I think you have to agree that it would present an 1mage
that is not consistent with what you have been trying 10 accomplish. There 18 really only one reason that
this property is being developed in this direction, and that is because they haven’t been able to sell the
parcels, and we know why. We are n & bad economic situation. If you approve this project, it will be
there forever. Our current economic buildings will not, and when things get better, those parcels will be
sold. I feel for them having to caIry them, but that is a risk of doing business. They are big boys, and
they ought to know that when-they get into it. You will set the image of what people are going to see
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when they come into the St. Lucie West community.”

Mr. Pearce continued, “The traffic flow pattern 1S already a problem. You have redone the roundabout
one tirne, and it will have 1o be redone again. If youput a stop light there, which is probably what you
will have to do, it will have a major impact, becanse a Jot of vehicles come off of I-95 now and turn right
and go around the traffic circle and go back the other direction. They won’t be able to do that now, and
the crassover from people coming off of 1-95 trying to turn left on Peacock is already impossible many
times because-of the Mets games, and so forth. There is a problem there, and 1 don’t know how you are
going to be able 1o resolve it. Thank vou for the opportunity to speak.” (Clerk’s Note: Mr. Pearce
submitted 2 letter of opposition.)

LARRY GLICKMAN, The Belmont resident, said, “I'm an owner, and 1 reside in The Belmont, which
is very close to the hotel and in direct proximity fo the proposed project. The issue evervone is focusing
on is whether or.not there should be residential allowed.in that area. [ want 10 speak in favor of the PUD
amendment. When this project gets built there are going to be jobs, and when it is finished there-are
going to be people who are going to live, shop, and work in St. Lucie West. All of that will contribute to
the revival of our .area. ] would rather the marketplace decide what should be done with this property
than a decision be made by regulators. If investors have determined that it makes sense to mvest, then T -
think we shouid allow that to happen and shouid support it, because it is the cconomic activity we are
looking for. The rising tide will lift.all of the boats, including my property and my investment. I would
ask you to vote in favor of supporting the rising tide, which is with real investors, that have real money,

that are doing a real project, and will create jobs in this area. Thank you.”

There being no further comments, Chair Parks closed the Public Hearing. Mr. Gardner said, “In 2003, I
got off at Exit 121 for a tank of gas at 10:00 p.m. on 2 Safurday night, and it was dead as could be. My
wife and T fell in Jove with St. Lucie West in the dark, and came back the next morning to buy a house. 1
feel that if we would have goten off that exit and seen a four-story apartment building, it would have
painted a different picture. 1 have 1o agree with the resident that came up earlier who indicated the
overall aesthetics of the community is what people see. 1 don’t think that a project of this scale is
appropriate. [ could be in favor of a smaller project, but because of my feelings, 1 will not be voting in
favor of this today.” Secretary Blazak inquired, “What height are the hotels?” Mr. Hearing explained,
“The maximum height of a commercial building allowable is 75 feet, and the residential i 50 feet. The
Hampton Inn is around 50 feet, and the newer six-story is around 67 feet in height. We will be below
those heights on all of the buildings proposed as part of the PUD.” Secretary Blazak pointed out, “With
the change in the landscape, you will be able to get some trees in the 35 to 40-foot range around these
buildings to soften them.” Mr. Hearing replied in the affirmative. Mr. Battle asked, “Do you have
anyone that 1s interested in the property, as far as the office space and restaurant space?” Mr. Hearing
replied, “My client 18 speaking with people 1o move into the office space at this-ume, so there is some
movement. There is nothing specific regarding the restaurant space or the retail, because it would be
driven by being able 1o create s0me synergies within there. Without the residential, the potential of
getting any meaningful retail in there likely wouldn’t occu, but there is some movement. The project is
© going io be at a minimum in the range of about 2 $50 million initial direct capital expenditure. Those
monies are going directly into the economy, which are hard dollars and money to the City. The common
economic ripple effect of it is about $120 million directly impacting the St. Lucie economy. Of course,
there is the ad valorem 1ax, what the businesses will be spending, and what they bring to this economy.
This is a very significant project, and when we get into the Site Plan, you will begin to understand the
benefits of it. 1 would request that you approve the PUD, which does not approve the project. It just
gives you the ability 1o evaluate the project. Without the PUD, we would not be able to present the
project to you, should you find that it will be good for the City.” Chair Parks said, “1 appreciated your
money trail comments, which I shink are very valuable. Often people have come to US with lovely plans,
but didn’t have a money trail, which is paramount for the success of any project. Also, I have seen
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people come in and we grant them wonderful projects, but. within several months there is a for sale sign
on that project. ] don’t want 10 approve it if yyou are going to sell the project. s this an investor who is a
strong capital person who will fulfill the project, and fuifill what is being proposed?” Mr. Hearing
stated, “Let me introduce you fo the developer, James Knuckle with Center Star Development. This 1s
not speculative. He has closed on the property before he had the approval fromthe City. He is looking to
create a vibrant mixed use center, and has the capital to do 1. Mr. Gardner asked, “Do you have any
statistics on the occupancy rate or the current rentals in St. Lucie West?” Mr. Hearing replied, “No. 1
don’t have the direct statistics, although we do know that there is an increasing need for rentals in the
market place. When we get into the dedils of our Site Plan, you will see why it is not the same as a
traditional rental apartment. There haven’t been any new Ones built in a long time, but there are people
that are coming into town 10 work at VGTI or Torrey Pines. People may be coming from out of the
country, because 2 lot of scientists come from out of the country, ar they may be coming down from the
northeast and still have a home up north that they can’t sell, or they may not want to buy when they first
get here, 5o this provides a great opportunity. We are also doing a lot of activity around the Scripps Max
Planck area, and we are finding that a lot of the researchers, particularly the young people coming in
working within the labs. are European and they’d much rather rent. In Europe, you reni a lot more than
you own. We think the project provides a greal opportunity, and it isn’t a 500 unit facility that we are
proposing. We have 215 residential units on our Site Plan, so it is a relatively small number.” Mr.
Gardner asked, “How do you substantiate the need for the project without sia istics on what the available
rentals are?” Mr. Hearing replied, “The market reports a need fort. You can’t look at the rental market
the same as you would a new mixed used project. We think that people will enjoy the amenity that we
are bringing bere that other cities don’t have. It will have a professional' management, and there will be
some people that will rent in a project like ours, as opposed 10 those who would actually go find an
individual home to rent within a neighborhood. The Belmont has a pretty good population of renters, as
opposed 1o owners. It will be a high-end rental with air conditioned corridors. They are not garden

apartments, as you will see when we get into the Site Plan. We have elevators i oul buildings, so we
can appeal to a very broad scale of people.”

Mr. Gardner said, “I'm concerned, because we looked at the occupancy statistics with the service
stations a couple of montds back, as far as the amount of gas pumps there were to people, and it 1s a
concern. 1t concerns me: with the amount of vacant real estate that we are going to green light a project
fike this in the name of geting this parcel sold. 1 support the development process, but 1 just want to
make sure we are picking the right use for it.” Mr. Ojito stated, “T'm torn in the sense that I'm for mixed
use, as 1 think that1s something that works. The problem | have is that if T vote for this, which I'm on the
fence on, we will end up with a Site Plan that T don’t think has any merit. When you look at mixed uses,
residential over retail and a more pedestrian friendly ype of mixed use uses less asphalt. 1 know there
are a lot of parking requirements, but the issue that I have is that if we vote for this, then we lose our
Jeverage with the Site-Plan. That 18 something that we need to look at.” Secretary RBlazak said, “We have
before us the amendment to allow residential, and we will work towards the Site Plan. ] see it as a plus
+0 have this. I think there s a market, and we have a developer that wants to bring us a new project.
There is certainly a need for it in that area, and they have covered the positives for it. Obviously, the Site
Plan Review Committee has looked at ;i and there is something that they like, as they unanimously
approved it. I think for the amendment to have residential in this area 1s fine.”

Secretary Blazak moved to recommend approval of P11-140, Fountainview Plaza, PUD Amendment
Number 3. Mr. Martin seconded the motion, which passed by roll call vote with Mr. Battle, Mr. Martin,
Secretary Blazak, Chair Parks, and Vice Chair Rooksberry voting in favor, and Mr. Gardner and Mr.

Ojito voting against.
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GOUNCIL ITEM

CITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE, FL - CITY COUNCIL DATE

AGENDA ITEM REQUEST

MEETING: REGULAR _X SPECIAL

DATE: February 27, 2012 and March 12, 2012

ORDINANCE _ X RESOLUTION ___ MOTION __ PUBLIC HEARING _X

ITEM: PROJECT NO. P11-140
PUD (PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT) AMENDMENT APPLICATION
FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD AMENDMENT NO. 3

RECOMMENDED ACTION: The Planning and Zoning Board reviewed the request
on February 7, 2012 and recommended approval with a vote of 5 to 2.

EXHIBITS:
A. Ordinance
B. Staff Report
C. Support Materials

SUMMARY EXPLANA TION/BACKGROUND INFORMATION: A detailed list of the 3"
amendment to the PUD is on page 4 of the PUD document and includes the

following:

Provide for a multi-family residential use.
Addition of shared parking reguiation.
Reduce the requirement for native vegetation from 75% to 50%.

Update the conceptual plan.

oM

SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: PLANNING and ZONING DATE: 2/14/12
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1934 Commerce Lane -

RN Cotleur &
'Hear-iﬂg

Suite 1 - Jupiter, Florida

Landscape Architects | Land Flanners | Environmental Consultants

- 33458 - Ph 561.747.6336 - Fax 561.747.1377 - www‘cotleurhearing.com '

Lic # LC-C000238

PUD Application

PREPARED FOR:

PREPARED BY:

DATE:

PROJECT TEAM:

@E@Eﬁwm

FEB 24
Third Amendment ot NNING 12
7Y OF oy ST LyaeNT
(P11-140) SO R

Fountainview Plaza PUD
At St. Lucie West

Lots 6-10

Fountainview Plaza PUD, Lots 6- 10

Donaldson Hearing, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.
Melissa K. Samfilippo, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.
QOctober 18, 2011, Revised December 7, 2011,
Revised January 30, 2012

Cotleur Hearing, Zoning Entitlements

MacKenzie Engineering & Planning, Inc., Traffic
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PUD AMENDMENT APPLICATION

%ITYOFEOZRT STbLUCrItE . FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

2lannina & Zoning Deparimen : S . :
121 SW Port'St. l?uciepBoUle\rard Planhing Dept.___ F (LY
Port:St. Lucie, Florida 34984 ' FEe'(NonrefunaEBE,ﬁ z 582.7 2
(772)8‘_71-—52‘]2 FAX:(772)87175124 . Receipt # ‘I/- 12 o

Refer to "Fee Schedule” for application fee Make checks pavable to the “City of Port St. Lucie.” Fee is

nanrefundable unless aJ:)J)tication-,is‘withjd_rawn prior to the Planning and Zoning Board meeting. Allitems on this

a 'Ep_lmatlc_m should be addressed, otherwise it cannot be processed. Attach proof of ownership: two copies of deed.
lease type or print clearly in BLACK ink. . ' : R 3

 PRIMARY GONTACT ENAIL ADDRESS: PHEARING@COTLEURHEARING BO1

PROPERTY OWNER:
FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD

. Name: . c
Address: MULTIPLE OWNERS, SEE EXHIBIT 3 OF THE PUD DOCUMENTS _
Telephone No. __FAXNo. __RECEIVED -
AGENT OF OWNER (if any e A
DONALDSON )HEAR L o OCT 1 9 2011
Name: ING, COTLEUR & HEARING, INC »
Address: 1934 COMMERCE LANE; SUITE 1, JUPITER, FL 33458 " O TN,

Telephone No. 561-747-6336 _ FAX No. 551-747-13?7

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Legal Description: St. Lucie West Plat'Na. 184 2nd Re-Plat in the Fourtains Plat Boock 43, pages 9 and BA (Lots 6-10)
(Include Plat Book and Page) ‘ ‘

SEE EXHIBIT 3 OF THE PUD DOCUMENTS

Parcel |.D. Number:

PUD PUD

Current Zoning: ‘Proposed Zoning:

Future Land Use Designation; CHYCG/RHI Acreage of Property; <0139 AC

Reason for amendment request:
TO PROVIDE FOR A MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL USE, ADDITION OF SHARED PARKING REGULATIONS,

AND TO REDUCE THE REQUIREMENT FOR NATIVE VEGETATION EROM 75%-50%

0] Applicant must list on the first page-of the attached amendment all proposed changes with corresponding
page number(s). . :

2) All proposed additions must be underlined zsind deleted text must have a strkethrough.

3) Where there:are conflicts between.the requirements of the-general provisions of this chaPter or other
applicable codes of the’ city.and the requirements established by-official action'upon a specilic PUD, the latter

requjr e.’r_\ \all govern.
et LA B HEARE 1o 1201

afuré of Owiier Hand Print Name Date

*|f signature is not that of the owner, a letter of authorization.from.the owner is needed.

NOTE: Signature;on this:application acknowledges that a gertificate of concurrency for adequate public facilities as
needed to service this project has notyet been etermined. Ade%_.:ac of public facility services is not guaranteed
at this stage in the development review process. Adequacy for public facilities is determined through certification of
concurrency and the issuance of final local development orders as may be necessary for this project to be

determined based on the application material submitted.

Page 1 of 2
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3" pUD Amendment

PUD Application
Table of Contents

Exhibit A
Exhibit 1
Exhibit 2
Exhibit 3

Exhibit-4

Exhibit 5

Exhibit 6
Exhibit 7
Exhibit 8

Exhibit 9

List of Amendments

introduction

PUD Application Checklist

Property Owner’s List and PUD Rezoning Application
Agent Authorization Létters

General Standards for District Establishment
Site Information

Allowable / Proposed Density

Proposed Development Use / Standards
Legal Description

Conceptual Plans and Lot Outlines for all Lots
Binding PUD Agreement
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3" PUD Amendment

Page # Description

5 Revise Exhibit 1- Text of Introduction

6 Revise Exhibit.2- Update text of PUD Application Checklist

7 Revise Exhibit:3- Update property owner information

17 Revise Exhibit 5- To include a Density Statement, allowable residential units within

the PUD. Add Multi:Family Residential parking requirement

19 Revise Exhibit 5- Add setback requirements for residential buildings and Shared
Parking regulations and example.

20 Revise Exhibit 6- Add Multi-Family Residential as a permitted principal use

26 Revise Exhibit-6- Change the native vegetation requirement from 75% to 50%

33 Revise Exhibit-8- Updated ébnceptuai PUD plan per proposed site plan-application
34 Revise Exhibit 8- Updated conceptual PUD to include “PUD” as the existing zoning
37 Add new Unified Co'r‘1trol'Document, to be signed by the Authorized Agent
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Fountainview Pl.aza of St. Lucie West is an approved Upscale Commercial PUD to provide
a synergy of professional businesses and retail establishments while providing support
services and complimentary retail and office development based on the current market
demand.

The approved site consists 0f:30.139 acres of former pasture and farmland without any
environmentally sensitive areas. It includes Lots 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.

The purpose of the 3" Amendment is to provide a residential use within the PUD by
regulating the maximurn building height, $etback and minimum parking requirements.
In addition, shared parking regulations have been provided utilizing the Urban land
Institute mythology for sharéd parking exclusively for Lot 6. This 3™ Amendment will
also reduce the hative requirement for landscape material from 75% to 50%.

The uses allowed within these Lots are outlined in Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6A to 6E.
Architectural standards shall be as allowed by the St. Lucie West Architectural Review
Committee.

Exhibit 5X and exhibits 6F to 6l apply to Lot 6 only.

This application is respectfully submitted to the Planning and Zoning Department of the
City of Port $t. Lucie for processing as the e“é';g Amendment to the Fountainview Plaza
P.U.D. The format will follow the outline presented in the P.U.D. Zoning District

Standards and Application requirements.

(Changes to the P.U.D.are indicated with underlined new informafion and strikeout of
deleted information.)

Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. Fountainview Plaza PUD — St Lucie West



3 PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised January. 30, 2012

Statement of Unified Control of the entire area within the P.U.D. is provided
by way of the enclosed agent autharization letters from the Owners of the
Lots included within this PUD. Although the individual Lots are now under
separate ownership, they are all still bound by the PUD agreement, as shown
in Exhibit 9. In_addition to the original agreement, a new unified control

document has been provided to be signed by the authorized agent for the
PUD, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.

Fountainview Plaza.of St. Lucie West is a Commercial facility and contains
uses as permitted herein.

Exhibit 8 has been revised with the 3" Amendment to reflect the proposed
site plan for'Lot 6 and all of the Lots within the PUD on one sheet. contains
he original-conceptual planfor the PUD which-was onbhrfor Lot 6. Halse
includes—the addition—of Lots 78 9 and10. This The 2" Amendment
application further-corrects a scrivener’s error regarding the designation of
the Open Space Tract to PUD on the official zoning maps of the City. The
original PUD included only Lot 6. The 1st Amendment to the PUD added Lots
7, 8, 9 and 10'to the PUD. The Open Space Tract was not included in the
legal description of Ordinance 04-59 approving the 1st Amendment, the
owner of the Open Space Tract was not a party to the 1st Amendment, and
the total acreage of the PUD as reflected in the 1st Amendment did not
include the Open Space Tract. There are no standards and reguiations within
the PUD governing the Open Space Tract, ownership and maintenance of
which was provided for by St. Lucie West Plat No. 164. After approval of the
1st Amendment the zoning map was inadvertently changed to designate the.
Open Space. Tract as PUD and it should now be corrected to reflect the
zoning designation it had prior to that change.

Please seée Exhibit 4 for the General Standards established for the Planned
Unit Development. The maximum building heights, minimum setbacks and
other site data are shown in Exhibit 5. Proposed development uses are
shown in Exhibit 6.

This development is within the City limits of Port St. Lucie with underlying
land uses to support the intended uses.

Laricl Py
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3" PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie Woest
October 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised January.30, 2012

Exhlblt

:3 qupaﬁy13“"“”s‘““ﬂPl"'annng;““ﬂﬂv_f;:“

Lot 6

Parcel Id — 3326-702-0003-000-6-/ 3326-702-0003-020-2 / 3326-702-0003-010-9
HL St. Lucie LLC

646 Hermitage Circle

Palm Beach Gardens, EL 33410-1611

Lot 7

Parcel Id - 3335-600-0001-000-7 {Unit A} / 3335-600-0002-000-4 (Unit B)
RM at St. Lucie West Development, Inc and ESA-Pompano, LLC

3325S. University Drive, Suite 210

Cooper City, FL 33328

Parce! |d — 3335-600-0003-000-1 {Unit.C)
Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie I, LLC
340 East Main Street, Suite 300
Spartanburg, SC 29301

"Lots 8 and 9
Parcel |d — 3326-706-0001-000-4 / 3326-706-0002-000-1
Lineberry Properties, Inc.
116 Lineberry Blvd., Suite 301
Mt. Juliet, TN 37122

Parcel Id — 3326-706-0003-000-8

Charter Realty & Investment.Company, LLC
¢/o Posess, Kolbert & Strauss, PLLC

6100 Glades Road, Suite 204

Boca Raton, FL 33434

Lot 10

Parcel Id — 3326-702-0007-000-4
PSL Office 2 LLC

3710 Buckeye Street, Suite 100
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410

COthU r & PLIC Amendrnent for Fountainyew
Hearing
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally:appeared (CQRY L UJUSK/, A.j
of HL St. Lucie LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states as
follows:

1. That_ CARY [..1)'5}4/&) of HL St. Lucie LLC is an applicant of the
property described as:

St. Lucie West Plat #164 2" Replat.in the Fountains {PB 43-9), Lot 6
And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

2. That HL St. Lucie LLG has appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as
authorized agents on its behalf to represent lot 6 described above for the
purpose of obtainingan amendment to the PUD documents.

HL 5t. Lucie LLC

646 Hermitage Circle
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410.

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

countyor__pam Beatly

I hereby certify that:the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
g%dayof OC/FT)lOW 20 \ , by Caa Adan Lug /C/V]

{ jwho is personally known to me or [ Jhas produced _F1{. sbivessS licene€
as identification and who did take an oath. 6 FL250-10 l ~Sb-2771-0

JidAo iy e

P ‘ Notq'ry Public U
BH!TTANY LEE h
S ', Natary Public - State of Florida A &A#&V\ \'f bﬁﬁ

+£ My Comm. Expires'Nov 20; 2015 -
‘Commissioh # EE 115251 Printed name
w Bondad Thmugh Hatinnai Nolaly Assn ;

Notary Public
State of florida at Large
My Commission Expires:



Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the:undersigned authority, personally appeared Barry Ross, of RM at 5t.

Lucie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC, who being by me first duly sworn

’

on oath deposes and states as follows: ’

1. That RM at St. Lucie-West Development, inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC is an

applicant of the property described as:

Fountainview Commons atSt. Lucie West Land Condominium {OR 2903-2324) Unit A
and B {OR 2129-889; 2530-888)

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

2. That RM at St. Lucie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC has

4.

appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to'act as authorized agents on its

behalf to represent lot 7, Units A and B described above for the purpose of

cbtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

This.authorization shall be for the sole purpose of amending the PUD documents
to facilitate the development of Lot 6, to provide for shared parking on lot 6 and
to provide for multi-family residential use. As a companion to this PUD
amendment a NOPC to the DRI is proposed to provide for an exchange hetween
Hotel and Residential land use.

This autherization shall be limited to the above and shall not permit changes or
limitations to the development entitlements or site plan approvals for: {i) Lot 7,
Units A and B, or {ii) any land or improvements referenced or dedicated to or
under that certain Declaration of Condominium of The Fountainview Commons
at St. Lucie West Land Condominium recorded 11/13/07 in OR 2903/2324
Official Records of Saint Lucie County, Florida.

All correspondence related to obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents
shall be noticed to Adam J Reiss Esq at the below referenced address.

RM at St. Lucie Wéét;rDevelopment, inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC
3325 S. University Drive, Suite 210
Cooper City, FL 33328



NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTYOF B rosi ]

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
/cy day of (O(“/L ,20 /! , by £,/};2m4 b sy ,
|

[Lf]’ﬂw is personally knownto me or [ ] has produced e

as identification and who did take an oath.

[ e 2

oty Albiic ~ /';,// :

Printed name

Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:
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PAPPAS :
Notary Public - State of Floridg 13
y Comm. Expireg May 20, 20158

Commission # € 78895 |
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undérsigned authority, personally appeared A‘ F:DS-H‘/ CW
LJ

of Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie II, LLC, wha'being by me first duly sworn, on
oath deposes and states as follows:

1. That A F_OS‘}‘V C‘\anmo-of Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie I,
LLC is an applicant of the prope?ty described as:

Fountainview Commons at St. Lucie West Land Condominium {OR 2903-2324) Unit C
(OR 2907-2027)

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

2. That Palmetto Hospitality ofPort St. Lucie 1l, LLC has appointed the firm of
Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to.act as authorized agents on its behalf to represent lot
7, Unit C described above for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the’
PUD documents.

3. This authorization shall be for the sole purpose of amending the PUD documents
to facilitate the development-of Lot 6, to provide for shared parking on lot 6 and
to provide for multi-family residential use. As a companion to this PUD
amendment a NOPC to the DRI is proposed to provide for an exchange between
Hotel and Residential land use.

4. This authorization shall' be limited to the above and shall not permit changes to
the development entitlements or site plan approvals for Lot 7.

Palmetto ‘Hos’pitality of Port St. Lucie I, LLC
340 East Main Street, Suite 300

Spartanburg, SC 29301

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

stareorrenon S owki Coralin
COUNTY OF 5\90-"‘?‘0"’0“%

| hereby certify-that'the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

1



[0 dayor N ovember 2011 by A Foster Chapman

[q»m% is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identification and who did take an oath. /(/
qf)j'&- )d ')//-7_?(\

otary Public

[ ise H /“LH!GAC/

Printed name

‘Notary Public

StedpTEFiETtTaetasse {i_ i__ /(O
My Cammission Expires:



Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared ‘/}/JJ’J//AJ@

of Lineberry Properties, Inc., who being by me first duly sworn, on @a{h deposes(ané

states as foilows:

1. That %V ,‘,,/Z‘,‘éfw of Lineberry Properties, Inc. is an applicant

of the propertyqescrlbed a
Promenade of St. Lucie West (OR 3025-2858) Lot 1 and 2 {OR 2308-145)

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

2. That Lineberry Properties, Inc. has appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.

to act as authorized agents on its behalf to represent lots 8 and 9 described

\/Zﬂbove for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

// NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

N

STATE OF EtERBA
COUNTY OF émwgf,qf/

I herehy certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

N4 day of %A"/ 20 /. byj #—2_@747/9«__‘-

[ ] who is personally kneown to me or [ ] has produceg/ ol///’ s

as identification and who did take an oath.

{

\\n“"!"lm,," Nota
S
\\\‘\\ .__.... ..."'{“‘0”"1 ( ﬁ %77‘25/&_/
§ A %%
F (91, Y O Prmted
R N A N
221900, G, ]
2o % Yde § & Notary Pub|lC’7L/I L
2,19;21 (,o}- e S §F State of Elowida at Large{f . ""3’“61”‘ oo
. - -~ FEN L.
%, %}- ........ & My Commission Expires: _ fome 24 3817
’//,,’- \\\\ e, L L
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared LI—MRLE?S F Q)SQSS

of Charter Realty & Investment. Company, LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on
oath deposes and states as foltows:

That CI’WS ? @OSESS of Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC is an

applicant of the property described as:

The Promenade of 5t. Lucie West,.A Commercial Condominium (OR 3025-2858), Lot 3,
Parcel ID: 3326-706-0003-0008

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd.; PortSt. Lucie, FL.

1. That Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC has appointed the firm of
-- - Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as authorized agents on its béhalfto represent lots
8 and 9 described above for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the PUD

documen
=

Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC
¢/o0 Posess, Koibert and Strauss, PLLC
4455Military Trail; Ste. 102

Jupiter, FL 33458

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF PaLm BEARA

| herehy certify that-the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
day of pJOVEMBRY 201 by O 1€ € Yosesd

who is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identificationsand who did take an oath.

Notay-Public

% MYGOW!SSJON#DDMQSAS

i EXPIFES: Jandary 12,
Sonind o Wl o e

Printed name
Naotary Public

State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:

14



Designatio‘h of Ai.:tho‘rized Ageﬁt

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared—_[\{mm?é-h"aog ,
of PSL Office 2 LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states as
follows:

L. Thétj\m“‘“s(z. é-:&)Sov\) of PSL Office 2 LLC is an applicant of the
property described as: :

St. Lucie West Plat #164 2" replat in the Fountains (PB 43-9) Lot 10 (OR 2005-2298)
And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

2. That PSL Office 2 LLC has appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as
authorized agents on its behalf to represent lot 10 described above for the

purpose of otaiming an amendment to the PUD documents.

PSL Office 21LC
‘3710 Buckeye Street, Suite 100
* Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410.

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA .
COUNTY OF P/;\‘LM ﬁtf“ré"\

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

R day of OUORUK‘ , 20 ” by f #\OMA*SPW [) IASOH _

[OI/]/W'I';O is personally known to me or [ ]has produced

A(';c? u,a(ﬂul 7@6?

as identification.and who did take an cath.

Printed name

-" Comm# EEDS5182
4" Expires 1/20/2015

Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:




3" PUD Amendment - Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, revised‘December 7, 2011, revised January; 30,2012

. The area of Fountainview Plaza PUD is 30.139 acres, which exceeds the 2 acre minimum
establishment of a PUD within the City of Port St. Lucie.

Fountainview Plaza:of St. Lucie- West PUD is located on the southeast side of
Fountainview Boulevard, just.south of St. Lucie West Boulevard within the City of Port
St. Lucie. Access to the property will be along St. Lucie West Boulevard to SW Peacock
Boutevard to Fountainview Boulevard. An existing signalized median opening at St. -
Lucie West Boulevard and SW Peacock Boulevard provides full traffic turning
movements for all vehicular traffic. PUD access is provided by Fountainview Boulevard.

Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West PUD has stormwater management provided by an
existing stormwater management system operated by the 5t. Lucie West Service District
Utility System.

Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West PUD is supplied with Water and Wastewater
Services by the St. Lucie West Service District Utility System. Furthermore, the PUD is
supplied water for irrigation from the St. Lucie West Service District Utility System.

. The physical characteristics of Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West PUD can be
described as approximately 30.139 acres of land formerly overgrown with exotics and
cleared, which is now partially developed.

. This PUD application is consistent with the City of Port.5t. Lucie Comprehensive Land
Use Plan.

. The exact building footprint, parking and drive configuration, along with other defining
site improvements will be defined and established when formal Site Plan Construction
Plan approval is'sought.

N CO'(ICUI’& - PUD Amendment for Fountainview
Hearing
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3 PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October.19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA AT ST. LUCIE WEST P.U.D.

TOTAL ACREAGE: 30.139
» Fountainview Plaza at St. Lucie West PUD 30.139 AC
e Water Management 0.00  AC{Offsite}

WETLANDS TO BE MITIGATED FOR

e Water Management 0.00 AC+/-
DEVELOPMENT AREA 30.139 AC
PINE FLATWOOD 0 AC

ALLOWABLE DENSITY {Fountainview Plaza of 5t. Lucie West PUD)

* The allowable density is predicated by the maximum of 80% impervious coverage (of total site
area) with a maximum of 40% total site area coverage being structures.

s The site is 30.139 acres in which 14.377 acres are designated with the future land use of
CH/CG/RH/I that woiild allow up to 15 units per acre of 215 residential units. The remaining
15.762 acres are designated with the future land use of CH/CG.

» The majority of the residential future land use of “RH” is delineated on Lot & with a small
portion located on Lot 10. Since Lot 10 is built and does not have site plan approval for
residential units, all of the residential units shall be designated on Lot 6,

PROPOSED DENSITY )
» The proposed density shall not exceed that stated in Section V and is predicated on a detailed
site plan or plans.

PARKING REQUIRED

1. Show Room/Display/Retail
» Allretail establishments shall provide for 1 parking space per 300 gross leasable sguare
feet.

s All show rooms and permanent interior display areas shall provide for 1 parking space per
500 gross leasable square feet.

*» No permanent on-site parking shall be required for any temporary interior or exterior
display areas.

2. Restaurant / Eatery with outside dining allowed
The base parking rate for restaurant development shall be as required by the Port 5t. Lucie
Land Development Code; however, a maximum of 30% of all required restaurant / eatery
parking may be accommodated via shared spaces with adjacent establishments on-site. Final

Cotleur& ' PUD Amendment for Fauntainview
Wy Hearing
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3™ PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St Lucie West

Qctober 19, 2011; révised December 7, 2011, -fevised January 30; 2012

Site Plan:approval for all restaurant/eatery development shall clearly identify the location of
all shared parking, and a pedestrian path must be available from the shared parking to the
nearest.restaurant / eatery entrance. ’

3. Office
The based parking rate for officerdevelopment shall be 1 parking space per 300 gross leasable
square feet; however, a maximum of 15% of all required office parking spaces may be
accommodated via shared spaces with adjacent establishments on-site. Final Site Plan
approval for all office development shall clearly identify the location of all shared parking, and
a pedestrian path must be available from the shared parking to the nearest office entrance.

4. Hotel
The base parking rate-for hotel development shall be as required by the Port St. Lucie Land
Development Code; however, a maximum of 25% of all réquired hotel parking spaces may be
accommodated via shared spaces with adjacent establishments on-site. Final Site Plan
approval for ali hotel devefopment shall clearly identify the location of all shared parking, and
a pedestrian path:must be-avaiiable from the shared parking to the nearest hotel entrance.

5. Outside Displays
Outside display areas shall not be counted toward the parking requirements.

6, Qutside Tent Sales / Special Events limited to businesses within the PUD
The required-parking for the overall development shall be deemed sufficient to accommodate
the temporary parking needs for all outside tent sales.or special events.

7. All other Permitted and Special Exception Uses not discussed above and as provided in
the CG {General Commer'cial) Zoning District per Section 158.124 of the City of Port St.
Lucie’s Land Development Regiilations.
a. The requiréd parking for all other permitted and special exception uses not
described above in Exhibit 5, VI, 1 through 6 shall be as required in Section
158.221 of the City of Port St. Lucie Land Development Regulations.
b. Sharing of Off-Street Parking - College, Technical and Vocational School parking
may be accommodated 'with adjacent properties via shared spaces at a
maximum of 30% of all required parking. A pedestrian path must be available
from'the shared parking to the nearest school entrance,

8. Multi-Family-Residential
The base- parking rate for multi-family shall be as required by the Port St. Lucie Land
Development Code; however shared parking may be accommodated via shared spaces
with the otheruses on the same site, as detailed in Section X of this exhibit.

» . CQ“QUT & PUD Amendment for Fountainview
Hearing
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3""PUD. Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
Octoher 19, 2011, ravised December 7, 2011, fevised January 30, 2012

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT
¢ All proposed.structures are as follows:
Residential -
Commercial / Office / Hotel -

35feet 65 feet
75 feet or as approved by a variance,

MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS
» Fountainview Plaza at 5t. Lucie West PUD
15 feet front along Fountainview Blvd.
25-feet rear along perimeter boundary of PUD
0 feet along interior lines or private roads/easements.

If a building exceeds 35 feet ih height, the required setback shall be equal to the building
height. of the structure and comply with the Policy 1.1.4.10 of the City of Port St. Lucie
Comprehensive. Plan _and. Section 158.174{£} of the City of Port St. Lucie land

Development Regulations.

SHARED PARKING

If sharing parking with adjacent establishments is not preferred, parking may be shared between

uses onthe same site. If this type sharéd parking is utilized, a shared parking study must be

provided'on the site plan. A table based onthe Urban Land Institute methodology for shared

parking is shown below, as an example.

Weekday
Uses 12 Noon 1:00-PM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 7:00 PM 8:00 PM
Retail 95% 100% 95% 95% 95% 80%
Office 20% 90% 100% 25% 10% 7%
Daycare 50% 10% 10% 100% 50% 0%
Residential 65% 70% - 70% 90% 97% 98%
Restaurant 100% 90% 50% 80% 80% 80%

Weekend
Uses 12 Noon. 1:00 PM 2:00 PM 6:00 PM 7:00 PM 8:00 PM
Retail 80% 90% 100% 80% 75% 65%
Office 90% 80% 60% 50% 0% 0%
Daycare 10% 10% 10% 0% 0% 0%
Residential 65% 70% 70% 90% 97% 98%
Restaurant 100% 85% 65% 70% 70% 65%

Source: Urban Land Institute's report, Shared Parking {Second Editian), published in 2006.

|
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3" PUD Amendment - Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

B e e

6A\TO 6E APPLY TO LOTS 6,7:8,9:8:10; '6F'TO 6J.APPLY TO LOT 6:ONLY:

FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA AT ST. LUCIE WEST P.U.D.

A, PURPOSE
The purpose of this PUD is to establish an area or integration/compatible

uses and services. The following standards shall be met in developing the
PUD.

B. PERMITTED PRINCIPAL USES

1. Show Room / Display / Retail and Associated Storage.

2. Restaurant / Eatery with outside dining allowed.

3. Office.

4. Hotel.

5. Outside Displays provided they do not inhibit pedestrian traffic.

6. Special Events limited to businesses within the P.U.D.

7. Flag Pole of 80’ in height with a flag of 20" x 30°.

8. All permitted prfncipal usés found in Section 158.124 of the General

Commercial Zoning District and not prohibited by Exhibit 6E.
9, " College, Technical or Vocationa! schools.

10. Multi-Family Residential

C. SPECIAL EXCEPTION USES
All. Special Exception uses found in Section 158124 of the General
Commercial Zoning District and not prohibited by Exhibit 6E.

— Cotleur& PUD Amendment for Fountainview
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3™ PUD Amendment — Fountainview Piaza of St. Lucie West
October 19,.2011, revised December 7, 20114, revised January 30, 2012

D. ACCESSORY USES

1. Tent Sales, Street Fairs.
2. Art Shows, Auctions.
E. NON-PERMITTED USES
1. Tattoo Parlor
2. Bady Piercing Parlor
3. Tanning Salon
4, Auto Parts Sales
5. Truck Stop
6. Travel Trailer Park or Camp Ground

R Cotleur&
‘ : eani_’n_g
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F. ARCHITECTURE:

Architectural Style
While traditional Florida architecture is required, there are many styles that fal] into that
category, including Florida Cracker, Spanish Colonial, Coastal Village, Mediterranean,

_ Caribbean, Mission, etc, Use of traditional/classical architecture forms and styles that are
appropriate for Florida and spemﬁcally 'St. Lucie West will be encouraged. In all cases, a basic

harmony of architecture shall prevail so that no building detracts from the attractiveness of tlie
overall Fountainview Plaza environment.

1. Inappropriate Styles
Avoid styles not fitting for this:area siich as Cape Cod, Southwest, Ultra Modern (glass
boxes), English Tutar, Sw1ss Chalet, Wild West, International, &tc.

2. Buildigg Placement on Site .
Buildings will'be sited and oriented along the main interior boulevard with front/primary
facade located along this street property line. Use of the zero foat setback is permitted.

3. Registered Architect
Al buildings must be designed by a Flonda—reglstered architect,

4. Building Materials
Use building construction materials that are of a lastmg quality and are installed and
maintained correctly, which may be concrete, stucco-of comparable appearances,

5. Roof Design : ,
Design roofs to'be lrussed with a minimum 5/12 slope. Consider using multiple plane
roofs, awnings and canopies to reduce building scale. Use vertical features such as clock
towers, cupolas, to add interest. Screen roof top mechanical equipment from street and
parking area views,

6. Sloped Roofs ‘ !
Roof height shall not exceed the average height of the supporting walls. The average
slope shéll be greater than one (1) foot of vertical rise for every three (3) feet of
horizontal run, and the average slope shall be less than or equal to one (1) foot of vertical

P0G 290 1A NDQCS\ VBT I-020 PUD-T-H-03pf with fineouts 3-4-04,dox
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rise for cvery one (1) foot of horizontal run. Proposed buildings shall incorporate at least
two of the following elements or features:

a) Eaves that overhang a minimum of two (2) feet with a fascia depth of 8,

b) Three (3) or mare roof slope planes per primary facade.

c) An additional vertical change in roof height (minimum two (2) foot change in,
elevation).

d) Dormers or other additional roof elements facing primary/secondary street
frontage.

e) A porch, portico, arcade or other similar elemtl-znt located at the main building
entrance(s) and/or along front fagade.

7. Flat Roofs

Flat roofs may be used pmwded thiat all of the following conditions have been met:

a) Peaked or pitched elements shall cover at least 50%.of the length of a faq,ade

facing the pnmaryfsecondary streel frontage. Mansard roofs and/or comices (fmin.
12" in height with a min. of three (3) reliefs) may be counted toward mecting 25%

of the required horizontal length. Peaked or pitched roof elements shall cover at
least 25% of the sides of a building.

b) Equipment on a roof shall not be visible from an clevation that is horizontal to the
location of the roof equipment.

¢) A porch, portico, arcade-or other similar element shall be located at the main

enfrance(s).
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8. Facades

Acrficulate facades with deep roof overhangs, balcomigs, porches and arcades. Coordinate
colors, materials and finishes on all exterior elevations. Create a defined distinction
between upper and lower floors. ]

9. Articulation -

Fagade design shall appear as indicated on the approJe’d drawing. Provide varying wall
offsets and other architectural features to create horizontal and vertical building
articulation. A minimum wall offset of five (5) feet is required to achieve horzontal
facade articulation. A minimum vertical distance of two (2} fect between fagade elements

is required to achieve vertical articulation. Rear and side elements shall be treated
consistently with front facades.

PA00-20NEIJADOCIPUDNE 1-020 PUD 2-30-03uf with lineouts I~4-04.doc
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10. Biiilding Mass '

Avoid large, exposed blank walls: No horizontal length of a building facade shall exceed
75 linear feet. Use:fagade articulation so that building mass appears to be divided into

distinct massing elements.

11. Storape and Trash-Contaigers

Screen from view all storage areas, dumpsters, compressors, etc. using materials
compatible with the buildings arcliitectural (wall, fence, ctc.) and landscaping. Refer to

landseape section for planting and spatial requirements.
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Preferréd Materials
The materials youuse will greatly depend on the style of architecture you choose. This is not a
comprehensive list, but & selection to show some of the choices consistent with fraditional
Florida architecture.

Horizantal wood siding that is painted, stained, lightly weathered or natural
Facing brick

Aluminum siding that resembles painted wood cladding

PEAROD- 299 T NDOCSPUOD 141020 PUD 4-30-03gf witk Iineowts 3+04.doe
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Tile accents

Wood trim around doors and windows

'Pitched roof, e.g. hip,.gable

Metal/batten standing seam roof

Wood shingle roof

Barrel tile roof

Bahama shutters

Exposed rafier tails

Roof overhangs

Courtyards

Predominantly vertical, rectangular windows with single or multi-pane glass
Awnings, balconies, canopies, covered porches, arbors, trellises, bell/clock towers

Light building colors, c.g. eggshell, grey, butter, beige, pale green/flesh, cream
Wood rafiers

Dormers, cupolas

Arcades

Prohibited Facade Features and Materials
» Large, blank, unarticulated walls

* Corrugated metal siding

e Plastic siding, plastic laminates

* Unpainted concrete block/plain concrete walls
» Irregular, modernistic, window shapes

* Reflective glass

¢ Imitation rockwork veneer

» Plywood

-»  Corrugated fiberglass

* Square, box-like, buildings without articulation of windows or facades
» Vertical or diagonal siding

* Flat roofs without. pediments

* Under building parking

»  Window air-conditioning units

G. LANDSCAPE

A. Where it-exists; at Jeast 15% of existing native vegetation on each site shall be preserved
{(excluding 1 buffer area vegetation). Existing native materials that would otherwise be
cleared for development should be transplanted into the required buffer area for each
parcel. New plant materials shall be at least 75% 50% native species.

B. Where parking occurs adjacent to a building there must be a walkway/planted area
between the building and parking lot. Landscapc may consist of tree/palm grates and
potted landscape material.

2
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2. Shrubs, groundcover & sod shall be used as foundation plantings on all sides of the

building, not adjacent to the sidewalk.

. Within parking lots, medians and landscape islands shall be curbed, bermed and

Jandscaped with one trée.per 30 lineal feet & a minimum of 75% shrubs & groundcovers.

. Tree islands:shall have at least one tree per island.and:shall be planted 100% with shrubs

and groundcover. Drainage shall not occur in islands/medians.

7. EBniry drives into parking areas shall be given special emphasis with the use of berming

and landscape materials (accent plants, palms, flowering material, etc.). A safe site
camer of 25°x25’ shall be maintained, and as per city codes shail contain plant materials
under 3’ or with-a canopy of 6’0" and abave. :

. Qutdoor storage areas, frash receptacles, utilities, ete. shall be screened with r walls (6’

min height or larger depending on heiglit of object to be screened) at time of instaliation.
‘Walls shall have foundation plantings.

. Rolling berms shall be uséd in combination with landscaping wherever possible. They

shall not exceed 3" in height with 3:1 slopes, and shall be free forr/non-repetitive shapes
that blend naturalty with the ground plane.
Landscape material must not block drainage. -

“When a swale is placed adjacent to a paved surface, a landscaped area of at least 157-0”

shall be located adjacent to the swale. The swale shall be no-more than 8'-0” wide.
To assure the survival of existing trees, do.not modify existing grades more than 6"

within the drpline. Do not disturb the ground at the base of the tree under any
circumstances.

. Use Florida #1 or better plant material as described in Grades and Standards for Nursery
. Plants, pert 1, 1363 and part 2, State of Florida, Dept. of Agriculture. '
. Landscape Installation & Maintenance

Install plants according to dccepted commercial planting procedures as well as City of
Poit St. Lucie codes. All dead or diseased plant material must be replaced immediately

upon discovery. Maintain landscape areas {0 present @ neat, iealthy and orderly

appearance (reguler watering, mowing, edging, weeding, pruning, straighting, sod repair,
etc.). '

. Xeriscape (Water Efficient Landscaping)

Use the principles of xeriscapes-as described the South Florida Water Management
District Plant Guide IT when'designing the landscape: A

1. Incorporate native plants with minimial irrigation needs and cold/drought tolerances.
2. Irrigate turf areas separately. from other plantings.

3. Group plantings according to water needs. Use low volume drip, spray or bubbler

emitters.
Q. Imigation :

Provide an automatic irrigation system (designed by a commercial landscape irrigation
designer certified by the Irrigation Association) for all landscape areas. Refer to the
Sonth Florida Water Management District Plant Guide I for efficient irrigation principals
for xeriscape when designing the irrigation system.

. Perimeter Buffers Between Parcels

Landscape between parcels should reflect and compliment any existing landscape
mateiial previously installed on an adjacent parcel. A seam!ess blending between parcel
landscape is strongly encouraged. :

PAA200. 29908 ¢ INBOCRPUD\DI1-026 PUD 7-30-03pf with Hezouts J-4.04 dee
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Recommended Plant Palette
This i5'nol a comprehensive list

‘Canopy Trees

(Commion name/Latin name)

Bald Cypress/Taxodiwm distichum

Drake Elm/Ulmos parvifolia "Drake’
Southern Magnolie/Magnolia grandifiora
Red Maple/Acer rubrum

Laurel Oak/Quercus laurifolia

Live Qak/Quercus virginiana

Orchid Tree/Bauhinia spp.

South F1. Slash Pine/Pinus ellioitii

Red Bay/Persea barbonia

© Sweet Bay/Magnolia virginiana

Sycamore/Platanus occidentalis
Tabebuia/Tabebuia umbellata
Purple Tabebuia/T. impetignosa

Accent Trees

Sweet Acacia/dcacia farnesians
Bottlebrush/Callistemon spp.

Crape Myrtle/Lagerstromia indica
Fiddlewood/Citharexylum fruticosum

Golden Shower/Cassia fistula

Dahoon Holly/llex cassine

East Palatka Holly/flex 'East Palatka’
Savannah Holly/llex attenuate ‘Savannah’
Loblelly Bay/Gordonia lasianthus
Oleander/Nerium oleander

Glossy Privet/Ligustrum lucidum

'_ Wax Myrtle/Myrica cerifera

Buffer/Windbreak Trees

Cherry Laurel/Prunus caroliniana

Southern Red Cedar/Juniperus silicicola
Yew Podocarpus/Podocarpus macrophyllus
Nellie Stevens Holly/llex ‘Nellie R Stevens’

Palms

Cabbage Palin/Sabal palmeito

Canary Island Date Palm/Phoenix canariensis
Date Palm/Phoenix dactylifera

Chinese Fan Palm/Livistonia chinensis
Paurotis Palm/dcoelorrhaphe wrightii
Pindo Palmy/Bitia. capitata

Pigmy Date Palm/Phoenix roebelinii
Queen Palm/Arecastrum romanzoffianum
Senegal Date Palm/Phoenix reclinata
Washington Palim/Washingtonia robusta

P 200-2FW M NDOCSPUDLRLL1-028 PUD 1.30-03p) with linzouts J-4.04.doc
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Shrubs

Beauty Berry/Callicarpa americana
Bougainvillea/Bougainvillea spp.
Butterfly Bush/Buddleia officinalis
Surinam Cherry/Eugenia iniflora
Feijoa/Feijoa sellowiana
Firebush/Hamelia patens _
Gardenia/Gardenia jasminoides
Golden Dewdrop/Duranta repens

- Indian Hawthorn/Raphiolepis indica

Burford Holly/llex cornuta
Oleander/Nerium oleander ‘Dwarf"
Cardboard Palm/Zamia furfuracea
European Fan Palm/Chamaerops humilis
Lady Palm/Rhapis excelsa

Saw Palmetto/Serenoa repens
Pittosporum/Pittosporum tobira

Groundcover
Butterfly Weed/Adsclepias
Tickseed/Coreopsis leavenworthii.

" Mexican Bush Sage/Salvia spp.

Purple Fountain Salvia/Salvia spp.

Shore Juniper/Juniperus conferta
Lantans/Lantana. spp.

Dwarf Yaupon/llex vomitoria

Florida Gama Grass/Tripsacum floridana
African Is/Dietes vegeta

False Heather/Cuphea hyssopifolia
Creeping Juniper/Juniperus horizontalis
Purslane/Portulaca grandiflora

Rawmn Lily/Zephyranthes rrosea

Liriope/Liriope muscari

Vines

" Allamanda/dllamanda spp.

Passion Flower/Passiflora coccinea

Flame Vine/Pyrostegia venusta
lasmine/Trachelospermum asiaticum

Confederate Jasmine/Tachelospermuim jasminoides
Black-Eyed Susan/Thunbergia alata

FA200-299\824 \DOCSPUDLE241.020 PUD 110030 with iineourt 3-4-04.doc
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Minimum Heights/Widths Required at Planting

. Plant Material Min. Ht. Min. Spread

Trees . 14°-16" height 6°-8* spread
3”7 cal. Min.

Palms 14’ o0.a. ht. min. Full
Shrubs “spreading” 157 18”
Shruabs “upright” 24"(3gal min.) 187
Hedges 30" (3gal. min.) 247
Vines 36" Staked

Prohibited Plant Species

Earleaf Acaciag/Acacia auriculaefornis
Norfolk Pine/4raucaria excelsa
Australian Pine/Casuarina Spp.
Eucalyptus/Eucalypius
Silk-Oak/Grevillea robusta

Punk Tree/Melaleuca levcadendra
Brazilian Pepper/Schinus terebinth
Wedelia/Wedelia irilobata

H. SIGNS

All proposed.signs, prior to application for a sign permit from the City of Port St. Lucie, must be
approved in writing by the St. Lucie West Architectural. Control Committee (S.L.W.A.C.C.).
The sign program in these guidelines supplements the City of Port St. Lucie sign codes and
ordinances. Compliance with all City of Port St. Lucie sign codes is required in all cases. The
guidelines are not intended to restrict imagination, innovation or variety, but to assist in creating
a consistent, well planned solution for-identification throughout the development.

Parcel Signs and Location
L. All sign shall follow existing City of Port St. Lucie codes for free standing parcel
signs. :
- 2. Design signs.to.be consistent with the architecture of the buildings (color, materials).
Use a minimum 9" cap-beight letter size-for all fagade signs.
Identify only: the business name/logo and type of business on the tenant sign.
Laocate sign.perpendicular to the street.
Use no more than three colors on one sign face.

D
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Sign Criteria

1. Freestanding signs must be dlmensmned on site plans and verified per City of Port St.
Lucie requirements.

2. 'B‘uildings-with signs, logos, insignias will receive critical review as regards to size,
style, color, typesiand p]a(:eménts

3. Owner’s national logos or insignias will be allowed when tastefully sized, executed,
placed and compahble with overall composition.

4. Shop drawings.of all signs must be submitted to the SLWACC for approval prior to
fubrication and mstal]atmn

Tenant Signs Attached to Bunldmg Facades
1. Design 51gns to be consistent with-the architecture uf the buﬂdmg (culor materials),
2. Use 2 minimum 12" cap height letter size for all fagade signs and a maximum 24” cap
height size (major anchors may use larger letters at the discretion of the SLWACC).
3. Identify only the business name/logo and type of business on the fagade signs.

M:scellaneous Signs
. Rear building signs: For buildings with major parhng Of major access points in rear,
1dantlﬁcatwn signs on the rear. of the building walls may be used. Qbserve guidelines for
“Tenant signs attached to building facades” listed above.

2. Directional Signs: Design:at a maximum of 4’-0” in height with a sign of no more
than two square feet. Design to be consistent with other project signs.

3. Regulatory Signs: Comply with all applicable standards.of the Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices, FDOT.

4. Address Information; Exhibit numerical address on the front fagade of each building,
close to the main building entrance. Use 6” lieight numbers in the Helvetica Medium
Condensed typestyle.

5. Window Signs: Include only tenant/business name and hours of operation on
windows.

6. Temporary Signs: Each new project mayuse one tonsiruction sign (removed upon
issuance-of certificate of occupancy) and one leasing sign (removed when occupancy
reaches 90%) located on the project site. Do not erect individual contractor signs.

I. LIGHTING

Decorative light fixtures to be consistent with or, compliment the architecture of the building

(style/color) and need to be approved by the SLWACC priorto review by the City of Port St.
Lucie.

F:\200.239W7¢ MDOCS\PUDID 241030 BUD 7-30-03pf with Jineouts-1-4-Dd.doe 1
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3“"_PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West.
October 18, 2011, revised December 7;.2011, revised January 30, 2012

:Esihibit‘

All of Lots 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 according to the plat of St. Lucie West Plat No. 164
2"% Re-Plat in the Fountains, as recorded in Plat Book 43; pages 9 and 9A all of
the Public Records of St. Lucie County, Florida.

R ' Coﬂeur & BUD Amendment for Fountainview
l—flear':ing
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3™ pUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised Januvary-30, 2012

The following sheet is the Conceptual PUD plan for Lots.6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.

Cotleur& PUD Amendment for Fountainview
w;.,,H caring 33
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3™'PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza-of 5t. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised January'30, 2012

The following binding PUD agreement was established by St. Lucie West Development
Company LLC and is binding on all assigns and successors.

In addition, a draft a new unified control document is included to be signed by the
authorized agent, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. upon approval from the City of Port St. Lucie
legal department.

' COthUl‘ & PUD Amendment for Fountainview
Wy Hearing 25
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ST EWWEST’“

BINDING P.U.D. AGREEMENT

The property, as described on Exhibit "7", is under the unified contro! of the undersigned
‘petitioner who agrees to (1) proceed with the proposed development according to the provisions
of the Port St. Lucie P.U.D. Zoning Regulations;-and (2) provide such apreements, contracts,
deed resirictions and sureties as are acceptable to the City of Port St. Lucie for the completion of
the development in accordance with the plan approved by the City. Inadditiop, the said
petitioner shall be responsible for the continuing operations and maintenance of such areas,
functions and facilities-tntil such time as a private property cwners association, yel io be
established, agrees to-accept the same responsibilities. Such responsibilities are not to be _
provided or maintained at public expense. The petitioner further sgrees to bind all successors in -
title to the commitments herein in this paragraph made.

Ie IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hersunto set our hands and seals this _QL{ day of

_A}_—-?_ 2004.

.

WITNESS: - ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, LLC.
David Page
Vice President

{EORRORATESEALY /A

1850 Founlainview Dnu!uvmdmi. Port St Lucie, Floridn 34348

Tl {1721.340.3 PELLLIE-TRWELT]
t T -
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e

MONTVILLE CENTER ASSOCIATES, LP
FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD

BINDING PUD AGREEMENT

The property, as described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto (“Property”™), is under the
unified control of the undersigned who agrees to: 1) proceed with the proposed development
according to the provisions of the City of Port St. Lucie (“City”) PUD zoning regulations and the
conditions imposed pursuant to the rezoning of the Property to PUD; 2) provide agreements,
contracts, deed restrictions, and sureties acceptable to the City for the completion of the
development according to the plans approved at the time of the PUD rezoning; and 3) provide for
the continuing operation and maintenance of those areas, functions, and facilities as are not to be
provided, operated, or maintained at public expense. The undersigned further agrees to bind all
successors in title to the commitments made herein,

IN WITNESS WHERLEOF, the undersigned has executed this agreement on this
day of ,201¢.

WITNESSES: MONTVILLE CENTER ASSOCIATES, LP,
A New Jersey Limited Partnership

{Print Name}

{Print Name and Title)

(Print Name)
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City of Port St. Lucie

Planning and Zoning Department Memorandum

TO: CITY COUNCIL - MEETING OF FEBRUARY 27, 2012
FROM: KATHERINE H. HUNTRESS, PLANNER E{k—
RE: PUD (PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT) AMENDMENT APPLICATION

PROJECT NO. P11-140
FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD AMENDMENT NO. 3

DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 2012

APPLICANT: Cotleur and Hearing; the authorization letters are included in the PUD document.

OWNER: There are multiple owners in the Fountainview Plaza PUD. The property owners are
listed in Exhibit E of the PUD document.

LOCATION: The subject property is located on the south and east side of SW Fountainview
Boulevard, south of St. Lucie West Boulevard, north and west of The Belmont multifamily
development, and east of |-95.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: The property is legally described as Lots 6-10, St. Lucie West Plat No.
164, 2nd Replat. A complete legal description is attached in the PUD documents.

SIZE: 30.139 acres.

EXISTING ZONING: The Fountainview Plaza PUD (Planned Unit Development).

EXISTING USE: Office buihlding, Carrabba’s Restaurant, Residence inn (Marriott), and cleared
vacant land with partial pavement.

SURROUNDING USES: North = CG (General Commercial) and CH (Highway Commercial)
zoning, existing commercial buildings and service station. South = RM-15 (Multiple-Family
Residential) zoning, existing Belmont multi-family development. East = RM-15 (Multiple-Famity
Residential) and CH (Highway Commercial).zoning, existing Belmont multi-family development and
a commercial building. West = CH (Highway Commercial) zoning, existing water management tract
and 1-95.

FUTURE LAND USE: CH/CG (Commercial Highway/Commercial General) and CH/CG/RH/I
(Commercial Highway/Commercial General/Residential High Density/Institutional).
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PROPOSED USE: The proposed permitted principal uses and special exception uses are listed on
‘pages 20 and 21 in the PUD document.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT: A detailed list of the 3™ amendment is on page 4 of the PUD
document and inciudes the following:

1. Provide for a multi-family residential use.

2. Addition of shared parking regulation.

3. Reduce the requirement for native vegetation from 75% to 50%.
4. Update the conceptual plan.

IMPACTS AND FINDINGS:

Land Use Consistency: The proposal is consistent with the direction and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan. Objective 1.1.4 states that future growth, development, and redevelopment
shall be directed to appropriate areas as depicted on the Future Land Use Map.

Sewer/Water Service: The City of Port St. Lucie Utility Department is the service provider, and will
supply water and wastewater service. -

Environmental: The site has previously been cleared.

RELATED PROJECTS: The following projects are scheduled concurrently with this project:

P11-139 St. Lucie West DRI/NOPC

The Notice of Proposed Change (NOPC) to the approved DRI is requesting changes to
include a simultaneous decrease of 162,700 square feet of office use and an increase of
240 residential units. No changes to the Master Development Plan are proposed.

P11-141 Fountainview Plaza Site Pian

The proposed site plan consists of ten buildings for-a total of 402,500 gross square feet.
The buildings consist of two 97,000 square foot, 4 story residential buildings with 80 dwelling
units each; one-65,000 square foot, 4 story residential building with 55 dwelling units; one
45,000 square foot, 4 story office building; one 56,000 square foot, 4 story office building;
one 21,500'square foot, 3 story office building; one 5,800 square foot, 1 story retail building,
onie 52:00 square foot, 1 story retail building; one 5,000 square foot, 1 story restaurant; and
one 5, 000 square foot, 1 story daycare building.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The Site Plan Review-Committee reviewed the request and unanimously recommended approval
on December 28, 201 1. The Planning & Zoning Department staff finds the request to be consistent
with the direction and intent of the future land use map and policies of the City's Comprehensive
Plan and the St. Lucie West DRI and recommends approval. The Planning and Zoning Board
reviewed the request on February 7, 2012 and recommended approval with a vote of 5 to 2.

Page 2 of 2
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Robust Demand Overshadows Construction Pipeline;
Apartments Push into Full Expansion

he apértment recovery cycle began as early as 7009 in some markets, with damand reversing from nega-

tive territory and moving well ahead of expectations énd all ather property types. The speed and sharpness
of the apartment recovery across most U.S. markets belied the severity of the employment downturn in the last
recession. Property performance improved meaningfully throughout 2010 before transitioning from recovery 1o
full expansion mode in 2011, when all markets posted vacancy decreases and effective rent growth. The rela-
tively moderate pace of economic recovery thus far has not deterred. neither private nor institutiona! investors
from continuing to direct generous amounts of capital toward apartment property acquisitions. Although strong
demand for apariment properties compresses both going-in returns and internal rates of return, cash yields rela-
tive 1o the risk-free rate remain attractive to investors. The widely neld view is that robust demographic trends

and tighter space fundamentals will also support strong apartment performance over the next several years.

Four major factors drove demand fortop-tier assets in preferred markets at the onset of recovery: asset oricing

below replacement cost; a limited buyer peol; a significant gap in interest rates relative to cap rates, and the

prospect of stronger property revenues

and values derived from significant rent Apartment Cap Rate Trends

and occupancy gains. By the end of the — Apartment Gap Rate - 10-Year Treasury Rate
first half of 2011, owners of Class A gs-
sets had already reaped many of ihe

benefits of operational improvements.

Cap rate compression in this prod-

Average Rate

10-Year Treasury ¥ ' 3
4% Long-Term Avg. Mg \\ 450 bps
arbitrage and an expanded buyer \/‘\\

uct tier narrowed the interest rate

2%

pocl pushed pricing within reach of o 92 54 95 98 00 02 04 08 08 10 11

replacernent cost in some markets.

During the second half of 2011, 2 pause in transactions occurred in the top-tier segment against a backdrop
of sigriificant macro-level economic and political pressures, such as the eurozone financial crisis and U.S. po-
litical stalemate, as well as a hint of deal fatigue. in addition, capital availability hit a snag when equity sourc-
es briefly receded in response to capital market volatility. Buyer pools have since thinned out and cap rates
for this segment have increased 25 to 50 basis points, but institutional investors still demand core assels in
preferred markets and those transactions remain highly desirable and cocmpetitive. The lull in sales should
fade as the year progresses and as economic data continues to post upside results. Allocations to commer-
cial real estate, apariments in particular, should remain intact, generating more sales throughout 2012, al-

though investors remain cautious about the magnitude of rent and occupancy gains still to be achieved.
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Economy Faces Marathon Recovery

The absence.of a defining driver in GDP growth, government:cutbacks,
U.S.GDP and skittish consumer and business confidence cften overshadowed

10% the incremental gains propelling U.S. economic growth throughout
2011. This miscue resulted in modast employment growth and low
wage and income growth, In perspective, the private sector has added
5% 3.2 million jobs since the employment trough, representing @ recovery
of 336 percent of the jobs lost in the peak-to-trough period of January

“ |( w ‘ | 2008 to February 2010, The vnempioyment rate fell S0 Dasis points

0% L ‘”i‘” Ml ”I Al O O R over the last year to 8.5 percent in December, marking a significant
‘ decline. In addition, retail sales eclipsed the pre-recession level, cor-

porate profits maved 12 percent higher than the third-quarter 2006

peak, and exports comprised 13 percent to GDP. While GOP growth

Annualized Quarterly Change in GDP

-5% . Y . .
measured well below the historical trend at 1.7 percert in 2011, holi-
day retail sales exceeded expectations, Meanwhile, fixed residential

10% investment surprised to the upside with a surge in home rencvations,

] ' multifamily starts, and a modest gain in'single-family home starts.
80 8 90 9% 00 05 0 127

Numerous challenges that could undermine-the U.S. aconomic recov-
ery will persistin 2012, including the pervaswe political stalemate and
indectsion: The eurozone financial crisis presents another risk, as the
Annual U.S, Employment Change potential for a mild eurozens recession could stall productivity. The
pace of export growth may contract if eurozone countries slip into- re-
6 cessian, muting strength in corporate profits. Emerging markets could
stpport global trade and absorb some of the slack, but certainly not
all of it. The biggest obstacle to growth, however, remains the climate
of uncertainty, which both attenuates consumer dermand ang impairs
progress in job gains, leaving the economy vulnerable.

The upward trend in economic indicators supports prospects for a
marathon-like recovery and moderate growth. Manufacturing and
‘expansion in new orders suggest stranger productivity over the next
year. GDP should strengthen to 2.2 percent in 2012, based on stronger
consumer spending and business fixed investment. [t is expected to
remain & pillar of growth, both in capital equipment and, increasingly,
% non-residential structures as fundamentals improve. Modest employ-

%0 92 94 9 93 00 02 04 06 08 10 12 ment growth will prevail until GDP returns to its 3.2 percent historical
average, but the U.S. economy is forecast to add 2 million jobs this
year, outpacing 2011. Impraved business confidence should transition
& significant portion of robust hiring in temporary jobr placements to
permanent jobs.

Annual Employment CHange {millicns)

Corporate Profits
S600 Diverse Forces Sustain Apartment Absorption

The third year of positive momentum advanced the U.S. apartmem Sec-

$450 - tor squarely into the expansion ghase of the real estate cycle. Remark-
: able apartment performance over the past two years offered proof of
$300 : the sustainability of the apartment sector recovery and the resiliency
; of solid apartment investments. Looking forward, the sector's maturity
: along the real astate cycle raises new questions regarding:
$150 1 + Sources and strength of future demand
: o Affardability and Class A rent growth relative to incomes
: e [arkets suitable for light valug-add investments

» Fffects of a new development cycle
10 11+ . :
Of 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 ! » Expectations for exit cap rates

Corporate Profits {billions)

“Forecast
“*Through 30
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Early into the recovery, a dominant source of demand for rental hous-
ing derived from the displacement of both former homeowners and
renters of investor-owned homes, which ultimately fell into. foreclo-
sure. The homeownership rate measured 66.1 percent as of the third
quarter of 2011, marking a reduction of 160 basis points over the past
three years. The shift in tenure-alone produced anincrease of nearly
2.4 million renter-occupied households, @ stark contrast to the decline’
of nearly 800,000 owner-occupied homes. More recently, empioyment
gains in the 20- to 34-year-old prime renter cohort captured a 71 per-
cent share of the 1.7 million jobs created from 2010 and through Oc-
tober 2011. The release of pent-up demand from *bundled up” house-

Homeownership Rate vs. Apartment Absorption

- Homeownership Rate
s Net Apartment Absorplion

Homeownership Rate
(spuesnowy) uondiosqy 19N

holds provided a significant boost to apartment demand. Combined 65.5% -60
net zbsorption over the past two years totalled-maore than 378,000

units, putpacing by nearly three times the 137,000 units delivered. The 64.0% 120
national vacancy rate plummeted 260 basis points to 5.4 percent in a. 00 O1 02 03 04 06 06 07 08 09 10 11°

two-year period, despite below-average employment growth.

Class A Leads Recovery; Others Follow

‘Despite the broad-based national recovery, not all apartment proper- 20- to 34-Year-Old Cohort Employment Change

ties or markets recorded stallar gains. Superior performance linked
first to markets with strong ties to the trade, technology. energy and
health and education sectors,.and second to the age and quality of
the properties. The vacancy spread between Class A and B/C proper-
ties narrowed recently to-50 basis paints at a national level, posting
5.1 and 5.5 percent vacancy, raspectively. Class B/C properties lagged
Class A performance and recovery, posting negative net absorption in
eight of the 30 years prior to the recovery. Class B/C properties turned
a comer in 2010, recording positive net absorption equal to about haif
the rate of Class A rist absorption and posting gains on par with Ciass
A product in 2011 Class A znd B/C vacancy have-recovered by 310 and
250 basis points from peak, respectively.

2

-1

Annual Employment Change (millions)
=

91 93 9 9 99 01 03 0 07 09 N

The difference between Class A and B/C product is most apparent at
“‘both extremes of high and low barrier-to-entry markets. Class A prod-
uct maintains a highly favorable vacancy differential in low barrier-to-
entry markets, such as Atlanta, Houston and Phoenix. Heavy develop- Apartment Construction vs, Vacancy by Class
ment in these -markets-during the:last construction eycle has created = Class A Vacancy

-a sumplus: of-options for-renters; with many of them opting for-top-tier wem Class B/C Vacancy

units offered with heatthy concessions. Meanwhile, Class B vacancy s Unit Completions

rates are sig_niﬁbantly jower than Class A in perennially iow vacancy, 9.0% 200

high barrier-to-entry markéts, sich as Sén Diego, Los Angeles, Boston
and San Francisco. Key faétors supporting properties in higher-barrer 75%
markets incldde, high horie prices, steep construction costs, and gen-
erally highier rents. On a national basis, revenues for Class A product
outpaced Class B/C, increasing an average of 4.4 and 3.5 percent an-
nually for the past two years, respactively. The price to build in high
barrier-to-entey markets is cost and time prohibitive, but they serve a
large household base that rents by necessity, making them excellent
candidates for light vaiué-added investments.

6.0%

Vacancy Rate

45%

{spuesnoif) sucsadwon

3.0% 4
00 01 02 03 04 €5 06 07 08 09 10 11*

“Estimate
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Multiple Demand Drivers Converge;
Apartments Enter Expansionary Phase

The progression of echo hoomers reaching prime renter years will ex-
pand the 2{- to 34-year-old age.cohort by approximately 3.2 million
over five years. Higher levels of employment and househeld forma-
tions are reguisite to sustain superior apartment. performance over the
next decade, with demographic trends and immigration underpinning
demand. Employment grawth of approximately 2 miilion is forecast for
2012, befare accelerating meaningfully into 2013 and peaking at an
estimated 4.1 million in 2014. Payroll expansion in 2014 is expected to
reacil the fastest pace since 1994.

-~y
=

58 Househald formations declined sharply in the latter years of the 2000s,

20- to 34-Year-Old Cohort Population Trends

i il ‘ likely suppressed by the recession, high unemployment, and low immi-
IEHEIE HEEHENEEE | K & gration levels. As the recession took held, immigration siowed to the
91 893 95 97 99 0} 03 05 07 09 11° 13+ 15+ lowest levels:in 30 yaars and stricter government immigration policies
may dampen future inflows. Immigration implies an immediate need
for rental housing and thus provides critical support for apartment
demand. New househotd formations are forecast to move off recent
U.S. Household Formations lows and increase by 29-percent to an annual average of 1.2 to 1.4
millior between 2010 and 2015. These estimates are dependent. on
immigration, but represent conservative assumptions of immigration
lgvels over the next few years. According io some studies, immigrants
are forecast to contribute over 40 percent of net household formations
between 2010 and 2020, a stunning rise from an estimated 13 percent

oL L. 1 contribution in the-1980s. Immigrants are expected to continue to play

10 - ' I a'key role in the traditional immigration gateway states, such as New

York, New Jersey, lllinois, Califemia and Florida. Arizona, Georgia and

Texas are the three fastest-growing states for immigration. Demand

05 for entry-level rental housing wifl remain an important driver in both
mainstay and emerging gateway markets.

0.0 LU UL L in addition to the rapid population’increase in the 20- to'34-year-olds,

63 67 71 75 79 B3 & 91 8 99 03 07 11*i5” the 55-plus age cohort will provide ancther powarful element of apart-

: ment.demand over the next five years. As baby boomers progress into
their retirement years, rental demand will rise white approximately 20
percent of these households choose or need ta rentin the next decade,

20- to 34-Year-Old Population {millions}
2

20

Annual Household Formations {millions)

Top Immigration Markets, 2001-2010 totaling as many as 2.6 million households. Stabilizing home prices
B and stronger buyer demand for homes will enable- many baby boomers
New York-Norther NS [NV to sell their homes, releasing equity and-boosting-absorption of apart-
Los Afigeles _ ment units, particularly in Sun Belt states.
Miami-Foit Lauderdale
ch:cago_ The wave of echo boomers, immigrants, retiring baby boomers, and
Washington; D.C. - the sharp rise in non-traditional housenolds will exert tremendous in-
San Francisco-Oakiand _ fluence on demand for all types of housing, but particularly for apart-
Houston [N ments. Current forecasts suggest that the per!pd from 2007-2014 rep-
Dallas-Fort Worth IR resents a peak cycle of growth in the 20- ta 34-year-old segment of the
Boston [ ] population. As they enter the workplace in greater numbers, they will
Atiantz [l likely become the largest contributars to apartment demand.
0% 5% 10% 16% 20%

Percent of Total U.S. Immigration

*Estimate
"*Forecast

nage 4 January 2012
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Supply Falis Short; Developers Ramping Up

New construction remains less than one percent of inventory, well be-

low the 2.2 percent long-term trend. Completions are forecast to total Housing Construction

nearly 85,000 units in 2012, more than double the number delivered in — Apartment -~ Condo - Single-Family
2071, but still falling short of the 120,000 units forecast for demand. 20
Ancther decisive dacline in vacancy of 40 basis peints'to 5.0 percent
will lift overall effective rent growth 4 8 percent in 2012. Low vacancy
will fuel solid rent gains in core markets in 2012, but perhaps not with g 15
the same magnitude as the (ast two years. ;:

E
A 26 percent decling in the median home price from the 2006 peak 3 10
to the yearend 2011 price of $164,500, with a 200-basis-point. drop 2
in the fixed interest rate-for a.30-year mortgage, results in a spike =~ 05
in affordability that is hard for apartment investors 1o ignore. Today's
median-priced home at currert interest raigs yields an $830 monthly 00

morigage payment, 40 percent lower than the $1,389 mortgage pay- o0 01 02 03 04 05 06. o7 08 09 10 11
ment ir 2006. Using traditional financing standards, the minimum in-
come needad to make a mortgage payment has fallen by 40 percent
since 2006, significantly boosting the number of househalds that mest
the incoma requirements. However, the significant dawn payment and
financing hurdies keep homeownership.out of reach for many renters.

Average Mortgage Payment vs. Class A Rent
— Mortgage Payment - Class A Asking Rent

The rise in recovering apartment rents in tandem with faliing home $1400
values has resulied in a negative bias to Class A rents in some mar-
kets, with a differential of mare than $400 compared with 2 monthly
mortgage payment on a national level. This affects more affordable
markets that often incorporate depressed home prices in far-filung sub-
markets that generally would not be a fair comparison to apartment
rentals. Although the low-interest-rate environment and approaching
trough in home prices will-attract seme affluent renters to homeowner-
ship, the current mindset of many rentars appears biased toward rent-
ing. First-time homebuyers typically account for 40 percent of existing
home sales, but have fallen to 35 percent as of November 2011. Until SB00

the labor markets and incomes firm, strict underwriting criteria and 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 0B 09 10 11*
a strong preference for mobitity will keep rental housing in demand.

$1250

$1100

Monthly Payment

$950

Well-capitalized.REITS with ramped up pigelines, and-develepers part-
nered with a.variety of new institutional and private equity sources, Apartment REIT Capital Generation

will, Iead the multlfamnl\/ acqmsmon and developmeni cycle in 2012,
l-llllllll

Real Estate REITS |ssued a record’ 637.5 billion.in shares in 2011, 84

reflecting & 32 percent increase over last year. Multifamily permits

increased nearly 91 parcent to an-annualized 285,000 units as of No-

vember 2011, measured on.a-year-over-year basis, and starts should

accelerate msaningfully by mid-year 2012. Actual deliveries should

require another 12-to 18 manth’s in‘lower barrier-to-entry marxets and

much longer for supply-constrained markets. A two-to-three-year win-

dow still exists before”packets.of supply imbalance begin to emerge.
"infili iocations near transpartation, business, retail, entertainment and

cultural venues increasingty comprise. & greater share of new supply,

which elevates censtruction cost but fetch a premium in the market.

Investors may view.infill, high-density submarkets in traditionally low-

barrier markets as having similar characteristics to high barrier-to- 00 0 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 M
entiy markets but priced at a discount, Etomate

$3

$1

Annual Capital Generated (billions)
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Average Price per Unit {thousands}

Apartment Price and Cap Rate Trends
= Average Price per Unit
- Average Cap Rate

$120 9%
$80 : 8%
560 p . %
$30 § ; &%
50 ™ 5%

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 N

a1y den abesany

Average Cap Rate

Apartment:Cap Rate Trends by Class
—Class A — Class B/G — Preferred Markets
10.0%
8.5%
7.0%

5.5%

4.0%

00 01 02 03 o4 05 06 07 08 09 10

M

/

1"

Average Cap Rate

Apartment Cap Rate Trends by Market

— Primary, ~ Secondary — Tertiary

%

8%

7%

6%

5%

page b

Yield Pursuit Expands Acguisition Targets

The maturation of the apartment investment market over the past 15
years influenced a lower point for cap rates. The average cap rate for
apariments in the early-2000s was between 8 and 9 percent, steadiy
trending down since the early 1990s. This was not only a result of
lower interest rates, but also because of the acceptance of apartments
as an investment class by-nstitutional and international investors. Fur-
ther, the advent of apartment REITS and evolution of national data
reporiing sarvices improved transparency in the industry, further re-
ducing perceived risk.

Increasingly, institutional investors are seeking well-located Class A-
and B+ assets in primary markets in need of minor updating and top as-
sets in secondary markets, Stabilized Class B assets with fighit value-
add potential in preferred markets, .offering at feast a 100-basis-point
cap rate spread 10-Class A assets are also in favor. Investor concerns
linger regarding the sustained ability to raise Class B rents, given the
lower demographic profile of tha residents. These renters often repaort
lowsr levels of educational attainment and income when compared
with residents of Class A units, which often house higher-sarning
young adults and renters by choice. Class A propertiss, however, can
be vulnerabie to residents vacating for hame purchases ormoving to
new construction at discounted, lease up rents. Class B residents tend
to be subject to more wage and employment pressure, and price sensi-
tivity. Historically, revenuas per unit averaged about 3 percent for both
product types, with the exception of the period of 2001 to 2003. Class
A revenues weakened relative to Class B/C during this time, before
putpacing Class B/C revenuss, following the most recent recession.

Demand and pricing for core apartment assets in preferred markets
turned aggressive with surprising speed in 2010, ahead of improved
property fundamentals, and continuing throughout 201.1. Preferred
markets typically have higher-cest housing and consistently generate
a high leve! of apartment demand by necessity, offering greater pro-
tection from beth demand and supply-side risks. While aperations can
reverse quickly in an economic downturn, resulting in highly volatiie
cash flow, the structurally lower vacancy rates enable a shorter re-
cavery period. In addition, fewer competing assets available for sale
safeguards assel values, resulting in higher appreciation returns and
lower perceived risk.

Conversely, markets with low barriers ta entry often carry significantly
higher demand and suppty-side fisk, but capture a greater preportion
of job and population growth, affering opportunities to rapidiy grow
occupangy and NOis in &n economic upswing, Buyers could pay more
for Class A apariment propertigs and maintain a. reasonable spread
aver the risk-free rate, which widened to 432 basis paints at the end
of last year, the largest gap in at least.20 years. Even investments in
preferred markets maintained a spread of 252 basis points relative 10
the 10-year treasury. Significant portfolio transactions boosted apant-
ment sales in the $20 million-plus segment, which approached. $38
hillion in 2011, reflecting a 43 percent increase over last year and 60
percent of all saies. For a longer-term perspective on apartment sales

January 2012
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trends in the 320 miliien-plus segment, consider that the average
apartment price per unit increased for 12 consecutive years starting Apartment Sales Volume by Price Tranche
in 1994, eventually peaking near $126,000 in 2007. This represents a —$1M-510M —S510M-$20M — $20M+
10.7 percent average annual increase over the 14-year period and 2
. $140
5.4 percent average cap rate at peak. Prices contracted nearly 35 per-
cent from peak-to-trough in 2009; however, strong sales momentum =
in this tier has since fifted the average sale price by:60 parcent from § $105
the trough to'the current $131,500 per:unit: in comparison, apartment %
NOIs rose approximately 16 to 17 percent in 2010 and 2011 combined. s
In addition, cap rates recompressed by 161 basis points 10 5.5 percent. 5 570
Gateway markets including New York, Washington, D.C.. Los Angeles, %
San Francisco, Houston, Dallas and Chicago dominated investments. A
w
$0
00 01 02 03 ©4 05 05 07 08 09 10 11*

Apartment Buyer Composition - $20M+

160%

5%
e User/Cther
== Foreign
50% w— [nstitutional

wo Public/REIT

Percent of Tota!

The composition of apartment buyers in the $20 million-plus tisr shift-
ed from the 2009 trough. Equity funds more than tripled their share of 25%
acquisitions, while public and institutionalinvestors” share more than
doubled. As of vear-end 2011, private buyers mainiainad the largest
share of acquisitions at 34 percent, yet this reflects a contraction from 0%

e Private

67 percent in 2009. Public and institutional investors combined for a 38
percent share, followed by equity funds at 18 percent. Foreign invest-
ment fell 1o 7 percent from 8 percent, but appears to be-rising since
the anticipated correction in core property values never materialized. Apartment Mortgage Originations by Lender

With récent trafisactions biased toward core, top-tier markets, and 100%
best-in-class assets, stronger operational performance and low-cost
debt have breadened buyer demand. Furthermore, yield compression

g ! ‘e’ Private/Other
will lead to more sales-of Class B and B- properties. Greater sales 5%

velocity in & broader spectrum-of asset quality and markets in 2012 g —'Reg'l/Local Bank
will creale more reliable value estimates and lend support 1o market m e I0t'UNat| Bank
pricing in the lower tiers and secondary markets. The cap rate spread L 0% - CMES
for mid-tier ‘assets located in:tertiary markets is approximately 300 S e Financial/insurance
basis peints higher than primary markets at 5:6 percent, with second- &
. Lt I’ . : 26% - CGovt. Agency
ary markets ranging within that spread. This arbitrage offers attractive
return spreats when.viewed with: properly assessed risks and a more
than five-vear investment horizon. Oider, Class 8 renovation candidates 0%
located near employment nodes and transit hubs will present worthy 5
investment opportunities in good primary and secondary markets. *Eicimare

“Through 3Q
January 2012 page 7
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Apartment Total Returns Eclipse Alternatives

Apartments have shown far greater resiliency in holding their val-
ues during market:downturns. The negative change in appreciation
over the peak-to-trough cycle for apartments is roughiy one-half to
one-third less severe compared with the office, industrial, and retail
sectors. Furtharmare, comparative statistics offer evidence that apart-
ment values recover in a'fraction of the time historically required by
other sectors. The sector currently posts the strongest return perfor-
mance among property types, posting.an overali return of 3.6 percent
for the third quarter of 2011 and an annualized overall return of 186
percent, comprised of a 12.5 percent appreciation return and 5.6 per-
cent income return. Until just recently, apartments were the only prop-
erty type to have capital appreciation driven by both cap rate compres-
sion and NOI growth. '

When compared with the volatility of other asset classes, the real
estate sector is poised to receive increased investmants forits stable
cash fiows and: appreciation. These factors have broadened the ap-
peal of apartment investment beyond traditional private investors and
REITs to include sovereign funds, equity groups, and other institutions.
This, In turn, enhancad liquidity, particularly for major institutional
properties. Apariments offer-low space market volatility and therefore
the highest risk-adjusted returns. The apartment sector typically per-
forms best in a rising interest rate environment and Stands to benefit
from the unique demographic trends forecast for thenext decade.

N [nstitutional
JPA Property
Advisors

AMarcus & Millichap Company

Hessam Nadji
Managing Director
2999 Dak Road

Suite 210

Walnut Creek, CA 94597
(925} 953-1714
hnadji@ipausa.com

Corporate Headquarters

Institutional Property Advisors

23975 Park Sorrento

Suite 400

Calabasas, CA 91302 -

Tel: {818} 212-2700
www.InstitutionalPropertyAdvisors.com

© IPA 2012 wwwi institutionalpropertyadvisors.com

Commercial Real Estate Offers
Favorable Returns

- Last Year == Last 10 Years
wes Last 5 Years wws Prior 10 Years
240%

180%

120%

Total Return

60%

0%

Ret

S&P 500

Initial Yields of Various Investments

15%
12%

9%
6%

Average Rate

3%
0%

Evpry 4ffor was fade to obian acturate and complete mformation; however, 00 [epresentalioh, waifanty of Quarantae, weprass oL implies, Toy be made a8 1o e accwracy o reliabisty ot the information cemaited

Tine ntomation contained in this rapgst was abtaingd Hom sources duame ta be rafiable. .
: ¥ ' o T udes Transactions valued at S500.00 and geeater upess cherwise rated. Sousce s: Marcus & Millichep Ressarzh Services, Buraay of Labar Statistics, CoStar Growp, Ing,, Eeonomy

herrein. Nate: Mevo-level amplayment grawth is calculated using saasonally adjusted quanatkt wmieges Salw
om, Natona: Associztion of Realtors, Real Caprtal Anatytics, Reis, TWA/Tindge Pipeling, 11.5. Census Busau
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QOctober 19, 2011

Ms. Anne Cox.
City of Port St. Lucie
121 SW Port St. Lucie Blvd RECEIVED
Port 5t. Lucie, FL 34584
o | 0CT 19 2011
RE: 3 'PUD.Amendment for the Fountainview Plaza PUD
Applicant: Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. on behalf of the Property Owners L,ng ’Q‘SH?ES":TJ{;FE’T;L

Dear Ms. Cox,

On behalf of the lot and condominium owners within the Fountainview Plaza PUD, { am pleased
to provide you with this amendment request.

The purpose.of the 3 Amendment of the PUD is to provide a multifamily residential use within
the’ PUD by regulating the maximum building height, setback and minimum parking
requirements. In addition, shared parking regulations have been prowded utilizing the Urban
Land institute mythology for shared parking exclusively for Lot 6. This 3™ Amendment will also
reduce the native requirement for landscape material from 75% to 50%.

Multifamily.Residential

Multifamily residential was not originally proposed within this PUD. However, with the change
in market demand the developer of Lot 6 is catering to current single family property owners
lookingto downsize to multifamily apartments. The future land use for Lot 6 is CH/CG/RH/I and
CH/CG on Lots 7-10; therefor the multifamily use-is only applicable to Lot 6.

Maximum Residentidl Burld.-ng Height
The maximum.residential. building height is currently regulated at 35feet. The proposed PUD
amendment will increase the - maximum allowable height to 65 feet.

The existing PUD and previous:site plan was exclusively commercial uses; including a 65 foot tall
hotel.and two 45 foot mixed commercial buildings along the south west boundary. it is
important tonote that the maximum allowable building height under the current PUD
regulation is 75 feet for all commercial structures on site. {See Existing PUD and Maximum
Allowable exhibits)



.
[

The proposed PUD and.site plan'proposes three multifamily buildings on'the south west
boundary. The current elevations propose a 52’ structure setback 93 feet from the property
boundary. The multifamily will act as an-appropriate transition between the single family units
to the south and west of the subject property and the proposed commercial uses.

Minimum Parking Regulations

The existing PUD documents allow.shared parking between the adjacent properties within the
PUD. The proposed amendment will allow shared parking between the uses on the same site
because theindividua! uses will have opposing parking demand during different times of the
day. This is:achieved by utilizing a shared parking study derived the Urban Land Institute
methodology for shared parking. An example of such practices is included within the PUD
documents. ' T ) T o .

Native Landscape Material

Currently the requirement for native plant material is 75%. In order provide flexibility in d_es_ign
to choose the appropriate landscape material, which is aesthetically pleasing, sustainable and
hearty, the proposed amendment reduces this requirement to 50%.

Other Applications
This amendment is contingent upon two other applications submitted concurrently to the City
of Port St. Lucie. 1} A NOPC to the St. Lucie West DRI to simultaneously increase the number of
residential units and decrease the number of hotel rooms. Currently there are only 26
residential units available within the DRI. Approval of this NOPC will allow Lot 6 to build the
desired multi-family residential units. 2) A site plan application to Lot 6. This proposed layout is
reflected on the revised Conceptual PUD plan, included herein.

Enclosed please find the following attachments:

PUD Amendment Application

Revised PUD documents, underline and strikeeut format
Warranty Deeds for Lots 6-10

Designation of Authorized Agent Letters

Traffic Analysis.

Revised Conceptual PUD pians

Building Height Exhibits

Filing fee in the amount of $2,582.78, based on 30.139 acres

NI G I S

please feel free to contact me if any additional information is required at this time.

" Sincerely,

Donaldson Hearing, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc,



PUD AMENDMENT APPLICATION

%rrv OF E%RT_ STbLUCrIt[: . FOR OFEICE USE ONLY

Plannin oning Department | _ ‘ ‘

151 SW Port St Cucie Boulevard Pianning Dept: [ 1Y

Port 5t. Lucie, Florida 34984, Fee. (anrefundabf&)&; z s:gg 29
(772)871-5212 FAX:(772)871-5124 Receipt#_ 1/ 374

Refer to “Fee Schedule” for application fee Make checks payable to the “City of Port St. Lucie.” Fee is

nonrefundable unless aﬂalication‘is withdrawn prior to the Planning and Zoning Board meetin%v Allitems on this

agp]lcatton should be addressed, otherwise it cannot be processed. Attach proof of ownership: two copies of deed.
lease type or print clearly in BLACK ink. '

DHEARING@COTLEUR-HEARING.COM

. PRIMARY CONTACT EMAIL ADDRESS:
PROPERTY OWNER:

Name: FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD ,

Address: MULTIPLE OWNERS, SEE EXHIBIT 3 OF THE PUD DOCUMENTS

Telephone No. FAX No. RECEIVED
AGENT OF OWNER (if any} OC.T L 9 2011
Name: DONALDSON HEARING, COTLEUR & HEARING, INC

Address: 1934 COMMERCE LANE, SUITE 1, JUPITER, FL 33458 o AN DN

Telephone No, 561747633 EAX No, 561-747-1377

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Legat Descri ption: St. Lucie West Plat No. 164 2nd Re-Plat in the Fountains Plat Book 43, pages 9 and 9A (Lots 6-10)
(inciude Plat Book and Page)

SEE EXHIBIT 3 OF THE PUD DOCUMENTS

Parcel |.D. Number:

Current Zoning: PUD Proposed Zoning: PUD

CHICG/RH/

30139 AC

Future Land Use Designation: Acreage of Property:

Reason for amendment request:

70O PROVIDE FOR A MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL USE, ADDITION OF SHARED PARKING REGULATIONS,

AND TO REDUGE THE REQUIREFMENT EOR NATIVE VEGETATION FROM 75%-50%

1) Applicant must list on'the first page of the attached amendment all proposed changes with corresponding
page:number(s).

2) Allrpr'op'osed: additions must be: underlined and deleted text must have a strikethrough.

3) W:'her_ec there are conflicts between the requirements of the general provisions of this chaPter or other
applicable codes:of the city'and the requirements established by official action upon a specific PUD, the latter
[neq
A

.shall govern.
AT mbm‘* H’BNRU% 100F 20|

Tafrature:-of Owner Hand Print Name Date

e~ L]

*If signature is not that of the owner, a letter of authorization from the owner is needed.

NOTE: Signature on this application acknowledges that a certificate of concurrency for adequate public facilities as
needed to.service this projecthas not yet been determined. Adqu_ac of public facility services is not guaranteed
at this.stage in the:development review process. Adequacy for public facilties is determined through certification of
concurrency and the issuarice of final local development orders as may be necessary for this project to be

detarmined based on the application material submifted.

Page 10f2



Procedu

re

Section 158.175 (B)

Sec. 158.176

The application is reviewed by the Site Plan Review Committee, Planning and Zoning Board and City
Council. PUD zoning and amendments are adopted by ordinance. (Ord. No. 98-84, § 1, 3-22-99)

Changes in Conceptual Plans
Sec. 158.177

« Minor changes in conceptual plans approved as a part of the rezoning to PUD may be permitted. The
City Council upon application.by:the developer or his successors in interest, without the filing of a new
application for PUD rezoning, provided-that any change does not result in any of the following:

An overall increase in number of dwelling units of over one (1%]) percent.

A-reduction-of the-area:set-aside-for-community open-space:or-a-relocation-thereof-of more-than-five
(5%) percent.

An overall increase-in proposed fioor area of over five (5%) percent.

An overall increase by more than five (5%) percent of the total impervious surface area.

An increase in the number of floors of building or an increase-in height.

A modification in original design concept, such as an addition of land use category, change in traffic
pattern or access and egress, or an increase of traffic generation exceeding that previously submitted by
more than ten (10%) percent.

Any increase or decrease of more than-ten (10%) percent of the total land area occupying a particular
land use.

To apply for a:minor change in conceptual plans, the developer or his successorsin interest shall submit the
foliowing information to the office of the Zoning Administrator.

NENANEN

An up-to-date statement presenting -evidence of unified control of the entire area within the PUD and a
renewed agreement to all provisions set forth in subsection 158.175(AX1).

A written statement clearly setting forth all proposed changes in the conceptual plan, setting forth, in
comparable fashion all applicabie plan data and for both the currently approved conceptual plan'and the
conceptual plan as proposed for change.

Revised copy of the conceptual development plan containing all proposed changes.

A revised copy of all other documents or reports submitted as part of the original application and affected
by the proposed changes. .

Revised copies of any additional covenants, agreements, or stipulations made a part of the original
approval action:and affected by the propesed changes.

Any application for minor changes in conceptual plans shall be submitted to the site plan review committee and
Planning and: Zorning Board -for review and recommendation, and the recommendations of the committee and board
shall be entered’into-the official:record of the application and shall be considered by the City Council prior to the taking
of official action upon application. Any proposed change in conceptual plans which does not qualify as a minor change
as set forth above shall be,considered-a major change and shall require a rezoning application meeting all applicable
requirements of this chapter for PUD rezoning. (Ord. No. 98-84, § 1, 3-22-99)

HAPZASHAREDVAPPLCTNPUD AMENDMENT (06/23/11)
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FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD

WARRANTY DEEDS

LOTS 6-10




LOT-6
-Parcelld — 3326_—702-0003—000-6 / 3326-702-0003-020-2
HL St.-Lucie.LLC
645‘Herm itage Circle

Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410-1611
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FILE # 2682955 OR BCOK 2325 PAGE 1870, Recorded COB/0B/2005 at 11:45 AM

Doc Tax: $41680.80

GENERAL WARRANTY DEED

THIS INDENTURE, made this %y day of August, 2005, between PSL VENTURES,

LLC, a Florida limited liability company, whose address is 2442 Metrocentre Boulevard, West
Palm Beach, Florida 33407, hereinafter referred to 25 "Grantor", and HE, ST. LUCIE, LLC, whose

. address is 658 West Indiantown Road, Suite 204, Jupiter, Flonda 33458, hereinafter referred to as

"Grantee”,

pain, sell, alien,|remise, release,
e Cbunty of St.

)

ate, lying and being in

See Attached Exhibit "A".

TOGETHER with all the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereto belonging or
in anywise appertaining, and the Teversion or reversions, remainder or remainders, reats, issues and
profits thereof. o

ents—resérvations, zoning- ordinances and
ich are hereby reimposed;

years.

AND Grantor does hereby fully warrant the title to said land, and wili defénd same against



OR '‘BOOK

2325 PAGE 1871

the lawfu! claims of all persons whomsoever.

- Thomas R. Gibson, President
(SEAL)

2,0
May

Print Notary Name

NOTARY PUBLIC
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EXHIBIT "A"

Tland beigg a gortiop of Lo
A S, 1 corded in Plal Boo 43, Page 9,

ominence at the Southwest torndr of Lot 2A (a parcel bf land js shown on't
ins, recorded in Piat BoOk 39, Page 9 and ! ¥, in the pubtic recotds of Stf Lucje County,

9090008 Eastalong q }ineof i ista] to the Point of

0°00'0BY gaid South lme a distanc of234 00 fee thence North
nce of 13072 Tt ¢ North39°3 i -
intersection with the boundary of said Lot 7A thencc traversing the boundary of said Lot 2A by the Foﬂowmg seven
(7} courses:

1. North 90°00'00" East, a distance of 151.35 feet;
2. South 00°00'00" West, a distance of 195. 58 feet;
3. South 26°03'78" West, a.distance of 173.81 feettoa point of curvature with a curve concave to the Northwest and

having a radius of 100,00 feet;
4. Southwester]y along the arc of said curve, thru a central angle of 10°26'40", an arc distance of 18.23 feet o a

e with a cyrve doncave to jhe
3°29'22" ah arc |distancy of 93.36/feet tg' a point

il of Bgginning.
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PAGE 1873

PARCEL 2: (PHASEID)

pargel of land being.a _ :
PLLAT IN THE FOUNTA|NS, ecorded in Plat’

described as fojlows:

: wqurve-and-thg- line-gf-said-L.ot-b; narc— - -
Bet to 2 point of rev “vature with a curve concave to the Northeast and having a radius of

42 .00 feet; thence Northwesterly along the arc of said curve, through a centra! angle of 46°18'46", an arc distance of
33.95 feet to a point of tangency with a line; '
thence North 00°00'00" West along said line, a distance of 213.79. feet to a point of curvature with a curve concave
10 the Southeast havirg a radius of 156.00.feet; thence Northeasterly along the arc of said curve, through 2 central
angle of 39°33'09", an arc distance.of 107.69 feet to a point of 1angency with 4 line; thence North 39°33'05" East
along said line, a distance of 356.54 feet; thence South'30°26'51" East, departing szid West line, a distance of
43900 feet: thence South 39°33'09" West, a distance of 258.91 feet; thence Seuth 90°00°00" West, a distance of

HAT44ON 763

130.72 feet; thence So

uth 00°00'00" East, a distance of 234.00 fect to & point of intersecticn with the South tine of

esoriptionPhases 1 And2

QR



RECEIVED NOV 15 2016
October 12, 2011

Roger G. Orr, City Attorney
City of Port 51. Lucie

121 S.W. Port 5t. Lucie Bhvd
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

RE: Fountainview Plaza PUD
—-Owner-Authorization and Designationof Agent’

Mr. Orr;
| hereby give authorization to Cotleur & Hearing, Inc., the designated agent, to submit an application for
Site Plan review to the City of Port St. Lucie for approval. | have full knowledge of the subject property

which | have an ownership interest in, commonly known as Fountainview Plaza.

| hereby give authorization to Cotleur & Hearing, inc. to agree to ali terms and conditions which may
arise as part of the approval of this application.

Furthermore, | acknowledge James Nuckel of CenterStar Property Group, as the applicant and contract
purchaser of the subject property.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Sincerely,

(G (o

Cary Luskin,
HL St. Lucie LLC.



Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared (A RY LU/S K./,J
of HL St. Lucie LLC, who being.by me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states as
follows:

1. That Cme i LMSK;U of HL St. Lucie LLC is an applicant of the
property described as:

St. Lucie West Plat #164 2™ Replat in the Fountains (PB 43-9), Lot 6

And sald property located on SW Fountainview Blvd Port St Lu<:|e, FL

2. That HL St. Lucie LLC has appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as
authorized agents on its behalf to represent lot 6 described above for the
purpose of obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

HL St. Lucie LLC

646 Hermitage Circle
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF __patm Beatiy

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
F;/’-{’{/\davof Ockober a0 1| by Cauy Alan Luskin
[ ] who is;personally known to me or [ \Y'has produced . divers  Teense
as identification and'who did take an oath. 6 HL250 10 [:Z{&;/c:ij -0
- NATD

, e e e e Nota{r\/ Public J
] o, BRITTANY-LEE \ _
Sl ua(-. Notary Public:- Stale of Fiorida B E’i/l l ta_y\\_,{ I/'Lp/{

;- My.Comm. Expires Nov 20, 2015§ -
‘Commission # EE 116251 Printed name

Bonded Thmugh Hallnna1 Nutary Assn.

Notary Public
State of Florida &t Large
My Commission Expires:



LoT7
parce! Id — 3335-600-0001-000-7 (Unit A) / 3335-600-0002-000-4.(Unit B)
RM at St. Lucie West Development, Inc and ESA-Pompano, LLC
3325 S. University Drive, Suite 210

Cooper City, FL 33328

Parcel id — 3335-600-0003-000-1 {Unit C)
Palmetto Hospitality of Port 5t. Lucie Il, LLC
340 East Main Street, Suite. 300

Spartanburg, SC 29301



EDWIN-M. FRY, Jr., CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT CCURT - SAINT LUCIE COUNTY
FTLE 4 2530746 OR BOOK 2125 PAGE 889, Recorded $p1/05/2005 at 09:42 AM
Doe Tax: §13637.40

This Instrument prepared by:
Barry E. Somerstein; Esq.
Ruden, McClosky, Smith,
Schuster & Russell, P.A.
2.0. Box 1900

FL_33302

) “:rday of' 004,

bet VEL 5 LLC, . Florida imited-liability
ot ucg ty mergerwith ST LUCIE TOPMEN ?\CQRL,_:I;ﬁ S a‘Delaware-

corporation authorized te do business in the State of Florida, having an address at 1850
Fountainview Boulevard, Suite 201, Port St Lucie, Florida 34986 (hereinafter called the
“Grantor™), RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT LLC, a Florida Yimited liability
company, as 1o an undivided 79.5954 interest and ESA-POMPANO, LLC, a Fiorida, limited
liabiiity company, as to an undivided 20.41% interest, as tenants in common, having an address
at 3325 South University Drive, Suite 210, Davie, Florida 33328 (hereinafler called the
"Grantee™).

WITNESSETH:

Wfor and j ideration of%:s SO0m of Icn‘Bc{?r ;
and” val sgnsiderati Grantor inhand “paid tee, \recs
adknotledged, has grantéd, mgﬂne?and sold 10 err ss\hei
qssigzcsv forever, the follow ng described, ) it

lorida, to-wit:

See Exhibit “A”

, 51

ttached hereto and made a part

(2)  Taxesand assessments for the year 2004 and subsequent years.
(b)  General utility and rights-of way casements serving the Property.

(¢}  Zoning restrictions and prohibitions imposed by governmental and quasi-
governmental authority.

@ Restrictions, agreements, covenants, conditions, teservations, dedications and
easements of record, but this provision shall not operate to reimpose the same.

made,a p ETE




TO HAVE AND TO HOLD, the same in fee simple forever.

AND the Grantor hereby covenants with said'Grantee that.jt'has good right and lawful
guthority to sell and convey said land; that it hereby fully warranis:the title to said tand and will
defend the same against the lawfu] claims of all persons claiming by, through and under Grantor.

S5 WHE] andor has hereunto set Grantor's hand and seal the day and

ye itten.
1zned, sealed and delivered T. LUCIE|WEST DEVELOP OMPANY,
in the presence of 1.C, a|Florida limfted liabiliry wompany/succassor

— "By:Z L=
Signature ' d— Namei___ Vriend . FAoSe
St Z Bsg&: Title . f

. ~-Printed'Name

o i }\aD’n—» l—rc,[)/\_
Signature i .
Loy £ SQK('JLA.J‘:{ 9
Printed Name

CORY
O




OR‘BOOK: 212§ PAGE 891

STATE OF FLORIDA )
) 88:
courm’ OF ST LUCIE )

e HEREBY CERTIFY that on' thls day, before me, an officer dulymuthonzcd in. the State
; £80 d‘-m'te‘lkcﬂaclmowlcd ments, thei foregoing instrument was

{any derau ori duly;' ted n'hi
a!. of said corpordtion. He1s

)j)m,@)g sz)ét

Notary Public

Chidew 2 i

Typed, printcd/ﬁr stamped name of Notary Public
My Commission Expires:




EXHIBIT “A”

Lot 7, ST. LUCIE WEST, PLAT NC. 164, 2ND REPLAT IN THE FOUNTAINS, according to
the Plat thereof, recorded in Plat Book 43, Pages 9 and 9A, of the Pyblic Records of St. Lucie

QY
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EXHIBIT “B”

The following restrictions, covenants and provisions shall be desmed a parl of the
conveyance described in the Special Warranty Deed to which these Deed Restrictions are

attached d.dl@lric deemed ants runming with the land applicable 1o the property
scribed in such Special /\f\léﬁncgmli)ekcd\(“}‘roueny”) and shall"be bifding uppn the y of

e

Tty anthits silceesdors, afid assrg;\ls. wit; \
1. (a In order t© 'A;s unif rmiL and Qmp tibility of th de/ve‘mpmem

the project, Grantee ackh0wlcdge' an HEES that Grantee’s use of the Pir{pcrty shall

Q(lly be for generalicommergial uses, wher by thg ag Improvements in gne or mMOTE
b 'ldiWctéﬂ uﬁo@epe?{' will net o¥ceed eighty-nine thousand four hundred
! S
89400). square feejsin the gr::gate‘g?roposc Use™) unleds Grantee S_Iﬁmbtam tor's
written 5T o differentiuse—2nig all plangzamt-specifications for thedeveloprien! and
construction of the Property,- whether conceptual, preliminary, proposed or final and all
modifications, alierations and additions thereto (“Plans”) must be submitted o Grantor and shal} -
be subject to Grantor’s written approval {in its sole discretion). The approval of such Flans may-
be based on esthetic grounds in-the sole and absolute sole discretion of Grantor. No construction
or installation of any improvements, landscaping or development of the Property shall be
underiaken, except in accordance with the complele and final Plans which have been approved in
writing by Grantor in its sole discretion (which Plans, if approved by Grantor, referred 10 as the
“ppproved Plaris”). Additionally, the Grantee acknowledges that all site plans and water, sewer,
dralnage, water retention and work with respect to conservation areas on any portion of the

Property only be done after:the plans with respect to such work have been approved by the
CDD-ind other appli ableﬁu emmsntah;ﬁ)riﬁ@lif applicable:
(b (Grant it o Granto

pprove or disapprove {(in rantor’s sole and: absollite discretipn), any and &l mbdifiations to
the Blans (made either pefore or after C osinig). Additionally, the’ Granige asx oricdges and _
agreds that ail site pl and all landscaging watcﬁ] sewer—drainage, water Tetdnti ool and work
with Tespect to the Propexty sball only tic dgne after plans with respect to such (work have been
ap;} ved By the Distric\(as hereina defl ’c_c‘i) and alb other app?cablc governmental
authoriiies. o1 shall also Mght to réview ad-approve in wﬁtmg—fh-er{r’s sole
and azbsolute discretion) any and all modifications o the Plans Tequired by any governmental
agency, including, without limitation, the County of 8t. Lucie, Florida and the City of Port St.
Lucie, Florida. Grantor shall deliver notice to Grantee, Grantor’s -approval or disapproval as
pramptly a8 is reasonably possible, but not later than ten (10) days after receipt of notice of the-
modification. 1 Granior fails to so notify Grantee, Grantor shall be deemed to have approved the
modification. If disapproved, the foregoing procedure shall be repeated until approval is
obtained or deemed 1o be obtained.

(©) Grantee shall performm all construction and development substantially in
accordance with the Approved Plans.

}or..a eriod” of (203 years-from
siall pe. 1 10] the’ Proposed U}e and, the Prlopeyty will

FFL:13pa795:3



catepory other than that permitted for the Proposed Use without the prior written consent of
Grantor, which consent may be arbitrarily withheld; and (ii} neither Grantee or its successors and
assigns will seek to obtain a termination or change in the Development Order without the prior
written consent of Grantor or its successors and assigns, which consent may be withheld by
Grantor in its sole discretion.

ith resm§t. ucie Wast," fr any other
e Hucie West,” or any ot

tor-selects es-for epm‘{iuns\ofth Pr:[n Ctor
i ctioh therewith] providell, h WEVET, that Grantée shall
tofuse "at St. Lilcie West,'l or ["of St Fucig West" &g p o/l'/{he name

ent] Bxcept as sgt forth abgve, Grantee ghill have no ‘tightAvhatsoever
“&“ i i ith any ofthe—Pfoject or in an adi ertising or
ialdyor 1o anyother manney without the priot written consent of Grantor,

ntee covenaris-and-agrees-that Tiding construdted-omrtirr Property,-
Grantee shall, al Grantee’s expense, design and construct same to insure that said building(s) is
fully prepared for being cormected to the gas distribution system, at the otitside edge of said
building, in full compliance with those certain specifications as promulgated by Western Energy
as amended from time to time, and-all. applicable local, state, or national codes.or regulations as
amended. A service availability fee of Two Hundred Dollars (3200) per unit shall be payable to
Grantor at the time a building permit is issued for any unit, parcel or building. An additional
Fifty Dollar ($50) connection fee shall be paid by each user at the time of connection to the
system. The fees set forth in this Paragraph 4 and the obligation to comply with the provisions
of this Paragraph 4 shall not be applicable to the extent that the applicable utility authority
gover:i%;;h.ﬁ_gg distcibution s releases Granlee in writing to the extent of any obligations
set fortl in this Pafagraph.

. ag “3 .iges’ -
hic]'x-is subject to 2 Deyelopment of Re,

: gyjme Ci\tm t. Lucie,
ended (the foregaing [Development) Order, as| amended and-as may be €T amended
friom Yime 1o time is rcfe\ied 0-as “Devf{Lop ent Order”p: rantee acknowledges receipt of

op isting ‘restied Developptent. Onler.| Grantee agrees 1o with all
ob]}gaWelop@lﬂéable o the Prope

o
=
o
=]
@.
@
=
o
E
[x]
[¢]
j=8
0,
=]

oject”)

6. Grantes acknowledges that there may be an existing franchise, established for the
providing of cable television service to all or any part of the Project. Unless waived by the cable
franchisee, Grantee agrees to comply with the terms of such franchise agreement (if any) of such
cablé franchisee and Grantee aprees to execute any documents and grant any casements in
cormection with such systems or services requested by Grantor or cable franchisee as may be
reasonably necessary to install, construct or maintain any of the respective systems, so long as
same do not materially increase the cost of development of the portion of the Property purchased
by Grantee or materially and adversely affect the use of such portion of the Property in the
manner as contemplated to be utilized. Additionally, Grantee shall fully cooperate with the
provider-of cable services with respect to the instatlation of any wiring, equipment or other

FlL:1354795:3
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provisions of -this Paragraph shall not be applicable to the extent that the applicable cable
company goveming cable service within the Project releases the Grantee in writing to-the extent
of any obligations set forth in this Parapraph.

7. Grantor reserves the right of access and entry al any time upon and over the
Prop:?r/m-c rce Grantor’s 11 d 1o inspect the Property and any {mprovements thereos;
provided, however,

at the-itization of this fght shall not titreaschably i erfdfe with the
i th}r”ﬁnﬂl

degelopricnt o et & Preperty, whith repetvation shell Survive unt

cdrtifitate of oc cy is Assued for e\Propo ed Jse. 119 ad ition\o tor's righis

hereunder, Grantor and (St.‘ Lucie West Conimercial Associaticn sﬂna]] havead itﬂi?él& access
en r the S

ecldration of Co ts, Conditions and Restrictions 1, Lucie

all construch all on-sitc tmprovements) which . _

8. Graniee.reco ] ~
may be reuired 0 be constructed-irconnection with the deve opment of the Property, including,. ..
but not Limited to, landscaping, paving, drainage, utilities, soil work, infrastructure improvements, "
and all other improvements in connection with the development of the Property. In connection="

- therewith, Grantee agrees that in comnection with its development of the Property, it shali- -
construct apptopriate dry retention drainage upon the Property as required by applicablé
governmental autherity. Grantor does hereby reserve unto itself and 10 St. Lucie West Services .

. District easements over the Property to provide drainage: with tespect to the balance of the

Project and Gtantee hereby agrees that it shall grant appropriate easements to such parties.
Additionally, no pertion of the Property may be drilied for wells for irrigation purposes. N

St. Lucie West Serviges I?isnict. T
MAY IMPBSE A
S

MERTS, QN
T CONSTE\{“U TION
LIC FACILITEHS
LI%‘( THE GO
S ARE
_ g

DITION
S SS
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Barry Ross, of RM at St.

Lucie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC, who being by me first duly sworn,

on oath deposes and states as follows:

1. That RM at St. Lucie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC is an
applicant of the property described as:

Fountainview Commons at St. Lucie West Land Condominium (OR 2903-2324) Unit A
. _and B (OR.2129-889;.2530-888) . Coo -

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port 5t. Lucie, FL.

2. That RM at St. Lucie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC has
appounted the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as authorized agents on.its
behalf to represent lot 7, Units A and B described above for the purpose of
obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

3. This authorization shall be for the sole purpose of amending the PUD documents
to facilitate the development of Lot 6, to provide for shared parking on lot 6 and
to provide for multi-family residential use. As a companion to this PUD
amendment a NOPC to the DRI is proposed to provide for an exchange between
Hotel and Residential land use.

4. This authorization shall be limited to the above and shall not permit changes or
limitations to the development entitlements or site plan approvals for: {i) Lot 7,
Units A and B, or {ii) any land or improvements referenced or dedicated to or
under that certain Declaration of Condominium of The Fountainview Commons
at St. Lucie West Land Condominium recorded 11/13/07 in OR 2903/2324
Official Records of Saint Lucie County, Florida.

5. All correspondence related to obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents
shall be noticed to Adam J Reiss Esq at the below referenced address.

RM at St. Lu;:’ie West.Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC
3325 S. University Drive, Suite 210
Cooper City, FL 33328



__ as identification and who did take an oath.

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF B oo

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
/X day of (O('//' ,20 /1 by -E,/};Zm? b<S )

[H’Who.is personally known to me or [ | has produced _ -

\_//Nﬁ(ry%blic k—-————//"?f“

Printed name

Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:

e S

| SR, NETTE b, paprs
<5 i, ANNETTED, Papras

. Notary Public - State of Fiorig; -8
vx My Comm. Expires May-20, 2013}
Commission # € 78805 1§

e
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2/57,00

08 Y
RETURN TO:
First Amarican Tltie ins. Co.
25400 US 18 N, Sulte 135
Cloarwaler, FL 33763

ey el

Prepored by and retiga to:

Kenneth P. Wurienberger

Attorney at Law

Adorno & Yo&s, LLP

350 Eart Las Olas Boulavard Sulte 1700

Fort Lauderdiit, FL-33301
954-763<1200
File 2044670065
Wwill 0. )
or Recondipg Date { )

__ [Spaca Above|This Iina F

"
| \w \, Warranty ]T)e'T{/
‘This Warranty Deed made _My4 Nnv¢®bm RM SIJ.E WEST

" DEVELOPMENT, 11C, s Florids Ifmited Hablllty company, #s to an undlvidid 79.59% Interest, and ESA-

POMPANO, LLC, 1 Florida limited liabtity company, a3 1o an mdivided 20.41% Interest whosc post office addroes is

3325 5. Undversity Drive; Suite 210; Coaper Clty, FLL 33328, grastor, and PALMETTO HOSFITALITY OF PORT.ST.
LUCIE II, LLC,.a Florida limited Libiitty company whose post office addrese iz 340 Fast Main Siveet, Sulte 300,

Spartanburg, SC 29301, grantee:

ever uscd herein the trms "grantor” sad “graatee” include all the parties to this instrument and the heirs, legal Tepresentatives, and awigns of
individuals, and the sucoessors and ussigns of corporations, usts and trustees)

‘Witnesseth, that said grantor,. for and in ponsideration of the sum of TEN AND N0/100 DOLLARS ($10.60) and other
goaod and valuzhje considerations. to said grantor i hand paid by ssid grentes, the receipt whereof is hereby ackaowledged,
ins granted,” bargained, and sold to the-said grantec, and grantee's heirs aad assigns forever, the following described land,
situate, lying and being m Saint Luele Connty, Florfda to-wit

U’fl—l\ - w

ﬁcconnmc'rfo‘ - DECLARATION OF CONDO/ . DATED/NOVEMBER Y, |
'RECORDED NOVEMBER 13, 2007 IN OIR. BODK 2903, FAGE 2324, OF THE PUBLIC

COUNTY, [FLORIDA, | TOGETHE I AN UNDIVIDED

UN\_/ELEWS.AHUR;M%HERETO AND MADE A Tuu"
: _ THE-FOLLOWING DESCRIBED :

LOT 7, ST. LUCIE WEST, BLAT NO. 164, 2ND REFLAT IN THE FOUNTAINS, ACCORDING

TO THE PLAT THEREOY, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 43, FAGES 5 AND 94, OF THE
PUBLIC RECORDS OF $T. LUCIE COUNTY, FLORIDA.|

PARCEL IT

NON-EXCLUSIVE RIGHT OF ACCESS FOR THE BENEFIT OF PARCEL I OVER AND
'ACROSS (1} S.W.PEACOCK BOULEVARD LYING NORTH OF THE SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY
LINE OF 5.%. SPORTS VILLAGE 'WAY ACCORDING TQ THE PLAT OF ST. LUCIE WEST
PLAT NO. 10 - SPORTS VILLAGE, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 28, FAGE 12, AND (2) 5.W.
SPORTS VILLAGE WAY ACCORDING TO ST. LUCIE WEST PLAT NO. 109 - THE

FO! “AT:PORT LUCIE RECORDED,HLELAI.B@;%:!‘I, ? 0 AND
W, FOUNTAIN-BOULEV _LUCIE PLAT N8, 164- 2ND REPLAT IN
E BOUNTAINS RECORDE! ] 0 GE £ P REGORDS-OF
0 :
hisTimes
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Paree! Identification Number:

Subject to taxes for 2008 and-subsequent years; covemants, conditions, restrictions, easerents,
reservations and limitations o[-rgcofd, i any.

Together with all the tencments, hereditaments nnd BppuTiEnAnces therete belonging or in anywise appermining.

To Haveand to Ho
And
gran]
1and]

[ UH

RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOP!\IENT, I.LC-,.‘n .
Flodds Emited Hability company

By: RM AT ST, LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT, LLiP;a
Florida limited liability Jimited partnership, Tts Manager s =

By: RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT GP,
11.C,-a Floridpiimi ility company, General

C.’I[ |

" Al Gross, President

{Corporats Seal)

DoliblaTimes




State of Florida
County of-Broward

The foregoing instrumen! was acknowledged before me this 16th day of November, 2007 by
Bamy G. Ross; Manager of RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT GP, LLG, a Florida
Iimited liability. company, General. Pariner of the Manager of RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST
LO LELP, a Flonga.hm ed liability limited partnership, as Manager of M AT ST.
LU IE/EMS?DEVELOP NT, LLC, a~E]nrda mitec liability coman :
wn i¢-me-ar [X] has pr d-ardr : "‘f

Notary Seal]

Yt i
i _

State of Florida
County of Broward

The foregoing Instrument was. acknowledged before me this 16th day of November, 2007 by
Alan Gross, President of ESA-PARK, INC., an Ohio corporation, as Manager of ESA-
POMPANO, LLC, a Florida Jimited, iabllty company. He 2 Q

has produced a driver's license as ldentification.

M;(gbcmml fon &':El/ /




Designation of Authorized Agent -

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared A‘ FOS‘f-f/ C/\A/n/rw-*
of Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie I, LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on'
oath deposes and states as follows:

1. That A . F'OSJ"'{/ C]’\o-nmor-of Palimetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie 1,
LLC is an applicant of the propJ’ty described as:

Fountainview Commons at St. Lucie West Land Condominium (OR 2903-2324) Unit C
(OR 2907-2027)

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

2. That Palmetto Hospitality'of Port St. Lucie II, L1C has appointed the firm of
Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as authorized agents on its behalf to represent lot
7, Unit C described above for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the
PUD documents.

3. This authorization shall be for the sole purpose of amending the PUD documents
to facilitate the development of Lot 6, to provide for shared parking on lot 6 and
to provide for multi-family residential use. As a companion to this PUD
amendment a NOPC to the DRI is proposed to provide for an exchange between
Hotel and Residential land use.

4. This authorization shall be limited to the above and shall not permit changes to
the development entitlements or site plan approvals for Lot /.

P'alm,ett‘_o;Hos'pitality of Port St. Lucie 11, LLC
340 East Main Street, Suite 300
Spartanburg, SC 29301

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

starcormormn  Soud Coroline
COUNTY OF 5\\00-’4‘0’430’%

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this



10 dayor N ovember 2011 vy A Fosttr Chepoman

[LJ0Fo is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identification and who did take an oath. K/
/5Ce )d °/ / _(__’{

otary Public

L 1Sa /‘J /-{olfamd

Printed name

Notary Public

S -7 —/ (a
My Commission Expires: __/



LOTS 8 AND 8
Parcel Id — 3326-706-0001-000-4 / 3326-706-0002-000-1
Lineberry Properties, Inc.
116 Lineberry Blvd., Suite 301

Mt. Juliet, TN 37122

Py — e T TTTe T
" -parcélld - 3326:706-0003-000-8 R

rGlj;g'a'rté'r’Re’él‘f\'r_f&'lnuéstment Company, LLC
¢/o Posess, Kolbert & Strauss, PLLC
6100 Glades Road, Suite 204

Boca Raton, FL33434 ...
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671Di1 Nk BOOK 2308 PDAGE 145, Recordéd 07/Z0/2005 at 12:00 PM
$16153.90

THIS INSTRUMENT PREPARED BY
AND RETURN TO:

Robert S. Schumaker, Esquire
cCl:@ﬁth Sch

ﬁ)rth 174 ¥

T,.AS.
I : CTE TRUST AGREEMENT DATED SEPTEMBER 27, 2004,
whose address is 3632 West Cypress Street, Tampa, FL  33607-4916 (the "Grantor"), for and in
consideration of Ten Dollars (§10.00) and other good and valuabie consideration in hand paid, receipt of
which is hereby acknowledged, hereby grants, bargains, sells, aliens, remises, releases and conveys unto
LINEBERRY PROPERTIES, INC., a Tennessee corporation, whose address is 116 Lineberry Blvd,, Ste.
301, Mt. Juliet, TN 37122 (the "Grantee"); the following described real property in the County of Saint

Lucie, State of Florida, to-wit:
. heredrtaments |and appurtena ith\every privilege,
ainder and easement therefo belonging iny’ anywise

"B attiiched” and made a p y warrant the title to the above described
real estate so hereby conveyed and will defend the same against the lawful claims, arising out of events
occurring prior to the recording of this. Deed, of all persons claiming by, through or under the Grantor, but
against none other.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Grantor aforesaid has set its hand and seal as of the my of
June, 2005.

, astTrustee under the Port St.
Trust Agreement dated | September 27,

STP:529470:1
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STATE OF FLORIDA

Tl
“Notary Public
Print Name:
Commission No.

Y COMMISBION # DD 431477

STP:529470:1
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EXHIBIT “A”

As a POINT OF BEGINNING commence &t the Southwest corner of said Lot B and
proceed N. 01° 49" 12" E. (N. 01° 49' 30" E., Record), along the Westerly boundary of
said Lot 8, a distance of 249.98 feet (250.00 feet, Record); thence N.:29° 28' 45" E. (N,
2g° 28' 06" E., Record), along the Westerly boundary of said Lots 8 & 9, a distance of
207,34 feet.(207.40 feet, Record); thence N. 39° 31 29" E., (N. 38°33' 08" E., Record),
along the Westerly boundary of said Lot 8, a distance of 186.48 feet (186.43 feet,
Record); thence S. 50° 26' 51" E. (S. 50° 26' 51" E., Record), along the Northerly

> ryeof said Lot 9, a g o.qf 258.22 feet; ° 33' 08" i
et; therjce S. §2 “a.distanc of 56.82 feet; thénge S 39°

32

point on the :
W., Record), a distance of 190.92 feet thence N. B9° (
Record), along the Southerly boundary of said Lo{ 8, a di
teet Record) to the POWNT OF BEGINNI G

PARCEL |l

Non-exclusive easement for the benefit of Parcel | as set forth in Declaration of
Easements, Covenants and Restrictions datedlp -2 -0S , recorded -20-05_in
OR. Book’g 307, Page 118 ., ofthe Public Records of St. Lucie County, Florida.

CORY

STP:533319:1
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EXHIBIT "B"

= County, Fletida, bywhi : :d|to Grantor. .
"3 Notice of Adoption of Developme w@ Book 571, Page-833; as-affécted by

Notice of Adoption of Modification of an Adopted Development Order, recorded in O.R. Book
616, Page 2718;. and Notice of Adoption of Modification of an Adopted Development Order,
recorded in O.R. Book 627, Page 354; and Natice of Adoption of Modification of an Adopted
Development Order, recorded in O.R. Book 640, Page 176; and Notice of Subsequent
Modification of an Adopted Development Order, recorded in O.R. Book 703, Page 1189; and
Notice of Subseguent Modification of an Adopted Development Order, recorded in O.R. Book
840, Page 2326; and Notice of Subsequent Modification of an Adopied Development Order,
recorded in OR. Book 1112, Page 1302; and_Development of Regional Impact

Declaration—df

Assaociation, recorbed mOR Book 636] Page
Declaration of (ovenants, Conditibns jand Rg
corded 1 OR Boo 649/ Page |

Conditidns an icfions/for St Lacie ima Vi - i
R , Page 1335, and re-rebrded in,0.R. Book 68 Page 1046; i
16 ation of Coven onditions and Resmictions for St Lucie West Prima Vista

Association, recorded in O.R. Book 691, Page 1619; and re-recorded in O.R. Book 693, Page
702; and Fourth Amendment to Dec]arauon of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for St.
Lucie West Prima Vista Association, recorded in O.R. Book 715, Page 354; and Fifth
Amendment to Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for St. Lucie West Prima
Vista Association, recorded in O.R. Book 719, Page 263; and Sixth Amendment to Declaration of
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions fer St. Lucie West Prima Vista Association, recorded in
O R. Book 722 Page 525; and Seventh Amendment to Deciaratlon of Covenants, Conditions
- corded T C-R, Bogk™7 ge

a Vista
Assocmtlon recor’[i D " to Deglaration of
Covenants, Conditiond and Restrlctlos for St. Llicie West Prima’ Vista Association/ recorded in

O.R. Bock 937

pciation, recorded in O.R.| Bo k 962, Page.

og of Covcnan?, Condifdons nd Restrictiony for St.
ie Prima lation, re i R. Book 9 1; and

Thirteenth Amendment to Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Rcstnctlons for St. Lucie
West Prima Vista Association, recorded in O.R. Back 1082, Page 190; and
'Fourteenth Amendment to Declaratxon of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for St. Lucie
West Prima Vista Association, recorded in O.R. Book 1082, Page 193; and Amendment to

STP:525470:1
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Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for St. Lucie West Prima Vista
Association, recorded in O.R. Book 1164, Page 1562; and Fifizenth Amendment to Declaration
estrictions for St. Lucie West Prima Vj i

, EﬂCD{\ded
Conditions

cie West Prima Vista Ass ciat}ion, recorded

t's Rights, ed iTOR. Book

16, Page/2257. _

5. Restrictive Covenant, recorded in O.R. Book 819, Page 2477 ; as affected by Restrictive

Covenant, recorded in O.R. Book 884, Page 2225; and Assignment of Declarant's Rights,

recorded in O.R. Book 1016, Page 2263; and Consent, recorded in O.R. Book 926, Page 549, and

Consent to Use, fecorded in O.R. Bock 1024, Page 345; and Amendment to Consent to Use,
recorded in O.R. Book 1240, Page 1452,

-1

9. Terms and conditions of the Agreement between St. Lucie County, Tlorida, a political

subdivision of the ‘State 'of Florida and Thos. J. White Development Corporation, a Florida

"corporation recorded in O.R. Book 573, Page 303 ; as affected by Instrument, recorded in O.R.
Book 379, Page 2706; and Third Agreement, recorded in O.R. Book 663, Page 2607, and
Fourth Amendment, recorded in O.R. Book 718, Page.1876; and Interim Road Impact Fee Credit
Agreement Number Five, recorded in O.R. Book 872, Page555; and Intetim Road Impact Fee
Credit Agreement Number Six, recorded in O.R. Book 898, Page 2684;.and Interim Road Impact
Fée Credit Agreement Number Six, recorded’in O.R. Bock 899, Page 1945; and -Road Impact Fee
Credit Agréement Nu ér Eight, fecorded in/O.R. Book 1255,-Rage £766; and Asgignment and

ang:

1. ' nditions ent between City of Port St. |Lucie, a Florida
Corppratinn and-St. i ces [District, a Florida ¢ i rded in

STP:529470:
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il Terms and conditions of the Interlocal Agreement to Providé Maintenance of Stormwater
ment System for St. Lucie West Services District between St. Lucie Water Services

Manage
istrict and City of Port § ie, a municipal corporation recorded i . Book age

D

Florida and The St. Lucie gst Development Corporationrecorded in O.R. Book 1470, Page
880 : as affected by: A School Impact Fee Credit Agreement, recorded in O.R. Book 1033, Page

2199 and Ordinance; recorded in O.R. Book 1301, Page 2302,

14, Assignment of Dedications, recorded in O.R. Book 688, Page 1394; as affected by Assignment of
Reservations, recorded in O.R. Book 688, Page 1406; and Notice of Water and Sewer Utililty

Operating Policy, recorded in O.R. Book 1285, Page 2156.

of the Plat ol'5%

18, . .
Plat Book 43, Page 9 and 9A of the Public Records of St. Lucie County, Florida.

s as set forth in Warranty Deed recorded in O.R. Book 715,

19. Covenants, Conditions and Restriction
iction and Right to Reconveyance, recorded in O.R.

Page 362; as affected by Release of Restri
Book 953, Page 583; and Termination of Landscaping Easement, recorded in O.R. Book 1195,

Page 2086.

menteecorded in 3, 22
% Light Company by ins

STP:529470:1



24. All of the terms and provisions set forth and contained in that certain Lease between Central
Development Enterprises, LLC, a Florida limited liability company, Lessor, and

ed Partner ‘_a—Elerid%llmlte partaershin
R. Bagk 2191, Page 237
and cpntajned in thht certain Lease eeyl Central
limited [{abili Less

il

mpany, , and PLCK/West

Records of 51. Lucie County, Florida.

COPY
CORY

STP:529470:1




Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally,éppe'a’red —_//;)Jﬂfm/bﬁ/x,,,r,é,g ,
of Lineberry Properties, Inc., who being by me first duly sworn, on @vﬁh deposes(zmé

states as follows:

- 4
1. That %ﬂ/’,%fﬂ/d e of Lineberry Properties, Inc. is an applicant

of the property(d/escribed ad/

Promenade of St. Lucie West {OR 3025-2858) Lot 1 and 2 {OR 2308-145)

A;d g;id—p-roperty located on SW Fountainview Bivd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

2. That Lineberry Properties, inc. has appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.
to act as authorized agents on its behalf to represent lots.8 and 9 described
bove for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

L= A

-,

Mt. Juliet, TN 37122
e

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

y

STATE OF FLERBA
COUNTY OF  jars < /ﬁ/

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was ackno ledged before me this

] has produce ‘_04/2/’ .

\\__L_/ day of %/’Y‘/ ,éO // by f _ )';;‘2507#}.{9-«_,

[\] who is personally known to me or [
as identification and who did take an oath. %‘w
{

Netary'Pubiic
\\“\mmnmm‘% W{
\ S (M N
SRR Y g -
R <L T

”’
U X :

f
= ..‘ P =
ST N, Y1 Printed @?’
I B aSe 1%
SRV A $ 3 -
ZT %’7'9 % ;2 Notary Publi L e
‘, .‘. ( 0 :‘ } T ST T T - mm—p

o, ot 2§ State ofBikds at Large: oo o rraniGN BTTRES:

{9// ........... = My Commission Expires: Burrep Teb HHYS
%,

W
) N
it



Prepared by and Retum to;

" N. Dwayna Gray, Jr., Esquirs

Zimmerman, Kiser & Sutoliffe, P.A.
315 Best Rabinsgn Strest, Suits 600
Orlando, Ploslda 32801

Cnr Flie Number: 10048270

Pareat 1D: 3326-706-0003-000%

SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED

- STATROF FLmeA

COUNTY OF ST. LUCIE

THIS SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED, magde this Soptembier | { p, 2011, betwoen. FIFTH 'I'HIRD BANK, an
Chle barddng corpotallon, siiceessor by merger with FIFTH THIRD BANK, a Miskipan benking corporation; whose
mulling sddress te: 201 E. Kennedy Blvd, Tampa, Flotlda 33602, hereinafler called the "Granior®, to Charter Realgx‘&.

M%]CM%E?&_LLC & Floride Iimited Hability company, whose mailing address is: &/o Posess, Kolbert tmuss.
PLLC, 6188 oad, Sutie 204, Boca Raton, PL 33434, hereinafier called the "Grantee™:

Wherever heed herein the terms "Granter” and "Grantee” includs ali the parties to this Instrument and the heirs, legal“\-
representatives a.nd asslgns of Individuals, s the enccessors and daslpns of corporations, ’

WITNESSET H: That the Grantor, for and In consideration of the-sum of TEN
ANDING/100 DOLLARS-{310.00) and other valuzble considerations, recelpt whereof is hereby
acknowlsdged, does herchy grants, batgaing, sells, aliens, remisss, reléases, conveys and
confirms unio the Grantes, all that certain real proparty located in St. Lucie Counly Rlorids,
thereto, as deseribed as follows (hereinafter collectively the “Proparty”):

Lot 3, THE PROMENADE OF.5T. LUCIE WEST, A COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUM,
fogether with ap undivided dnterest in the common slemends, according to the Declaration
of Condominium thereot, recorded in Official Records Book 3025, Page2558, and any
snbseguent amendments thereto, Public Records of i, Lacie County, Florlds,

TOGETHER with all the fenements, heteditements and appurienances thersto belonging or in anywiss
apperiaiging.

TO HAVE AND T0 HOLD the same In fee simple forever.

AND, the Grantor hereby covenants with sald Grantee, that the Grantor is lawfully seized of sald Property in fee
simple; that the Grantor has good right and tawfid authority to sell and convey said Property; that the Grantor hereby
wrrants the fltle to sald Property only against the lawfuf ciaims of persons olaiming by, through or under Grantos, but not
ttherwiss; subject o ‘taxes acouring subssquemt to DECEMBER 31, 2010, covensnts, conditions and resirictions of
record: zoning and use restictions in effect or which may horeafter come fito existence due to povernment.action; and
matiem shown on the piet, however said refersnco shall nor serve 1o re-irnpoze same on the Property.

DEED - Bpegis! Werranty Deed » Corpocate




" IN WITNES8 WHEREOR, the said Grantor has signed and sealed these presents the day and year first above
ften

Slgned, scaled and delivored FIFTH THIRD BANK, én Ohio banking corporation,
Inthe presencs oft Buccessur ger with F1fth Third Bank, a Miochigan
banking £01 %
Witnesy s}% Prlnt Mamc: Cﬁydn Measey .
n Ha"d" loks "Ties Vico Presicent

Siate of Florida

Coutity of ( g’( Ll d

THE FORBGOING INSTRUMENT was zcknowledged before me this l (_ﬂhay of Septomber, 2011 by Clyde Wieasey,
as Vico Prestdent of Fifth Third Bank, sn Ohio banking corporation, successor by merger with Fifth Third Bank, &

Michlgan banking corposation, on bal‘ml.f of such batking wmomﬂ%jhm;wﬂ_yﬁm_@mur who has
produced a3 [dentifioaflon. :

otary Public

Print Notasry Name  HOT: WBLI(‘;SMTEU?MW
i W Linds M. P
iCnmmzsmn#EEE)?»%SQ

My Commisslon Bxp
SO T ATLAATIS BNDT 60, THC,

Notary Seal

DEED - Speotad Waeranty Deed - Carporats




—Vitnesg slensture - <

IN WITNESS WHEREQR, the sald Grantor has signcd and sealed theso prosants the day end year first above

written.

Slgned, sealed and defivered
‘in the presence of;

FIFTH THIRD BANK, sn Ohlo banklng corperstion
successor by mergar with Fifth Third Dank, a Michigen
banking corporation '

o) gfom wheter

Witness slgmature ! S . Print Nars: Lise Wilcoxgon 7
‘\_K&\IL{ E’a‘ LAD1-@_ Title: Assletant Vice President

A1) PELARAER
Pint witneas pname

Stats of Flord

County of _&;U‘_‘e_(_ A
THE FORBGOING INSTRUMENT was acknowledged before mo this {%\ay of September, 2011 by Lisa Wilcexson,
a5 Asslstant Vice President of PIfth Third Bank, an Ohio banking corporatlon, sitoeessor by mexrger with Fifih Third

Bank, a Michigan banking eerparation, o behalf of such barking ecrporation, who LQ mown to me or who has

produced 25 identification.

NIA:
NowPﬁ%\‘ (‘Hl !'é\n] D(_:Q__.

Print Notary Name
My Commission Explres; a3 ey

*Notary Seal

DEED « $peclsl Warnnty Deed - Cerporate




Designation of Authorized Agent
Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared C-HLH'RLQS F @SGSS/

of Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on
oath deposes and states as follows:

v
That CHWS ?’ @OS@S) of Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC is an

applicant of the property described as:

The Promenade of St. Lucie West, A Commercial Condominium {OR 3025-2858), Lot 3,
Parcel ID: 3326-706-0003-0008

_ _Aﬁd_s_a‘id‘prbpert_y located on SW Fountainview BIT;CTTPort St. Lucie, FL. )

1. That Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC has appointed the firm of
Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as authorized agents on its behalf to represent lots
8 and 9 described above for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the PUD

documen
M RO~

Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC
c¢/o Posess, Kolbert and Strauss, PLLC

4455 Military Trail; Ste. 102

Jupiter, FL 33458

- NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF SiLmM DEACH

I hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
D dayor povemtyed 20 H oy ONQ€D £ Yosess

who is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identification and who did take an cath.

A bl
Notafy PUBTIC

e,

wﬂi;  NCOLE OTTAVIAN

W W#mm
. 3 January 12, 2013
: ‘ra,. Bondad Theu Metary Pibic Uinberwetiers

Printed name

Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:



LOT 10
Parcel ld —3326-702-0067-000-4
pSL-Office 2 LLC
3710 Buckeye Street, Suite 100

Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410



JOANNE HOLMAN CLERK OF THE CIRCUTIT COURT = BAINT LUGCIE COUNTY
File Number: 2431775 OR BOOK 2005 FAGE 229
Recorded:07/01/04 14310

This Instrument prepared by:

Barry E. Somerstein, Esg. ¥ DOC ASSURMR: & 0.00
Ruden, McClosky, Smith, ¥ Doc Tax 5 4,807 .70
Schus A X 3

P

Sy DEED, i TN g SO 0s,

between ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, LLC, a Florida limited liability
company, successor by merger with ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT CORP., a Delaware
corporation authorized to do business in the State of Florida, having an address at 1850
Fountainview Boulevard, Suite 201, Port St. Lucie, Florida 34986 (hercinafter called the
"Grantor"), PSL OFFICE 2, LEC, a Florida limited liability company, having an address at 2442
Metroce levard, West Pa ch, Florida 33407 (hereinafter called the "Grantee"). :

by Granteg,teceipt of ich’is hereby
Grantee's heirs, succ{;essors and
and being in St.|Lucie County,

See Exhibit “A”™ attached hereto and made a part hereof (“Property”).

SUBJECT TO:

()  Taxes and assessments for the year 2004 and subsequent ycars.

1ing righ ibiti irllposed By
governmental ity. e
Restrictions,
£asC

THose matters deser

TOGETHER with all the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereto belonging
or in otherwise appertaining. _

FTL:1223779:2
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O BOOX 2005 FAGE 2299

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD, the same in fee simple forever.

AND the Grantor hereby covenants with sa1d Grantee that it has good right and lawful

DEVELOPMENT CORP., a Delaware corporation
authorized to do business in the State of Florida

)BW £ ,8/”&?%/ By: R

Signaturg . Name:  DAUT™s . (#5e
(_I}Hr“g/ E. th/% Title: ¢ ¥

FTL:1223779:2




OR BOOK 2005 F

STATE OF FLORIDA )

Co ,,ty aforesaid to . ake' ackno
' Q QCJ the

ABE 2300

me, an officer duly 2 hogt(
wledgments the /foregol

= Prefdestof SR LU ‘

. 'Dc’/w c{

carpor_ i ed
personally KNoWT 10 me.or. who has produccd

et

as identification.

ted[tmb_dltyzﬁ)mpany succepsor{ by merger
CORP.,| a Delaware corporation at thol'zed to do

vt Iuntarﬂi under authority dulyv sted in Iim
is thé\m;e_c;wﬂﬂe seal of said Corporation

WITNESS my hand- and ofﬁmal seal in the County and State last aforesaid this M day

of Tunée ,-2004.

NO}JW £ B

il Eﬂ/ Ek

ed,p'mee name Néta/ry

‘ rY 2 g ‘
o v, SHIRLEY E SMITH
Pl
=M
= oL w MISSICN NUMBERC
2 % 2 DD015824
& MY COMMISSION EXPIRES

“orpd MAY 42005

blic

COPY

FTL:1223779:2




Ok EODK 2005 PAGE 2301

EXHIBIT “A”
. LUETE WEST PTA- 164, 2n Repm‘iﬁ‘theiqunta'
d in Plat Beok 4 : d 9A, of the Public Records of
i ibed llow

parcel of land being g portion of Lot 2 as shown on th f St/Lucie
rest, recorded in Plat Bodk 37, Pages 26'and 20A, 2
rribed 85 follows:

; agemént Tract No:M1 A as shofn on said St\Lucie
~ " West Piat 09 therice ~deg 26’ ‘S12East—as 2 basis "of ‘bearings—aleng the
Southwesterly line of said Water Management Tract 41A and the Southeasterly prolongation of
said Southwesterly line, a distance of 390.00 feet; thence South 39 deg 33° 09" West departing
said Southeasterly prolongation, a distance of 286.54 feet to a point of curvature with a curve
concave to the Southeast and having a radius of 236.00 feet; thence Southwesterly along the arc
of said curve, through a central angle of 11 deg 49’ 00” an arc distance of 48.67 feet to 2 point-of
non radial intersection with a Iine (the.radius point of said curve bears South 62 deg 15’ 51" East

‘poi 26’ 517 West along said line, a distance of 395.00 feéttoa _
line of said Lot 2; thétce Ngrth 39 deg 33° 09” East

of 334.87 tto@o

D

FTL:1223779:2




OF BODK 2005 PAGE 2302

EXHIBIT “B”

¢ followin rcsm}ﬁmbngnts and Provisions

CW cribed in e Special Warranty 'Depd ich th
a acrh{eﬂ and shall b ‘ ing with the lam

dg:sc wed in such Specidl Warranty Deed \(“Propertyl’) d shall be

‘ re Mni ity and cpmpatibility of the devejopment within
the\groje _ T f‘r teﬁ
office wher e aggre 1mpi i uildings to upoF=* ="

the Property will not exceed fifty-two thousand (52,000) square feet in the aggregate (“Proposed
Use”™) unless Grantee shall obtain Grantor's written approval of a different use and all plans and
specifications for the development and construction of the. Property, whether conceptual, .
preliminaty, proposed or final and all modifications, alterations and additions thereto (“Plans™)-
must be submitted to Grantor and shall be subject to Grantor’s written approval (in its sole
following Grantee’s written notice to Grantor requestin

lans, Gr, ce 1o of..

1

retenti ' only’
be done afier the plans with respect to such work have been approved by the CDD and other

applicable governmental authorities, if applicable.

(o)  Grantee shall submit to Grantor, and Grantor shall have the right to
approve or. disapprove (in Grantor’s sole and absolute discretion), any and all modifications to,
the Plans (made either before or after Closing). Additionally, the Grantee acknowledges and
aprees ite plans and i er;-dral i tk

ty of iSt. Lucie, i ity (of Port St.

i Grantee| Grantor’s approval or |disapproval as

ter tl% ten{10)-days after recgtpt-of n tee.of the
_ Grantes\within such ten (10) day ICeriod, Granta shall
be deemed to, have approved the mmodification. If disapproved, the foregoing procedure shall be
repeated until-approval is obtained or deemed to be obtained.

(c) Grantee shall perform all construction and development substantially m
accordance with the Approved Plans.

FTL:1223779:2




OR EOOK 2005 FAGE 2305

2. For a period of twenty (20) years from the date hereof, the use of the Property
shall be restricted to the Proposed Use and the Property w111 not be (1) rcvoned to a zoning

have the right to continue to use "at St. Lucze West," or "of St. Lucie West” as part of the name
of the Grantee development. Except as set forth above, Grantee shall have no right whatsoever
to use any of such names in connection with any of the Project or in any advertising or
promotional materials or in any other manner without the prior written consent of Grantor.

4. Grantee covenants and agrees ‘that with each bmldmg constructed on the Property,
: InSur

i tem, at the outs
ipns asp??m gated by
tional codes or

ate, or
r]m'rfs%io

govemmg thc gas distribution: Systcrn rclf:asss Grantee in writing to the extent of any obligations
set forth in this Paragraph.

5. The Property is a portion of the project known as “St. Lucie West” (“Project”)
which is subject to a Development of Regional Impact Order issued by the City of Port St. Luce,
as amended (the foregomg Development Order, as amended and as may be further amcnded

dge
e mply, wi
chise, ablis d for the

. Unless wai v the cable
f such franchise agreement 1f y) of such

reasonably necessary to install, construct or maintain any of the respective systems, so long as
same do not materially increase the cost of development of the portion of the Property purchased
by Grantee or materially and adversely affect the use of such portion of the Property in the
manner as contemplated to be utilized. Additionally, Grantee shall fully cooperate with the

6

FTL:1223779:2




OF BODK 2005 PABE 2304

provider of cable services with respect to the installation of any wiring, equipment or other
apparatus or device required by said provider to be place on the portion of the Property
d by Grantee and the improvements thereomn. The obligations to comply with the

ent pliﬁtﬁfa—c le
Gr. tet-in writh g toghe extent
time upen and’ over the

Vi shall not unreasonably interfere with the
... deve]opm “marketing, of th 3 ' tqn shall suryive unti{I';E—ﬁj final
certificate_of occupancy is 1 he Pro addition” ‘soTights= =

hereunder, Grantor and St. Lucie West Commercial Association shall have additional access

rights pursuant to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for the St. Lucie
West Commercial Association.

8. Grantee recognizes that Grantee <hall construct all on-site improvements which
may be required to be constructed in.connection with the development of the Property, including,

3 T it} VEMCRIS
improvements’In Co¥ ion ﬂlth%@%lopmﬂt\ i
, _agreef -thaf in connection with f
ansliruct appropriate rFtention drai ag% upon

vginm'cntal authority. | Grantor does her’%by EServe
istrict easements over \the\Property to pro de dryi

9. St. Lucie West Services District. THE ST. LUCIE WEST SERVICES DISTRICT
(“DISTRICT” OR “CDD") MAY IMPOSE AND LEVY TAXES OR ASSESSMENTS OR
BOTH TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS, ON THIS PROPERTY. THESE TAXES AND
ASSESSMENTS PAY THE CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE
COSTS OF CERTAIN PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES OF THE DISTRICT AND
ARE SET ANNUA.LLY BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE DISTRICT. THESE

A ~AND “AsSEE NS~ A N ADD TY AND OJTHE OCA
8 AL A

FTL:1223779:2




Designation of Authorized Agent

Refore me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared%ﬁ?é:‘l%.; ,
of PSL Office 2 LLC, who being by. me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states as
follows:

1. Thatj\ﬂonﬁ&‘—e. él\')&oro of PSL Office 2 LLC is an applicant of the
property described as:

St. Lucie West Plat #164 2" replat in the Fountains (PB 43-9) Lot 10 (OR 2005-2298)

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, FL.

9 That PSL Office 2 LLC has appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as
authorized agents on its behalf to represent lot 10 described above for the
purpose of obtamiqg an amendment to the PUD documents.

pSL Office 2 LLC
3710 Buckeye Street, Suite 100
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410 -

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA |
COUNTY OF Pmmﬁéf%eh

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me-this
o Y
2 dayol OCTORER__ 201l by Themas®. [>/hson

[Xﬂvﬁo is'personally known to me or [ ]has produced

as identification -and who did take an oath. ) yﬂ )
. /—X-P\ Q‘f L{_ﬂ(ﬁtﬁ/‘t ECI/

Q\Jjﬁ ryPlblit

Printed narme

’

Notary Public
State of Fiorida at Large
My Commission Expires:




MONTVILLE CENTER ASSOCIATES, LP
FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD

BINDING PUD AGREEMENT

The property, as described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto (“Property”), is under the
unified control of the undersigned who agrees to: 1} proceed with the proposed development
according to the provisions of the City of Port St. Lucie (“City”) PUD zoning regulations and the
conditions imposed pursuant to the rezoning of the Property to PUD; 2) provide agreements,
contracts, deed restrictions, and sureties acceptable to the City for the completion of the
development according to the plans-approved at the time of the PUD rezoning; and 3) provide for
the continuing operation and maintenance of those areas, functions, and facilities as are not to be
provided, operated, or maintained at public expense. The undersigned further agrees to bind all
successors in title to the commitments made herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has executed this agreement on this
day of L2011,

WITNESSES: MONTVILLE CENTER ASSOCIATES, LP,
A New Jersey Limited Partnership

By:

(Print Name)

(Print Name and Title)

(Print Name)
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o L7 OF pORT STLUTE =
: Florida Department of T. ransportation
RICISCOTT 2400 West Commergial Boulevard ANANTH PRASAD, P'E.
SECRETARY

GOVIRNOR Fort Landerdale, FL. 33309

Japwary 30, 2012

Mr- Michae] 1. Busha, AICP

Executive [Director

Treasure Coast Regiona Planning Council
471 SW Camden Avenus

Stnart, FL 34094

Dear Mr. Busha:

SUBIECT: St Lucie West Development of Regional Impact {DRD)
City of Port St. Lncie; St Lucie County
Notice of Proposed Change (NOPO)

—_————"ﬂie-Depaﬂ;mcn&has;e—vis—wadfﬁa&Neﬁee@%ﬁpased-Ghange—(N@PC*}fﬁI—ﬂl&SH:uciﬁWes‘:BR—I,—dﬂted—Eccsmber———
27,2011, The St Lucie West DRI is-located north of Crossiown Parkway, south of Northwest Peacock Boulevard,
west 07193, and east of Tiorida’s Turnpike. 1t 18 immediarely east of the Ressrve DRL

The Applicant is requesting t© modiﬁf the approved intensity of uses to simultansously jncrease the mumber of -
residential units by 240 umits and decrease office 5pacs by 162,700 square feet. The previously»approved development

Jand uses and intensities and the proposed developmeant intensities resulting from this NOPC are snmmarized in the -
table below.

L Previously A roved Proposed
Category (wnits) De:velomjentlljlt:tensiﬁ' Develo o
Residential {dw)
[ Movie Theater (seats)
‘Hotel/Motel: (roams)
'Retaiiqummcrciiél:{sﬂ
Office (s :
RV Park (spaces)
“Tndustrial (30
_ Pos:t—Sécbn&zr)’-S
Sradium (seats)

2,499,528
5,000

chools {students) | 5,000

The proposed change results inno change In the PM peak hour rips thar will be generated by the DRI and hence there
will be no new fransportation related impacts. Based on the material subsmitied, the Department offers no comments

concerning this proposed St Lucie West NOPC.

www dot.state.fl.us



——— e ——

Mr. Michael J. Busha
January 30, 2012
Page 2 of 2

If you have any quesfions, please contact us at (954) 777-4601.

GS: kaliow:

Sincerely,

ce: 1. Ray Fubanks — Community Program Administralor, FDED

Kathleen Neill - Director of

Office of Policy Planming, FDOT

Gerry O'Reilly - Director of Transpoftation Development; FDOT
Naney Ziegler — District Modal Development Administrator, FDOT
Stpve Braun — Transporiation Planning and Environmental Manager, FROT .

, Shi-Chiang, Li — Systems Planning Manager, FDOT
""———"—ehon%ong:%eniﬁrmsportaﬁonﬂpmﬁﬁstﬁ;ﬁ6T

Wd240 Dovelopment 67 Regional Impast (DRINSt Lucie WestHNOPC15.doc
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Lorraine Prussing

From: Ed Huff huffe@aol.com]
Sentr: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 7.00 AM
To: Lorraine Prussing
Cc: shl4944@hotmaillcom; gail@maglakes.org; 'Jim Tortora'
Subject: Project P11-140
“Good Moring Director Parks,

My name is Ed Huff and | currently serve on the Board of Magnolia Lakes in SLW, a HOA community of
478 homes. it has come to our attention that a developer wishes to request a new proposed Site Plan
and Plan for a City of St Lucie PUD Amendment which would call for an additional 215 units of multifamily
housing to be constructed off St Lucie West Bivd. The plan calls for three-50 foot high 4 story buildings
to be built on the vacant property just West of The Belmont at St Lucie West Property on South Peacock
Blvd and South of Bob Evans and the Gas Station on St Lucie West Blvd.

We are against Project P11-140.

We are in agreement with other communities in SLW that the City and County need to address the large
inventary of vacant homes, homes in various stages of foreciosures that are decreasing the tax base, not
only within SLW but the city as well.

What we need is commercial and businesses to develop this area which currently contain restaurants and
hotels/motels. We need to expand the base of permanent jobs with a increase in a tax base for the city.
Another housing project does not accomplish this. Have you given thought how additional housing will
put further demands upon the schools and services for the city and county? Where is this money going to
come from. Not from this project.

Thank you for your time in this matter.
Ed Huff, Treasurer

Magnolia Lakes HOA

101 NW Magnolia Lakes Blvd
Port.Saint Lucie, FL 34986

My Cell 954-290-4833

2/7/2012



-1
~)
B

£79479% EELMONT PAGE  @1/82

-l

B2/06/2812 23:49

Richard Veraszto UD“- lht'b
Ve H T 0

12 Alister Circle

East Northport, NY 11731

February 1, 2012
City of Port St. Lucie
Planning & Zoning Dept.
121 SW Port St. Lucie Bivd
Port St. Lucie, FL. 34984-5093

Dear Planning Board Members,

As an owner of condominium # 31-206 located at 103 SW Peacock Bivd. Port St Lucie FL 34986
in The Belmont @ St Lucie West, 'm writing to express my opposition to the Fountainview
Plaza PUD Amendment P11-140.

There are several reasons for my opposition to this project which includes the following:

& Thejhigh numbers of available housing in the St. Lucie W. area certainly doesn’t warrant
adding:215apartment units. It appears like housing units may already be overbuilt.

e The original PUD for this site never indicated that apartments were considered. We
were told the site was to be used for office and retail space.

e The traffic congestion around the Belmont would be excessive and create a negative
impact to existing residents.

o Installing apartments would eliminate any space for a necessary buffer of appropriate
shrubbery and trees between the Belmont property and existing units

o Raising the maximum height allowance beyond 35 ft. would directly impact balconies at

the Belmont.



€}

Bo/@5/2817 23:49 7728794799 BELMONT

Finally, | really do not:befieve this plan by the developers would have an over-all positive impact
on the entire St. Lucie-West area, but would just maximize'a developers profit motives to the
detriment of the community. As I'm sure the Planning Board is aware, the entlre area could
really use additional jobs that planned retail, office, and medical complex would provide. In

view of these issues | hope the members of the Board recommends against PUD amendment

P11-140.

Sincerely,

-
,
/ -

'Wﬂ s

Richard Veraszto

/ Cc: The Belmont Master Association
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City of Port St. Lucie Ty OF POMT ST.LUCIE, §
Planning & Zoning Department
121 S.W. Port St. Lucie Blvd.
Port St. Lucie, Florida 34984-5099

File number P11-140

Dear Planning and Zoning Board Members

Address: 146 SW Peacock, 24-207, Port'St. Lucie, FL 34986 - - S

Legal description according to property appraiser’s website: BELMONT AT ST
LLUCTE WEST (OR 2133-2522) UNIT 24-207 (OR 2271-420: 2574-59: 2883-156)

We recently received a public hearing notice regarding a request from Cotieur and
Hearing, agents for HL St. Lucie LLC to amend the exiting Fountainview Plaza PUD to
provide for multifamily residential use, addition of shared parking regulation, and to
reduce the requirement for native vegetation from 75% to 50%. We strongly urge the
Boards give serious consideration 1o denying the amendment request for the following
reasons:

The original PUD allowed commercial property of retail office, etc. and did NOT permit
residential use for sound and logical reasons that still apply today.

Over the last few years, Port St. Lucie has suffered one of the highest foreclosure rates in
the pations causing a giut-of housing in an overbuilt city. Housing values are only 33%
of the 2005 selling prices. According 1o the 201 0 census, there are approximately 11,047
vacant units in Port St. Lucie. As you are keenly aware, vacant housing is a huge
problem for a City. It creates:

o Significant loss of tax revenue
Less tax revenue equals cuts in city services
Fewer services lessens the ability to atfract/retain residents and businesses
Inability to-attract and retain business equals lack of employment opportunities
Lack of employment opportunities equals more vacant housing ’
Vacant housing equals dilapidated properties
Dilapidated properties invites crime
Crime destroys the city’s ability to attract new residents and business equaling
Jess tax revenue . . . a vicious cycle. _

e 0 o * 0

To approve this developer’s request 1o potentially add to the existing vacancy rale is not
i1 the best interest of city residents, nor does it make good economic development sense
for the city: It is very probable that adding additional housing in this area will reduce
existing property values in an already depressed market, thus further declining tax
revenue.



The huge increase in traffic generated by the proposed __pr_ofcssiona] pffices AND 215
housing units will present a serious traffic flow and safety issie when entering and
exiting the area.

Port St. Lucie West is an upscale and aesthetically pleasing area due to the landseaping,
zoning and other standards wisely adopted by the City. To reduce the vegetation n the
PUD Agreement from 75% to 50% would increase the noise pollution for the adjacent

community and runs contrary to maintaining a vibrant and appealing community.

Allowing 50” high units would negatively impact the light available during the daylight
hours thus eroding the quality of life now enjoyed by the Belmont residents and as

- provided for in the normal 35 " standard. With 2 507 high building, light pollabon during
the night time hours is likely.

We are strong proponents of atfracting new business in hopes of increasing existing
property values, filling current vacancies, and creating a stronger tax base and
community. We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on this project and hope you
will give due consideration to our objections.

and Karen Humm
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Lorraine Prussing

Page 1 of 2

From:

Sent:
To:
Ce:

Subject: Susan Parks Re P11-140

Dear

chaslory [chaslory@bellsouth.net]
Friday, February 03, 2012'5:06 PM
Lorraine Prussing
shi@hotmail.com

Lorraine,

As President of Sun Terrace at the Lakes, a community of 208 families in St. Lucie
West, | would like to add our voice objecting to the approval of the amendment to the
zoning code to allow construction of high rise apartments. | cite the following as reasons
for rejecting this request:

And

Standard approved building height is 35 feet. 50 foot high building is in conflict
with city ordinances and may violate covenants and restriction in force in the St.
Lucie West. community

Restricting all prior construction to 35 feet and allowing this would be *
discriminatory, favoering one over the other

Additional population would taxthe general water availability to all

Traffic circle being effected is to too small to accommodate additional heavy traffic
anticipated as is the roads leading to it. That system was never designed to
service the major increase of popuiation _

Propose proximity to adjacent communities and building height would create a
ghetto like atmosphere creating unacceptable living condition for the surrounding
communities

Garbage collection sites should not be in view of neighboring communities, this
would further create a-ghetto atmosphere

Creating a visual blight will depreciate surrounding property values

Creating taller buildings deprives neighboring communities of sunlight

The area currently is now experiencing a glut of existing living quarters. Adding
more units is' counterproductive to remedying the overstocked condition of the
current housing market

finally, considering all the arguments in opposition to the

amendment, To deny this application is just simply the right thing to do

I appreciate your attention to:this'matter and encourage the P&Z to see the benefits of
suggesting the-developer to come up with a better design.....

Charles Altwein President

Sun Terrace at the Lakes HOA

2/6/2012



Ta: Planming and Zoning Board & Criv Council
Trom:  Marina Zaks / Belmont Condominiui Owner
158 S Paavofl Blvd. . Port St Lucie, F

Bldt__., Ui 104
Parcel {Dfi 335-300-0177-000-4

Re- Fountainview Plaza PUD Amencément

T i‘,' -
[ was recently notified by Mr. Lev emawz President of Belmom Masier Association. and ™ o

then vesterday by a city of Port St Lucie that the owner of the Fountainview ; Plaza i
sesking to amend the Tegulations. : :

Wwhen | was buying the condo at Beimont in 20035, the plans for the arga across from my
butlding were for & beautiful retail plaza. Later. 1 found out that oflices/hotel/retail were
m the plans. This type of CONSIrUCtion, even *hou_h inconvenient, seemed iikely 1o

enhance the arez services and help the Inczl business

The “amendmen:” that the developer is seekmg now, m pa—t;calar the addition of the
residential units, will not be bringing any be refits to the area, but in facy, T worry 1t may
lead 1o devaswation. Since [ bought the cmd my propaity value went down

“pprc*xlmately 73% | can noi szll the propenty w Athout an enormous loss, and my only
TeCourse for now 1% 10 Tenl, For. any Years, the r“ﬂd"ﬁ ai DE[I WOnD was very

unpredictable { overbuilt area with many units available at the nearby developments). but
last couple of vears thing have stabilized & bit, even though the rent payments are low If
comparison to the price paid far the property, and do not cover the monga age and fees
even close. The newly added residential units, if f amendment passes, will be a direct
competition 10 Belmont owners w b vent, and here ave many. I Belmont owners will
have aven more difficulties to rent than now, there: will be a mew wave of foreclosures,
and propery values will go furthar down { 10 0%0777). Be Imont owners who five in their
candos. and who will not like the newly ove ercrowded, congested feel of the area, with
taller apartment buildings "hanging over them". will be gerting rid of the units at iower
prices, or walk away from thent. Whiie construciion w ould tast for years, the potential
tenarits will.stay away frofm our development since there are plenty of choices - 1 have

never heard that-there was ashortage of housing options in Port 5t Lucic.

1
S

In addition, owmnf a unit in Bldg. # 30, 1 understand that a dumpster s planned across
f' om my building. Isimply object 10 anyone OF &m0 ything who wants to spoil the air {
breathe or the surrﬂundmn iews  1f the worst will happen and you will approve the
amendment, are there not other ways, such as compactors? 5‘\E>O based on prel liminary
plans, it seems-that the pool 15 also planned across my building; thus, the notse level way

above normal.
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| am not the kind of person whase voice has (o he constanzty heard. but [ feel crushed
financially s s already by the purchese of the cando a1 Belmont, and so do many other
homeowners at Beimont. The amendment will make all of our sifuations only worse, and

[ strongly objeci 1o it

Sincerely, -
Maring Zaks

1262012
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Gary T. Leonard RECEIVED

2800 NE 20Th Ave _

Lighthouse Point, Fi 33064 FeB 06 2012
FLANINL bl e i 1 iR

STy OF PORT BT LUGIE, A

To Whom It May Goncern

in Refernence to Fountain Plaza Pud Admendment ( P11-140)

| am a investorfowner at 122 SW Peacock Blvd. Belimont | 1 at St Lucie West unit
12-206 property Tax ID 1396-802-0145.000/0. | am located within the 300 jeet of the
property which the Pud amendment is sought. | will not be able to attend the public
hearing held by the Planning and Zoning Board on February 7, 2012. [ am totaly
against this admendment for muttifamily apartment buildings. The proposed addional
appartments-would afffect potential tenants and would create a problem with aver built
housing in the area and would cause traffic problems for the Belmont residents. The

Planned Unit DevelOpment (PUD)should remain commerical property not residential.

Respectfully submitted

Gary T.Lleonard January
25, 2012



Katherine Huntress

Page 1 of 1

From: Info cityofps

Sent:  Thursday, February 02, 2012 2:04 PM

To: Katherine Huntress, John Finizio

Subject: against amending existing Fountain View Plaza PUD --- FW: Email from.the website

From: websiteaccount@cityofpsl.com [mai!to:websiteaccount@cityofpsl.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 6:19 PM

To: Info cityofpsl

Subject: Email from the website

Iﬁlme: J@E. & Beveir,ly W . IJIeéa

]

@naﬂAddress: _|[Bell4503@g. mail. com

|

What you need to do is bring Jobs 1o the area. We are AGAINST
ammending the existing Fountain View Plaza PUD to provide for
muliifamily residential use. Thank You

~ |[To: Katherine K. Huntress, Planner/ Plarning and Zoning Depariment
Regarding: File #:P1 1-140 Lot #6 SLW Plat No164, 2nd Reptat A. We are
property owners at Belmont Condominium. We do not feel that it is in the
best interest of the condominium to reduce the vegatation in the area by
Message: 23% with the construction of another development as the Belmont floods
= often with the heavy rains that invariably hit the area so often. Furthermore
this project will drive down the prices of realestate in the area even further.

IEontactUs_Formj@rrﬁt your message. .

|

2/6/2012
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o AN D WENT
Owner 1Ty OF PORT ST. LUCIE, FL
160 SW Peacock Blvd 105
Port St. Lucie, FL 34986
Parcel 1D 335—5(_){]-0195-000-6
Legal Description: ‘BELMONT AT ST LUCIE WEST {OR: 2133-2522) UNIT 31-105
(OR 2712-1712) '

FROMI:
Damisn Ristaino

TO:
City Of Port St. Lucie
Planning and Zoning Departmenl
121 SW Port St. Lucie Bivd -
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

Subject: File Number P1 1-140

1 am argning against the developer’s amendment due 1o existing and potential traffic congestion
through the major entry and exit way to and from this proposed development, which ts around
the small traffic circle outside of The Belmont gates. There should be no further residential uses
and that the PUD as originally drafted chould not be amended for this development. A an
investor and T am further arguing that new residential property would affec their potential
tenants and compete in & marketptace already sorelv overbuilt. We have plenty of housing in St.
Lucie West available for interested new residents. What we reallvneed here 1s busmesses that
provide good paying jobs. No one will move 1o Port St. Lucie without having an income.

Further, ‘s¢;an.owner of 2 Belmont uni! facing the proposed development 1 am claiming that a 50’
Kigh building would‘imparr the light and air and view, elc. even with nice shrubbery because the
Belmont balconies may only be 25 or 50 feet above the ground and they would face a 4 story
building of 50" in height. Normal zoning for residential uses requires a 35 foot maximum height
but hecause this developer wants an "amendment” to the PUD on the books to allow residential
housing he is trving to buid & higher than 35 foot apartment building because commercial
buildings can be 75' high m that space. I find this to be somewhat underhanded at the complete
disregard of the developers property neighbor, the Belmont.

Another fact 1s that the developer wants to place dumpsters on the site nght on the border of our
fence in spaces opposite Belmont bujldings 30, 33 & 36. They could be placed elsewhere ope
would think and compactors are a better choice than are dumpsters. Even though the property 1
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own is in building 31, I .am concerned of the smell a dumpster would have being that my unit 18
close by. That is completely nnacceptable when future tenants would be trned off to this.

Also, there absolulely needs to be 2 pleasant border between our properties that would be

aesthetically pleasing and functional. A solid fence was considered with varied shrubbery and

trees so that there would be-a campus like transition Jooking west from our property hine to the
proposed buildings blocking the parking lot views for the ground floor residents and making 2

nicer view for those Iiving on the second floor.

Sincerely,

Damien Ristaino
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Katherine Huntress

From: Miller, Darla [DMiller@emdeon.com]

sent:  Monday, February-06, 2012 1:51 PM (P\\ -~ \U(O

To: Katherine Huntress

Subject: Proposed P11-140 for the Fountainview ‘ m £= -7 (D mmﬁ!’“fwf W

February 6, 2012 ‘ FEB 0 6 2[]"2 |

To: Kath‘erine H. Huntress, “,fr?_?‘lg;x;“ ‘”“i
project Coordinator for P11-140 TPORT ST .‘_.JC,JF T

The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment
City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department

and— - oo LTI
City Council Members

121 SW Port 5t. Lucie Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

From: Cecil and Darla Milier, TR for Miiler Family Trust
555 Stonebrook Street
Simi Valley, CA 83065

To The City Officials:

We are owners of four condos at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. Our addresses are:

104 SW Peacock Bivd., # 101. Port st. Lucie, FL 34986. parcel ID: 3326-802-0025-000-3
106 SW Peacock Blvd., #206. Port St. Lucie, FL 345986. Parcel 1D 3326-802-0047-000-3
136 SW Peacock Bivd., # 206. Port St. Lucie, FL 34386. Parcel ID: 3335-500-0051-000-5
150 SW Peacock Blvd,, # 101. Port 5t. Lucie, FL 34986. parcel ID: 3335-500-0129-000-3

_We recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposed P11-140 to develop fand in a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Beimont. Unfortunately, because we had such short notice
and my work schedule precludes me from taking time from work, we are not able to attend this

meeting. We hope to attend the meeting on February 27t

We wotiidike“you to consider our views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. We are totally opposed
to some of its aspects for the reasons that follow. -

We understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacted to provide only for commercial
and retail activity on this site which is consistent with the information we were given at the time we
purchased our condos. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights were constructed with
attractive landscaping and parking areas to the far West of this project. Those buildings are attractive.
The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was also a pleasant addition.

The proposed attempt to obtain a variance Of to amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily housing is offensive to us-and should not be aliowed. The PUD was well thought out by City
planners from the beginning. It should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial activity and not
residential high rises. We understand that the County was confronted with a similar issue not long ago
at PGA Village. The County declined the developers attempt to add more housing units to their area.
The City should do the same with this project.

-t ™
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Sort St Lucie is a wonderful community. Howaver, because of both the overbuilt conditions and the general
downiurn in the economy, our units are worth approximately 259 .of gur purchase price. We are &7 and 79
years oid. These condos were purch’ased to be-our retirement not quick flips;and this situation will only make it
much worse. We are all infavor of Commercial and Retail use of this location because it would benefit everyone
in PSL by providing more jobs and tax revenue from the business it would generate.

However, this plan proposes 1o build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are directly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our 2 story
condominium buitdings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three 50 feet tall apartment
houses would unfavorably atter our landscape. That has already happened with the hotel that was built directly
across from our condo at 150 SW Peacock. We had intended to retire to that unit but no longer wish to do so
~ because of the hotel. additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking ot to be a buffer between our border
"“and-their-proposedbuildings.--Two-ﬁi’jﬁdﬂad.andfifteen;mor_e:residen_ts;and-theirkcar_s;(moreIikely_at_least_43Q)
coming around our small traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut
through the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station iot causing the potentia! for accidents. School busses have a-
hard enough time negotiating that circle and having mare traffic is not a good. idea In this dangerous entry and

exit.

Finalty, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in the City of Port St. Lucie. We
do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in a-previously designated commerciat PUD.

" There are so many vacancies in our area right now. Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It
simply makes no sense. Let's keep this area for low rise office buildings and retail businesses.

We are strongly opposed 1o amending the requirements of this PUD to aliow for multifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely
Cecil F. Miller and

Darla C. Miller

Dadla Miller
‘pdministrative pssistant:1L

41:Comberd Strest
Thausand-Daks, CA $1360
direct: B0OS. 78063
(faXLfﬁ‘BOE.T?.7.7?46
rightfax: 615:340:6065
dmiller@erndean.com

This message 18 confidential, intended only for the named recipient(s) and may contain infornmation that
is privileged or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. 1f you are not the intended recipient(s),

you are notified that the dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. 1f
you receive this message i1 error or are not the narhed recipient(s), please notify the sender by return

email and delete this message. Thank you.



V.athering Huntress

Erom: gmith, Ann K [Ann.K.Smith@fpl.com] O \\ _ \,\ =

Sent: Maonday, February 08, 0042 1:21 P !

To. Katherine RUNtress . \ e _7 r__\\..
Ce Fvelyn Sapriza, STEVE LEV..., Smith, Anr K \‘T@\@ ) U)
Subject: “putainview Plaza

Attachments: |_etier ahout the Fountamview.domc
Date: 2/6/2012

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
<Prfdjéc__t?;oordinam..f:_fQT_-P-ll:lﬁ.O_

'Tﬁe"Fountain\}ieW'PhaceipU_D"Ame'ndn'}ent

City of 5. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department — )
and FER 6 201
City Council Members -

171 SW Port 5t Lucie pouievard

port St. Lucle, FL 348984

PLANMIS G L i e
PR % RN

To The City Officials:

at The Belmont 1 5t Lucie Wesl. Iy agdress is 140 SW Peacock Bivd., # 107.

lam an Owner/Rasigent
parcel 1D: 3335-500-0073—000-5 ang my te\ephonE'number is 772-807-

Bort St. Lucie, FL 34986.
1420.
| recently received notice of hearings 10 be'heldon 2 proposal p11-140 1o develop fand in & PUD directly
_ fotne West of our property a1 The Beimont.
| understand that share will be hearings on this according to City ordinances an February 7, February 27 -
_ang March 1210

!;wod\ﬁ_ﬁ}ge you'tc, consider:my views O this Fountainview pjaza - Site Plan. | am totally oppesed 10
sgme of itsaspects z5- the reasons that follow.

| understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacted 10 provide only for commercial anc

retail activity an this 'site. Certain pleasant office sTTUCTUrES of 2 story heights were constructed with
ping and parking areas to the far West of this project. Those buildings are attraciive.

stractive |andsca
a pleasant addition.

The restaurant at +he end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was also

The proposed attempt 10 obtain @ variance or to amenc the origina pUD objective 10 ahow for
multifamily housing is pffensive 1o Me and should not be allowed. The PUD w25 well thought out by City
planners from the get go. It should be retained exciusively as a siie for commercial aCtivity and not

residential high rises.

The County was confronted with 2 similar issue not jong ago at pPGA Village. The Cotnty saw fit 10
sbandon & developers attemnpt to add MOTE housing units to their area. The City should do the same.

SITY OF PORT 8T LUCIE, Fi



Tlits plan proposes o puild 215 uaits of housing including three, fifty oot high structures. These buitdings are
directly acrass olr fielmont property harder. The height ic wall above that for our 2 story condominium
puildings. The zoned heighl: reguirement o for 25 feet we believe. Three 50 foot apartment houses would
gnfavorahly alter our landscape and force those of us whose second.'flgosibalconies are only 2C or so feet high
to stare across a parking lat at an apartment house and pe subject-to the noise and lights of a building 25 vards
from our border ar less, Some of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. Wwe do not want to
again stare at.a neighbor less than 100 feet away and listan to the noises that would come from the activity of '

several hundred resigdents.

lot to be a butfer between our border and their proposad
mum coming arcund our small traffic circle is an
ely cut through the Bob Evans lot and the Gas
have a hard enough time negotiating that circle

Additionally, the developers plan calls for @ parking
huildings. Two nundred and fifteen cars at a mini
environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will sur
siation lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses

' and»having-more.-traﬁic-.is.not_a.good idea in this dangerous entry and exit.

eurthermore, | do not want smelly dumpsters ar noisy trash compactors placed right under our balconies as the
nlans pravide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the'plan that the dumpsters have been placed right near
The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposet is right near our horder. With 215 units, that pool will be
crowded and noisy. The placement they have in these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Flarida, in our County and in our City of Port 5t. Lucie. Wwe
do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in 2 previously designated commercial PUD.
There are 5o many yacancies in our area right now. Why altow another 215 apartments 10 be huilt here? It
simply malkes ne Sense. Let's keap this area for iow rise office buildings like the cnes built to the far West,

{ am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely
Ann and Roger Smith

AN
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Monday, 6 February 2012 @E"{”“F:‘Fhmﬁ
el TR 1 \’\t! e gr :.L\
To: Katherine H. Flurntress, Fom 0r one
Project Coordinator for P11-140 R i
Thée Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment STV O B
: FECHT ST g 1

" City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
and
City Counci! Members
121 §W Port St. Lucie Boulevard
Port St. Lugie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

1 am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address is 164 SW Peacock
Blvd., Building number 33, Port St. Lucie. FL 34986, Parcel [ 3326-802-0193-000-]

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 10 dévelop land in-a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

I understand there will be hearings on this proposal on Tebruary 7, February 27 and March 12th.

I am unable to make the first meeting, but I would like you t© consider my views on the
Fountainview Plaza Site Plan. After seeing the plan, 1 am apposed to Tezoning to allow the
development, as planned. for the following reasons:

1. The height of the structures
Four-siory buildings, in relation to my location, would reduce my already limited view even

more. | cannot imagine any resident being in favor of such a situation.

2. The proximity of the proposed structures to the Belmont’s property

Because the proposed four-story buildings are close to the Belmont’s propetty, the hindrance to
theiabove mentioned View would be increased. In addition, the noise of the apartment’s

residents” normal activities would be clearly audible (and, one could argue, even be augmented
because of the height of the.structures) to residents of the Belmont. The proposed locations of the
dumpsters and pool along the Belmont property line are also undesirable, from a Belmont

resident’s perspective.

3. The negative effect of apartmepts on neighboring condominium property values

Tt is my belief thai the introduction of apartments next 1o condominiums (the Belmont) will
decrease the property value of the condominiums. The only evidence | have for this opinion is
simple commot sense; it just does not stand to reason that apartments would have a positive

effect on a neighboring condominium’s property values, therefore the opposite (a negative
effect) is reasonable to assume.



4. Likelihood of traffic problems
Judging from the types of traffic issues currently affecting the traffic circle at-the entrance 10

Fountainview Boulevard, the addition of traffic from & large apartment community would

certainly make matters Worse.

Recause of the above cONcerns, respectfully submitted, 1 am opposed 10 amending the zoning of

this PUD to allow for multifamily housing.

Thank you.

" Gincerely,
Timothy Feeley
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Katherine Huntress

From: Humrmi, Karen [KHUMM@'mt-pleasant.org]
Sent: Tuesoay, February 07, 20127143 AM

To: Katherine Huniress

Subject: Fountainview Plaza

Attachments: 2012020’7065?52091.pdf i :ﬂ&
e
T P ( o

- \4O

201202070657520

91.pdf {451 KB)..
Dear Ms. Huntress,

We are the property owners of Tweo unifs in the pelmont and are in the process of
purc‘nasing 2 tnird, in which we will reside in the neal future. We previously sent you a
letter for apit 24-207. I have atcached another COPY of that lettel as well a3 @& letter
as owners Of anit B-205. As ipdicated in our letter, WE pelieve this developeX should not
he allowed toO tie additional housing to making this project a go. Rather, They should

1ook a2t the current housing aiready avallable 1R Poxrt STt Lucie. npartment Buildings
+ion similar t the Club complex nas

will, most 1ikely, ~reate a situat
acguirad and will in the meantime destroy it neighboring complex, the Belmont. please
convey our objection to the City council and planning and zoning poards. Thank you.

Karen Humm,
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Katherine H. Huntress
Project Coordinator for P1 1-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD pmendment

City of St. Lucie Blanning and Zoning Department @gg‘“g‘:jv“’jﬁ,

City Gouncil Members

191 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

and
-0 077 IR

Dear City Officials:

st Lucie West. My address is 170 SW Peacock Bivd., #36-102, Port

| am an Owner/Resident at The Beimont at
laphone number is 772.807.1312.

gt Lucie, FL 34985, My Parce! 1D number is 3326-802—0220-000-0 and te
| wouid like you o consider my views on fhe Fountainview Piaza - Site Plan.

| am concerned with some.of its aspects for the following reasons.

The proposed amendment of the original PUD 0 allow for multifamily housing worries me and | feel should not
be approved. In our current economy, a8 well as immediate future economies, our community does not need
=dditional housing. The County was confronted with 2 similar issue not long a0 ot PGA Village. The County

~ veioed the developers attemnpt to add more housing units to our area

structures, should they be allowed to be built, would be difficult to live

" The proposed height of the residential
ight, | balieve fhe numoer of units would total 215, 2 staggering amount

next door to. Because of the added he
of neighbers to-add t© My back door.

d up from having S0 many additionai residential units-as a result
ith s many more carsischool buses/delivery frucks on
o accidents is evident.

| am concemned about the raffic that would buil
of‘this pr__oposed de_\_relqpmem. \ am concermned that w
'the~.Peaf:’00kaIVd*’c’|rc'|e fhe potential tar-fender benders of more serious au

quirements of this PUD 1o allow for multifamily housing. ! would iike to see the

| am oppesed {0 amending the e
ities, much needed in our city.

land developrment stay on track for creating more employment apportun

Sincerely

Marny Filan

—— iy
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Katherine Huntress (HMU * T ((D> Vil - 14O

From: Jtps4S@aol.com

Sent:  Tuesday, February 07,2012 0:17 AM - o, e gy e T, TR
. REGEED

To: Katherine Huntress '

Ce: presticut@yahoo.com FER 07 WAHARE

Subject: Fountainview Plaza and rearing today BLANNING DERRATMENT

Dear Mx. Huntress e ey BORT 8T LUCIE !

| own several properties in St. Lucie County, five to be exact, and purchased my first unit in the

Belmont Il several years ago, due ic its Tocation and view. Specifically, Unit 38-202, 170 SW Peacock
Blvd. .

| made my purchases based on the originiai zohing and approvals forthe land-to-the:-west-of-my unit
{second fioor) and ohject to the proposed changes fo the original plan for the nroperty. The traffic, the
congestion, the height of the buildings, the need for commerce, not more housing is apparent and
obvious. | also wouid not wish to jook out at talier buildings, dumpsites and parking lots----rather than

sunsets and office and commercial buildings.

Piease disapprove of the proposed changes to the original site plans. As the owner of four units in the
Belmont Il with plans to move my entire family of three generations there, | am strongly against the
proposal. | also am the owner of a condo on Hutchinson Is and hope that my investmants will be
protected from unnecessary further housing development, especially along the | 95 corridor.

The original site-development-zening pian for the area on the East side of | 95, south of St. Lucie Bivd.

West is adequate and appropriate. Please maintain the original plans, as approved. | would like to
make sure that the original pians remain in tact to insure the safety and complexion of the community.

Sincerely,

John T. Sexton,
Owner of 4 Belmont |l units



Richard Veraszto
| . HPLANN!NG Bl mety g0
12 Alister Circle STV IEPORT ST Lysie =

East Northport, NY 11731

February 1, 2012
City of Port St. Lucie
Planning & Zoning Dept.
121 SW Port St. Lucie Bivd
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984-5099

Dear Planning Board Members,

As an owner of condominium # 31-206 located at 103 SW Peacock Blvd. Port St Lucie FL 34986
in The Belmont @ St Lucie West, I'm writing to express my opposition to the Fountainview
Plaza PUD Amendment P11-140.

There are several reasons-for my opposition to this project which includes the following:

° Tﬁ'ahi}gh‘;riUmbersao_f:available housing in the St. Lucie W. area certainly doesn’t warrant
adding 215:apartment-units. It appears like housing units may already be overbuilt.

e The original PUD for this site never indicated that apartments were considered. We
were told the site was to be used for office and retail space.

o The.traffic congestion around the Belmont would be excessive and create a negative
impact'to existing residents.

e Installing apartments would eliminate any space for a necessary buffer of appropriate
shrubbery and trees between the Belmont property and existing units

o Raising the'maximum height allowance beyond 35 ft. would directly impact balconies at
the Belmont:



Date: Februarv 2. 2012

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie-Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

T am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address is 146 SW Peacock
Blvd., # 24-206. Port St. Lucie, FL 34086. Parcel ID: 3335-500-0115-000-2 and my telephone
number is (418) 227-4038.

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 to develop land in a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

I understand that there will be heatings op this according to City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. I am totally
opposed to some of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

I understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacted 1o provide only for
commercial and retail activity on this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were constructed with attractive landscaping and parking areas to the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was
also a pleasant addition.

"The, proposed attempl 10 obtain a variance or to amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily housing is offensive to me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get go. jt should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial
activity-and not-residential high rises.

The County was confronted with a similar issue not long ago at PGA Village. The County saw
fit to abandon a developers attempt to add more housing units to their area. The City should do
the same. '

This plan proposes to-build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are directly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominium buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three



50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a parking lot at an apartment
house and be siibjéct to the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border or less. Some
of us left: Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We-do not want to again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of

several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have a hard enoughi tifme négotiating that circle-and having more-traffic is-not-a-good-idea in this
dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, 1 do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed Is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive 1o us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not heed more residential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

1 am .strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing. '

Thank you,

Sincerely

‘Sylvain Galarneau and Brigitte Parent
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Katherine Huntress

From: Brian Said [brisail@belisouth.net]

Sent:  Tuesday, February 07, 2012 2:45 PM

To: Katherine Huntress

Subject: Fountainview Plaza Public Hearing Review

Dear Ms. Huntress,
I am an owner of Belmont Unit at bdg 10- 104. I concur with the sentiments expressed in the

letter below, as presented by our condotfiinium board president. T am against the conversion of
existing commercial low rise use to high rise residential use for the property bordering west of
the Belmont....

Thank you,.

Brian Said

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android

From: Evelyn Sapriza <cam@thebelmontslw.com>;

To: 'Brian Said' <brisail@bellsouth.net>;

Subject: RE: Fountainview plaza Public Hearing Reminder
Sent: Tue, Feb 7, 2012 2:49:51 PM

Brian,

| am copying the letter into this email.

You can copy and paste it into a new e-mail that you can send to Ms. Huntress.

Thank you,

Evelyn

Date:

To' Katherine H. Huntress,

Project Coordinator for P1 1-140

2/8/2012
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The Fountainview Piace-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lude Pianning and Zoning Department
and

City:Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

| am.an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address is SW Peacock Bivd., #
Port St. Lucie, FL 34986, Parcel |D: and my telephone

numbper is :

| recently received nofice of hearings to bé heid on a proposa! P11-140 to develop land in a PUD directly
to the West of our property at The Belmont.

| understand that there will be hearings on this according to City ordinances on February 7, February 27
and March 12th.

I would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Pian. | am totally opposed to
some ofits aspects-for the reasons that-follow. '

| understood that the‘PUD which comprises this project was enacted to provide only for commercial and
retail activity on this sité. Ceftain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights were constructed with
attractive landscaping and parking areas to the far West of this project. Those buildings are attractive.
The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was also a pleasant addition.

The proposed attempt to obtain a variance or to amend the original PUD objective to allow for multifamily
housing is offénsive to'me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought out by City Planners
from the get go. It should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial activity and not residential high

rises.

2/8/2012
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The County was confronted with a similar issue not long ago at PGA Village. The County saw fitto
abandon a developers attempt to add more housing units-to their area. The City should do the same.

This plan proposes to build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These buildings
are directly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our 2 story
condominium buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three 50 foot apartment
houses would unfavarably alter our landscape and fofce those of us whose second fioor balconies are
only 20 or so feet high 1o stare-across a parking tat at an apariment house and be subject to the noise
and lights of & building 25 yards from our bordar or less. Some of us left Manhattan to have the benefits
of light and air. We do not want 10 again stare at a neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the
noises that would come from the activity of several hundred residents.

Additionally, the.developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our bordger and their
proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteén cars at a minimum coming around our smail traffic circle is
an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through the Bob Evans lot and the
Gas Station ot causing the potential for accidents. School busses have a hard enough time negotiating
that circle and having more traffic is not a good idea in this dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, | do not want-smelly dumpsters or noisy trash-compactors placed right under our balconies
as the pians provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the dumpsters have been
placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny poo! proposed is right near our border. With 215
units, that poot will be crowded and noisy. The placement they have in these plans is offensive to us as

neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of Port St.
Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in-a praviously designated
commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now. Why allow another 215
apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this area for low rise office buildings

like the ones builf to the far West.

| am strongly opposed to-amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely

2/8/2012
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‘From:-Brian-Said {mailto:brisail@bellsouth.net]-

Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 8:16 AM

To: cam@thebelmontsiw.com

Subject: Re: Fountainview Plaza Public Hearing Reminder

Evelyn ,
I have not been able to read the format of the attached letter can you please send itinadoc

format?
Thank you, brian

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android

From: cam@thebelmonisiw.com <cam@thebelmontsiw.com=;
To: <brsaid@seairdyn.com>;

Subject: Fountainview Plaza Public Hearing Reminder

Sent: Mon, Feb 6, 2012 5:32:33 PM '

The Belmont.at St..Lucie West
103 SW, Pcacock Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, FL 34986

Ph: 772-879-4440

Fax: 772-879-4799

Monday, February 0, 2012
Brian Said

308 Clark Ln.
Jupiter FL 33477

2/8/2012
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Fountainview Plaza Public Hearing Reminder

Dear Brian Said:

Tomorrow, February 7th at 1:30pm, there will be a public hearing held by the Planning and Zoning Board in
the Council Chambers at the Port St. Lucie City Hall, located at 121 Port St. Lucie Bivd., Port St. Lucie, FL
34984 regarding the PUD Amendment for Fountainview Plaza.

It is extremely important that you veice your opinion to the City Council and Planning and Zoning

authorities.'Th'EMﬁ'tér‘BﬁﬁFd'President,"Mr;‘Steven*Levenherz-has-registered~to-speakfatfthis hearing
tomorrow and, as requested by numerous condominium owners, has written the attached letter for those of
you that do not agree with this amendment and might not be able to attend the hearing in person.

Please read the attached document carefully, it is in Word format in case you want to add or edit any
comments, sign it and send it to Ms. Katherine H. Huntress at via e-mail to: khuntress@cityofpsl.com or via

fax at 772-871-5124.

Attached please also find a document with.instructions on how to find your Parcel ID in order to include it in
the letter.

Thank you very much for your interest and collaboration on this matter.

Sincerely,

Evelyn Sapriza, CMCA, CAM
Community Association Manager

Attachments:
Pledse click.on the lirk- below'to open the attachment. In some browsers, you may need to right-click on the link and

select [Open in New Wiridow] to download.

Owner letter.dog:x
Parcel ID Look Up Instructions.pdf

No virus found in this'message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2012.0.1913 / Virus Database: 21 12/4794 - Release Date: 02/07/12

2/8/2012
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Date: February 6, 2012

To: Katherine H. Huritress,
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
and City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

I am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address 1s 134 SW Peacock
Blvd., # 18-102, Port St. Lucie, FL 34986 Parcel 1D: 335-500-0030-000/2 and my telephone
pumber is 805-388-4996.

I recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 to develop land in a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 understand that there will be hearings on this according to City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

I would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. [ am totally
opposed for the reasons that follow.

I understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacted to provide only for
commercial and retail activity on this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were constructed with attractive landscaping and parking areas to the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was
also a pleasant addition.

The proposed attempt to obtain a variance ot to amend the original PUD objective to allow for
muhtifamily housing is offensive to me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get go. It should be retined exclusively as a site for commercial
activity.and not:residential high rises.

The County was confronted with-a similar 1ssue not long ago at PGA Village. The County'saw
fit to abandon a developers attempt to add more housing units 1o their area. The City should do
the same.

This plan proposes 10 build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are-directly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominium buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three
50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
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second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to-stare across a parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the noise.and lights of a building25 yards from our border or less. Some
of-us left Manhattan to have the benefis of light and air. We do not want to again stare at 2
neighbor less:than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of
several hundred residents. '

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parKing lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred ané fifteen cars al a minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and thé Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not a good idea in this
dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with al] the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right .near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placemcnt they
have in these plans is offensive to usas neighbors.

Finatly, we need jobs in this couniry. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designaied commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here?" It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
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Date: _february.06.2012

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:
[ am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont st St. Lucie West. My address is _122 SW Peacock

Blvd., # _207_. Port St. Lucie, FL. 34986. Parcel D:332680201460007 and my telephone
number is _772-873-3747_.

I recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 to develop land in a PUD
direcily to the West of our property at The Belmont. ' '

I understand that there will be bearings on this according to City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. I am totally
opposed to some of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

1 understood that the PUD ‘which comprises this projéct was enacted to provide only for
commercial and retail activity on this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were constructed with attractive landscaping and parking areas 10 the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was
also'a-pleasant addition.

The-proposedsattempt to btain a variance or to amend the originat PUD objective to allow for
multifamily hotsing is offensive to me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get go. It should be retained exclusively as a site for cornmercial
activity and not residential high rises.

The County was confromted: with a similar issue not long ago at PGA Village. The County saw
" fit to abandon a developers-atiempt to add more housing units to their area. The City should do
the same.

This plén proposes to build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are directly across.our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
7 story copdominiim buildings. The zoned height sequirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three
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S0 foot apartment houses woild unfavorably atter our landscape and force those of us whose
second {lour balconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a patking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border or less. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We do not want to again stare at a
neighbor less: than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of
several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot 10 be a buifer between ouwr border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a inimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have 2 hard enough fime negotiating that circle-and-having more traffic isnot-a-good idea-in-this
dangerous entry and exit,

Furthermore, 1 do not want smelly dumpsiers or poisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the spacc in the plan that the
dumpsters bave been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they
have in these plans is offensive to'us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, m our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucic. We do not nced more residential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many"vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for fow rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West,

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for mwltifamily
housing.

Thanks yor, 7/“\?"

Sincerely, Serge Jacques (s Jacques et Filles Inc)
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Date: vé,é Zﬁ/ﬁz/

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucic Planning and Zoning Department
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St Tacte, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

[ am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address is LQZ,SW Peacock
Blvd., #4 7-/6/ . Port St. Lucie, FL 34986. Parcel T\ 2335~ 500 OIHI-00~ <
and my telephone number is IR 334 B4ZY-FH  FTA V8 2D/ <l l

I recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 to develop land n a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

T understand that there will be bearings on this according to City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

[ would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. I am totally
opposed to some of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

I understood that thc PUD which comprises this project was enacted to provide only for
commercial and retail activity on this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were constructed with attractive landscaping and parking areas to the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurani at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was
also a pleasant addition.

The proposed attempt:to obtain a variance or to amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily housing is offensive to me and should not be allowed. The PUD -was-well thought
out by City Planners from the get go. Jt should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial
activity and not residential bigh rises.

The County was confronted with a similar issue not long ago at PGA Village. The Cbunty SAW
fit to abandon a developers attempt to add more housing units to their area. The City should do
the same. :

This plan proposes to build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are directly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominium buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three
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50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high o stare across a parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the noise and lights of a bujlding 25 yards from our border or Jess. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We do not want fo again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of

several hundred residents.

" Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two lundred and fificen cars at.a minunum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental bealth and safety issue. Many dnivers will surely cut through
¢he Bob Evans lot and the Gas Starion lot cansing the potential for accidents. School busses
have a-hard enough-time negotiating that circle and-having more traffic-is-not-a good-ides in-this
dangerous entry and exit,

Furthermare, I do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. ‘We need jobs in Flonda, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units m a
previously designated commercial PUD. ‘There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing. ‘

Thaok you,
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JOHN M. & JOAN'S. NICHOLAS
2459 Blarney Stone Drive
Beloit, Wisconsin 53511

January 25, 2012

Pianning & Zoning Board
Port St. Lucie City Hall T R s
121A Port St. Lucie Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984-5099

Reference: File Number P11-140

Dear Board Members:

We purchased unit 1-203 at 100 SW Peacock Blvd in March, 2011 (ID: 3326-802-0008-000/8); 100 SW
Peacock Blvd Belmont Il at St. Lucie West {or 2145-1605) Unit 1-203 (or 3283-1410) for the purpose of
living in Port S5t. Lucie upon retirement. We salected Belmont || due to its many pleasant amenities and
we are writing this letter to OBJECT to amending the existing Fountainview Plaza PUD.

Addi_tior.aa.! reslidt_antiai p_lj_opertil‘es will add to an already overbuilt marketplace and significant housing
opportunities already exist for new residents. Additionally a 50 foot building would impair many of the
views in the current developmentssince balconies are only 25 feet or so above ground. We believe
current zoning limits residential uses to 35 feet and we strongly argue against the developer's request
for an amendment to this reguirement. Furthermore we oppose the developer’s desire to place
dumpsters opposite buildings 30, 35, and 36. This request suggests the developer is not interested in
protecting the aesthetics of our neighborhood.

The original PUD only allowed for commercial property, not residential property and given the
congestion around the traffic circle, we oppose further residential uses and believe the PUD as originally

drafted should not be amended for this proposed development.

We are sending a copy of this letter to the President of our Association so that he may represent our
views at the ptbiic hearing scheduled for February 7, 2012,

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely;

Uﬂ@ww

John M. Nicholas

cc: Steven H. Levenherz
President : ‘ -
The Belmont Master Assodiation” =
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Katherine Huntress

From: Ralph Rettig [ralphrettig@comcast.net]
Sent:  Sunday, January 29, 2012 3:58 PM
To: Katherine Huntress

Subject: P11-140 Fountainview Plaze PUD

Dear Ms. Huntress,

| amtruly sorry o be taking up your time with regards to the project, P11-140

Fountainview Plaza PUD.
| bought a condo in the Beimont for my mother in April of 2005. | did my due

diligence research to make sure | knew what was planned for the property
immediately adjacent to the Belmont. There were not an additional 240
residential units.

This new plan should not be approved. | do not believe the developer
deserves special consideration for this project.

The DRI for St. Lucie West has reached the maximum number of residential
units that were allocated. The intersection of Peacock Bivd. & St. Lucie West
Blvd. can not handle the existing traffic at peak hours. Traffic heading east
from 1-85 on St. Lucie West Bivd. backs up to the overpass as it is now.
Anyene heading west on St. Lucie West Blvd. will have to turn left onto
Peacock Blvd. to reach the project. The stacking that will take place with the
additional traffic turning onto Peacock Blvd. will create even more problems. It
is a dangerous intersection that would be made even more dangerous. The
addition of the trips generated by 240 residential units can only cause a bad
intersection to become more troubled.

Development of this magnitude belongs in the either of the CRAs, notin a
DRI that has maxed out the residential allotment. If the developer did not
know:or if they chose to ignore the the level of residential development in St.
Lucie West, it should not be the residents or the City's burden. They have
other options that better benefit the City and may better benefit them.

Thank you,
Ralph E. Rettig

1730720172



Good afternoon Mr. Rettig,

Here are the answers to your questions, Please let me know if | can be of
further assistance.

Sincerely,

Katie Huntress

1. Do all the buiidings meet the height requirements?

Section 158.174(F) of the City of Port St Lucie Land Development
Regulations aflows a maximum building height of 75" within a PUD greater
than 5 acres. Any building over 35’ has to maintain a setback from the
property line of 100% of the building height. The site plan indicates several
buildings at 75 with at least 75" setbacks.

2. Why do they feel they need a reduction in the percentage of native
vegetation required?

Section G(A.) of the amendment to the PUD reads as follows:

“Where it exists, at least 15% of existing native vegetation on each site
shall be preserved (excluding buffer area vegetation). Existing native
materials that would otherwise be cleared fro development should be
transplanted into the required butter area for each parcel. New plan
materials shall be at least 75% 50% native species.”

Our code requires 50% native for trees and 25% native for shrubs.

3. Have they met with the board at the Belmont to discuss the project?

The applicant indicated that they were on the agenda for the board’s
December meeting, but were moved to the January meeting. | have asked
the applicant to give us an update on the outcome.

From: Ralph Rettig [mailto:ralphrettig@comeast.net]
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 9:50 AM

To: Katherine Huntress

Subject; Re: P11-140 Fountainview Plaza PUD

Thank you!

.'F';_-It';ﬁi'l':'éKath'eriﬁ'é-‘Eli!Li"r'ifr'es"sﬁf'”?‘;-"j?_‘*.”-' E
sent: Fiday, January,27, 2012 9:14.AM

To: mailto’raiphrettig@comeast.net -




Ralph E. Retiig
1976 SW Aaron Lane
Port St. Lucie, F1L 34953-2126
772-340-4372
ralphrettig@comeast.net

January 26, 2012

Re: Fountainview Plaza P.U.D. (P1! -140)

Dear Ms. Huntress, 7

I have a number of concerns with the Fountainview Plaza P.U.D. (P11-1 40).

Does the requested change fall within the approved St Lucie West DRI type/size
of approved development? The project would add over two-hundred residential

units and reduce the amount of commercial/office development.

Do all the buildings meet the height requirements?

Why do they feel they need a reduction in the perceniage of native vegetation
required?

Have they met with the board at the Belmont to discuss the project?

Yours truly,

Ralph E. Rettig

Cc file
BRI Nawe . _[§1 LUCIE WEST
DANo 1986027

igName of DRlApphcant 18t. Lucie W esnt Deve. Corp. |
11830 Fountainview Blvd,
Z'Address 1Suite 201

\ e )PDHS? Lucie, FL 34986
ICounty N lrSt Lucie




{Lucie West Bovievard (Prima Vista Bouicvard)

H IR e .

IDCA Project # 186-027
‘[Effective Date. of
; - 9310
|Development Order ,é“”ll 987
]Expira_ﬁon']')ate 12/9/2022
[Buildout Date ~112/30/2010
' {7,579 DU's
1975750 SF Office |
12,200,000 SF Industrial |
. g 1400 Room Hotel :
Iig;{f“;f tApp”"“d 11,862,150 SF Commercial
qoevelopmen . 45725 FTE-Schools « -~ - ;
15,000 Seat Stadium ;
13.218 Seat Theatre l
. ppRYspasss ) ';
[Local Government ___{Port St Lucie ]
: . West of FL Turnpike, Tast of 195, North & South of St. fé
General Location |
1
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75
To:  Planning and Zoning Board & City Council 4%3@2&
“\f?ﬁ.
From: Marina Zaks / Belmont Condominium Owner o {ﬂ{
158 § W _Peacock Blvd. , Port St. Lucte, Fl P 'r?"/t,) o,
Bidg, #30, Unit 101 mECEMED s Ty
Parcel 1D # 3335-300-0177-000-4 (3’53,

JAN 27 2T
PURNNG oy R 1\!&&_1_\&1’
SITY OF PORT o7 LUCIE, Fl.

Re: Fountainview Plaza PUD Amendment

I was recently notified by Mz, Levenherz, President of Belmont Master Association, and
then yesterday by a city of Port 5t Lucie, that the owner of the Fountainview Plaza is
secking o amend the regulations.

When 1 was huying the condo at Belmont in 2005, the plans for the area across from my
building were for a beautiful retail plaza. Later, T found ottt that offices/hotel/reta1] were
in'the plans. This type of construction, even though inconvenient, seetmed likely to
enhance the area services and heip the local businesses.

The “amendment” that the developer 15 seeking now, in particutar the addinon of the
residential units, will not be bringing any benefits to the area, but in fact, ] woiry 1t may

" lead 1o devastation. Since I bought the condo, my propesty value went down
approximately 75%. 1can not sell the property without an enormous loss, and my only-
recourse for now is to rent. Formany years, the renting at Belmont was very
unpredictable { overbuilt area with many units available at the nearby developments), but
las: couple of years thing have stabilized a bit, even though the rent payments are Jow in
comparison io the price paid.for the property, and do not cover the mortgage and fees
even close. The newly added residential units, if amendment passes, will be a direct
competition to Belmont 0wners who rent, and there are many. If Belmont owners will
have even more difficultyes to rent than now, there will be a new wave of foreclosures,
and property values will go further down ( to 0%727). Belmont owners who live in theyr
condos, and-who will not like the newly overcrowded, congested feel of the area, with
taller apartmient buildings "hanging over them", will be getting 7id of the unifs at lower
prices, or walk away from them While construction would last for years, the potential
tenants will.stay away from our development since there are plenty of choices - I have -
never heard that there 'was a shortage of housing options in Port St. Lucie.

1n addition, owning a unit in Bldg. # 30, I understand that a dumpster is planned across

" from my building. 1 simply object to anyone or anything who wants to spoil the air 1
breathe of the surrounding views, If the worst wil]-happen and you will approve the
amendment, are there not other ways, such as compactors? Alse, based on prefiminary
plans, it seems that the pool is &ls0 planned across my buiiding; thus, the noise level way

above normal.

"o



] am not the kind of person whose voice has to be constanily heard, but I feel crushed

financially as is already by the purchase 0

fthe condo at Belmont, and 5o do many other

homeowroers &l Belmont. The amendment will make all of our situations only worse, and

1 strongly object to 1.

Sincerely,
Manya Zaks

1.26.2012
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SiTY OF PORT 5T, LUCIE, FL
Gary T. Leonard

2900 NE 20Th Ave
Lighthouse Point, FI 33064

To Whom It May Concern

In Refernence. to Fountain Plaza Pud Admendment ( P11-140) N

| am a investor/owner at 122 SW Peacock Bivd. Bellmont 1 | at St Lucie West
unit 12-206 propetty Tax 1D 3326-802-0145.000/0. f am lpcated within the 300
feet of the. property whichthe. Pud amendment is-sought. L. will not be able.to
attend the public hearing held by the Planning and Zoning Board on February 7,
2012. | am totaly against this admendment for multifamily apartment buildings.
The proposed addional appartments would afffect potential tenants and would
create a problem with over built housing in the area and would cause traffic
problems. for the. Belmont residents. The Planned Unit Dgyelopmemt (PUD)
shouid remain commerical property not residential. '

Respectiully submitted

Gary T.Leonard January 25,2012
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Tebruary 6, 2012 \ =T ™
Atiention; Ilafherme A, Fhmpess,
Praject. Coordinator for P11 -140
The Fountainview Place-PUD amendment
Ciry of SL. Luc'ir:':PlanningandZoningDspartmcm . T PR,

a i : e s TN e Y,
ﬂnd - ‘ . —‘Fl. o -..-_,--’lﬁgz"la‘{{. r::“;:i’}i
City Counell Members CER G R 2N
121 W Pori St Tucie Bonlevard . FEB 06 2052
Pon:Sf..—Lucie,iFL.;B_t}%fl ol FLANIHG D TTRAR

S a T oreORTET LT

To TheCity Officials:

" ]oand en Owner/Resident 2t The Belmont at St Lucie West. My address. 18 154 ‘SW Peacock
.Blvd,,_'#.lOB..Porl-St.-Lucia,LF.L 34986 '

Trecently received otice of hearings 10 e held gn-aproposal P11-140 1p.develop land‘ina PUD
direcily to +he West of our property at The Belmont. R

1 ynderstand that fhere will be hearings oo fhis -according 0 City :ordinances -0 February 7,
‘February 77 and March 12th. . o :

1 would Jike you i sonsider My Views .0 s Fountginview Plaza -Gite Plan i .o Aotally
opposed 10 50mE of jts:aspects far the T€ASONS that follow.

1 understood that the PUD ‘which cOmprises tiig projsct Was enacted 10 :_provideaoljij% for
:commaréialtzhd'xetail activity on this.site. Cartéjn';pleasam:oﬁce-sr:ru:'ruxss-of iz:s_togr_héig‘nts
were constructed with attractive landscaping andperking Areas 1o the Tar Wiest of iiis project.
Those buildings are,attracti_v.s;as'is_,ﬂls restaurant:at the end of the Fountalnview Blvd. :
The proposed atternpt 10 obtzin :avarance of 6. amend the: ongmalPUD objective 10 allow- for
il fermifly honsing is offensive to e and-shouidnoibe allowed. The PUD was well fhought.
out by City Plannars from the oet-po. This s"ue:éhouldib'e-retained ot commercial activiy and not
‘psidential high Tises. ‘ : ‘

The:County Was‘:con'fronted‘ with @ similar issue 1ot jong 20 i PGA Village. The County saw
fit-to:abendon 2 developetteatiempt 10 aid more housing umits 10 their area. The-City-should do
likewise. ' E

This plan proposes 10 waild 215 umits .of housing inelndingthres, fry foot high srnctures. These
briildings are directly-8CI0ss our Beélmont property fborde'_r_.._ The he'lghtiiswell'abovs that of our 2
story conﬂominium‘builﬂiﬁgs. The zoned height requirement 18 for-35 festwe believe, Thrse 50
fool gpariment houses would qntavorably alter our landscape and fores those of us whose second
Floor balconie are only 20 056 foer high o siEe ACTOSS 2 parking lot al anapariment honse :and



be subjectte the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our horder or less. Some of us left
large urban areas in the North to have the benefits of light and air. We do ot want 1o agan stare
al a neighbor less than 100 fest away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity

of several handred residents.

a parking Yot to be & buffer between our border and
dfifieen cars at @ TINIMRM coming zround our small
waffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
+the Bob Fvans.and Gas Station lots creating the potential for accidents,  School busses have a
difficult enough time negotiaing that circle and having.more raffic is not a good idea in this

dangeroes entry.and.exit.

Additionally, the develapers plan calls for
their proposed buildings. Two hundred an

Furthermore, | do-not - want infectious dumpsters or 018y traSh-compaétors placed mmediately
under our balconies-as the plans provide. T is upsetting that with 4l the 'space in the plan that'the
dumpsters ‘mave been placed adjacent to The. Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is

i ght near our:border. “With 215 units, thatpool will be crowded and nolsy. The placement they

have m these plansis offensive1o us a3 neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs:in Florida, in our County and in-our-City-of
Port St .Lucie. We do mot need more residential units, especiaily muijtifamity units in a
esignated commercidl PUD, There are 50 many vacancies |in our area:right now.
_apartraents to be built here? 1t simply makes mo
‘buildings similar to those.built to the far West.

previotsly 6
What is the reasoring to allow another 213
gense. Let's keep-this.area for low rise office
1 -am strongly .opposed 10 amending the regiirements of his PUD ‘to.allow for multifamily
“housing. '

Thank Jou,

_Sinc:;ré%".
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Date: Z’/ Qa / f P
Te: Latheripe . Huntress.
Project Coordinator for P1 1-140
The T oumImvIew Place-PUD Amendment

Ciry of St. Lucie Plannmg and Zoning Teparunent
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Roulevard

Por St Lucie, FL 34 984

To The City Officials:

] am an Owner/Resident 2t The Belmozt.at gt Lucie West. vy address 13 ( Mv SW Peacock '
oz 105 T - 2 YaEn s Yo -Dlots e

Bivd, # |3 Pon St Lucnc,._F‘L 31}‘986. Parce D 2 y ot~ JUY )

snd my telephons emberis T 7y G

| ecentty received notice of hearings 1 be held on a proposal P! 1-140 10 develop jand in 2 PUD
directly to the West of our property & The Belmont.

1 understand that there will D2 heanings on tms apcording, 10 ‘Cjty ordinances 01 Tebruary 7,
Fepruary 27 and Warch 12tk

1 would like you to considel DY views on s Tournalnview Plaza - Site plan. 1 am totally
opposed 10 50T of its aspscts 107 the reasons that follow.

1 undarstood that the PUD which COmPIISEs tms project Was enactzd 10 provide only for
commercial and retail activity OB this site. Certaln pleesait office Structures of 2 story heights
were constractsd with attractive Jandscaping and parking areas 10 fhe far West of this project.
Those prildings are. ATTaCHve: ‘The restaurant &l the end of the Fountainiew Bivd swech was
2130 a—‘p'leasa:fﬁ}addiﬁon.

TﬁE‘pI_OpU:itid attempt to _Obta‘m-a varance or amend the original PUD objective 10 allow for
multifamily housing i sffeosive to ME and should not be allowsd. The PUD was well thought
out by City Piammers from the get g0. Tt should be retmined exclusively as 2 site for commerclal

activity and not cesidential high 1332S.

The County was cordronted with a similar 155u¢ pot long ago & PGA Village. The County saw
fit to abandon 2 developers anempt 1O add more housing st fo thelr aret. The Citv should do

{he same-

This plan proposss 10 build 213 upits of housing inciuding fyree, Tifty foot high structures. These
buildings are directly across oW Relmont Propsrty worder. The height :s well above that for our

2 story condominium huildings. The zoned heght requirement ig for 35 feer WE believe. Three



50 fool aparmxemht}usf:s'Wou]_d unfavorably alter ow jandscape and foree those of us whose
gecond floor walconies are only 20 or so feet Wigh to stare across & parking jot at an apartnent
house and be subject 1o ihe poise and lights of a building 25 yards from out border or less. Some
of us Veft Manhattan 10 have the benefits of ligit and air, We do.not wart 10 again stare at d
peighber Jess thao 100 feet away and listen 10 ihe noises that would comé from the activity of

© geveral hundred residents.

calls for a parking lot t© be a buffer between oul porder and

Addiponally, the developets plan
their propesed puildings. Two hundred ana fifteen cars al & pinimum coming around ow small

traffic circle 15 an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station 1ot causing the poterial for accidents.  School busses
have a hard epough me negotiating that circle and having mors waffic is not & good jded mn this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, 1 do Dot want smelly dunpsters 0F oty trash compactors placed right under owr
balconies as the plans provide. It 15 Upse ing that with all the space in the plan that the
durmpstars have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the uny pool proposed 18
fight near Our border. With 215 uxits, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placemert they

pave in these-plans is offensive To us as neighbors.

. Finally, we nsed-jobs 10 fhis country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in OUr City of
port St Lucie. We do not need MOTe residential units, especially multifamily upits n a
previously designated coromercial PUD. There ‘are S0 mmany yacancies ip our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments 10 be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built 10 the far West.

] am strongly opposed to amending the Tequirements of this PUD to allow for multifamdly

housing.

incerely

MVCAM( /fazizm;
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To: Tatherine H- Huntress. f-alr@"(\ (\ ) /

Praject Coorainator for P11-140
The Fountalnview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St Lucie Planning and Zoning Deparment
and :
City Councll Members

121 SW Port 5t [ucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucte, YL 34964

To The City Offcials:
est. My address s 122 SW Peacock

—_—

[ am an Ownér[Rcsidcm at The Belmont ai_S'L_‘Luaie We
mvd, ¥ _yoB. PortSt Lucie, FL 34986 Parcel [D; 322k 30201 ZS oD
(3322 R 9. 3T

e

and my telephone nurmber 15

I recently receivet notice of hearings 10 he held on 2 proposal P11-140 10 gevelop land m a PUD

directly 1o the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 upderstand that there will be hearings oD fhis according 10 City ordinances On February 7,
Lehruary 27 and March 12%h. '

T would like you 10 songider my views ob this Foumrainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed 1o S0me of its aspects for the TeaSORS that follow. )

1 understood 1bat the PUD wiich comprises This project was enacted fo provide only for
commercial and retail actvity on this site. Certaln pleasant office swuctures of 2 story heights
were constructed with arractive. landscaping and parking areas 10 the far West of this projuest
Those bulldmgs are atracdve. The regtanrant at the end of the Fountalnview Blvd stwech Was:,

also a pleasant addinon.

The P_r_cpf)sed afu__amp_jn to obtain a variance 07 10 amend the original PUD objective 1o allow for
mulufam_ﬂy housing is offensive 10 mMe and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
ot by City Plannets srom the get go. It should be retained axclusively as @ siig for commercial

activity and not recidential high nses.

The Coupty was cordronted with 2 simnilar issue not long ago at PGA Viliage. The County saw
g;nw abandon a developers attempt to add more housing units 10 their area. The City should do
¢ same. '

Th.is Plan proposes 1 Huild 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
bujldings. are directly across our Belmont property'bordcr. The height 18 well above that for our

2 story condominium huildings. The zoned height requirernent is for 33 feet we believe. Three

-~

o
i~
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50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and folrcc those of us whose
second. floor halconies are ouly 20 or so feet high 1o swre across @ parsnp lot at ‘r:ml apaﬂ_{ncnl
house and be subject 1o the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border or iess. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We do not Wzmtﬂto again sware al 4
neighbor hess than 100 feat away and listern 10 the noises that would come iroem the activity of

geverdl hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot 10 be 2 buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifieen cats at a minimum COMIDE around our small
raffic circle 18 an environmental health and safery issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans Tot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
‘have 4 hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more raffic is not a good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

‘Furthermore, T do not want smelly dumpsters OF poisy trash compactors placed right under our
balcories as the plans provide. It 1s upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed s
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

nave in these plans is offensive to-us as nzighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, m our County and in our Ciry of
port St. Lucie. We do not need ‘more residential units, especially muitifamily units in a
previously designated commercidl PUD. There are s0 many Vacancies in our area nght now.
Why ailow another 215 apartments 1o be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep thms
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

[ am strongly opposed to amending the Tequirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing.

Thank you,

Sincerel 2 ) W—-

Z1pT ZiBZ/s8/Ze
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he County was CORIT

o/ Bey 2ELy  BEDY F70RT4479Y Sz ONT

Togls  Februaty 6. 2Mma

To: latherine F. HIUNTESS;
Pm_isﬂ:ﬁ'?-L_'Iqmdin‘amrifmt]_j‘-'.“l,"l---"l.'llﬁ(-f_
oo Fouuzinyien Tiage PUD.S et

Cityrof Etbum"lﬂmm&nﬂzﬂmﬂg Depargm,
and.
Cire Counsil TAzmbCrs.

101 8W Port St Lutte Boulevard
pere-St.lacie, L 34584

Toi T Gty tficiais’

g Tucie West My property 304ress A5 15208 B Peeonck

T any an-Ghwner at The Belmot gLiS i : : -2
St Po, 5t Liucie, FL 086, PaieID: a2¢-30:0178-000-7 and 0¥ elephane Hiamibes. i

] recenily recelved notice a-F’nbazingg‘:.‘co'b'&-_held on &.proposal rii-140te develop land e BUD

directly 10 thﬁ:W':stnf our PrOPerEy at The Beymont.

iiuac iere will e hearings bn.ihis azcording to- T8 ordinanees OO Pebruary. 7.
Zi it I T2 ' | |

1 wopld ke 301 10 couidrny FIEWS U s Founiainviow Plaza - 'Sie. Plen, Tam orally

oppossd.fosome o i1 aspects, fof s péasons thet TeBOW:

[ understood that e PUD which corprises 01 piojdet was cpacied o prOVIGE only for
commercie! and Jerafl activizy op 1B Gie. Certain pleasant office girucrures of 2 SWOTY hetglits
wete CORSITUBLet with aTFACcHNE {andscaping and pazking arees o e tar West of this projEct.
Triose buiiéirigs 2% AR e pestatran 8t the gad of the Eauntaiﬂiﬁ:w Bivd stretch was

dhp 2 pleastt additon:

The proposed AUSTD! < ik, -vaziance arlo amend fhe original PUD oeative. te aliow for
euttifarmily heusing 15 Gifahsive w0 The-and shonld mot be allowed. Th= PUD was well fhoughi
oirt by City Flanners £ the geioge. 1t dhould-be. Tetained axchasively.as 2 site for commercial
activity end ot sesideniial igh Fises. '

: fromed with & cimilar issue DO long ago & PGA Village: The County SEW
fit to abanden developzars ancmpl {0 add more housing WDt 30 cneir area. The COY should do
the samme.

This':plan:p‘:‘_d;ibr&éﬁ}tq puiid 213 atits ol HOUSIDG i_ra_’;'{l'uding fores, ffry 300t ‘high STRUCIEES. These

buiiﬁi‘r;gs;are--igiirccﬁyi&ct:ﬁss;_aﬂm:_&éima:ﬁ;;pm;:a_efty torder. The beight 15 well sbove.tbat for our

sstofy anAgrRIEiat puidigs, The 22! o e g regifirentent 1= For 35 Tegl we Deligve., Thiee



50 fool apartment houses would Trfavorably alier owr jendsane and foroe those of us whose
sscond floar balconies are onlty 20 0 80 feey high o StArs across & padking lot at an apariment
houss and be. gf_ul'qjsai_m"fﬁa nOsE anﬁ':iightsqfgbuﬁdjng.?_i‘yaxds from eur horder ozless, Some,
of uy Teft Manhittan ;to‘hiix{é:&‘-mt'--bgﬁ@ﬁw-of tightand-aie. We-do not want 1o #fain, Stateat =

nzighber ey than 100 foor mveay-end listan 10 the nOISEs fhat would come fram:the activity of
: szwe:ﬂ?hﬂji@m&qeﬂidgnm

Additionally, the. deveiapers plan calls for & parking jot 1o be & buffer. benween-ow ‘barder and

their proposed buildings. Two ‘huridred #nd fifieen cars at -2 ANImuT) coming arobind otr small
traffic circle 1s an envirpnmental health and safery iesue. Many drivers will surely cut through
ihe. Bob Evaps-lot and the Gas Stauon lotcausing the potential for ascidents;  School bugses
‘have s hard enaugh fime segatiating that circle and having more waffic is neta gaod-idea in this
dangerousiéntryand gt |

Turthermore; | fp:notwand, smclly drypstens - or noisy trash compaciors placad right under vur:
‘bajconies a6 e pland provide; I 1 upgettig that, with al the épace in 1he plan that the
ﬁmﬁpﬁtar’s:}ha.’ifé‘béén: placed 0t hearTHe selmont’s border: Klse, ths ting 'pcxdli'pmpbstfd. fs
riuht pear ‘om,"hordér.' With.2 14 units, that pool will be crowded and notsy. The, plecement. they
have in these plans:is offensive to us.a neighbors. '

Eially, we xiged jobyin this coutim. We nesd jobs i Floride, in our County and in dur Giry of

Port &t Lugie, We -do ot need imore residential units, egpecinlty multifamily uniis 1 a

previohily desighated domin erbial PUG. ‘There-are s0 MANY vagancies: in our-ares TIgHt 10w
Why:allow adrivtier 5515 apatinents 1o be builtbere? It sitnply makes po-serise. Leét's keep this,

areg for lawRiz-offied butlgingsdike dhe ones builto the far West.

T am stongly opposell t amending ‘fhe: requirements of this PUD tg allow-Jor multifamily-
housing,

Thank vau.

sossy

'T'réir:ie L. McMillian
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To: Fathenne . Huntress, _

Projeci Coordinator for P 1140 ' £ ( N
e TP

he Founiainview Place-PUD Amendmeit

Ciry of St. Lucie pjanning and Zomng Departmeant o o g L, 7 B
sad B
Ciry Council Members == B NI

12] SW Port St {ucie Boutevard o VR Ll
Pon-—SL..=L1__icie,.FL 34984 P Lzzenr s

SR o ( OF PORT ST.LUCIZ FL

To The Oty Officials:

1 am an Owner/Resident & The Belmomt at g Lucie West My address 18 _1s2 SW
Peacock Bivd., # 27201 Port 5t Lucie, FL 34986. Daroe! WM
anu my iclephone numbet s 51(-52-4-

JE—

§703 |

1 recarly recerved natice of hearmgs 1o he held on 2 proposa\ pii-140 10 devslop jand in & PUD
directly to the Waest of our property al The Belmonl.

1 understand thet there will be hearings on this a~cording to City créinances On February 7.
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would itke you 1© comgder my VIEWS OO this Fourtainview Plaza ~ Site Plam. 1 am totally

-

opposed 10 s0M= of its 25pects Tor +he reasons that follow.

1 understood that the PUD which compiises thig project Wes enactzd 10 provide only for
commercial and retall achvity OO this site. Certam pleasant office structuras of 2 story heignts
were consiructed with arracive 1andscaping and parking arses 1o the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant al the end of the Tountaimisw Blvd strerch was
alsp 2 pleasant addimon.

The proposed adempt 10 obtain & variance OF 10 amend the orignal PUD objecove 10 allow for
mulifamily housing 18 o[fensive 1o ME and should not e allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get go. 1t should be retained exclusively 25 & site fOr commercizl
activity and pot residermal high 71888,

The County was confronted with @ similar tgsue not long ago Al pGA Village. The Courty saw
4t 1o abancon 2 developers aitsmpt 1O add more fousing units 10 their area.. The Gy should do

the sarme.

This plan proposes 10 puild 213 ums of housing including THTeS, Efry foot high StrucHIres. These
buildings are Qirectly across oul Belmont propery border. The beight -5 well above thal Tor our



T"he 2aned keioht rprln}rprﬂﬂm ‘e Far 25 Fest we peliave, Three
Phe zoned heioht regqRIrgmen oo —ws = = sliave, Inreo

50 fvol apartrisnt houses would uniavorably alter our landseape and [orce those of us whose
cecond floor baiconiag are only 20 0T S0 feel high to stare aCross 4 parking lot at ap apartment
house and be subject to the noise and tights of a building 25 yards from our border ot lass. Somgz
of us left Manhatian o have the benefits of Light and air. Wo do mot want 1o agaln slare at &
neighbor less than 1060 feet away and listen to the noises that would come Fom the actvity of

several hundred residents.

D ogrory el ermininm sildingg
2 grory SOMGOTTIINEEL Denbeiss.

Additionally, the developers pian calls for a parking lot 10 be a buffer berween our border and
their propased buildings. Two hundred and fiftezn cars at 2 minimam coming around our small
tal health and sefery 1sue. Many drivers will surely out through:

srafic circle 18 an environmen
the Bob Fvans lot and +the - Gras Stapion lot causing the potental for accidents.. .School busses

tave a hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more iraffic is not.a good idea t this

dangerous entry and exil.

smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compaclars placed might under our

Furthermore, 1 do not want
haleonies as the plans provide. Tt ig upserting thar with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed tight near The Belmont's border, Also, the tiny pool proposed 18

right near our border With 215 units, that poal will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

tave in these plans is offensive 10 s as neighbors.

‘Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our Coumy and in our City of
Port St Tucie, We do not need more residential LTI, especially mulrifamily umts m a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in Oour area Tght Dow.
Why allow another 215 zpartments +0 be built here? 1t simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
arce for low isc office buiidings like the ones built to the far West.

1 am strongly opposed amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multfamily

housing,
Thank you,
Sincerely,

Michele Biancuth
Margaret Macchia
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To: T.atherine 3. Hunwress, FER 03 P02

Project (pordinator for P11 -140

o PLAG .
The: Fountainvisw Place-PUD Amendment NG ooz,

SITY OF BORT 8T LUCE, Fi

City of St Lusis plaiming and Zomng Deparanent
and

City Council Mernbers

121 SW Port 5t 1 ucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL, 34984

To The City Officials:

] am &n Owner/Resident ai The Belmont & gt Lucie West.
Rivd, ¥ &7} PortSt {ncie, FL,_34986. Dareel ID: _
apd my telephone number 35 L8 g ) 49T Sﬂ"f:/ .

My address 1s ZSO SW P=acock

‘ﬁ‘_'

1 recemtly received nonce of hearings 10 & held on 2 proposal P11-14010 develop lapnd in @ PUD
girectly to the West of our property The Belmont.

1 upderstand that fhere will be wearings on this according 1o City ordinances on bebroary 1.
Tebruary 27 and March 12th

1 would iike you O consider my views O #his Fountalmvisw Plaza - Site Plan. I am towlly
opposed o S0MS of its aspects for 182 seasons that follow-

1 understood that +he PUD which COMPITISES his project was gpacted 10 -provide only for
commercial and retail aciivity oD this cite. Certain pleasant office stuctures of 2 story heignts
were constructed with arzachive japdscaping and parking arces to the Tar west of this project.
Those buildings are atrachive. The Testaurant & the =nd of the Fountainview Blvd sirefch was
also a pleasant addition. . .

The proposed atiempt to obigin & variance Of 10 amend the original PUD objective 10 allow for
ot iamity housing1s offensive 10 me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by C1ty Planners from the get £0. Tt should be retained exclusively as 2 site for commercial
activity and not residential high 11s€s.

The Couply was confronted with 2 gimnilar issue DO long ago at PGA Village. The County saw
4t to abandon @ developers attempt to -add mOTe hopsing UNIts 10 tneir area. The City should do

the sameE.

This plas Proposes 1o build 215 mits of housing including three, ffty foot high structures. These
buildings aré directly across ouI Belmont Property border. The height < well above that for our
2 story condominium buildings. The 2oned height requirernent is for 35 feel We believe. Three

col!



50 foor apartment houses would unfavarably alter our Jandscape and fotee these of us whose
sscond floor balconies are only 20 or 50 fect high to ‘$tare across a parling lot at an apartment
house and be subject 1o the noige and lights of 2 buiiding 25 vards from our border or less. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the bepefits of light and air. We do not want to again stare at a
neighbor less than. 100 feet awvay and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of

several hundred residents. -

Additionally, the developers pian calls for a parking lot 10 bea buffer berween our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a pinimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an enpvironmental health and safety issue. Magy drivers will surely cut through
the Bab Hvans lot and the Gas Qtation lot causing the potsntial for accidents.  School busses
have a hard snough time pegotiating that circle and naving more fraffic 1s.00t 2 good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, [ do not want smelly dimpsters or noisy trash compactors placed Tight under our
balcames as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan {nat the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Alsa, the tiny pool proposed 13
right near our border. With' 215 units, that pool will b= crowded and noisy. The placemeni they

have in these plans is offensive to us 2 neighbors.

Finally, we nesd jobs in fhis country. We need jobs 15 Plonids, in our County and in our City of
port St. Lucie. We do not need mote residential units, especially moultifamily uoits o 2
previously desiznated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings jike the ones built 1o the fax West.

1 am strongly opposed to amending the requirernents of this PUD to allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank vou,

Sincergly . MQ m &%9‘\9\
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To; Lathermnd 1. Hurwess,
Projest Coordinator for P 1-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment F{“‘S{"’“;ﬁ,ﬁ{. ‘.
City of St. Lucie Plancing and Zoning Deparment el P (Y
and Tom Mo s
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121 W Port St L ucle Boulevard
Jort St Lucie, FL 34084

To The City¥ Officials:

] am 20 OumsrfResident 4 The Belmont a1 5t. Lucie West.
Bivd, 22/-2b3 Port St Lucie, FL 34986 Parcel I 322

and my elephone qumberis 947 -2 2125 -

My address is Ao SW Peacock
c.cp0- 00Tl 00D~ b

1 recently received notice of hearmngs 10 he held on 2 proposal P1I-140 to develop land 1n. & PUD
directly to the West of our property at 1he Belmont.

1 understand that fhere will be hearngs o this according 10 City ordinances oD Tebruary 7,
Fehruary 27 and Match 12ib.

T would like you W0 consider MY Visws 0D fnis Fountznvisw Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed 10 S0ME of its aspects Tor the sensons that follow.

1 upderstood that the PUD which comprisss this project Was enacted to provide only for
commercial and setall activity OB tpis site. Certain pleasant office structures of 0 story heights
were CODSITCTEC with attractive tandscaping 2nd parking areas 10 the Tar West of fhis project
Those buildings & atiractive: 10 restaurant at fhe end of the Fountanview Blvd strewch was
also.2 pleasant addiion.

The proposed atemip! to optain & varianee of to amend the original PUD dojective 1o allow for
pmukifamily housing {s.0ffepsive 10108 apd shoulc pot he sllowed. The PUD was well thought

out by CIfy Planners from the get go. It should e retained exclusively.as @ site for commercial

acrivity 2nd not sesidential high 11588

The County was confronted with 2 gippilar ssue not long 22C at PGA. Village. The County saw

fir 1o abandon & dévelopers atempt 10 add more housimg upits to thelr ars2. The City should do

the sarme.

This plan proposesio puild 215 units of housing including {hree. f£ifry foot high structures. These
puildings are directly across OW Belmont property worder. The beight {c well above that for our
2 story condopuipium tuildings. The zoped hexghit requitement is for 35 feet we believe. Thrse



3() fool apartment houses would unfavorably alfer oxe Tandscape and force those of us whose
second floor balcoriies are oniy 20 or so [est high 1o stare across & parking lot at an apariment
housc and be subject to the noise and tightof a building 25 vards from our border or Jess. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the hepefits of light and air. We do pot want 10 again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 fest away and listen to the poises Hhat would come from the activity of

several undred residents.

Additionally, the developets plan calls for 2 parking lot o be a buffer betwesn our border and

their proposed buildings. “Two hundred and fifteen cars at & iniurn coming around our small
waffic circle 18 an envirormental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Fvans lot and the Gas Sration Jot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
have a hard spough-time negotiatng that circle and having more waffic gm0l 2 good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelty dumpsters of noisy trash compactors placed right under our
palconies as the plans provide. It 1s upsetting that with all the space i the plan- that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Relmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border, With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans 1s offensive 1o us as neighbors,

Finally, we need Jobs in this country. We nsed jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
port St Lucie. We do not nesd more residential units, cspecially multifamily units 1o a

mmercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area Tight now.

previously designated co
Why aliow another 213 apartments to be built here? Tt simply makes 10 Sense. Let's kesp thas

area for low mise offiee puildings like the ones built 1o the far West.

T am strongly opposed 10 amending the requirsments of this PUD 1o allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank yoiy,



Toate: 2642

To: Tatherine B TAuntress,
Projzct Coordmnator for Pi1-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD A endment

Ciry of St. Luce Planming and 7 oning Deparment
and

Ciy Council Members

121 §W Port St 1ucic Boulavard

Pari S‘L__Luci'::_FL 34054 ‘

To The City Officials:

1 am an Owrner/Resident al The Belmont al at, Lucie W
Blvd., # 207 Port 8t Lucie, F1, 340686 Parcel I 3235-500-

772-§28-9408.

7 recently received notice of hearings 1o he held on & Pr
Girecily to the West of our property at The Belmont.

o =7 ('D\)

FEB U6 201
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ATSTLCHE, P
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egr. My address 18 152 SW Peacock
oiz2-000-2 ZNd TOY relephone number is

oposal Pll—lﬁrd 1o develop 1and m a PUD

1 upderstand that there will be hearings o0 this according O City ordinancss on February 7.

February 27 and March 12th.

T would ik

opposed 10 SOME of its aspeets foT the reasons that follow.

£ you 10 consider my views 08 inis Fountaimview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally

1 undersiood that ihe PUD which comprises this project Was enacied 1o provide onlv for
commercial and Terall activity on this site.  Certals pieasant office STLCTUTES of 2 story heights

were construgted with atractive {andscaping and parling areas 1o ine far West of this project.
Those buildings &t atiractive. The regtaurant at the end of the Tountainview Blvd sireich was

also 2 pleasant-.additicn.

Theg-_pfdpos_ed atiempt 1o shrain a variance oF 10 amend the original PUD objective 10 aliow for
multifamily;housmgéis oifensive 10 e and ghould not pe allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Plannets from the get go. It should be retained exclusively as & site for commercial

activity and not residential high rises.

The County was sonfronizd with 2 gimilar issue ot long ago at PGA Village. The County gaw

fit-to abandon & developers attempt 10 add more housl
the same.

ng units 10 fherr arse, The City should do

This pl_a,n@mpgses’td:bnﬂd 715 wnits of housing including three. fifty foot high struchures. These
buildings are directly across, our RBelmont property border. The heieht 18 well above that for OUr

2 story condominium tulldings. The zoned height requirem

ent 1s for 35 fest we believe. Three



50 Fool apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landseape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or 80 feet high (o stare -across d parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject 1o the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border or less. Some
of us lefi Marthattan o have the benefits of light and 2t We do nol want (o again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feer away and listen o the noises that would come from the activity of

several hundred residenus.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be 2 buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifigen cars al 2 minimum coming around our small
trafiic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut throush
the Bob Evans lot and the (tas Sration lot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that-circlerand having more waffic isnot a-good idea in this
dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, 1 do not want smelly dumpsters ot noisy trash compactors placed right under our
halconies as the plans provide. 1t is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny poo! proposed is
right near our border, With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

‘have in these plans is offensive 10 us &S neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs i Florida, in our County and in our City of
port St. Tucie. We do not need more residential units, especially muliifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many yacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West,

T am strongly oppesed 10 amending the requiremsants of his PUD to allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank you,

X Etena Dymova

Elena Dymova

Sincerely
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To: Fatherine F. Huniress, CH \-j
Project Coordinaior for P11-140
The Fountanview Place-PUD Amendment
City of Bt. Lucic Mlanmng and Zonitg Toepartment
and ‘ e P S ERLFER Y
City Council wiemhears Bl
121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard cEn (6 Y

poriSt. ucie, Fl: 34984,

To The City OFRct als:

I am ap Crwner at The Belmont at St. Lucie West, MY pddrcss 15 124 8W Peacock Blvd, # 1

port St. Lucie, FL 34986, Parcel ID: 3325-802-01 56-000/0 and my telephone numbar 15 5
603-5739. '

directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

T recently cecsived notice of hearingg 1o be held on 8 nroposal Pl 1-140 1o devclop land ina PUD

1 understand fhat there will be hoarings on this accarding to €Iy ordinances on February 7.

February 27 and Mareh 12ih

1 would like you 10 cansider my views oL this Fountalnview Plaze - Site Plan. 1 am vehemently

opposed to some of its 2spects for the 7Eas0ns that follow,

1 understood fhat the pUD which comprises fiyis project was enacted to provide only for
commercial and retall activity on this site. Cerain pleasant cffice structures of 2 story heights
were construeted with atracuve \andscaping and patking areas 10 the Tar West of this project
Those buildings are ptiracttve. The restaurant ot the ond of the Tountainvicw Blvd. streich was

alsp & pieasant addition.

The pxopds’:éd.;a_rccmpt'to obtain a varianee 0T ic amend the original PUD objective to allow for
rpultifamily housing 18 offensive ©© me and should miot be allowed. The PUD was well tfhought
out by City Plannets from the get go. It should be sotained cxclusively as 2 aite for commercial

activity and not reaidential high Tiges.

The County was confronted with 2 sirilay isgue not long ago 2 PGA Village. The County saw
fit 1o abandon & developers atiempt 10 add mare housing nnifs © their area. The City should do

the samc.

This plan proposes 10 build 215 unitsof nousing including three, fifty foot high structurss. These
buildings are directly across OUr Belmont propaTty border. The height is well above that for our
1 glory condominiam buildings. The woned height reguircment is for 35 fest we believe. The



ik
]

allowance of Three 30 foot apartment houses wotlld unfavorably alter our landscape and force
those of us whose sécond floor walconies are only 20 on sa:feet high to stare asross & purking lot
al an aparbment buildings and be subject to the noisc-and Jights of & building 25 vards from our
horder or less. We do not want 1o again stare at large buildings than 100 feet away and listen to
fie notses that would come from the activity of severa) himdred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
{he proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a mipimuam coming around aur small
traffic circle is ap environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
have a hard epough time negotisting, fhal rivcle and having more traffic is poor idea in this

dnngerous entry and exit layout.”

Furthermore, | do not want smelly dumpsters or no isy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetling that with all the spacc in the plan that “the
dumpsters have boen placed right near The Belmont's border. Alsg, the tiny pool proposed' is
right near out border. With 215 units, that pool wall be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in thase plaps is offensive to us as neighbors.

We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in a previously designated
commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now. Why allow. anather 215
apartments 10 be huilt here? It simply: makes no sense. Let's keep this area for low tise office
buildings like the ones built to the far West

\

I am strongly opposed to amending the requircments of this PUD {0 allow fur rnultifamily

housing. ]

Sincerely,

David Zigetman
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To- Yatherine H. Hupmress. R I
Project Coordinator for P11-140 G
The Fountainview place-PUD symendmenl FER G 2L

reEm UhH 2 g‘“‘.";!
. . . . =T -
Ciry of St. Lucie Plannins Jnc Zoping Department PR
AT OF PORT &1

And City Cpuncil Members
171 SW Pon St Lucie Boulevard
Pon St Luoe, FL 34084

To The City Officials’ S o e

] am 4n OwnerfR.esidcm al The Relmont al g Lucie West. My addrese 18 156 SW beacock

Blvi., # 26-205, Port gi, Lucte, FL 34986. Parcel 1D: 3335-500—0174—0 n0-3 and MY telephone
number 1s 014.907-031%- '
1 recently received DONICE of hearings 1€ e held on 2 proposal P11-140 10 develop land m & PUD
directly fo The West of our property at The Belmont

1 understand that there will b Tzarings on this according 1o City ordinances OF Fabruary 7.
T epruary 27 and March 12th.

T would like you 10 consider Y views on tis Touniainview Plaza - Site Plan. | amn totally

ppposed o 50ME of its aspacts 10T {ne T2aSONE that. follaw.

1 undezstood that the PUD which COTAPLISES rhis project Was enacted 10 provide only for
commercial and retai! activity oL {his site. Certaln ploasant office StruCTUrss of 2 story heighte’
were construc =d with arractive landscaping and parking areas 10 the far West ol ihis project.
Those buildings are anracflve. The restauran at the =nd of the Founlainview Bivd stretch was

also a pleasant addinon. :

The ‘propp‘éad atternpt 1© obtain a vanance or 1o amend the original PUD objective 10 allow for
multifamilyhoﬁsiﬁg {5 pffensive 10 T and shouid not be allowed. The PUD was well tnought
out by City-Planners ffom the get g0 Tt should b= retained exclusively 88 # site fer commercial

activity and Dot residential high scs.

The County was confronted with 2 sirnilar issue not Jong Ao & PGA Village. The County 58w
#: 1o abandom B Jevelopers milempt 10 add moTe housing wnits 1o thelr area. The Ciry should do

the samée.

This plan proposes to build 213 umits of housing including thr=e, ffry foot gD Structurcs. T nest
buildings'arcxdirccﬂy across our Belmont properyy worder. 1he hei gh 15 well above that for our
- stery condorninium vaildings. The zoned height requirernemt is for 35 feet we pelicve. Thres

50 foot apartment houses would unfavorabiy alter OUI \andscape and force those of s whose



second floor bdlconies are only 20 or so fest high to starc across 4 pariing ot at an apartment
house and be subject torthe-noise and Tights of a building 25 yards from our border or ess. Some
of us left Mashattan to have the henafits of light and air. We do not want o aguin slare ai a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen 1o the noises that would come from the actvity of

several hundred residents.

Additionally, the deveiopers plan calls for a parking lot io be a buffer between our border and
their propesed buildings. Two hundred and fiftecn cars at @ minimum coming around our smalt
raffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many dnvers will surely cut through
the Rob Bvans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
wave a hard enoush time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not 2 rood idea in this

dangerous.-enry and-exit. . ..

Furthermore, 1 do not wani smelly dumpsters of noisy trash compactars placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near, The Belmont's border. Alsa, the tiny pool proposed 15
right near our border. With. 215 units, that pool will be crowdsd and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans t¢ offensive to'us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs In Florida, in our County and in our City of
port St. Lucie. We do nol need more rcsidential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD, There arc so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why &llow another 215 apartments 10 be built here? 1t simply makes no sense. Let's leep this
area for low rise office buildings like the on=s buitt 0 the far West.

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of fhis PUD 10 allow for multifemily

housing.

Thank you.

Sincerely, &WJ&@W
Carmella Dilienzo :

Owner, Belmont at 5t Lucie West
156 SW Peacock Bivd
Port St Lucie, Florida 34986

914-907-0319
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Yeathering Muntress

From: Pampimamarn. [pampimaman@hotman_com]
gent:  Wionday, Fepruary UE, 3012 437 P
To: ¥.atharing HURTess

subject: The Belmont - Unit# 130-18-1053

Date: (2-6-2012

To: Latherine H. Anntress,
Project Cpordinator for T1i-140
Th_cﬁuup;ainvicw Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Luci¢ Mlanning and Zoning Pepartment
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port 3t Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lueie, FL 349864 :

To The City Officials:

Tam an OwnerfResident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address 18 130 W Peacock
Bivd., # 16-103. Port qt. Lucle, FL 34986. Parcel 1D 3335-500-00(}3-000-4 and my

telepbone pumber is (361) 702-8230.

1 recently received notice of hearings 0 be hald.on 2 proposal 711-140 to develop tand in a
PUD directly to the West of our property at The Beimont.

1 upderstand that {here will be hearings on this according to City ordinances on February
7, February 77 and March 12th.

1 would like you 4o consider my views ol fhis Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
apposed to SOme of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

I understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacted to provide paly for
commercia] and retail activify on this site. Certajn pleasant office structures of 2 story
heights were copstriicted with attractive Jandscaping and parking areas to the far West of
this project- Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview

Bjvd stretch was also.a pleasant addifon.

The proposed atterpt 10 obtain a variance o7 io amend the original PUD objective to allow
is offensive t0 M€ and should not pe allowed, The PUD was well

for multifamily housingi
thoughit:-out bY City Planners from the get 20 1t should be retain ed exclusively as 2 site for

commercial activity-and 0ot residential bigh Tises.

The Cdunty was conironted w’itﬁ a similar issue pot long ago at PGA Village. The County
saw fit to abandon 2 developers attempt to add more housing units to their area. The City

should do the same.



This plai: propeses to build 215 units of housing inciuding three, fitty foot ugh struetures. These

biuiidings are directty across our Beimont propeity hirder, The height 1o well above that for pur 2
stary condominium buildiings. The zoned height requirement is for 33 feel -we believe, Three 50
foot apartment houses would unfavorabiy alter our landscape and force those of us whese second
across a parking ot at an apartment house and

floor balconies are only. 20 or so feet high to stare
yards from our border or less. Some of us left

he subject to the noise and lights of a building 25
Manhattan to have the benefits of bight and air. We do not wanf to again stare at a neighbor legy
than 100 fect away-and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of several hundred
residents.

Additionaliy, the develupers plan calls for 2 parking lot to bea buffer between our border and
their propesed buildings. Two hundred and fificen cars at 2 minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surcly cut through the
Bob Lvans lot and the-Gas Station lot-causing-the potential for_accidents. - School busses have a
hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not a good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.
Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetiing that with all the space in the plan that the dumpsters

have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, ihe tiny pool proposed is right near our
border. With 215 units, that pool will be erowded and noisy. The placement they have in these

ylans is offensive to us as neighbors.
2

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in eur City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential qnits, especially multifamily units in a previcusly
desienated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now. Why allow
apother 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this area for low

rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sinecerely -

Jeanne Marie Botet de Lacaze

LNl laYathia]
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Date:. 02/06/1 (/k\\j
To: Katherine H. Huntress.
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Plapning and 7oning Department
and

Citv Council M embers

121 SW Pori St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34964

To The City Officials:

1 am an Owner/Residem a Thé Belmont at St Lucie West. My address is 160 SW Peacock
Blvd., Bldg # 31,apl.#204. Port g1 Lucie, FL 34986, Parcel # 3335 500 0199 000 4 and my

Parcel 3335 UM L2l o

telephone number is 772-344-7370.

1 recently recejved notice of hearings 1o be held on a proposal P11 _140 to develop land in a PUD
direcily to the West of our property at The Belmont.

T understand that there will be hearings oD this according 1c City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th

1 would like you to consider my Views 0L this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed to some of its aspects Tor the TEASORS that follow.

.1 understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacted to provide only for

commercial and retail activity on this siie. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights

were construcied with atractive landscaping and parkang areas 10 the far West of this project.
Those bildings are gtitactive. 1he restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Bivd stretch was

also a pl_easam.addition.

The proposed attempt 0 obtain a varignce OF 1O amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily housing 1s offensive 10 me and should not be ollowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the, get €0 Tt should be retained exclusively asa site for commercial
activity and not residlential high Tises.

The County was confronied with a similar issuenot long age at PGA Village. The County saw
{it to abandon a developers atternpt To 2dd more housing unifs © their area. The Citv should do

the same.

This plan proposes1o build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are directly across Our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominium wuildings. The zoped height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three



50 foot apartmenl houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor halconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a parking lot.al an apartment
house and be subject to the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from.our border or less. Some
of us lefl Manhatan to have the benefits of light and air. We do not want to again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the nolses that would come from the activity of

several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
wratfic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not a good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Alse, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that poo! will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Floride, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units i a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built 1o the far West.

T am strongly opposed to amending the Tequirerents of fhis PUD to allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely,
Mr. & Mrs. Richard Sewell



Date: February 6. 2012

To: Katherine H. Huntress, :
Project Coordimator for P11-140 -
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment QL\

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
and

City Council Members

121 §W Port St TLucie Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

1 am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St 1ucie West My address is 156 SW. Peacock

L)

Bivd., # 204. Port 5t Lucie, FL 3498¢. Parcel 1 2335-500-0173-000-6 and my telephone
pumber is 317-41 4-5999.

] recently received potice of hearings 1O be held on & proposal P11-140 to develop land in 2 PUD
directly to the Wes! of our property gt The Belmont.

1 understand thal there will be hearings on s according to City ordinances ob February 7.
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like you 10 consider my views On this Fountainmview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed 10 s0Me of its aspects for the 1825005 {hat Tollow.

1 understood that {he PUD which cOmprISes this project was enacted 10 provide only for
commereial and retail activity on this siie. Cerian pleasant office structares of 2 story heights
were constructed with atiractive landscaping and pariing areas 10 the far West of this project.
Those buildings ar¢ anractive. The restaurant at the end of the Toumainview Blvd stretch was

alsdya pleasant addition.

The proposad atiempt 10 obtain a variance of to amend the original PUD obiective 10 allow for
multifamity housing 1s. offensive 1o mE and should not be aliowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get g0 1t should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial

activity and not residential high rises.

The County was confronted with 2 sirpilar issue not long a0 o PGA Village. The County saw
At o abandon a developers atternpt to add more housing units to thelr ared. The City should do

the same.

This plan proposes to build 215 units of housing including fhree, fifty foot high gtructures. These
buildings are directly across Our RBelmont property vorder. The height 18 well above that for our
2 story condominium wuildings. The zoned height reguairement 18 for 35 feet we believe. Three



30 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor balcénies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a parking lot at an apariment
house and be subjecl to the noise and lights of a building 23 vards from our border or less. Some
of us lefi Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. 'We do not want te again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and lisien to the noises that would come from the activity of
several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not a good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsiers or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded end noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely,
Dravid H. Werkley
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To: Fatherine H. Huntress, /7 4y £{FFL) -

Project Coordingtor for P11-140
The Tourtainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Plarming and ZoRINg Deparunent
2nd

City Council ! smber .

121 SW Pori St Lucie Boulevard

Port St Lucie, FL 34584

To The City'Officials: ' | | 0
5%5 #
. . ) . . . . . IR .
1 am an Owner/Resident &t The Belmont at St Lacie West. My address 1s /5 & SW Peacock
] s 20, 2 —
e % /0 PoriSt Lucie, FL 34988, ParcellDi S 15 -500- o177 Y

(Y8}

. 2 J:I s — s ; - .
anC Ty tdephcmcnumbs{ is (T -_}- LHL-009L /ﬁ,;r ARie  BAES

. K

I recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P! 1-140 1o d=velop land in & PUD

directly 1o the Wesl of our property at The Belmont.

[ undersiand that there will be hearings on this according 10 City ordinances -Gl Febroary 7,

. February 27 and March 12th.

ek

1 would ke vou 0 consider my views 0T this Foumainview Plaza - Site Plap. 1 am totaliy

opposed 10 some oFils aspects for theTs250N5 that follow.

1 und=rstood that the PUD which comprises this project WEs enacied w provide only 1or
commercial and retail activity on this site. Cermain pleasant office structurss of 2 stoTY heights
were constructed with artractive landscaping and parking areas 10 the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The resiaurant et the end of the Fountainview Bivd stretch was

alsa & pleasant 2ddition.

multifamily housing io offensive to me and should not be allgwed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get go. 11 should be retaiped sxclusively as 2 site for commercial

The proposed ‘attempt 1o obiain a vanence of 1o amend the original FUD ohizctive 1o allow Tor

activity and not residential High rises.

The County was confroned with 2 sirnilar issue mot long ago &t 80A Village. The County saw
i to abandon 2 developers altempt 10 =dd more housing units 10 their arsa. The Ciry should do

the same.
This plan proposes 10 build 215 wmits of housing including three, fifty foot high structurss. These

buildings are directly across omr Belmomt property border. The heightis well above that for our
2 story cordominium buildings. The zonzd height requirernent 1S for 35 feet we belisve. ce



50 foot aparumént houses would unfavorably-aher our landscape and force those of s whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a varking lot at an apartment
houss and be subject 1 the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border r less. Some
of us lefi Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We do not wam to again stare al a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of
several nundred residents,

Additionally, the developars plan calls for a parking lot 1o be a buffer between owr border and
their proposed buildiags. Twoe hundred and fifteen cars at 2 minimum coming around our small
trafiic circle is an environmenial health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
have z hard enough time nagodating that circle and having more traffic is not 2 poad idea in this
dangerous entry and exit

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy irash compactors placed right under oir
balconics as the plans provide. It is upsewting that with 2ll the space in the plan thar the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool propesed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The Dlac'“mem they

have m these plans 15 offensive to'us as neighbers.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We nsed jobs in Florids, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in 2
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apa.rtmentq tc be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low riss office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely
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February 7. 2012

“To: Kathering H. Hunurese,
Project Coordinatorior P1y-140
The .Fountajn\fiBw.Pmc&—:PUD Amendment

City of 5t T.ucie Planning and Zoning. Department
and

.Ciey Council Members

121 SW Port St. 1 ucie Boulevard i
PortSt-Lncie, P40 —

To The Ciry Officials:

[ am-an:Owner at The Belmont at St Lacie West. My-address is 1124 SW Peacock Rivd.,# 8205
por St. Lucie, FL 24086. Parcel T[> 352680260940007 and my 1elephons pmiber 18 ‘ORD 6152128
{cell) 989 275.5521 (homs)

Trecently received notice of hearings 'LG_’btﬁ held on-proposal P11-140 1o develod Aand in a PUD
direcily 1o the West.of our property at The Belmont. '

1 understand that there will ‘be heatings On ihis according 10 City -ordinances -on Tebroary 7.

()

Bébrnary 97 aud March 128

1 would like you to consider my, views 00 this Fountainview Dlaza - Site Blan. 1 am totaly’
apposed to-s0m0e-0f it.g‘_aspa:ts-‘f_or‘th@-;raasons that follow. :

{ understood that the POD wihich comprises TS -project was enacied o provide enly for
commercial and retail actvity O this site. Cerialn pleasant office STOCTUTES of 2.story h2ignts
were-consirucied Wit atiractive landscaping and parking areas 10 Far West of this project.
Those buildings are aurractive. 1The resiagrant aithe end of t’he-Foumain\riew Rivd stretch was

flso 2 ;plc’:asam.addition.

The proposed atlermplto obtdin.a variance Or 10 gmend the original PUD objéctive 10 dlow for
multifamily ‘housing is not 10 the bestinterest of fhe City, the Belmort neighbors of anyone £lge
other than the developer: The PUD "was well thought out DY Ciry Planners “from the.get go. It

ghould bef.r.et'airiedxcxcluswé]y::as a site for cmmmarcial-"acﬁvity and n‘et‘-tesident'iat'high Ti82s.
The County :was confronted with a simnilar issue DGl long.agd @ PGA Village. The:County saw

. fir to abandona:developers atrempt-to-add mMOTE housing tnits 1o their ard. We.strongly urgethe
City Lo-dothe BEME:

Thig-plaf-proposes 1o puild 213 units of housmg including three, fifty foot High siroctores. These

buildings are directly across our Belmont property b order. The heicht is well above +that for our
2 stary condommium buildings. The zoned ‘neight raquirement is for 33 feet we helieve. Three



30 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a parling lot at an apartment
house and be subject (0 the neise and lights of a building 25 vards from our border or Iess. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. Much censideration should be given to
Belmont owners being forced o again stare at 4 neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to
the major noisé pollution thal would come from the activity of several hundred apartment
dwellers who frequently behave differently than home or conde owners.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot 10 be a buffer berween our border and
their proposed buildings, Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimuin entering and exiting the
small traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. . Many drivers will surely cut
through the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School
busses have a'hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not a geod idea

in this dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I believe it unconscionabie that City planners would consider allowing smelly
dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our balcoriies as the plans provide.
Surely, placement at the Belmont’s border should not be allowed. Once again, the tiny peol
proposed is right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be ciowded; noise pollution will
abound and will destroy the atmosphere of the adjoining residents of the City,

Finalty, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florda, in our County and in our City of
. Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in 2
_previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 213 apartments to be built here? -1t simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

I am swongly opposed 10 amending the requirements of this PUD w0 allow for multifamily
housing. '

Thank you,

Sincerely

1 Vo 1C ot M
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Diaie: /0520 1
To: Tatherine H. Huntress.
Troject (" pord INATOT for P11-140
The Fomrainvicw Place-FUD Amendment

Ciry of St Lucie Planming and Zoning Dyzpartment
And

City Council Members
1'21"8‘3?‘P01t-8tfhuzie.Bp_u_le,}_._:a_gi o
por: St. Lucie, FL 34984 S e e

To The City Officials:

T g an Owner A The Relmont at gt Lucie West. My address is 114 SW Peacock Blvd.. #2307
Port St. Lucic, FL 14986, Percsl TD: 3326-802—009&&00—1 snd my telephone mmber is 772~
328-8775.

1 recently regeived nOUCE of hearings to be held on & proposal P 1-140 1o develop tand in 2 PUD
directly to the West of our property & The Belmont.

1 anderstand that there will be hearings oo {his ancording to CIty ordinances on February 7,
Pebruary 27 2nd March 128

T would like you 10 copsider my vigws ob fis Foumainview Dlaza - Site Plan. 1 8m totalty
opposed to Some of it aspects for the 1easons that follow.

1 wpdersiood that fne DUD which corapises this projest Wis snacied to provide onlv for
commetcial znd setail acvity 92 tis site, Cermin pleasant office strucmtes of 7 giory heigits
were constructed with argactive |andscapiag and parking, areas 1° the far West of fhis project
Those buildings &€ gtiractive. The restaurant &t thé end of the Fountainview Bivd srretch was

The pmposed attempt {0 ohtain & yanance of 10 amend the ariginal PUD objective 10 allow for
elifamily housing ig-offensive 10 Me and should not be sliowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from fhe get go. Tt should be Tetained SX0 pstvely as a site for commetcial
activity and 0ot residential high rises.

The County was sonfronted with & s'}milar jgsue not long 8zt a PGA Village. The County $aw
5t to 2bandon 2 developers atismpt 10 add more honsing UMits 10 fhejr area. Thne City should do

the samme.
This plen proposes 1© wuild 215 units of nousing incloding tnree, Tifty foot high structures. These

buildings are directly across O Belmont property border. The height is well shove that for our
2 story condominiurn buildngs. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three

-

=
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50 foot aparment houses would unfavorably altér our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor baleohies are only 20 ot so feet high to stare: across & parking iol al an apartment
house end be subjeet 1o the noise and lights of a building 25 vards from our border or less. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. 'We do not want to again stare at g
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come fror the activity of

several hundrad residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking Jot to be & buffer between our border and
thetr proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
treffie circle is an cavironmenial health and safety issue. Many drivers will surety cut through
the Bob Hvans lot and the Ges Siation lot czusing the potential for accidents. . School busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not 2 good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smetly dmnpmm or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in thess plans 1s offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially mmitifamily umits in a
previously desipnated commercial PUD. There are 8o many vacancies in our area right now,
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep fiis
aree for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

1 am stronply opposed to amending the requirsments of this PUD to allow for muktifamily
housing.

Thank you,

‘Dme_—L&fv\ pcq?‘fﬂ"“-‘—ﬂ""!j
Vance Imernationsle L1.C
Sincerely
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Date: [;;1/ G- J@JZ—

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
_ and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 349584

To The City Officials:

] am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at gt Lucie West. My address is | 1€ SW Peacock
Bivd, # 102 . Port St Lucie, FL 14086, Parcel ID: 332.6- oz oD0Ons
and my telephone number is &6l 05~ 2230

1 recently received notice of hearings to be beld on 2 proposal P11-140 0 develop land in a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont. :

i understand that there will be hearings on :this according 10 City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like vou to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed to some of its aspects for the reasons that follow.. :

1 understood that the PUD which comprises fnjs project was enacted 1o provide only for
commercial and retail activity on this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were constructed with attractive lapdscaping and parking areas to the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. 1he rastaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was

also a pleasant agdibon.

The proposed-atiempt.io obtain a variance or 1o amend the original PUD objective t© allow for
. multifamily-housing is offensive to me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the gt gO. Tt should be retained exclusively as a site.for commercial

activity and not residential high rises.

The County was confronted with & similar issue ot long ago at PGA Village. The County saw
fit to abandon 2 developers. attempt 10 add more housing umnits to their area. The City should do
the same.

This plen proposes 1o build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These

buildings are directly across ou Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominiurm buildings. The zoned height requirement 15 for 35 feet we believe. Three



50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
sccond floor balcomies: are onty 20 or so feet high to stare across a parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our barder or less. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We do not want to again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of
several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our horder and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lof and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. Schoo! busses
have & hard enough timenegotiating that circle and having more traffic is not a good idea in this

- dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny poai proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially mulfifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

1 am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank you,

2 —

cerely
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To: Katherine H Hun'ress,
Project Coordimnatar for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD pmendment

Ciry of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Deparumett '
and :

City Counctl Members

121 SW Port St. Lucic Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34_984

To The City Officials: _ . - e e e

[ am &n Owner/Resident & The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address (s SW Peacock
Rlvd. #/L-e2 . PortSt Lucie, FL 34986. PazellD:

and mry 1elephone number 18 b0 - < |7 -1 % 1.7

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held oo a proposal P 1.140 to develop land 10 @ PUD
directly to the West of our propetty &t The Belmont.

T undarstand that there will be hearings o this according fo City ordinances On February 7,
February 27 and March 12th. '

1 would Mke you to consider Ty ViEWs ob this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 &m totally
opposed 1o SOme of its aspects for the 1€aS0NS that follow..

I undersiood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacied to provide enly for
commercial and retal activity on this sfte. Certain pleasant cffice STUCIWES of 2 story heights
were constructed with afractive landscaping and parking arsas 1o the far West of this project.
Those buildings are gractive. 1he restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd streich was

also a pieasant addition.

The propo‘s‘ea arrempt to obtain a yariance or 10 armend the origimal PUD bbjective 1o allow for
mulﬁfa;riﬂy‘housing ¢ offensive to me and <hould not be aliowed. The PUD was well thougnt
out by City Planners ¢roni the get go. It should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial

_activity and not sesidential high rises.

The County was copfronted with a similar :sene not long ago at PGA Villege. The County saw
fit 10 abandon & develOpers attempt to add more housing units to thelr area. The City should do

the same.

This plan proposes to puild 215 wnits of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. Thzse

puildings are directly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our

2 story condominium wuildings. The soned helght requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three



50 foot apariment houses would unfavorably after our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border or less. Some
of ug Jeft Manhatian 1o have the benefits of light and air. We do not want to again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 fest away and listen to the noises that would come from the actvity of

several hundred residents.

Additionatly, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issus. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents, School busses
have & hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic.is not a good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, 1 do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide: It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed 1s
right near our border. With 215 nits, that pool will be crowded and notsy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs iri this country. We need jobs in Florida, n our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, sspecially multifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

1 am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily

housing,

Thank you, MWVA“‘%,\W

Sincerely
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Date. February 6 2012
To. Katherine 1L Huniréss,
Project (opordmaior for P11-140 :
The Fountainview Flace-PUD Amendment

Cry of St Iucie Planning .nd Zoning Departmerm
and

City Council Members

12] SW Port St. T ucie Boulevard

e 'I’Drt—_S‘n.fLucie,.FLj_@Bimm B

To The City Officials.

1 am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at gt Lucie West. My address i 152 SW Peacock
Blvd, # _103 “Port St. Lucie, FL 34986, Parcel D '

3335—500-014‘3-000-74

] recently received notice of hearings 1o be held on 2 proposal P 1-140 1o develop land 1n 2 PUD
direcily to the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 understand that there will be hearings oD this according 10 City ordmances O February 7.
February 27 and March 12th.

o

1 would like you tC consider my views o chis Fountainview Plazz - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed to SOME of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

1 understood that the PUD which comprises ihis project wes enacied 1o provide only for
commercial and retail acuvity on thic site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were constructed with attractive landscaping and parking areas 10 +he far West of this project.
Those b_ui_]dings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of th Founialnview Blvd stretch was
also. & pleasant addivon. :

The proposed atiempt to abtatn 2 variance Or 1o amend the oricinal PUD objective 10 allow for

muitifamilyfhouSing is offensve to me and shouid not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the: getfg‘o_—lt"should—be-re:tainsd_ex;:_l_usively as a site for commercial

aciivity and not residential high rises. -
The Couniy was confronied with a cimilar issue not long ago at PGA Village. The Counly saw
£1 10 abandon a developers arrempt 10 add more houstng units to their area. The Ciry should do
the same.

This plan propolses [0 build 215 units oThousing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
baildings are directly. across oul Belmont property bord=r. The height is well above thal for our
2 story condominium puildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 fect we believe. Three



50 foot apartment houses would unfavorabty alter our landscape and force those of us whose
secand floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across 4 parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the notse and lights of 2 building 25 yards from our border or less. Sorue
of us left Manhatlan to have the benefits of light and air. We do not want to again Siarc at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noises ihat would come from the activity of

several hundred restdents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at 2 minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through

the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station iot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not a good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, 1 do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Alse, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

hawve in these pians is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply malkes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

-1 am -stronigly opposed to amending the requirements of thus PUD to allow for multifamily
housing.

Thank you,

Steven Oland



