ORDINANCE 12-10 COUNCIL ITE
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, 2" 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 Development 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 Commercial Zoning
District; to 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
Plan for Fountainview Plaza at St. Lucie West (P11-140) , as approved by Ordinances 04-05,
04-59, and 09-86 City of Port St. Lucie, is amended as reflected 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: Katherine Huntress

Subject: RE: minutes
PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING MINUTES FEBRUARY
7, 2012

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

Ms. Huntress said, “Cotleur and Hearing is acting as the ageut for the owners, as there are
multiple owners in the Fountainview Plaza PUD. They are listed 1n Txhibit ‘B’ of the PUD
document. The property is located on the south and east side of SW-Fountainview Boulevard,
south of St. Lucie West Bonlevard, north and west of The Belmont multi-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 detaited list of the Third Amendment is on

Page 4 of the PUD document and includes the following:

1) To provide for a multi-famity residential use.

2} Addition of shared parking regulation. :

3} Reduce the requirement for native vegetation from 75% to 50%.
4) Update the Conceptual Plan.

The proposal is consistent with the direction and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. ‘Objective
11.4 states that firture growth, development, and redevelopment shall be directed 1o the
appropriate areas as depicted on the Future Land Use Map. The Site Plan Review Committee
reviewed the tequest, and unanimously recommended approval on December 28, 2011. The
Plenning 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 pumerous correspondences from St. Lucie
West residents concerning this project. After the packets were put {ogether, we received a letter
fom the Florida Department of Transpottation that you should have in front of you. A majority
of the correspondence, was from the residents of The Belmont, which 1s adjacent 1o 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 CONCETNS of the residents are as foliows:

1) The addition-of residential units.

2) The need for commercial/retail.

3) The building height.

4) The noise-and light.

5) The buffer 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 letters so that there was one form letter that people signed. There were a}so
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some ‘additional independerit comments.” Chair Parks stated, “We received them, and it is very difficult
1o read this amouwnt of material on the dais, but many of them were a form letter. 1 believe there are

approximately 45 disapprovais.”

Donaldson Hearing, Cotleur and Hearmg, tepresenting the applicant, said, “It may be most appropriate
for this item to be heard simultaneously with the Site Plan.” Chair Parks advised, “Generally speaking,
our applicants don’t request that of me, but ] was already gomng 10 do that.” Mr. Hearing clarified, “So
we will just defer this matter until the Sité Plan.” Chair Parks stated, “1 would prefer that you do your
presentation now.” :

Mr. Hearing said, “Before you is a request to amend the existing PUD document and PUD Master Plan
for this project. There are four components that we want to modify. The intent of it is so that we can
create a vibrant mixed use centeT 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 to add residential as a component to this PUD so we can, create a vibrant mixed use center.
One . of the underlying land uses 18 residential, so it is. fully consistent with your Comprehensive Plan,
and is the overall intent of creating -a 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 fof one parcel to the next. We are proposing shared parking t¢ recognize the synergies of
the specific nature of our mixiure 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 limits what we can achieve from a design perspective. The City Code
requires 50% for trées and a little jess for shrubs. We are asking for 50% native plant materials, 50%
trees, and 50% shrubs, so we car develop a landscape theme that is congsistent with a vibrant mixed use

center.”

Mz. Gardner ingquired, “Could you clarify the mixed parking scenario?” Mr. Hearing tesponded, “Mixed
use projects commonly have shared parking. During the day, you will have office workers; however, the:
peak of the office use is different from that of & residential use. The same thing with restaurants, as we
- have a restaurant pad that 18 included as a part of our proposed Site Plan. The resteurant pad would be
used such as Carrabba’s across the street fhat drives a large evening type of peak parking requirement, as
opposed to the parking that would be required during the day. The Urban Land Institute has developed,
together with the Institute of Traffic Engineers, a methodology 1o evaluate what those peaks are each
day of the week, including the weekend. We determined what the maximum peak is to determine the
required parking allocation for the site.” Mr. Gardner clarified, “In your calculations, you are factoring
in the apartments at 10:00 pam that are at full capacity, and you are calculating that people are parking
across the street at the business Jocations.” Mr. Hearing responded, “They would be within a very close
proximity. We assume ‘that about 10% of the office parking in the evening hours would be open.” Mr.
Gardner asked, “Would the residents have 10 park across the strect at a business?” Mr. Hearing replied,
“The residents will only have 10 walk a certain distance that is 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 to
residential versus where they would be walking from for the shared parking.” Mr. Gardner guestioned,
“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 fypically 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 -s 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 23%, but you are reducing the type of landscaping.” Mr. Hearing staied,
“We ate .only talking-about thie type. That is.correct.” Secretary Blazak said, “You will be consistent
with ‘what the test of the City has with requiring 50% native-type plants.” Mr. Hearing responded,
“Absolutely.” .

Mr. Ojito asked, “Are the building locations preset, or do you have flexibility on the site?” Mr. Hearing
replied, “There is some flexibility. pursuant to the PUD Master Plan.” Mz Ojito stated, “1 have concerns
about the lack of pedestrian connectivity between the different buildings. 1 would like 10 see more
creativity in the Site Plan.” Mr. Hearing remarked, “1 will go over it in the Site Plan phase.” Chair Parks
questioned, “Has your comparny gotten together with the group of residents in that area in a public forum
{o present this to them prior 1o this meeting?” Mr. Hearing answered, “We met with them previously and
earlier today. I also extended a willingness to meet with them following this meeting. We can address a
majority of their concems, and we will continue our dialogue with the residents.” Chair Parks inquired,
“When was the. meeting held?” Mr. Hearing responded, “We met with themn three weeks ago on January -
.23, 2012.” 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. 1t was an open meeting, but I'm not sure how they advertised for it.” Chair Parks said, “Thank

yOuI)'}
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 commuunity directly to the east of the property. The City and the Planning and Zoning
Department should strongly consider the original PUD for the site. Our community is cognizant of the
economic times that we are confronted with. A lot of St. Lucie West-properiies are facing foreclosures,
and many units are vacant. 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 corimunities that have these vacancies, as adding additional
multifamily 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, corporate offices, professional

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

TOM GIBSON, property owner, said, “I own the two office buildings directly adjacent to 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 in. Thank you.”

W.0. PEARCE, The Belmont resident, said, “I think it is very 1mportant for the Board to view the
entirety of St. Lucie West. There was obviously a vision when it was put'there as a PUD. 1t is important
that you keep that first. and. foremost in your mind, because if you approve this project, it is done. The
question 1s what kind ofimage do we want 1o present? In my mind, 1-95 and Exit 121 is an enirance to a
very attractive-and appealing place 1o be. If you drive down St. Lucie West, there are very atiractive
retail, professional, and medical buildings, and now you are going to put a midrise apartment complex at
your front door. Whether you agree or disagree, I think you have to agree that it would present an image
that is not consistent with what you have been trying to accomplish. There is 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 in a bad economic situation. If you approve this project, it will be
there forever. Our currenit cconomic buildings will not, and when things get better, those parcels will be
sold. 1 feel for them having to carry 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 imo the St. Lucie West comumunity A

Mr. Pearce continued, “The traffic flow patiern is already a problem. You have redone the roundabout
one time, and it will have to be redone again. If you pui a stop Jight there, which 15 probably what you
will have to do, it will have a major impact, because a Jot of vehicles come off of 1-95 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 erossover from people corning off of 1-95 trying to turn left on Peacock is already impossible many
iimes 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 to resolve it. Thank you for the opporturity to speak.” (Clerk’s Note: Mr. Pearce
submitted a letter of opposition.)

LARRY GLICKMAN, The Belmont resident, said, “T'm an owner, and ] reside in The Belmont, which
is very close to the hotel and in direct proximity to the proposed project. The issue everyone is focusing
on is whether or not there should be re_:sidential allowed in that area. I 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 1o
the revival of our area. 1 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 invest, then T -
think we shouild allow that to happen and should support it, because it 1s 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 1o 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, 1
got off at Exit 121 for a tank of gas at 10:00 p.m. on a Saturday night, and it was dead as could be. My
wife.and T fell in love with' St. Lucie West in the dark, and came back the next morning to buy a house. 1
feel that if we would have gotlen off that exit and seen a four-story apartment building, it would have
painted a different picture. 1 have to 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 1s
appropriate. I could be i 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 1s 50 feet. The
Hampton lnn 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 m the 35 to 40-foot range around these
buildings to soften them.” Mr. Hearing replied in the affirmative. M. Battle asked, “Do you have
anyone that 18 interested in the property, as far as the office space and restaurant space?” Mr. Hearing
replied, “My cliept'is speaking with people to move into the office space at this time, SO there 18 some
movement. There is nothing specific regarding the restaurant space or the retail, because it would be
driven by being able to create some synérgies within there. Without the residential, the potential of
getting any meaningful retail in there. likely wouldn’t occur, but there is some movement. The project 1s
© going to be at . minimum in the range of about a $50 million initial direct capital expenditure. Those
monies are going directly into fhe 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 tax, 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 10 understand the
benefits of it. 1 would request that -you approve the PUD, which does not approve the project. I just
gives you the ability to evaluate the project. Without the PUD, we would not be able to present the
project 1o you, should you find that it will be good for the City.” Chair Parks said, “1 appreciated your
money trail comments, which ] think are very valuable. Often people have come 10 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 thaf project. 1 don’t wantto approve.it if you are going 10 seli the project. Is this an investor who is a
strong capital pérson whe will fulfill the project, and fulfill what is being proposed?” Mr. Hearing
stated, “Let me introduce you to the developer, James Knuckle with Center Star Development. This is
not speculative. He has closed on the property before he had the-approval from-the City. He is looking to
create’ @ vibrant mixed use center, and has the capital to do it.” Mz, Gardner asked, “Do you have any
statistics on the occupancy rate or the current rentals in St. Lucie West?” Mr. Hearing replied, “No. I
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 detdils of our Site Plan, you will see why it 1s not the same as a
traditional rental apartment. There haven’t been any new ONeEs built in a long time, but there are people
that are coming into iown 10 work at VGTI or Torrey Pmes. People may be coming from out of the
country, because a Jot of scientists come from out of the country, orthey may be coming down from the
northeast and still have:a home up north that theyv can’t sell, or they may not want to buy when they first
get here, so this provides.a.gmat_oppgrtun_ﬁ_y. We are also doing a lot of activity around the Scripps Max
Planck area, and we are finding +hat a lot of the rescarchers, particularly the young people coming in
working within the labs, are European and they’d much rather rent. In Europe, you rent & lot more than
you own. We think the project provides a greas 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 statistics on what the available
rentals are?” Mr, Hearing replied, “The market reports a need forit. You can’l ook at the rental market
the same as you would & new mixed used project. We think that people will enjoy the amenity that we
are bringing Tere 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 to those who would actually go find an
individual home to rent within a neighborhood. The Relmont has a pretty good popuiation of renters, as
opposed to 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 in our buildings, so we

can appeal 1o a very broad scale of people.”

Mr. Gardner said, “T'm concerned, because we looked at the occupancy statistics with the service
stations a couple of months back, as far as the amount of gas pumps there were 1o people, and it is a
concern, It concerns me with the amount of vacant real estate that we are going to green light a project
like this in the name of getting 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, “1'm tom in the sense that 1’m for mixed
nse, as I think that is something that works. The problem I have 1s that if T vote for this, whichT'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 type of mixed use uses less asphalt. T know there
are a lot of parking requirements. but the issue that 1 have is that if we vote for this, then we lose our
leverage with the Site Plan. That 1s something that we need 1o look at.”” Secretary Blazak said, “We have
before us the amendment to allow residential, and we will work towards the Site Plan. 1 see it as a plus
i have this. T think there is a market, and we have a developer that warts t0 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 it and there 1S something that they like, as they unanimously
approved it.1think for the amendment to have residential in this area is fine.”

Secretary Blazak moved torecognmend approval of P11-140, Fountainview Plaza. PUD Amendment
Number 3. M1, Martin seconded the motion, which passed by roli call vote with Mr. Battle, Mr. Martin,
Secretary Blazak, Chair Parks, and Vice Chair Rooksberry voting i favor, and Mr. Gardner and Mr.

Ojito voting against.
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COUNCIL 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 EXPLANATION/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 regulation.

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

Ll ol A

SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: PLANNING and ZONING DATE: 211412
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1934 Commerce Lane - Suite 1 - Jupiter, Florida - 33458 - Ph 561.747.6336 - Fax 561.747.1377 - www.cctleurhearing.com - Lic # LC-C000239

Landscape Architects | Land Planners | Environmental Consultants

PUD Application RECEIVEY

FEB
Third Amendment PLANNgw; utl iz
CITY OF oy Pﬂf&m&m
(P11-140) R R

Fountainview Plaza PUD

At St. Lucie West

Lots6-10
PREPARED FQOR: Fountainview Plaza PUD, Lots 6 - 10
PREPARED BY: Donaldson Hearing, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.

Melissa K. Samfilippo, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.

DATE: October 18, 2011, Revised December 7, 2011,

Revised January 30, 2012
PROJECT TEAM: Cotleur Hearing, Zoning Entitlements

MacKenzie Engineering & Planning, Inc., Traffic



PUD:-AMENDMENT APPLICATION

CITY OF PORT ST, LUCIE FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
F?_Iannsvr{?&*Zomng Department : ' . -
121 SW:Port St. Lucie Boulevard Planning Dept.__. [EtYD
Port:St. Lucie, Florida 34984 ’ Fee:(Nonrefundab5)$ z < gg 22
(772)871-5212 FAX:{772)871-56124 . Receipt#_ /274

Refer to “Fee Schedule” for application fee Make checks payable to the “City of Port St. Lucie” Feeis
nonrefundable uniess egatjohcaﬂon‘is withdrawn prior to the Planning and Zoning Board meeting. All items on this
an’eIpllnanon should be addressed, otherwise it cannot be processed. Attach proof of ownership: two copies of deed.

ease type of print cleariy in BLACK ink.

 PRIMARY CONTAGT EMAIL ADDRESS: DHEARING@COTLEUR-HEARING.COM

PROPERTY OWNER;

. Neme: . . FOUNTAINVIEWPLAZARUD o _
Address: MULTIPLE OWNERS, SEE EXHIBIT 3 OF THE PUD DOCUMENTS )
Telephone No. _ ~_FAXNo. __RECEIVED -
AGENT OF OWNER (if any) | o ; GCT 1 2ﬁ11
Name: DONALDSON-HEARING, COTLEUR & HEARING, INC A
Address: | 19% COMMERCE LANE, SUITE 1, JUPITER, FL 33458 OO RS R FL

Telephone No. 5617476336 _ FAX No, BE1T47-1377

PROPERTY INFORMATION _

Legal Description: St Lucie West EIat—Np. 164 2nd Re-Plat in the Fountains Plat Book 43, pages 9 and 9A (Lots 8-10)
{Include Plat Book and Page) j
SEE EXHIBIT S‘O'FTHE PUD DOCUMENTS

FUD

Parcel |.D. Number:

PUD

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning:

Future Land Use Designation: CHCG/RH/ : Acreage of Property. 30139 AC
Reason for amendment request: ’
TO PROVIDE FOR A MULTIFAMILY'RESIDENTIAL LSE, ADDITION OF SHARED PARKING REGULATIONS,

AND TO REOUCE THE REQUIRFMENT FOR NATIVE VEGETATION FROM 75%-060%

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

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

3) Where thera;are conflicts between the régquirements of the generat provisions of this chapter or other
applicable codés of the City and the requirements established by official action upon a specific PUD, the latter
&t .

:shalligovern.
SOHA LR HEAR NG 101201

-.i...., ur§.0ftc‘)wner Hand Print Name Date

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

NOTE: Signatire or this:application acknowledges that a certificate of concurrency for adequate public facilities as
needed:to service this:project hasnot yet been etermined. Ade%lac%rpfpublpc facility services isinot guaranteed
at this stage in the dévelopment review process. Adequacy for public facilities is determined through certification of
concurrency and the issuance of final focal development orders as may be necessary for this project fo be
determined based onthe'application material submitted.
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3 pup Amendment

PUD Application
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3" PUD Amendment

37

Page # Description

5 Revise Exhibit 1- Text of Introduction

b 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 parkingrequirement

19 Revise Exhibit 5- Add sethack 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 c'onceptual PUD plan per proposed site plan application

34 Revise Exhibit 8- Updated conceptual PUD to include “PUD" as the existing zoning

Add new Unified Contrel Document, to be signed by the Authorized Agent




"

Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie' West i§'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 of 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'Y Amendment is to provide a residential use within the PUD by
regulating the maximum building height, setback and minimum parking requirements.
In ‘addition, shared parking regulations have been provided utilizing the Urban land
Institute mythology for shared parking exclusively for Lot 6. This 3™ Amendment will
also reduce the native requiremerit 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 & only.

This application 1s respectfully submitted to the Planning and Zoning Department of the
City of Port St. Lucie for processing as the Qné_m 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
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3™ puD Amendment — Fountainview. Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 18, 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 authorization 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 W|th|n the PUD on one sheet. esntains

méades—ﬂqe—ad-dmn—ef—-ke%s—J—S—g—and—w- Fhis 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 regulations 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 see 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.

L MR
Luvs s
Eavitrrrwal Sormullen

. Coﬂe.ur & BUN Amendrent for Fountainview
W Hearing

| mrhote ko e
Tmivarsase



L

3" PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of 5t. Lucie West
October 18, 2011, revised December.7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

s.and PUD Zoriing Applica

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, FL 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

3325 5. University Drive, Suite 210

Cooper City, FL 33328

Parcel Id — 3335-600-0003-000-1 (Unit C)
Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie lI, LLC
340 East Main Street, Suite 300
Spartanburg, SC 25301

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

Parcel Id — 3326-706-0003-000-8

Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLC
c/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

@ Cot leur& PUD Amendment for Fountainview

Hearing
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Befare me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared (C QLY LS K /,J
of HL St. Lucie LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states as

follows:

1. That CARY LUSK—/&)
property described as:

of HL St. Lucie LLC is an applicant of the

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

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port St. Lucie, 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 iot 6 described above for the
purpose of obtaining an amendment to thé PUD documents.

HL St. Lucie LLC

646 Hermitage Circle
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

county of __patim Beact

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
5 th 2 " day of OcAobex” 20 [ by Cauy Adan Luskin
W eense

[ 1who is personally known to me or [ Yhas produced . HAYENS
H 250 —{01-5b-2711-0

as identification and who did take an oath. ) % AM Kz&L

Nofefry Public

w BRITTANY LEE - U
“".« %, Notary Public.: State of Flarida. § E’I/H‘f’&l/\ \-1 l/ﬁﬁ
.' . My Comm. Expires Nov 20 2015} - ‘
Commission # EE 116251 ¥ Printed name
Y Bonded Through Nationa! Nolary Assn. §f
T S s Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission.Expires:

’J

i
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Desighation 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 belng 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)

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
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
obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

3. This authorization shall be for the sole purpose of amending the PUD documents
to facilitate tha 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 Al correspondence rélated to cbtaining an amendment to the PUD decuments
shall be noticed to- Adam J Reiss Esq at the below referenced address.

RM at St Lucie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC
3325 §. University Drive, Suite 210
Cooper City, FL 33328



NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF _B 0w

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

Ldayof (O(‘/L ,20 /1 ,by?mzwu{ bSy )

[“Ywho is personally known to me or [ ] has produced . .

/

as identification and who did take an oath.

SN —MoBry Phblic —

Printed name

Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:

G S

ANNETTE D. PAPPAS 3
.2 Nolary Public - State of Flariga [
& My Comm. Expires May 20, 20158
. Commission # EE 78895

1y,

nat
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared A F:DS'{-C/ c/\@pm
. . L)

of Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie Il, LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on

oath deposes and states as follows:

1. That A F—OS 4"(/' C]’\anmahof Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie i,
LLC is an applicant of the propex'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 Il LLC has appointed the firm of
Cotleur & Hearing; Inc. to act as authorized agents-on its behalf to represent lot
7, Unit C describd 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 pravide for an‘exchange between
Hote! and Residential land use.

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

O D

Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie Il, LLC
340 East Main Street, Suite 300
Spartanburg, SC 29301

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATEORFLORIDE S o~ Corolinw
COUNTY OF S\Paﬁf‘a"b“%

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

11



_@_.davfl‘f NOV@NJ{JV 20 /| by A* Fl-.)S’J‘ff Cf\aprnﬂm )

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

as identification and who did take an oath. A/
/5 Ce )d / / vé?(

otary Public

1sa M- HM]OAC/

Prlnted name.

Notary Public

StatgIEpTTitrstanse —_h (.0
My Commission Expires: /

12



Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared / /}A:L«/ n»f/éﬂﬁ-\ ;

of Lineberry Properties, Inc., who being by me first duly sworn, on éa{h deposesﬁmé
states as follows:

1. That %@( XML of Lineberry Properties, Inc. is an applicant

of the property(d/escrlbed 3/

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
bove for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

//4 Wi ‘?W@

L)régerry Properties, Inc/
rry Blvd., Suite 301
Mt. y et, TN 37122

// NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

~

STATE OF E-ERIDA
COUNTY OF _ syt < 45\/

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

% dayof ___ P 20 /7 by S Goritpn
[\] who is personally known to me or [ ] has produceg DZ///’

as identification and who did take an oath.

{

\\““""""’U NOYE
\\“\ &./""”1
R 5 ( iz
F A U E%E
N 4{% Q\‘,’:\\ .3":: Prmted
Soilo ke i%E /
EXry (@% ‘%\ 23 Notary Pubhc?L/I e
29 et e F § State obElRia at Lajge oonrorssiom Bupiss
”f,',,’ MOTPUPRRELIE My Commission Expires:  frea 5d 3513
/, \)

Y, W
g
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Desighation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared LI-HCPRZES \’—' %S@SS

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

That CWS ?: @O%{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

And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port 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

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 YALM DEACH

I hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this .
' Y day of fOvener 20 1 by CNQI€D £ Yosend

who is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identification and who did takean oath. W

- . — e tharyPu ic
NlOOLEO’ITAVIAN{
M‘(GDWBS&ON#DDNM

EXPIRES: January 12, 2013
_Wad  Noary Pubc Undorwriors

Printed name
Notary Public

State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:

14



Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared—_l-\{\a;-we‘:‘ae2,é"\QSo..)p ,
of PSL Office 2 LLC, who being by me first duly sworh, on oath deposes and states as

follows:

1. That—“‘{)ﬂts&r—z‘ éﬁ.&)&wﬁ ' 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 6f Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as
autharized agents on its behalf to represent lot 10 described above for the

purpose of ogran amendment to the PUD documents.
-

PSL Office 2 LLC
13710 Buckeye Street, Suite 100
© Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410 -

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

' STATE OF FLORIDA .
COUNTY OF P/s\m ﬁd\eh

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

R day of OCLOR&K 201 bvﬂDMﬁgﬁ({j ASOI’} .,

[ﬁwho is personally known to me or [ ] has produced _

o= AM u(mﬁﬂfcr

G

as identification and who did take an oath.

Printed name

Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:




3" PUD Amendment — Fountainview Piaza of St. Lucie West
Qctober 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 5t. 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 5t. Lucie West Boulevard to SW Peacock
Boulevard 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 St. 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 St. 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.

‘B C_C)t leu r& PUD Amendmeant for Fountainview
Hearing
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3" PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, reviséd December 7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

Applies to Lots 6,7,

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

TOTAL ACREAGE: 30.139
e Fountainview Plaza at'St. Lucie West PUD 30.139 AC
¢ Water Management 0.00 AC (Offsite)

WETLANDS TO BE MITIGATED FOR

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

ALLOWABLE DENSITY (Fountainview Plaza of St. 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.

» The site is 30.139 acres in which 14.377 acres are designated with the future land use of
CH/CG/RH/I that would ‘allow up to 15 units per acre or 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 6 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
e All retail establishments shall provide for 1 parking space per 300 gross leasable square
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 St. Lucie
Land Developmerit Code; however, a maximum of 30% of all required restaurant / eatery
parking may be accommodated via shared spaces with adjacent establishments on-site. Final

Cotieu l.& : PUD Amendment for Fountainview
WY Hearing

Laarscya pmciits }
Lag Cramen i, SR
Enmvitmiindsl Tovlath LaRZLILE Y



3" PUD Amendment — Fountainview-Plaza of 5t. l.ucie West
October 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised 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 office development 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 required hotel parking spaces may be
accommodated via shared spaces with adjacent establishments on-site. Final Site Plan
approval for all hotel development shall clearly identify the location of all shared parking, and
a pedestrian path must be available from the shared parking to the nearest hotel entrance.

5. QOutside 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 parkingneeds 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 Commercial) Zoning District per Section 158.124 of the City of Port St.
Lucie’s Land Development Regulations.
a. The required parking for all other permitted and special exception uses not
described above in Exhibit 5, VII, 1 through 6 shall be as required in Section
158.221 of the City of Port 5t. 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 shail be as required by the Port St. Lucie Land

Development Code; however shared parking may be accommodated via shared spaces
with the other uses on the same site, as detailed in Section X of this exhibit.

COtlQU r& PUD Amengment for Fountainview
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3™ PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. L.ucie West
October 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised 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
s Fountainview Plaza at St. 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 in 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(E) of the City of Port St. Lucie Land

Development Regulations.

SHARED PARKING

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

uses on the same site. If‘t'hi5'tvpe shared parking is utitized, a shared parking study must be

provided on the site plan. Atable based on the Urban Land institute methodology for shared

parkingis 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 90% 90% 100% 25% 10% 7%
Daycare 50% 10% 10% 100% 20% 0%
Residential 65% 70% - 70% 90% 97% 98%
Restaurant 100% 0% 50% 80% 80% 80%

Weekend
Uses 1Z 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%. 20% 0% 0%
Daycare 10% 10% 10% 0% 0% 0%
Residential 65% 70% 70% 90% 97% 98%
Restaurant 100% 85% 65% 70% 70% 65%

Source: Urhan Land Institute's repart, Shared. Parking {Second Edition), published in 2006.

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

“

898 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 / Disgplay / 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 principal uses found in Section 158.124 of the General

Commercial Zoning District and not prohibited by Exhibit 6E.
9. ' College, Technical or Vocational schools.

10. Multi-Family Residential

C. SPECIAL EXCEPTION USES
All Special Exception uses found in Section 158.124 .of the General
Commercial Zoning District and'not prohibited by Exhibit 6E.

% Cot[eur & PUD Amendmant for Fountainview
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3" PUD Amendment - Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
QOctober 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

D. ACCESSORY USES
1. Tent Sales, Street Fairs.
2. Art Shows, Auctions.

E. NON-PERMITTED USES

Tattoo Parlor

Body Piercing Parlor

Tanning Salon

Auto Parts:Sales

Truck Stop

Travel Trailer Park or Camp Ground

L

Ry Cotleur&
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F. ARCHITECTURE:

Architectural Style

While traditional Florida architecture is required, thete are many styles that fall into that
category, including Florida Cracker, Spanish Colonial, Coastal Village, Mediterranean,

. Caribbean, Missian, 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 the
“overall Fountainview Plaza environment.

1. Inapproprigte Styles
Awvoid styles not fitting for this area such as Cape Cod, Southwest, Ultra Modern (glass
boxes), English Tutor, Sw1ss Chalet, Wild West, International, etc.

2. Building Placement on Site .
Buildings will be sited and criented along the main interior boulevard with front/primary
fagade located along this strest pfoperty line. Use of the zero foot setback is permitted.

3. Registered Architect
All buildings must be designed by 'a Flonda—regstercd architect.

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

5. Roof Design .
Design roofs to be trussed 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 ' 1
Roof height shall not exceed the average height of the supporting walls. The average
slope shall be greater than one (1) foot of vertical rise for every three (3) feet of
horizontal tun, and the average slope shall be less than ar equal to one (1) foot of vertical

£ARG0-29MI4 NOQCRPUDVEI-020 PUO -30-03pf with lineours 3-4-04_doe
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rise for every one {1) fool of horizantal 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 more roof slope planes per primary fagade.

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

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

) A porch, portico, arcade or other similar eIem.L:nt located at the main building
entrance(s) and/or along front fagade.

7. Elat Roofs

Flat roofs may be used pmwded that all of the following conditicns have been met;
a) Peaked or pitched eleinefits shall cover at least 50% of the length of a fagade
~ facing the primary/secondary street frontage. Mansard roofs and/or cormices (min.
12" in height witha 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 ofia building.

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

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

entrance(s).
Lrmikae Vool AnicalaTin hip n&nr{u-. [N |
Ilr- ! Entiance Grtiba Ykl Iabinnzd,
A
o,
a
H
atf
bk .
X 3 l.mrom) il ¥, W:-.
Ffeues 4, Ruof Articulntion
8. Facades

Articulate facades with deep roof overhangs balconiss, porches and arcades. Coordinate
colors, materials and finishes on all exterior elévations. Create a defined distinction
between upper and lower floors. 1

9. Articulation -

Facade design shall appear as indicated on the approJed 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 horizontal
facade articulation. A mirimum vertical distance of two (2) feat between fagade elements
is required to achieve vertical articulation. Rear and side elements shall be treated
consistently with front facades.

FA200-29018 41 \DOCHPUMB 2 {1-020 PUD 7-30-0)p3 vith inconis 3-i-Bd.dac
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Figuien: Pagade Artloulition
10. Building Mass ) _
Avoid large, exposed blank walls: No horizontal length of a building fagade shall exceed
75 linear feet. Use fagade articulation so that building mass appears 1o be divided into
distinct massing elements.

11. Storage and Tragsh Containers :
Screen from view all storage areas, dumpsters, compressors, etc. using materials
compatible with the buildings architectural (wall, fence, etc.) and landscaping, Refer to
landscape section for plantirig and spatial requirements.
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Preferred Materials
The materials you use will greatly depend on the style of architecture you choose. This is not a
comprehensive-list, but a selection to show some of the choices consistent with traditional
Florida architecture.

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

Aluminum siding that resembles painted wood cladding

: 25
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Tile n¢cents

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 rafter tails

Roof overhangs

Courtyards

Predominantly vertical, rectangular windows with single or multi-parie glass
Awmnings, balcanies, canopies, covered porches, arbors, trellises, bell/clock towers

Light building colors, e.g. eggshéll, grey, butter, beige, pale green/fiesh, cream
Wood rafters

Dormers, cupolas

Arcades

Prohibited Facade Features and Materials
o Large, blank, unarticulated walls
* Corrugated metal siding
» Plastic siding, plastic laminates
» Unpainted concrete block/plain concrete walls
o Irregular, modemnistic, window-shapes
» Reflective glass
o Imitation rockwork venéer
»  Plywood
o Corrugated fiberglass
» Square, box-like, buildings without articulation of windows or facades
» Vertical or diagonal siding
+ Flat roofs without pedirnents
» Under building parking
*  Window air-conditioning units

G. LANDSCAPE

A. Where it exists, at least 15% cf existing native vegetation on each site shall be preserved
{excluding 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 afid parking lot. Landscape may consist of tree/palm grates and
potted landscape material.

26
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. 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 [andscape islands shall be curbed, bermed and

jandscaped with one tree 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 shrobs

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

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

and landscape materials (accent plants, palms, flowenng material, etc.). A safe site
comer of 25'x25' shall be maintained, and asper city codes shall contain plant materials
under 37 or with a canopy of 6°-0” and above.

. Outdoor storage areas, trash receptacles, ufilities, etc. shall be screened with r walls (6°

min height or larger depending on height of object to be screened) at time of insgtallation.
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 form/non-repetitive shapes
that blend naturally with the ground plane. '

Landscape material must not'block drainage. -

“When a swale i5 placed adjacent to a paved surface, a landscaped -area of at least 15°-0”
shall he 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 dripline. Do not distutb the ground at the base of the tree under any
circurnstances.

. Use Flarida #1 or better plant-material as desciibed in Grades and Standards for Nursery
_ Plants, part 1, 1963 and part 2, State of Florida, Dept. of Agriculture. '

. Landscape Instellation & Maintenance

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

upon discovery. Meintain landscape areas to present a fieat, healthly 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: _

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

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

0. Irrigation :

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

. Perimeter Buffers Between Parcels

Landscape between parcels should reflect and compliment any existing landscape
material previously installed on an adjacent parcel. A 'seamless blending between parcel
Jandscape is strongly encouraged. :

P60 290824 I\DGCSPUD\EI41-078 PUD 3.10-035f wish- fineadss 1-4-04.doc
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Recommended Plant Palette
. This is-not a comprehensive list
Canopy Trees
{Common name/Latio name)
Bald Cypress/Taxodium distichum
Drake Elm/Ulmos parvifolia ‘Drake’
Southern Magnolia/Magnolia grandiflora
Red Maple/dcer rubrum
Laurel Oak/Quercus laurifolia
Live Qak/Quercus virginiana
Orchid Tree/Bauhinia spp.
South F1. Slash Pine/Pinus-elliottii
Red Bay/Persea borbonia
" 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/Lagersiromia indica
Fiddlewood/Citharexylum fruticosum
Golden Shower/Cassia fistula
Dzheon Holly/llex cassine
East Palatka Holly/llex 'East Palatka’
Savannah Holly/llex attenuate ‘Savannah’
_ Loblolly 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 Paliw/Sabal palmerto

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

Chinese Fan Palm/[ivistonia chinensis
Paurotis Palm/Acoelorrhaphe wiightii
Pindo Palm/Butia capitata

Pigmy Date Pelm/Phoenix roebelinii
Queen Palm/drecastrum romanzoffianum
Senegal Date Palm/Phoenix reclinata
Washington Palin/Washingtonia robusia

2002801024 N\DOCSPUDIB 241-020 PUD 7-30-03pf with Kagouwy 3-4.04.dec



Shrubs

Beauty Berry/Callicarpa americana
Bougainvillea/Bougainviilea spp.
Butterfly Bush/Buddleia officinalis
Surinam Cherry/Eugenia uniflora
Feijoa/Feifoa 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/Serenca repens
Pittosporum/Pittosporum tebira

Groundcover
Butterfly Weed/dsclepias
Tickseed/Coreopsis leavenworthii

" Mexican Bush Sape/Salvia spp.

Purple Fountain Salvia/Salvia spp.
Shore Juniper/Juniperus conferta
Lantana/Lantana spp.

Dwarf Yaupon/Ilex vomitoria _
Florida Gama Grass/Tripsacum floridana
African Tris/Dietes vegetn

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

Rain Lily/Zephyranthes rrosea
Liriope/Liriope muscari

Vines

" Allamanda/dllamanda spp.

Passion Flower/Passiflora coccinea

Flame Vine/Pyrostegia venusia

Jasmine/ Trachelospermium asiaticum

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

PA00-2908 24 DOCH U020 PUL 7-30-0pf with lineoutt 3-4-04.dac
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Minimum Heights/Widths Required at Planting

. Plant Material Min. Ht. Min. Spread

Trees . 14°-16" height 6’-8" spread
37 eal. Min.

Palms 14’ o.a. ht. min. Full
Shrubs “spreading” 15" 18”
Shrubs “upright” 24(3gal min.) 187
Hedges 30” (3gal. min.) 24"
Vines 36" Staked

Prohibited Plant Species

Earleaf Acacid/Acacia auriculaefornis
Norfolle Pine/draucaria excelsa
Australian Pine/Casuwaring Spp.
Eucalyfntus/ﬁ'ucalyptus

Silk Oak/Grevillea robusta

Punk Tree/Melaleuca lelicadendra
Brazilian Pepper/Schinus terebinth
Wedelia/ Wedelia trilobata

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 nagination, innovation or variety, but to assist in creating
a consistent, well planned solution for identification throughout the development.

Parcel Signs and Location
1. All sign shall follow existing City of Port 8t. Lucie codes for free standing parcel
signs, -
Design signs to be consistent with the architectiwre of the buildings (color, materials).
Use a minimum 9” cap height letter size for all fagade signs.
Identify only the business name/logo and type of business on the tenani sign.
Locate sign perpendicular to the street,
Use no more than three colors on one sign face.

Sy
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L

Sign Criteria

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

2. Buildings with signs, logos, insignias will receive critical review as regards to size,
style, color, types and placements.

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

4. Shop drawings of all signs must be submitted to the SLWACC for approval prior to
fabrication and mstallahon

Tenant Signs Attached to Bmldmg Facades
1. Design SLgns to be consistent:with-the architecture of the building (color materials),
2. Use a minimum 12" cap height leiter 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. ldeatify only the business name/logo and type of business on the fagade signs.

Miscellaneous Signs

t. Rearbuilding signs: For buildings with major parkmg O Major access points in rear,
identification signs on the rear of the building walls may be used. Observe guidelines for
“Tenant sigms 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™ height numbers in the Helvetica Medium
Condensed typestyle.

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

6. Temporary Signs: Each new project may use one tonstruction 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.

L 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 prior to review by the City of Port St.
Lucie.

P:1200. 299824 \DOCS\PUDMT 741030 AUD 7.30-03p] with Facoug 3-4-04.dac !
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3" PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, revised December-7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

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.

% CO“CU r& PUD Amendment for Fountainview
8 Hearing .
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3™ PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
October 19, 2011, revised Decerber 7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

"

P
R b

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

@ Cotleur & PUD Amendment for Fountainview
WY Hearing
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3™ PUD Amendment — Fountainview Plaza of St. Lucie West
Octoher 19, 2011, revised December 7, 2011, revised January 30, 2012

L

. Binding PUD Agreement

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 departiment.

AR COt leur & PUD Amendment for Fountainview
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ST EWWEST“

BINDING P.U.D. AGREEMENT

The property, as described on Exhibit "7", is under the.unified control of the unders;gned
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 restrictions and sureties as afe acceptable to-the City of Port St. Lucie for the cornpletion of
the development in accordance with the plan approved by the City. In addition, the said
petitioner shall be responsible for the continuing operations and maintenance of such sreas,
functions and facilities until such time as a private property cwners association, yel to be
established, agrees to accept.the same responsibilities. Such responsibilities are not to be _
provided or maintained at public expense. The petitioner furcher agrees to bind all successorsin -
title to the commitments hierein in this paragraph made.

o IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto. set our hands and seals this _QL-._-{ day of

_fé_.——%. 2004,

.

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

{EORPERATESEAES N /A

1056 Fountainview Boulovnrd, Suggeen 1, Port St. Lucle, Flaridn 34548

Tal ('r'r'a} 230.250 L Pt o e s
* L Eaalasian ol
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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 titie to the commitments made herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the undersigned has executed this agreement on this
day of , 2011,

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

“By:

(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 ¥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 building, 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-Family
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: CHI/CG (Commercial Highway/Commercial General) and CH/CG/RH/I
(Commercial Highway/Commercial General/Residential High Density/Institutional).

Page 1 of 2
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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 includes the following:

Provide for a multi-family residential use.

Addition of shared parking regulation.

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

e i ha=a

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 Plan

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;
one 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, 2011. 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 5to 2.

Page 2 of 2
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2012 Annual Forecast

Apartment

1.5%
employment
increase

118%
construction
increase

40-basis-point
vacancy
decrease

3.8%
asking rent
increase

4.8%
effective rent
increase

Institutional /

January 2012 RESEARCH REPORT

Robust Demand Overshadows Construction Pipeline;
Apartments Push into Full Expansion

T he apartment recovery cycle began as early as 2009 in some markets, with demand reversing from nega-

tive territory and moving well ahead of expectations and all other 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 to
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 institutional investors
from continuing to direct generous amounts of capital toward apartment property acquisitions. Although strong
demand for apartment properties compresses both going-in returns and internal rates of return, cash yields rela-
tive to the risk-free rate remain attractive to investors. The widely held 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 for top-tier assets in preferred markets at the onset of recovery: asset pricing

below replacement cost; a limited buyer pool; 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

; — Aparti Rate — 10-Year T Rat
and occupancy gains. By the end of the T Sap e i

first half of 2011, owners of Class A as- 10%

sets had already reaped many of the Cap Rate Long-Term Avg.

. @ 8% Arm-mompromseommeopeneoes EES L Ss R se s o
benefits of operational improvements. g ; 430 bps
. . : [ \ N
Cap rate compression in this prod- | & 6% N 410 bpS—F90 bps
[ "‘"“""““""‘f""’“‘._\ """""" 5 ' """""
uct tier narrowed the interest rate | 2 e | orvcar Treasury v N, 450bps

4% Long-Term Avg.

arbitrage and an expanded buyer i
2%

pool pushed pricing within reach of 9 % o4 06 9 00 02 04 06 08 1011

replacement cost in some markets.

During the second half of 2011, @ pause in transactions occurred in the top-tier segment against a backdrop
of significant 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 assets in
preferred markets and those transactions remain highly desirable and competitive. 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, apartments 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 often overshadowed

10% the incremental gains prepeliing U.S. economic growth throughout

2011. This miscue resulted in modest employment growth and low

} wage and income growth. in perspective, the private sector has added

5% il | 3.2 million jobs since the employment trough, representing a recovery

i ; . of 3B percent of the jobs lost in the peak-to-trough period of January

| ‘ ” H ! ’ = ir 2008 to Februdry 2010. The unemployment rate fell 80 basis points

gver the last year to 8.5 percent in December, marking a significant

deciine. In addition, retail sales eclipsed the pre-recession level, cor-

poraté profits moved 19 percent higher-than the third-guarter 2006

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

measurad well below the historical trend &i 1.7 percent in 2011, holi-

day retail sales exceeded expectations. Meanwhile, fixed residential

investment surprised to the upside with & surge in home renovations,
multifamily starts, and a modest gain in single-family home starts.

-5%

. Annualized Quarterly Change in GDP

80 85 80 95 00 05 10 12*

Numerous challengaes that could undermine the U.S. econcmic recov-
ery will persistin 2012, including the pervasive political staiemate and
indecision. The eurozone financial crisis presents another risk, as the
Annual U.S. Employment Change potential for & mild eurozone recession could stall productivity. The
pace of export growth may contract if eurozone countries slip into re-
6 cession, muting strength in corporate profits. Emerging markets could
support global trade and absarb 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 demand and impairs
progress in job gains, leaving the sconomy vulnerable.

The upward trend in economic indicators supports prospects for a
marathon-like recovery and moderate growth. Manufacturing and
expansion in new orders suggest stronger productivity over the next
year, GDP should strengthen 10'2.2 percent in 2012, based on stronger
consumer spending and business fixed investment. It is expected to
remain a pillar of growth, both in capital equipment and, increasingly,
-8 non-residential structures as fundamenials imptove. Modest employ-

90 92 94 96 98 00 O2 04 06 08 10 12* ment growth will prevail until GDP rewrns to its 3.2 percent historical
average, but the U.S. aconomy is forecast to add Z million jobs this
year, outpacing 2011, Impraved business confidence should transition
a“significant portion of robust hiring in temporary-job placements to

Annual Employment Change (millions)

Corporate Profits permanent jobs.
$600 Diverse Forces Sustain Apartment Absorption

g The third year of positive momentum advanced the U.S. apariment sec-
= $450 tor squarely into the expansion-phase of the real estate cycle. Rermark-
% ' ahle apartment performancs over the past two years offered proof of
£ $300 the sustainability of the apartment sector recovery and the resiliency
a ) of sclid apariment investments, Looking forward, the sector’s maturity
% ' along the real estate cycle raises new questions regarding:
g‘. $150. 3 . * Sources and strength of future demand
© i » Affordability and Class A rent growth relative to incomes

‘ ¢ Markets suitable for light value-add investments

o 02 03 04 05 05 07 08 09 10 11 * Effects ofanew development cycle
» [xpectations for exit cap rates
*Forerast
“*Through 3Q
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Early into the recovery, @ dominznt scurce of demand for rental hous-
ing derived from the displacement of both former homeowners and
renters of investor-owned homes, which ultimately fell into forecto-
sure. The homeownership rate measured B8.1 percent as of the third
gquarterof 2011, marking a reduction of 160 basis points over the past 70.0%

Homeownership Rate vs. Apartment Absorption

wee Homeownership Rate
ww Net Apartment Absorption

three years. The shift in tenure alone produced an-increase of nearly o z
2.4 million renter-occupied households, a stark contrast to the decline E 6685% |, :’;
of nzarly £00,000 owner-occupied hames. More recently, employment a T 2
gains in the 20- to 34-year-old prime renter cohort captured a 71 per- ® g
cent share of the 1.7 million jobs created from 2010-and through Oc- § 67.0% i
tobar 2011. The release of pent-up demand from "bundled up” house- g g
holds provided a significant boost te apartmerit-dernand. Combined E 65.5% g
net absorption over the past two years totailed more than 378,000 + &
units, outpacing by nearly three times the 137,000 units delivered. The £4.0% 120
natignal vacancy rate plummeied 260 basis points to 5.4 percentin & 00 01 02 O3 04 05 0 07 08 09 10 11"

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

Class A Leads Recovery; Gthers Follow

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

liss of markets recorded stellar gains. Superior performance linked
first to markets-with strang tigs 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 points at a national level, posting
5.1 and 5.6 percent vacancy, respectively. Class B/C properties lagged
Class A performance and recovery, posting negative net adsorption in
eight of the 10 yearsprior to the recovery. {lass B/C properties tumed
a corner in 2010, recording positive net absorption equal to about half
the rate of Ciass A net absorption and pesting gains on.par with Class
A product in'2011. Class A and B/C vacancy have recovered by 310 and
250 basis points from peak, respectively.

2

-1

Annual Employment Change [millions}
[~}

-2

91 93 95 97 9 D 03 05 07 09 M

The difference between Class A and B/C product is most apparent at
bath extremes of high and low barrie-to-entry markets. Class A prod-
uct maintains a highty 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 curing the last construction.cycle has created == Class A Vacancy
a surplus of options for renters, withrmany of them opting for top-tier s Class B/C Vacancy
units offered with healthy concessions. Meanwhile, Ciass 8 vacancy = Unit Completions
rates are:significantly lower than.Class A in perennially low vacancy, 0.0% . 200
high barrier-to-eniry.imarkets, such:as San Diego, Los Angeles, Boston o
and San Francisco. Key factors,supporting properties in higher-barrier o T5% 150 _%
markets include, high home prices, steep construction costs, and gen- E g
erally higher rents, On & national basis, revenuas for Class A product T 60% 0 o
outpaced Class B/C, incfreasing-an average of 4.4 and 3.5 percent an- g "Eg*'
nually for the past two years, respectively. The price to build in high E G
barrier-t6-entry markets is cost and time prohibitive, but they serve a 4.5% 50 g
large household base that rents by necessity,.making them excailent ; o
candidates for tight value-added investmenis. awp =

00 D1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11*

*Estimate

January 2012 page 3



Institutional

R
IPA Property
mmmeneees_INStitUtional Apartment Research Report

A Marcus & Millichap Company

Multiple Demand Drivers Converge;
Apartments Enter Expansionary Phase

20- to 34-Year-Old Cohort Popuiation Trends . :
The progression of echo hoomers reaching prime renter years will ex-

pand the 20- 1o 34-year-old age cohort by approximately 3.2 million
over five years. Higier lavels of employment and household forma-
lions are requisite to sustain superior apartment performance over the
next decade, with demographic trends and immigration underpinning
demand. Employment growth of approximately 2 miflion is forecast for
2012, before accelerating meaningfully into 2013 and peaking at an
estimated 4.1 million in 2014. Payrall expansion in 2614 is expected 10
reach the fastest pace since 1994.

70

62

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

likely suppressed by the recession, high unemployment, and low imm;-

HEHEE i JHEBE gration levels. As'the recession tock hold, immigration siowed to-the
ol 935 95 97° 93 01 03 05 O7 09 11* 13 167 lowest levels in 30 years and stricter gavernment immigration palicies
may dampen future inflows. Immigration implies an immediate need
for rental housing and thus provides critical support for apariment
demand. New househald formations are forecast to move eff recent
U.S. Household Formations lows and increase by 29 percent to an annual average of 1.2 10 1.4
million batwsen 2010 and 2015, Thesa estimates are dependent on
immigration, but represent conservative assumptiens of immigration
levels over the next few years. According to scme studies, immigrants
are forecast to contribute over 40 percent of net household formations
between 2010 and 2020, a stunning rise from an esiimatec 15 percent

20- to 34-Year-Old Population (millions)

20

1

5 _
_ I L contrioution in the 1980s. Immigrants are expected to continue to play
m a kay role in the traditional immigration gateway states, such as New
' York, New Jersey, lllinois, California and Florida. Arizona, Georgia and
Texas are the three fastest-growing states for immigration. Demand
! for entry-level rental housing will remain an important driver in ioth
mainstay and emarging. gateway markets.
0.0 I i ' in addition to the rapid populztion increase in the 20- to 34-year-olds,

0

63 67 71 75 79 63 87 9i 95 99 03 07 11*15~ the 55-plus age cohort will provide anather powerful element of apart-
ment demand over the next five years. As baby boomers progress into
their retirement years, rental demand will rise while approximately 20
percent of these households choose or nead to rent in the next decade,

(=)

Annual Household Formations (millions)
;]

Top Immigration Markets, 2001-2010 totaling as many as 2.6 million households. Stabilizing home prices
) and stronger buyer demand for homes will enable many baby boomers
Neiw York-Nortnern N, [N to sell their homes, releasing equity and boosting absorption of apart-
. Los Angeles [INNENENEE ment units, particularly in Sun Belt states.
Miami-Fort Lauderale ISR
Ghicaga NN The wave of echo boomers, immigrants, retiring baby boomers; and
Washingion, 0.¢: [N the sharp rise in non-traditional households will exert fremendous in-
San Francisco-Oakland [N fluence on demand for all types of heusing, but particularly for apart-
Houston - ments. Current foracasts suggest that the period from 2007-2014 rep-
Dattas-Fort worth I resents a peak cycle of growth'in the 20- to 34-year-cld segment of the-
goston IR nopulation. As they enter the workpiace in greater numbers; they will
atiantz [l likely become the largest contributors o apartment demand.
0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Percent of Total U.S. Immigration

*Estimare
“*Forecast
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Supply Falls Short:;' Developers Ramping Up

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

low the 2.2 percent long-term trend. Completions are forecast to total Housing Construction
nearly 83,000 units in 2012, more than double the number delivered in — Apartment -—Condo — Single-Family
11, ut still falling short of the 120,000 units forecast for demand. 20

Another decisive dacline in vacancy of 40 basis points to 5.0 percent
will lift overall effective rent growth 4 B percent in 2012. Low vacancy
will fuel solid rent gains in.core markets in 2012, but perhaps not with
the same magnitude as the last two years.

15

A 26 percent deciine in the median home price from the 2006 peak 10

to the year-end 2011 price of $164,600, with &-200-basis-point drop
in the fixed interest rate for a 30-year mnrtgage results in a spike
in affordahility that is hard for apartment investors 1o ignare. Today's
median-priced home at current interest rates yields an $830 monthly
morigage payment, 40 percent lower than the $1,389 mortgage pay-
ment in 2006. Using traditional financing standards, the minimum in-
come naeded to make a mortgage payment has fallen by 40 percent
since 2008, significantly soosting the number of househalds that meet
the income requirements. However, the significant down payment and
financing hurdles keep-homeownership out of reach for many renters.

Units-.Completed

05

0.0
00 01 02 03 04 05 06 O7 OB 09 10 M

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

The rise in recovering apartment rents in tandem with falling home $1400
values has resulted in a negative bias to Class A rents in-some mar-
kets, with-a differential of more than $400 compared with a monthly
morigage payment on a national level. This affects more affordabie
markets that often incorporate depressed home-prices in far-flung sub-
markets that generally would not be a fair comparisen to apartment
rentals. Although the low-intersst-rate environmerit'and approaching
trough in home prices will attract some afflushit renters to homeowner-

Monthly Payment
huid
8

ship, the current mindset of many renters appears biased toward rent- $950

ing, First-time homebuyers typically account for 40 percent of existing

home sales, but have fallen to 35 percent as cf November 2011, Uniil $800

the laber markets and incomes firm, strict underwriting criteria and 00 Ot 02 03 04 U5 06 G7 08 09 10 11

a strong preference for mobility will keep rental housing in gemand.

Weli-capitalized REITS with ramped up pipelines, and developers part-

nered with a variety of new institutional and private equity sources, Apartment REIT Capital Generation
will lead the multifamily acquisition and development cycie in 2012.
Real Estate BEITS issued a record $37.5 billion in shares in 2011, $4

reflecting a 32 percent increase over last year. Multifamily permits
increased nearly 91 percent to an annualized 295,000 units as of No-
vember 2011, measured on a year-over-year basis, and starts should 3

accelerate meaningfully by mid-year 2012. Actual deliveries should

require ancther 1240 18'months in lgwer barrier-to-entry markets and

much longer for stppiy=constraineéd markets. A two-to-three-year win-

dow still exists beforé pockets'of supply imbalance begin'to emerge.

“Infill locations near transpartation, business, retail, entertainment and $1

cultural venues. increasingly comprise a greater share of new supply,

which elevates construction, cost but fetch & premium in the market. . I
Investers may view infill, high-density. submarkets in traditionally low- 0 L .
barrier markets as having similar’characteristics to high barrier-to- 00 07 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11
entry markets'but priced-at.a discount. “Essimase

Annual Capital Generated {(billions}
[

January 2012 page b
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Yield Pursuit Expands Acquisition Targets

The maturation of the apartment invastment market-over the past 15
years influenced a lower paint for cap rates. The average cap rate for
apartments in the early-2060s was between § and 3 percent, steadily
trending down since the: early 1990s. This was not only a result of
§120 . 9% lower interest rates, but also because of the acceptance of apartments
as an investment class by institutional and international investors. Fur-
ther, the advent of apartment REITS and evolution of national data
reporting servicas improved trensparency in the industry, further re-
ducing perceived risk.

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

$90

__n
$0 i

00 0 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11

8%

increasingly, institutional investors aré seeking well-lccated 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 light value-
add potential in preferred markets, offering &t jgast a 100-basis-point
cap raie spreac to-Class A assats are also in favor. investor concermns
linger regarding the sustained ability to raise Class B rents, given the
lower demagraphic profils of the residents. These renters often report
lower levels of educatipnal attainment and income when compared
with residents of Class A units. which often house higher-earning
young adults and renters by choice. Class A propertiss, however, can
be vulnerable to residents vacating for-home purchases or-moving to

2
ayey den) ebeiany

8%

Average Price per Unit (thousands)

5%

Apartment Cap Rate Trends by Class
—Class A ~Class B/C — Preferred Markets

10.0% new construction at discounted, lease up rents. Class B residents tend
to be subject to more wage and employment pressure, and price sensi-
v 5% \\ tivity. Historically, revenues per unit average‘d about 3 percent-for both
é:‘i ’ nroduct types, with'the exception of the peried of 2001 to 2003. Class
o A revenuss weakened relative to Class B/C during this time, befere
‘i: 7.0% outpacing Class B/C revenues, following the most recant recessicn.
o
[
g Demand and pricing for core apartment assets in preferrad markets
< 55% turned aggressive with surprising speed in 2010, anhead of improved
property fundamentals, and continuing throughout 2011, Preferred
4.0% markets typically have higher-cost housing and consistently generate

00 Ol 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 08 10 11 a high level of apartment demand by necessity, offaring greater pro-
tection from both demand and suppiy-side risks. While operations can
reverse quickly in an economic downturn, resulting in highly volatile
cash fiow, the structurally lower vacancy rates enable a shorter re-
Apartment Cap Rate Trends by Market covery perigd. In addition, fewer competing assets available for sale
safeguards assat values, resuiting in higher appraciation retums and
lower perceived risk.

— Primary - Secondary — Tertiary

9%
Conversely, markets with low barriers to entry often-carry significantly
o 8% fiigher demand and supply-side risk, but.capture a greater proportion
& of job and popuiation growth, offering opportunities to rapidly grow
2 occupancy, and NOIs in an economic. upswing. Buyers could pay more
O T for Class A apartment properties and maintain a reasonabie spread
g aver the risk-free rate, which widengd to 432 basis points at the end
2 6% of last year, the largest gap in at least 20 years. Even investments in
preferred markets maintained a spread of 252 basis points relative to
the 10-year treasury. Significant portfolio transactions boosted apart-
5% ment sales in the $20 million-plus’ segment, which approached $38
04 05 06 07 08 08 10 N hillion in 2011, reflecting a 43 percent increase over last ygar and 60

percent of all sales. For a longer-term perspective on apartment sales

page § January 2012



Institutional

ﬁ Property

e Advisors

Institutional Apartment Research Beport M

trends in the $20 million-plus segment, consider that the averags
apartment price’ per-unit increased for 12 consecutive years starting Apartment Sales Volume by Price Tranche
in 1994, eventually peaking near $126,000 in 7007. This represents a —$1M-510M —SI10M-520M — 520M+
10.7 percent average annual increase over the 14-year period anc a $140
5.4 percent average cap rate at peak. Prices contracted nearly 35 per-
cent from peak-to-trough in 2008; however, strong sales momentum =
i this tier has since lifted the average saie price by 80 percent from 5 §t05
the trough to the current $131,500 per unit. In comparisen, apanment =
NOIs rose approximately 16 to 17 percent in 2010 and 2011 combined. @
In addition, cap rates recompressed by 157 basis points to 5.5 percent. 5 $70
Gateway markets including New York, Washington, D.C.; Los Angeles, %
San Francisco, Houston, Daltas and Chicage dominated investments. 2 5

w

$0
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 O7 08 0% 10 11*

Apartment Buyer Composition - $20M+

100%

5%
e |lger/Other
== Foreign
50% == |nstitutional

== Public/REIT

Percent of Tatal

The composition of apartment buyers in the $20 mitlicn-plus tier shift-
ed from the 2009 trough. Equity funds more than tripled their share of 25%
acquisitions, white public and institutional investors’ share more than
doubled. As of year-end 2011, private buyers maintained the largest
sharé of acquisitions at 34 percent, yet this reflects a contraction from
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 to 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

= Private

0%

With recent transactions biased toward: core, top-tier markets, and 100%
best-in-class assets, stronger aperational performance and low-cost

debt have broadened buyer demand. Furthermore, yiald compression wem Private/Other

will lead to more sales. of Class B and B- properties. Greater sales _ %

velocity in @ broader spectrum of asset quality and markets in 2012 g = Reg'i/l.ocal Bank
will create more reliable value sstimates and lend support ta market = = Int’V/Nat'l Bank
pricing in the lower tiers.and secondary markets. The cap rate spread az 50% -—CMBS

for midstier assets located in tartiary -marksts is approximately 3C0 8 e Financial/insurance
basis points higher than primary markets &t 5.5 percent, with secong- Q

ary markets ranging within that spread: This arbitrage offers attractive %% = Gowt. Agency
return spreads when viewed with properly assessed risks and & more

than five-year investment horizon. Older, Class B renovation candidates %

located near employment:nodes and transit hubs will present worthy

investment opportunities in good primary and secondary markets. “Fsrimate

**Through 3Q
January 2012 page 7
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Apartment Total Returns Eclipse Alternatives B ]nstitutional
. IPA Property
Apartments have shown far-greater resiliency in holding their val- e Advisors
ues during market downturns. The negative change in appreciation AMarcus & Milichap Company

over the peak-to-trough cycle for apartments is roughly one-half to
one-third less severe compared with the office, industrial, and retail
sectors. Furthermore, comparative statistics offer evidence that apart-
ment values recover in 2 fraction of the time historicaliy required by
other sectors. The sector currently posts the strongest return perfor-
mance among property types, posting an overall return of 3.6 percent
for the third quarter of 2011 and an annualized averall return of 18.8
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-

Hessam Nadji
Managing Director
2999 Dak Road

Suite 210

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

Corporate Headquarters
tnstitutional Property Advisors

sion and NOI growth. 23975 Park Sorrento

' - Suite 400
When compared with the volatility of other asset classes, the real Calabasas, CA 91302 -
estate sector is poised to receive increased investments for its stable Tel- {818) 2'1 2.2700

cash flows and appreciation. These factors have broadgned the ap-
peal of apartment investment beyond traditienal private investors and
REITs to include saveraign funds, equity groups, and other institutions. ©IPAZNZ wesninstitutionalpiopertyadyisors.com
This, in turn, enhanced fiquidity, particularly for major institutional

properties. Apartments offer lowv space market volatility and therefore

the highest risk-adjusted returns. The apartment sector typically per-

forms best in & rising interest rate environment and stands to benefit

fiom the unigue demograghic trends forecast for the next decads.

www.lnstitutionalPropertyAdvisors.com

Commercial Real Estate Offers Initial Yields of Various Investments
Favorable Returns

- Last Year = Last 10 Years
e Last 5 Years e Prior 10 Years

15%
12%
9%
6%

Average Rate

3%

Total Return’

Ret

The intarmanion contained in this repait was obtained from sources teened to be reliabie. Eveiy 6flort was maa i obtain acturate and comeie information; however, i Iepresentation, wa fenty of gla“antee, express of implied, may bo made as ta the accuracy o ratiabilrty of the infosmation cantainad
herair. Note: Matro-level empécymant giowih is calctated using seesonally adjusted quaniarly avrages: Sales data inclues tansactions valued at 500,004 and graater unioss otherwise nated. Sources Marcus & Milichap fasearth Services, Bureay of Labor Statstics, CoStar Group. b Feomamy
com, Matonal Associalion of Realiors. Real Capitat Anatyrics, Reis, Twﬁll)udge’ﬁlpelme V.5, Gensus Bureau



Landscape Architécts.| Land Planners | Environmentat Consultants

1934 Commerce Lane - Suite 1 - Jupiter, Flérida . 33458 - Ph561.747.6336 - Fax.561.747.1377 - www.cotleurhearing.com - Lic# LC-C000239

October 19, 2011

Ms. Anne Cox
City of Port St. Lucie
121 SW Port St. Lucie Blvd HECEIVED
Port 5t. Lucie, FL 34984
| -7 ) OCT 19 201
RE: 3" pUiD Amendment for.the Fountainview Plaza PUD .
Applicant: Cotleur & Hearing; inc. on behalf of the Property Owners Y OF '2‘3@%':&2@&

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, sharéed 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
looking to 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 muitifamily use is only applicable to Lot 6.

Maximum Residential Building 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. itis
important to.note 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)



T

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 aliow shared parking between the adjacent properties within the
PUD. The proposed amendment will allow shared parking between the uses on the same site
because the individual uses will have opposing parking demand during different times of the
day. This is-achieved by utilii‘mg_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 - '

Native Landscape Material

Currently the requirement for native plant material is 75%. In order provide flexibility in dgsfgn
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 avaitable 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, inciuded 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 plans

BuildingHeight Exhibits

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

0N AW

Please feel free to contact me if any additiona! information is required at this time.
" Sincerely,

Donaldson Hearing, Cotleur & Hearing, Inc.



PUD AMENDMENT APPLICATION

CITY OF PORT STbLUCrItE N FOR OFFIiCE USE ONLY

annin oning Departmen

151 SW Port 8t Lucie Boulevard Planning Dept. Fri-19Q

Port St. Lucie, Florida 34984 Fee (Nonréfuna§515)$ 2 s822.7 [
(772)871-5212 EAX.(772)871-5124 Receipt#_ 11326

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

nonrefundable unless a(ﬂ)licatlon is-withdrawn prior to the Planning and Zoning Board meetin%w All items on this

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

DHEARING@COTLEUR-HEARING.COM

- PRIMARY CONTACT EMAIL ADDRESS:
PROPERTY OWNER:

Name: FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD

Adgress: | MULTIPLE OWNERS, SEE EXHIBIT 3 OF THE PUD DOCUMENTS

Telephone No. FAX No. RECEIVED
AGENT OF OWNER (if any) UéT 19 2011
Namme: DONALDSON HEARING, COTLEUR & HEARING, INC

Address: 193 COMMERCE LANE, SUITE 1, JUPITER, FL 33458 e OF POAT &7, LUGHE: FL

Telephone No, 361-747-63%6 FAX No, 581-747-1377

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Legal Description; St. Lucie West Plat No. 164 2nd Re-Plat in the Fountains Plat Book 43, pages 9 and 9A (Lots 6-10)
(Include Piat Book and Page)

SEE EXHIBIT 3 OF THE PUD DOCUMENTS

Parcel I.D. Number:

Current Zoning: PUD Proposed Zoning: PUD

CH/CG/RHI

30.139 AC

Future Land Use Designation: Acreage of Property:

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

AND TO REDUCE THE REQUIREMENT FOR 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) All proposed additions must be underlined and deleted text must have a strikethrough.
3) Wherethere 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
& e

hall govern.
SoHAUERH HEARIINE 10.1F 20l

SHEAYTE of Owner Hand Print Name Dale

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

NOTE: Sigiature on this application acknowledges that a certificate of concurrency for adequate public facilities as
needed to service this projecthasnot yet been etermined. Adec_gjace( of public facility services 1S not guaranteed
at this'stage inthe development review Frocess. Adequacy for public facilities is determined through certification of
concurrency and the:issuance: of fina local development orders as may be necessary for this' project 1o be

determined based on the-application material submitted.

Page 10f2



Procedure

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:

[0}

-

Q0 Q o0

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

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

An overall increase in proposed floor 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
tand use. ’

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

v 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(A)(1).

s K

A written statement clearly setting forth all proposed changes.in the conceptual plan, setting forth in
comparable fashion all applicablé 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 alt 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 additiohal covenants, agreements, or stipulations made a part of the original

approval action and affected.by the proposed changes.

Any application for minor-changes in conceptual plans shall be submitted to the site plan review commitiee and
Planning and Zoning 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 rezening. (Ord. No. 98-84, § 1, 3-22-99)

HAPZASHAREDWAPPLCTNPUD AMENDMENT (06/23/11)

Page 2 of 2



FOUNTAINVIEW PLAZA PUD

WARRANTY DEEDS

LOTS 6-10




LOT-6
Parcel Id ~ 3326-702-0003-000-6 / 3326-702-0003-020-2
HL St. tucie LLC
64E:>‘Herm':tage Circle

Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410-1611
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2682955 OR BOOK 2325 PAGE 1870, Recorded 08/0B/2005 at 11:45 AM
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GENERAL WARRANTY DEED

THIS INDENTURE, made this Jyc} 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 as "Grantor”, and HL'ST. LUCIE, LLC, whose

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

"Grantee”,

gain, sell, alien,jremise, release,
ate lying and being in the Cpunty of St.

See Attached Exhibit "A".

TOGETHER with all the tenements, hereditaments and appurienances thereto belonging or
in anywise appertaining, and the reversion or reversions, remainder or remainders, rents, issues and

profits thereof,

& grvations, zoning. ordinances and
ich are hereby reimposed; pnd

years.

AND Grantor does hereby fully warrant the title to said land, and will defend same against



OR BOOK

2325 PAGE 1871

the Jawfual claims of all persons whomsoever.

has her

c: . . = C '. - T
Print Name: Sl Hn S Thomas R. Gibson, President
(SEAL)

STATE OF FLORIDA

as

Print Notary Name

NOTARY PUBLIC

40\ 765 1\DGeneral WarrantyJeedR
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EXHIBIT "A"

&tqp-a fortiop of Let'6 as shown amthe PLA OF BT. WBST
A S, rcorded in PlahBook 42, Page 9, in the publi} records of §¢. Lugie Count,

omience at the Southwest orndyr of Lot 2A {a parcel pf land g5 shown ont lat of St. Lucic lat No. 132
2 ins,yecodded i m Plat Book 39, Pagé 9 nd ga, m the public records of St Lucie County,
a i -distance of 305.65 feet to the Point of

{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°03'58" West, a distance of 173.81 feet to a point of curvature with a curve concave to the Narthwest and

hwmg a radius of 100.00 feet;
4. Southwesterly along tne drc of said curve, thru a central angle of 10°26'40", an arc distance of 18.23 feetto a




OR ‘BOOK

2325 ©PAGE 1873

PARCEL 2: (PHASET])

_portipn offLot 6 as-showmon the PLA OF 8T
PUAT IN THE FOUNTA|NS, recorded in Plat'Book|43, Page 9,
lorida and being more partigularly described as follows:

N pardel of land being

ornty of said Lot 6, sail poipt bying op a cyirve concave to the West, having 4
4¢3 : poiat-ofNorth B0°00°CO* ; ortheasterly, Nertirerly ard
Iregsterty along tigarcof sail o West line bi-said-L.ot-6, thyu-a-central-angle-of-13621.8146",,
distance o7 13085 Teet 1o a point of reVerseTlrvarure with a curve concave 1o the Northeast and 1
42.00 feet; thence Northwesterly along the arc of said curve, throvgh a central angle of 46°18'46", an arc distance of
33.95 feet to a point of tangency with a liney

thence North 00°00'00" West along said [ine, a distance of 213,79 fect to a point of curvature with a curve concave
1o the Southeast having a radins of 156.00-feet; thence Northeasterly along the arc of said curve, through a central
angle of 39°33'09", an arc distance of 107:65 feet to a point of tangency with a line; thence North 39°33'09" East
along said line, a distance of 356.54 feet; thence South'50°26'51" Bast, departing-said West line, a distance of
439,00 feet; thence Scuth 39°33'03" West, a distance of 258.91 feer; thence South 90°00'00" West, a distance of
130.72 feet; thence South 00°00'00" East,‘a distance of 234.00 feet to a point of intersection with the South fine of :

2 distance of 330.65 feet 1o ths PONNT OF BEGINNING.

20000




RECEIVED nNOv 15 201
Qctober 12, 2011

Roger G. Orr, City Attorney
City of Port 5t. Lucie

121 S.W. Port St. Lucie Blvd
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

RE: Fountainview Plaza PUD
- ~Owner Authorization‘and Designationof Agent

Mr. Qrr,
| 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 all 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,

Cary Luskin.

HL St. Lucie LLC



Designation of Authorized Agent
Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared (C A RY LS K'I,J

of HL St. Lucie LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states as

fotlows:
1. That {2!@ Y LIS égl_(.l of HL St. Lucie LLC is an applicant of the

property described as:

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

And sald property located on SW Fountamvtew Blvd Port St. Luc1e FL,

2. That HL 5t. Lucie LLC has appointed the firm of Cotleur & Hearing, Inc. to act as
authorized agents onits behaif 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 __ahm Beatlh.
I hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
Caay Adean Lugkin

S 1 7 dayof OC/{IT)L)‘D// 20 1L by
[ ]who is personally known to me or [ Whas produced . Hivers
#1250~ ! —Sl-2711-0

as identification and who did take an cath. -2/ m

i o Note{r\/ Public
BRITTANY LEE ,
S “Notary Public -:Stale of Flarida g*i/l_:f%a.}'\\'f bﬁ—c

- i,
;-‘& £ My Gomm; Expires Nov.20, 2015 -
Commission # EE 116251  § Printed name

2 O
"u"” W Bondag: Throuuh Nannal Nouq Assn.
¥ . —_— Notary Public
State of Florida at Large

s
My Commission Expires:

=
s

-
-
=
S
)
=

el
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LOT7?
Parcel Id — 3335-600-0001-000-7 (Unit A) / 3335-600-0002-000-4 {Unit B)
RM:at 5t.-Lucie-West Development, lhc and ESA-Pompano, LLC
3325 S, University Drive, Suite 210

Cooper City, FL 33328

Parcel ld ~ 3335-600-0003-000-1 (Unit C)
Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie |, LLC
340 East Main Street, Suite 300

Spartanburg; 5C 28301



EDWIN M. FRY, Jr., CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT - SAINT LUCIE COUNTY
FILE 4 2530746 OR BOOK 2128 PAGE 88%, Recorded 01/05/2005 at 09:42 BM
Doc Tax: 5$513637.4C

This Instrument prepared by:
Barry E. Somerstéin, Esq.
Ruden, McClesky, Smith,
Schuster & Russell, P.A.
P.0. Box 1900

Fort Layderdale, FL._33302

WARRANTY DEED)

———

g . made thjs g ) “jday of’ 004,
E/WEST DEVELOPMENT MEJKNY)LLC, a Florida limitedLiability
of by mergerwith ST LUCIE@ESLDM‘ ‘DF LOPMEN%CQBL:E' ~a*Délaware
corporation authorized to do business in the State of Florida, having an address at 1850
Fountainview Boulevard, Suite 201, Port 8t Lucie, Flozida 34986 (hercinafier .called the
"Grantor"), ‘RM AT ST. LUCIE, WEST DEVELOPMENT LLC, a Florida limited lLiability
company,. as to an undivided 79:59% interest and ESA-POMPANQ, LLC, a Florida limited
liabitity company, 2s'to an undivided 20.41% interest, as tenants in common, having an address

at 3325 South University Drive, Suite 210, Davie, Florida 33328 (hersinafler called the
and” valn nsiderati Grantor i
a}ﬁn ledged, h d,_}aargajncg\

i forever, the followjng describe

WITNESSETH:

/fﬁmﬂfor znd i

"Grantee").
ars {STU00Y; . and Bther good
eceint ofewhich is hereby
tee's eirw cesghrs and
ida, to wit: ] .
See Exhibit “A” roperty”).

(a) Taxes and assessments for the year 2004 and subsequent years.
(b)  General utility end rights-of way easements serving the Property.

{c) Zoning restrictions and pronibitions imposed by governmental and guasi-
governmental autherity.

(d) Restrictions, agreements, covenants, conditions, Teservations, dedications and
easements of record, but this provision shall not operate to reimpose the same.

ereto made,a p ErE




TO HAVE AND TO HOLID, the same in fec simple forever.

AND-the Grantor hereby covenants with said:Grantee that it has good right and lawful
authority to sell and convey said land; that it hereby fully warranis the titie to said land and will
defend the same against the lawful claims of all persons claiming by, through and under Grantor.

antor has hereunto set Grantor's hand and seal the day and

OMPANY,
cacessor

. .~ Printed Name
NP T

Sifmature .
Voo £ Sq Kouos o

-
12




OR BOOK 2129 PAGE 891

STATE OF FLORIDA )
) 88:
COUNTY OF ST ‘LUCIE )

' ,I HE.REBY CER'I'IFY that ‘on:thik: day, before me, an ofﬁccr duly authorized.in, thc State
B d‘:totakc‘acknow]ed ents, the foregoing insoument was

"e .&‘ of ST LCIE
p suceesso by erger

ENT a clawar co 'oratxgn “to Go
'vo_untany der aut¥ority duly v tedm i bysaxd

e corporate seal:s sai oration. He i

)B/Lw)é ,J/Wé&

Notary Public

(hidew & St

Typed, primcdér stamnped name of Notary Public
My Commission Expires:




EXHIBIT “A”

Lot 7, ST. LUCIE WEST, PLAT NO. 164, 2ND REPLAT IN THE FOUNTAINS, according to
the Plat théreof; recorded in Plat Book 43, Pages 9 and 9A, of the Public Records of St. Lucie

C l E Y
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EXHIBIT “B”

The following resmictions, covenants and provisions shall be deemed a part of the
conveyance described in the Special Warranty Deed to which these Deed Restrictions are

attached all_be deemed ants runming_with the land applicable to the property
desg 'lm/da;:]ﬁ%ﬁcial %ﬂcﬁ%d\("l’m erty”) and shal bipding uppn the ownet of
thePropefiy anthits successors mig]]s,\o\wit: L\i /
in order 1o assure unifgrmity and compatibility of the deyelepment
ithin the project, Graitee |dcknowledges and agrees that Grantge’s use. of Preperty shall

o\ﬂy be for general/commersgial nses, -Wher by thg ag improvements {n gne of MOTE
b 'ldinggjihf_c)néﬁuc[e upon the. Prope will ngt-exceed eighty-nine thousand four hundred

{89400} square fee in thé_\qggregate_(“ oposedl Use”) unleds Gramcc.sﬁ\ all obtain Gigntor’s
written 5T a different-use-atid all plans

—specifications for thedeveloprient and
constraction of the Property, whether conceptual, preliminary, 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 discretion). The approval of such Plans may-
be based on esthetic grounds in e sole and absolute sole discretion of Grantor. No construction
or installation of any improvements, landscaping or development of the Properry shall be:
undertaken, except in accordance with the complete and final Plans which have been approved in
writing by Grantor in its sole diseretion (which Plans, if approved by Grantor, referred 1o as the
“ppproved Plans™). Additionally, the Grantee acknowledges that all site plans and water, sewer,
drainage, water retentiori and watk with respect to conservation areas on any portion of the

Prope’n%snzﬂo\lﬂy be done after lans with respect o such work have been approved by the
C? d other ap;’)jjable ermmental zuthoritigs, if applicable.

(b Granteg shall su '
approve or disapprove (in rantor’s sole and\ absolpte discretion),
tE lans (inade either pefdre or.after Closing). dditionaily, ,9 Grantee 2

2 'ca{ that all site plans\a:n all landscaging, water scl:ey,—dramage, water-retention and work

with ras'gcﬁt_to/%ﬁr’]’ perty shall only be dgne aﬁ/e_q plans with respect 1o sufch_tvmﬁ; have been.
ap}}ro\ved ¥ ,;c\)‘zm%ﬂiﬂa/ dcﬁ{xcd) and a 5 other applicable govemmental
authorities—Gramtor shall also Tight to revi prove in writfng-ﬁn-Grmrm/r’s sole

and absolute discretion) any and all modifications to the Plams required by any governmental
agency, including, without lifnjtation, the County of St. Lucie, Florida and the City of Port St
Lucie, Florida. Grantor shall deliver notice to Girantee, Grantor’s approval ar disapproval as
premptly as is reasonably possible, but ot later than ten {10) days after receipt of notice of the
modification. If Grantor 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 to be obtained. ‘

{c) Grantee shall perform all construction ami development substantially -in
accordance with the Approved Plans.

M 2 period of twenty (20 ycars/r\f:;m he date he uf,ge “Q of the P}opcrty
shall We restricted o] the' Prof z

s, and the Prlope qot be (i\rezoned Ao a/zoning
5
FlL:1234795:3




catcgory Gther than that permitied for the Proposed Use without the. prior written consent of
Grantor,_which consent may be arbitrarily withheld; and (ii) neither'Grantee or it$ successors and
assigns will seek to obtain a termination or change 1 the Development Order without the prior
writtén consent of Grantor or its successors and assigns, which consent may be withheld by
Grantor in its sole discretion.

t," ér any ofher

ucie W/
cts es-{or the p ions\ofth Prc}j'e{t or
"of St.]é\

arly agGociation ot club greatéd in comnegtion thereyith providefl, h wcw:v;K that (rantée shall
t tofuse "at St. Lucie \Westr,' ot uci¢ West" as paft ofthe name
of thé Grantee development| Except as set forth above, Grantee shall have no\ﬁjghl hatscever
s \n 'connecti)fn C Pfoject or in any advertising or
anyrother menney withou! thel prior writien consent of Grantor.”

ect to the name*'}

Antee covenants: grees that witretrbuilding constructet: Property,
Grantee shall, at Grantee’s expense, design and construct same to insure that sdid building(s) is
fully prepared for being connected to the gas distribution system, at the outside 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 fée of Two Hundred Dollars ($200) per unit shall be payabie to
Grantor at the time a building -permit-is issued for any unit, parcel or'building. An additional
Fifty Doltar ($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 anthority

goché?g,th.Lg@i\srribution-s releases Grantee in writing to the extent of ary obligations
set forth in this Paragraph.

; The Property is a portianyof the project known aj “St. Lucie Wes oject™)
hich is subject to a Deyeldpment of Regtonal Impact Ofder issued b the City of Port/St. Lucie,
T amended

2 arnended {the foregaing \Development/ Order, as|amended and-as may be l
m time to time'is refefredyio as “Devf])op ent Ordler rantee acknow]edges receipt of

a\"op of the existing ‘restited Developpient Orfler.| Grantee agrees to compl with all
oblijgations ol the elopment er applicable {o the Property.
bhigati he Developn O applibabio {6 the P

G. Grantee 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
cable franchisee and Grantee agrees to execute any documents and grant any easements in
connection with such systems or services requested by Grantor or cable franchises as may be
réasonably 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 installation of any wiring, equipment or other

FiL:1334795:3
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provisions of this Paragraph shall not be applicable to the extent thal the applicable cable
company governing cable service within the Project releases the Grantee in writing 1o the extent
of any obligations set forth in this Paragraph.

7 Grantor reserves the right of access and entry ai any tfime -upon and over the

Prope rce: Grantor’s rig Ls-akd to inspect the Property and any im rovements thereon;
eV [+ I

proy'r 2d, however, (hat thg-tilization o{\thjs ght shall not um§ hably interfgre with the

de clo’pmm\marieﬁ 4 of-the Praperty, which refervation shall Survive it} the final
¢ rtif}cate of occupaney’ is Assued for \fhe \Proposed se. h} ad ilion\\o tor'd rights
hiare nder, Grantor and [St, [Lucie West Co ercidl Aissociation s/bla]l have.additiopal access

7!115, Conditions and estrictions\” r the §t. Lucie

es that ] _'/;ll construc) ail on-site fmprovements) which

s construclat-imchanection willi the development of the Propeity, including, .
but not Kmited to, lanilscaping, 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 connsction with its development of the Property, it shall- -
construct appropriate dry retention. drainage upon the Property as réquired by appiicab!é
governmental authority. Grantor does hereby reserve unto itself and to St. Lucie West Services .
District easements over the Property to provide drainage: with Tespect to the balance of the
Project and Grantez hereby agrees that it shall grant appropriate easements to such parties.
Additionaily, no portion of the Property may be dnlled for wells for irrigation purposes. ;

LEVY T

ror) e "
OPERATIDN, CAIH
ERVICES OF TE IST

BOARD QFTHE DIS

SESSMENTS\PAY
S OF CERTAIN
SET ANNUALL

9 St Lucie West:Sepvices District. T
(« dlzTRJ_CT’ oﬁl' “CDD”)MAY IMPOSE
BOTH TAXES\A Eés@ﬁ«:ms,\%}z
THE CONSTRUGTION
PURBL TIH




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 at St. Lucie West Land Condominium (OR 2903-2324) Unit A

e —we_ _ __and B{OR 2129-889;.2530:888) -

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

2.

4.

That RM at St. Lucie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC has
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
obtaining 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 between
Hotel and Residential land use.

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, Fiorida.

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 S:c. Lucbzlie West Development, Inc. and ESA-Pompano, LLC
3325 S. University Drive, Suite 210
Cooper City, FL 33328



NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF B rowaid

| hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
_/y_davof (O(‘J’ L2001 by ‘BA;ZIMT b SS

[L¥who is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identification and who did take an oath.

ary szrcm R // /
\_/m‘t/ /

Printed name

Notary Public
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:
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Doc Tax:

(’

L

$17500.00

A0LEEY

RETURN TO:

First Amarican Tltie Ins, Co.
25400:US 19 N, Suite 135
Clpanwater, FL. 33763

= a¥ o)

Kenneth P. Wiirtenberger
Attorney at Law
Adorno & Yoas, LLP

350 East Lay Olay ‘Boulevard Suite 1700
Fort Lluderdﬂ'%‘ﬂ&iiﬂl
954-763<1200

Fite 3044610065
Wﬂl 0.!

[Spaca Abave|This Tino For h bm

\M War raﬂty
_This Wﬂ.ﬂ'anty Deed made 16th @34]%“ weer RM CTE WEST

DEVELOFME LLC 2 Florids limited Uability company, as io sn undlvided 7959% Inierest, “and ESA-
POMPANO, LLC a Flortda limited linbliity company, as to an undivided 2041 % Interest whosc poat office address is
3325 5, Unkversity Drive, Sidte 210, Cooper City, FL 33328, granter, and PALMETTO HOSPITALITY OF PORT.ST.
LUCIE 11, LLC, a Florida limited labillty company whose post officc address is 340 Fast Main Street, Sufte 300,

Spartanburg, SC 29301, grantee:

(Whenover used herein the o g;ﬂmr' and "graniee* inciude all the partics to this mmumuu and the heim, legal cepreseniatives, and astigns of
individuals, and the succereory and assigns of corporations, truts and rustees)

Witnesseth, that said grantor, for and in Gonsideration of the sum of TEN AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($10. 00) and other

good and valuable considerations to gaid gmntor @ hand peid by seid prantee, the reccipt whereof 18 hereby meknowledged,
has gromted: bargained, and-sold to'thegid grantee, and grantee's heirs and assigns forever, the following described land,
situate, Iying and being ifi Saint Lucie Connty, Flortda to-wit:

Mo AT 7, LUCIE WEST L
CLARATION OF CONDO

, D OVEMBER 9, 2087,
EMBER 13, 2007 IN O[R. BOOX 7907, PAGE 3:4 OF THE PUBLIC

COUNTY, /FLGRIDA, J:romcmz AN ED
NELEMIE % APPURTENANT TBERETO AND MADE A FART

THE-FOLLOWING DESCRIBED

LOT 7, ST..-LUCIE WEST, PLAT NO. 164, IND REPLA'I‘ IN THE FOUNTAINS, ACCORDING
TO THE PLAT THEREOF, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 43, PAGES 9 AND 9A, OF THE
PUBLIC RECORDS OF $T. LUCIE COUNTY, FLORIDA.]

PARCELII

NON:EXCLUSIVE RIGHT OF ACCESS FOR THE BENEFIT OF PARCEL I OVER AND
ACROSS (1) 8.W. PE.ACOCK BOULEVARD LYING NORTH OF THE SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY
LINE.OF S.W. SPORTS VILLAGE WAY ACCORDING TO THE PLAT OF ST. LGCIE WEST
PLAT NO. 10 - SPORTS. VILLAGE, ‘RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 28, PAGE 12, AND (2} SW
SPORTS VILLAGE WAY ACCORDING TO ST. LUCIE WEST PLAT NO. 109 -

. W’I‘ PORT LUCIE RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 37, P
S.Wr FOUNTAIN/— ULEV ACCDRDING TO MUCIE PLAT Nﬂ 164 - ZND P
Y ‘RECORDED T BOOK 43 GE
e Timas




OR BCOK 2907 PRGE 2028

Parcel Identification Number:

Subject to taxes for 2008 -ond-subsequent years; covenants, conditions, restrictions, eusements,
reservations and limitations of record; if any.

i s

Together with all the tenements, bsrcdmmtsmd appurtenances thereta belonging or in anywise appertaining.

To Hav 1o Hold; the snn:f:'in_;_

And gramor bereb cuv} ;
grenjer h?s g@

land| and| will "defend the pame | pgaidst
encumbrances, except axes acs

InV\Qn s ‘Whereol, )mr

_Sigl_md,s ed and deliveredin our p

BM AT ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT, LLC, 2
Floridz limited lisbility company

By: RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT, LLLP, a
Florida limited Liability limited partnership, lis Manager .5~

By: RM AT ST. LUCIE
LLC, » Floridglimi

{Corporate Seal}

DY




State of Florida
County of Broward:

The foregaing instrument was .acknowledged before me this 16th day-of November, 2007 by
Bamy G. Ross, Manager of RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELDPMENT GP, LLC, a Florida
limkted Nlabllity company, General Partner of the Manager of RM AT ST. LUCIE WEST
DEVEEIQE@W. LLLP, a.Fioriga.limited llability limited partnership, as Manager of RM AT ST,
LUCIE'WEST DEVELOPMENT,. LLG, a<Florida mited lability coman(- He [4

known 1o-me-ar [X)has praduced-adriver's ticanse as [denifeation.

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 limited tlabillty company. He personally knownt6 e or IX]
has produced a driver's llcense as [dentification.




Designation of Authorized Agent -

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared A‘ F—OS-]-C/ C/\C\/D/r\w-‘
of Palmetto Hospitality of Port St. Lucie II, LLC, who being by me first duly sworn, on'
oath deposes and states as follows:

1. That_A'_ . F'OS-I*U C}'\ahmohof Palmetto Hospitality of Port 5t. Lucie Il,
LLC is an applicant of the _propeTrty 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, 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.

Cyiribrssgpmin

Pa_lmetto.Hos’pitality of Port St. Lucie il, LLC
340 East'Main Street, Suite 300
Spartanburg, 5C 29301

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATEORFEORIDR S D Coroline
COUNTY OF 5\9 ar‘(-af—bdfku

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



[O day of NOV'GHJ{)&/ , 20 I{ , by A‘ F:}_S'J"C/ Cf\a-pma/"\

[\L}who is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identification and who did take an oath. /</
(%flj C— 7/»/ °//—rf?<
0]

tary Public

[ isa H /—ﬁ)lfczf\d

Printed name

Notary Public

) My Commlsmon Explres 2 2 /(ﬂ



LOTSB AND 9
parcel Id — 3326-706-0001-000-4 / 3326-706-0002-000-1
Lineberry Properties, Inc.
116 Lineberry Blvd., Suite 301

Mt. Juliet, TN 37122

" Pparcel'ld - 3326:706-0003-000-8

. ' ChartérRealty:& investment Company, LLC
c/o Posess, Kolbert & Strauss, PLLC
6100 Glades Road, Suite 204

Boca.Raton, FL33434 .. ..
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Ejil Ok BOOK 2308 PAGE 145, Recorded 07/20/2005 at 12:50 PM
16153.590

THIS INSTRUMENT PREPARED BY
AND RETURN TO:

Robert S. Schymaker, Esquire

TRUSTEE UK CIE 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 valuable 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:

hergof,

and appirtenances, \wi / privilege,
asement fherejo belonging iy’ anywise

"B" afta “and made a p of, Grantor does fully 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 WHEREQF, the Grantor aforesaid has set its hand and seal as of themy of
June, 2005.

September 27,

STP:529470:1
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STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY-QF-PINEELAS -

trme .as:.'_'yo' ' : K\D. East as Trustée n
greemept dated ‘Sep ; of{the T i

-path, this
ué—d?‘%g

Notaky'Public —— /= —\ =

Print Name:

R -+ Commission No.

] TEE My COMMISBION # DD 431477
18 i CEXPIRES: dune 28, 2000
B g — Benoed Thid Nauryml !

[Ty

STP:529470:1
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EXHIBIT “A"

Le IDesg' jon

. LucigWe;

As a POINT OF BEGINNING commence at the Southwest corner of said Lot 8 and
proceed N. 01° 48" 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.
29° 28' 08" E., Record), along the Westerly boundary of said Lots 8 & 9, a distance of
297.34 feat:(297.40 feet, Recard); thence N. 39°31' 29" E., (N. 39° 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
i i f 258.22 fegg_m:e_s_i@gcog" i
.adistance of 56.82 feet, thenge
Esa P

53' 47" E:, u digtange of £2:64 feet; thenc 5.0°Q0" 0g
point on the Southerly oundary-of said Lo} 8; thepice
W., Record), a distance of 190,92 feet} thehce N, BO®
Record), along the Southerly bounda of said Lol 8, a di
feet, Record) to tha POWT OF BEG! NING

42 .97 feet: thence S.

PARCEL Il

Non-exclusive easement for the benefit of Parcel | as set forth in Declaration of
Easements, Covenants-and Restrictions dated o -2F-0S |, recorded 1-20-05 in
OR. Book'g 207, Page 10§  of the Public Records of St. Lucie County, Flarida.

coex

5TP:3333191
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EXHIBIT "B"

PE TED EXCEPTIONS

and all subseque Ivears which are not)yct ue and

e year 2005
All those restrictions et forth in Pa agr phs (b} and (¢) and ibit B toﬁxt c

Taxes for 2ya

in Special

otice of Adoption of " Book 571, Pa écted by
Notice of Adoption of Medification of an Adopted Developmcnt Order, recorded i 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 554; and Notice 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 Subsequent Modificaiion of an Adopted Development Order, recorded in O.R. Book
840, Page 2326; and Notice of Subsequent Modification of an Adapied Development Order,
recorded in O.R. Book 1112, Page 1302 and Davelo ment of Regiopz| Impact

strigti
1667
strictions

onditions and Restnctions for St. Lucle 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 Declaration 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 for St. Lucie West Prima Vista Association, recorded in
O.R. Book 722 Page 525; and Sevcnth Amcndment ta Dec!aratlon of Covenants, Conditions

. _ cordnzf;‘r@‘l\ Bo ge

2078;

of Covenan? Conditions 4nd Restrictions for St
R. Book 9 1; and

Th:rteenth -Amendment to Declaratlon of Covenants, Conditions and Rcstnctlons for St. Lucie
West Prima Vista Association, recorded in OR. Book 1082, Page 190; and
Fourteenth. Amendment to Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for St. Lucie
West Prima Vista Association, recorded in O.R. Book 1082, Page 193; and Amendment to

STP:529470:1
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Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for St. Lucie West Prima Vista
Association, tecorded in O.R. Book 1164, Page 1562; and Fifteenth Amendment‘to Declaration
enants, Conditions estrictions for St. Lucie West Pr’ima Vists _recarded
Condif\ ns

est Prima Vista

; i Declaration
cie West Prima Vista Assmcial{'on, recorded
‘Bectarant's Rights, ed im oK, Book
eclarantls Rights, recopded in O.R. Book 1016, Papge/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, recorded in O.R. Book 1024, Page 345; and Amendient.to Consent to Use,
recorded in O.R. Book 1240, Page 1452.

6. Terms and condmons of the License Agreementbctween Thos. J. White Development

9. Terms and conditions of the Agreement between St. Lucie County, Florida, 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 579, 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
Agrsement Number Five, recorded in O.R. Book 872, Page™555; and Intefim Road Impact Fee
Credit Agreement Number Six, recorded in O.R. Book 898, Page 2684; and Interim Road Impact
Fee Credit Agreement Number Six, recorded in O.R. Book 899, Page 1945; and Road Impact Fee

' ntNumpber Eight, fecorded ifO.R. Book 1239;Rage £766; anf Asgignment and

STP:529470:1
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11. Terms and conditions of the Interiocat Apreement to Provide Maintenance of Stormwater
ment System for St. Lucie West Services District berween St. Lucie Water Services
and City of Port & ie, a municipal corporation recorded i . Book age

by Connecfion Fee Guarantee recorded’in (.R. Book 929 Pa.
Final Judgment, b0 and Fipal Judgment, recopfled in O.R.
: i ‘ ecor i O.R. Book 121

Book 1212, Page T86;
Collection Agre

Manage

Floridaand The St. Lucie West Development Corporation recorded 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 Utility

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

svisions of the Plat ol St-Luet
Plat Book 43, Page 9 and 9A of the Public Records of St. Lugcie County, Florida.

18.
strictions as set forth in Warranty Deed recorded in O.R. Book 715,

19, Covenants, Conditions and Re
jon and Right to Reconveyance, recorded in O.R.

Page 362, as affected by Release of Restrict

Book 933, Page 583; and Termination of Landscaping Easement, recorded in O.R. Book 1195,
Page 2086.

5TP:529470:1
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24, All of the terms and provisions set forth and contained in that certain Lease between Central
Development  Enterprises, LLC, a Florida limited Hhability company, Lessor, and

wfabha's/Tropical Coast—Iimited Partne_?m-p.—_a;; limited—partagrship ssee, a
igh1s recorded i~Q.R. Baok 219i, Page 237

_Public_

CORY
CORY
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally éppeared /} 1L _,.4 , ,
of Lineberry Properties, Inc., who being by me first duly sworn, on@ h deposes

states as follows:

1. That %%\x o of tineberry Properties, Inc. is an applicant

of the property(c{escribed as.

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

And said p 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
bove for the purpose of obtaining an amendment to the PUD documents.

/ P 2z WW @

|./n1=569rry Properties, Inc/

116 Linebetry Blvd., Suite 301
Mt. Juliet, TN 37122
e

ya

STATE OF SEGEBA
COUNTY OF  pos < ,75\/

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

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

Wb 20 L) by S J—;Léfmw

3 // day of
[\;] who is personally known to me or [ ] has produced, 9.4///’ .
as identification and who did take an oath. %_‘ﬂ,__,
(
\“umlmu,,‘”‘ Notar
\\ S f’
& e e, < Q /%/ il
F A 9 q’"’s
= @p T, 0% Prmted
: I 1 G 182
=s:1400, 6&\ s
0 % T %o I Notary Publlrffi
,2% ('6 gERY ‘\5 State of Eltwen at La[gg - [ATON EXTERE:
o N3 My Commissicn Expires: wg BRP Y



Prepared by and Retum to: ) -

* N. Dwayne Gray, Jr., Esqulre

Zimmerman, Kiser & Suteliffe, P.A.
315 Bast Robinsen Btrest, Suits 600
Criando, Plorida 32801

Our Fils Nuzber: 10048.270

Parcel 12 3326-T04-0003-000%

EPECIAL WARRANTY DELD

. STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF 8T. LUCIE

TS SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED, made this Saptember J{p, 2011, between FIFTE. THIRD BANK, an

Ohic banking corparatior, seecessor by merger with FIFTH THIRD -BANK, a Miohipan banking corporation, whose
malling addreas is: 201 E, Kennedy Bivd, Tamps, Florida 33602, hersinafter calied the "Grantort; to' Charter Realty

{nyostment Comsmy, LLC, a Florida Lmited Habitity company, whese malling address is: ¢/o Posess, Kolberf :muss.
PLLC, 6100 Bad, Sulle 204, Bota Raton, FL 33434, herelnafier called the *Grantee™

Wherever used horein the terms *Grantor® and “Grantee" include ail tho parties to this Instrument and the heics, legaJE
representatives and asslghs of Lndlv:dunls, 8z iha successors and assigns of corporetions.

WITNESSE T H: That the (rentor, for and in consideration of the sum of TEN
ANDNO/100 DOLLARS {510.00) and cther valvable consideratlons, recelpt whereof I hereby
ackmowledged, does hereby grants, batgaine, gells, aliens, remises, releasss, conveys end
confirms unto the Grantes, all that certain real propstty located in 5t Lucle County Florida,
therets, as deseribed as followe (heteinafter collectively the “Property”):

Lot 3, THE PROMENADE OF ST. LUCIE WEST, A COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUM,
tngetharwlth p undivided interest in the commor clements, according to the Declaration
of Condeminium thereof, recorded in Official Records Book 3025, Page 2858, and any
snbsequent amendmenty thereto, Public Records of 84 Lucle County, Floxida,

TOGETHER with all the ‘enements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereto belonging or in anywiss
apperiaining,

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same In fee simple forevar,

AND, the Grantor hereby covenants with sald Grantee, that the Grantor is lawfully seizzd of seld Proparty in fee
stmple: that the Grantor hies good right and fawfid authority to sell and convey said Property; that the Granior hereby
watrants the tile to sald Property only against the Jawful claims of pergons olalming by, through or under Grantor, but net
otherwise; sublect to ‘taxes zoctring subsequent to DECEMBER 31, 201(; covenams, conditions. and restrictions of
record; zoning and use restictions in effsct or which may heréafter come into existetics due to povernment action; and
matters shown on the plat, however said referance shall nor gerve to re-impose same on the Property.

_ DEED »péctal Warmenty Deed - Corposals




IN WITNRSS WHEREOY, the said Grantor has signed and séaled these presents the day and yenr first sbove
wriiter.

Slgned, seaipd and delivered FIFTH THIRD BANK, an Ohlo pbanking corporation,
{6 the presencs of succesgor by-marger with Fifth Third Bank, a Michigan
bankin
- o A
Wiemase BN Hond'oks Pl Viog g Monsey

Title: Vioa President

L A I lhes o
W o 2, o=

Print witness name

Stats of Plorlda

County of { g’g Ll ,

THE FOREQOING INSTRUMENT was agknowledged before me this l bﬁay of Septomber, 2011 by Clyde Measey,
as Vice Président of Fifth Third Bank, an Ohio banking corporation, sustessor by merger with Rifth Third Bank, &

Michlgan banking corperation, en behalf of suoh banking corpomhﬂgg,ﬂ_hﬂs_gg&na_]_]&w_:gmmr whp has
produced a3 Identificaflon. -
e A IH Dl
/‘Nolnryl’ubliu o

L10,STATE OF FLORIDA
Print Notary Name ™ HWMIM e Fitline

Cararisst 15252
My Cemmission Bxp e 7 1ok EER
gy

0 YFRD ATLANTIC BORDING €0, IAC,
Notary Seal

DHED - Special Warranty Deed « Curparsts

L,




IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the aald Grantor has mgnnd and sealed these prosents $hs day ond year first above

written, S,
Slgmed, seeled and delivered ‘ FIFTH THIRD BANK, an Ohlo banking corporgiion
in the presencs of: . stceesser by mergar with Fiftn Third Bank, aMichigan
banking corporation
/] ‘U j Byl”lmi\ UJJ ﬂayﬁs\‘
Wilness sif,rna ! -  Print Neme: Lisa Wileoxgon
m.i f Lo I'éj—__ o Title: Assistant ‘Vice Presldent
Prifipwitness :
—— __.W%ns sl ature_-.é e
Bm BELARNGET
Print witness name
State of Flod
County of & 1her”

%\ W,

THE FORECGOING INSTRUMENT was acknowledged before mo this l day of September, 2011 by Lisa Wilcexson,
a8 Assiitant Vics Prestdent of Pifth ‘Third Bank, an Ohde banking corporatlon, sticeessor, by msrger.with Fifih Third
‘Bank, a Michigan banking corparation, on hehalf of such banking cerporstion, who s mown to me or who has

produced ) a5 identification.
) Notmyﬁxdf
42, NAYCY B WOLFE Pd\S (s f A Di—g
h NOTARY FLIBLIG Print Notary Neme !
S8 con ottty ' T asids
1) EDosasN . " - o
Eoplres 7228/004” My Commisslon Explres: § L

‘Notary Seal

DRED - Specls] Wernnty Dotd - Coapormts




Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared LH’)OFRLGS \E: @SQSS

of Charter Realty & investment Company, LLC, who being by me first duly swarn, on
oath deposes and states as foliows:

That,CHﬂ{Q@S ‘F @OSESS of Charter Realty & Investment Company, LLCis 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

“And said property located on SW Fountainview Blvd., Port 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 NCAY

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

4455 Military Trail; Ste, 102

Jupiter, FL 33458

~ NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA

COUNTY OF aLm DA

l hereby ceftify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
N day of POEMEr 20 )] by O 1€ € YosensS

who is personally known to me or [ ] has produced

as identification and who did take an oath.

Notar'; Pukﬁﬁc\/

i n#,; NICOLE OTTAVIANI
i MYDOWISSION#DDMM

-', EXPIFES: January 12,2013
umm

Printed name

Notary Pubtic
State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:



LOT 10
Parcel Id —3326-702-0007-000-4
_PSL Office 2 LLC
3710 Buckeye Street, Suite 100

Palm Beach Gardens, FL. 33410



JOANNE HOLMAN, CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT - SAINT LUCIE COUNTY
File Number: 2471775 ORk BOOK 2005 FAGE 229
Recorded:07/01/04 14:10

This Instrument prepared by:

Barry E. Somerstein, Esq. * Doc Assump: & 0.00

Ruden, McClosky, Smith, ¥ DOE Ta¥ i 4,802 .70

SPECIAL/W

S N A R G VoL
CIAL WAR ﬁD/EET), mmge‘m__\s—%_w day of 72004,
between ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, LLC, a Florida limited liability
comparny, SUCCESSOr by MErger with ST. LUCIE WEST DEVELOPMENT CORPF., a Delaware
corporation authorized to do business in the Staie of Florida, having an address at 1850
Fountainview .Boulevard, Suite 201, Port St. Lucie, Florida 34986 (hereinafter called the

"Grantor"), PSL OFFICE 2, LLC, a Florida limited liability company, having an address at 2442
Metroce levard, West Pa ch, Florida 33407 hereinafier called the "Grantee™).

mec; ;oll s ($10.00), and other good”

by Granteg,Teceipt of is hereby
Grantee's heirs, |successors and
and being in_ St |Luaie County,

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

SUBJECT TO:

(a)  Taxes and assessments for the year 2004 and subsequent years.

edi |aticms and
the samne.

ftions, reservations,
not operate to reim

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

FTL:1223779:2
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OR BOOK 2005 PAGE 2299

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

AND the Grantor hereby covenants with said Grantee that it has good nght and kawful

defend t agam

N WI

JUd

LC, ‘lori an ted 11ab111ty company sutcessor
DEVELOPIVLENT CORP., a Delaware corporation
authorized to do business in the State of Florida

/@W f /Kg/h'uﬂ/ By: S

Signaturg Name: DAuUTs . @S e
J}Hr% E J/?w% Title: g 4

inted Name

FTL:1223779:2




OR BOOK 2005 PAGE 2300

STATE OF FLORIDA )

me ‘by jdmo{ LR
APANY, LLC, a Bl orida limited Jiabili
v L ORP.,| a Delaware corporation al thopzcd to do

Dbusiness itrthe: State. ol Florida, Treelyand yol {1y under anthority duly vested-in thn said
corporation _an it the seal-affixed ther M&wﬁesemofsm Corporations Heis

personally known to:me. or who ‘has. produced as identification.

ompany succebsor-by merger

WITNESS my hand: and ofﬁc1a1 sea] in the County and State last aforesaid this M day
Tune - ,2004.

?_r ed,printhe name of Notdry Pfiblic
[y Gommission Expires; :
Sr T ICAL VO A SEAL |

- o\ MY COMMISSION EXPIRES
€or p MAY 4.2005

COPRPX

FTL:1223779:2
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OF ROOK 2005 PAGE 2301

EXHIBIT “A*

Replatin the-Eor taj din
cords of St Ludie Co

St/ Lucie West Plat/No. 109,
and 20A, Public Records of
s follows:

1 A as shogvn on said St Lucie
] 09, : a 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 a point of
non radial intersection with a line (the radius point of said curve bears South 62 deg 15 51" East
from this point); thence North 50 deg.26° 517 West along said line, a distance of 395.00 feettoa
o o t

12

FTL:1223779:2.




OR BOO¥ 2005 PAGE 2302

EXHIBIT “B”

\Dﬁ T.o_Wh.Lc\ eed QRestrigtl e
applicable to thie property
M ding uponythe er of:

rdero assure/ur;'f?m'dty and cpmpatibility of the devejopment within
ees that

the Property and its succgssots and assigns,|to 7'it:

, ee s 7 agr ante of the Prop all be for

office wherebythe aggre ments 1 uildings to T
the Property will not exceed fifty-two thousand (52,000) square feet in the aggregate (“Proposed
Use™) unless Grantee shall obtain Grantor’s wtitten approval of a different use and al! plans and
specifications for the development and construction of the.Property, whether conceptual,
preliminary, 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 reguesting
lans, Grantoi i i 1

be done after the plans with respect to such work have been approved by the CDD and other
applicable governmental authorities, if applicable.

d -4bsolute discretion)|any and all modifications tp th
agendy, including, without 1 itation, the County of|St. Lucie,

Ltor \shall. detiver nofice to Grantee] Grantor’s approval or disapproval as
ter ther ten ays after recgipt-of noties.of the
modification. If Grafitor fails tq so notifyGrantee within such en (10) day period, Grantor shall
be deemed to have:approved the odification. 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 in
accordance with the Approved Plans.

5
FTL:1223779:2




OR BOOK 2005 PRGE 2303

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

ranter in its.sole discretion.

respect

have the night to continue to use "at St. Lucie 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 comnection 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 bu11d1ng constructed on the Property,

govemmg the gas distribution system releases Grantee in wntmg 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. Lucie,
as amended (the foregomg Development Order, as amended and as may be further amended

providing of cable telew ionservice to all pr

franchigee, Granteg-agrees, to cqr ith the/terms qf such franchise agreement (if Iy) of such

or cable
reasonably. neeessary 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 °
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OF BOOK 2005 PAGE 2304

provider of cable services with respect 1o the installation of any wiring, equipment or other
apparatus or device required by said provider to be place on the portion of the Property
purchased by Grantee and the improvements thereon. The obligations to comply with the

ntﬂrn"‘t pliﬁbk_c le
tee.dn writthg tofhe extent

ed for-the Pro addition”
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 recogriizes-that Grantee shall construct all on-site improvements which

may be required to be constructed in connection with the development of the Property, including,
i 1 flities, 501 ., infr c IMproVEEats

thbrewith, Grantde agreeé thaf in connectio with [its

chnstfuct appropnate 1 6 the Property

gEVﬂnmental authority. | Grantor does her by feserva unto T an
ct j

easements over \the\Property to pro de draina

portign of the Pr e dn{l &d for wells\f

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
ASSRSSMENTS PAY THE CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE
COSTS OF CERTAIN PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES OF THE DISTRICT AND

4 GOVERNING BOARD OF THE DISTRICT. THESE

18
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Designation of Authorized Agent

Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared—wfﬁ?é:‘ﬁéog ,
of PSL Office 2 LLC, who being by. me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and states as
follows:

1. That—T\noms?. é:k&m 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 o g an amendment to the PUD documents.

i

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

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF FLORIDA ‘
COUNTY OF Pﬂm‘@a\eh

! hereby certify that the foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
R day of OC‘TOR{:K\ 20 0] L by] Fom AS K. f }SSOI’) ,

[{]/Who-is personally known to me or [ 1has produced

asidentification and who did take an path. sz
: \ (“,t?’uﬂ[aw. fc(/
G
'Bl(
Printed name
Sl STATE OF FLORIDA
Notary Public N/ Commi# EE055153

State of Florida at Large
My Commission Expires:

" Expires 1/20f2015



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 mainténance 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 , 2011,

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

(Print Name)

(Print Name and Title)

(Print Name)
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_ Florida Department of T ransporiation

RICK SCOTT 3400 West Commercial Roulevard ANANTH PRASAD, I'-E.
SECRETARY

GOVERNOR . Forl Lauderdale, FL 33309

Jasuary 30, 2012

Wir-Michael 1. Bushz, AICP

Executive Director

Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council
421 W Camden Averue

Stuart, FL 34994

Dear Mr. Busha:

SUBIECT: St Lucie West Development of Regional Impact (DRI)
City of Port St. Lucie, St: Lucie County
Notice of Proposed Change MOP0)

e TheDepariment has-foviewsd-the Netiee-of P1op ased-Chan ge(‘N-@P-G)—fﬁrr—the—Si;L-ucieWegt—BRI:datc d-Pecembsr————

27,2011, The St Lucie West DRI 1s jocated north of Crossiown Parkoway, south of Northwest Paacock Boulevard,
west of 195, and east of Florida’s Turnpike. It is immediately east of the Reserve DRL

“The Applicant i8 requesting o modify the approved intensity of uses 10 simultaneously increase the number of -
residential units by 240 units and decrease office space by 162,700 square feer. The previous! rapproved development
Jand yses and intensities and the proposed development intensities resulting from this NOPC are summarized in the -

table below.

Propesed
Development Tiensity

Previously Approved
Development Intensity

Category (upits)

Residential {(d.u.)

Movie Theaisr (seats)

FHotel/Motel (rooms) 500

Retail/Commercial (sD) 2,125,287 2,125,287
1,562,899 \ 1,400,199

RV Patk (spaces)
‘Industrial (sf)
“Post-Secondary.Schools (studenis}
Stadiitm:(seats)

2,499,528

e generated by the DRI and hence there
will be no new transportatic’m:ra}ated impacts. PBased on the material submitted, the Department offers no comments
concerning this proposed St Liicie West NOPC.

The proposed change results in no change in the PM p=ak hour rips that will b

worw, dot.scate.fl.us



Mr. Michae] J. Busha
January 30, 2012
Page 2 of 2

If you have any questions, please contact us at {(954) 77746401

Simcerely,

GS: kaifow:

co: D. Ray Eubaoks - Copmmunity Program Administrator, FDEO
Y athieen Neill — Director of Office of Policy Planning, FDOT
Gerry O’Reilly - Director of Transportation Developmetl, FDOT
Naney Ziegler — District Modal Dévelopment Administrator, FDOT
Syeve Braun — Trapsporiation Planning and Environmental Manager, FDOT .
Shi-Chiang Li— Systems Planning Manager, FDOT

~——'————€han—vvcng=smﬂmsp-omﬁonspeciﬁsﬁﬁGT_’,/'

w4240 Development of Repional Jmpacl (DRIsISL Lucie WestNOPC15.doe
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Lorrainé Prussing

From: Ed Huff [huffe@aol.com]
Sentl: Tuesday, February'07, 2012 7:00 AM
To: Lorraine Prussing :
Cc: shl4944@hotmail._com; gail@maglakes.org; 'Jim Tortora'
Subject: ProjectP11-140
_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 multifamity
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
inventory of vacant homes, homes in various stages of foreclosures 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 954-200-4833

2/7/2012
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Richard Veraszto UD[ - 110
e MU

12 alister Circle

East Northport, NY 11731

February 1, 2012
City of Port St. Lucie
Planning & Zoning Dept.
121 SW Port St. Lucie Blvd
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 @ 5t 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:

° The-high’numbeis of 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.

» 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.

e Installing apartments would eliminate any space for 2 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.



o

i

g2/@6/2012 23:49 7728794799 BEL MONT PAGE

Finally, | really do not befieve this ptan 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!'m sure the Planning Board is aware, the entire area could
really use additional jobs that 2 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,

-i“ 4/-
) /
\ ikt S tig AL

Richard Veraszto

/ Ce: The Belmont Master Association

B2/@82
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City of Port St. Lucie SITY OF PORT ST.LUGIE, F
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, FI. 34986 .
Legal description according to property appraiser’s website: BELMONT AT ST
LUCIE WEST (OR 2133-2522) UNIT 24-207 (OR 2271-420: 2574-59: 2883-] 56)

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 to denying the amendment request for the following
reasons:

The original PUD allowed commercial property of retail office, etc. and did NOT permit
residental 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 nations causing 2 glut of housing in an overbuilt city. Housing values are only 33%
of the 2005 selling prices. According to the 2010 census, there are approximately 11,047
vacant units in Port St. Lucie. As you are keenly aware, vacant housing is a huge
problem fora City. It creates:

o Significant loss of tax revenue

o Less tax revenue equals cuts in city services

e Fewer services lessens the ability to attract/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 atiract new residents and business equaling
Jess tax revenue . . . a vicious cycle.

To approve this developer’s request to potentially add to the existing vacancy rate is not
in the best intetest of city residents, nor does it make good ecopomic development sense
for the city. Jtis-very probabie that adding additional housing in this area will reduce
existing property values in an already depressed market, thus further declining tax
revenue.
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The huge increase in traffic generated by the proposed professional offices AND 215
housing units will present a serious traffic flow-and-safety issueé when entering and

exiting the area.

Port St. Lucie West is an upscale and aesthetically pleasing area due to the landscaping,
zoning and other standards wisely adopted by the City. To reduce the vegetation in the
PUD Agreement from 75% to 50% would increase the noise pollution for the adjacent

community and funs contrary to maintamning 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 Belmonl residents and as
provided for in the normal 35” standard_ With a 507 high building, light pollution daring

the night time hours is likely.

We are strong proponents of atiracting 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.

//Zﬁw

and Karen Humm
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Lorraine Prussing
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From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject: Susan Parks Re P11-140

Dear

chaslory [chaslory@bellsouth.net]
Friday, February 03, 2012 5:05 PM
Lorraine Prussing
shi@hotmait.com

-

Lorraine,

As President of Sun Terrace at the Lakes, a community of 208 families in St. Lucie

West.

I 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 woulid be
discriminatory, favoring one over the other

Additional population wouid tax the general water availability to all

Traffic circle bemg effected is to:too small to accommodate additional heavy traffic.
anticipated as is the roads Ieading to it. That system was never designed to
service the major increase of population

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

| 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



To  Planning and Zoning Board & City Council

From® Marina Zaks / Belmont Condominiuim Owner

158 § W Peacack Blud . Port St. Lucie, Fl
Bldg. # 30, Unit 101

Re: Foumainview Plaza PUD Amencment

I was recently notified by Mr, Levenherz, President of Retrnom Masier Assaciation. and
fhen vesterday by a city of Port St. Lucie, thai the owner of the Founiainview Plaze 8
seeking 16 ameénd the regulations: S -

When | was buying the condo at Belmont in 2005, the plans for the area acress from my
building were for a beautiful retail plaza. Later. 1 found out that ofltcesthoielverail were
in the plans. This type of CONSITUCHON, EVen though inconvenient, ssemed likely 10
enharice the area services and help the Iocel DUSINERRES.

The “amendmen:” that the developer is seekmg now, in parficular the additior of the
residential units, will nof be bringing any benefits ta the area. but in fact, T worty 1t may
lead 10 devastarion. Since I bought the conde, my property value went down
approxin{aiely 7304 1 can not sell the property without an enormous joss, and niy only
recourse for now is o rent. For many vears, the reniing at Belmont was very
unpredictable { overbuilt area with many units available at the nearby developments). but
Jast couple of years thing have stahilized 2 bit, even though the rent payments are low i
comparison to the price paid for the property,.and do not cover the mongage and fees
aven close. 1he newly added residential units, if amendment passes, will be 2 dirsct
competition 1o Belmoni owners who 1ent, and there are many. I Belmont owners will
have even more diffizulties to rent than now, there will be 2 new wave of foreciosures,
and propenty values will go further down { 10 0%777). Belmont cwiers who Jive In their
condos. and who will not like the newly overcrowded, congested feel of the area, with
taller apartment buildings "hanging over them", will be petting nid of the units at lowe
prices, or walk away from them. Whiie construction would last for years, the potential
renants will stay away from our development since there are plenty of choices - 1 have
neveér heard that there was a shortage of housing options in Port St. Lucic.

1n addition. owning a unit in Bldg, # 30,1 understand that a dumpster is planned acrosg
from my building. Isimply obiect ta anyone or anything who wants to spoil the air
breathe or the-surrounding views. If the Wotst wili happen and you will approve the
amendment, are there not other ways, such as compactors? Alse, based on preliminary
nlans, it seems that the pool 1s also planned across my building; thus, the noise level way

zbove normal,



e

I am not the kind of person whose voice has 1o be consianzly heard. but | feel crushed
financialiv as is already by the nurchase of the condo at Belmont, and so do many other

homeowners at Belmont The amzndment will make all of our sifuations onty wotse, and

I strongly object 10 it

Sincerely,
I fff
Marina Zaks

$1.26.2012
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Gary T. Leonard R =D

2900 NE 20Th Ave _
Lighthouse Point, FI 33064 FEB 06 2012

To Whom It May Concem
In Refernence to Fountain Plaza Pud Admendment {P11-140)

| am a investor/owner at 122 SW Peacock Blvd. Belimont { [ at St Lucie West unit
12-206 property Tax ID 3326-802-0145.000/0. | am located within the 300 feet of the
property which the Pud amendiment 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 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 DevelOpment (PUD)shouid remain commerical property not residential.

Respectiully submitted

Gary T.Leonard January
25,2012

LA vl e el v e

SITY OF PORT ST. LUCIE,

Ft
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Katherine Huntress

From: Info cityofpsl
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@cityofpsi.com [_maitto:websiteacco unt@cityofpst.com]
Sant: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 £:19 PM

To: Info cityofpsl
Subject: Email from the website

FName: jﬁose E. & Beverly ‘-1.7. I\ché ] J

[Emailaddress: ||Bell4503@g.mail com . B
jFT_o: Katherine K. Huntress, Planner/ Planning and Zoming Department
Regarding: File #P11-140 Lot 46 SL'W Plat No164, 2nd Replat 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: 25% 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.
What you need to dois bring Jobs 10 the area. We are AGAINST
ammending the existing Fountain View Plaza PUD to provide for
inllltifamﬂ}f residential use. Thank You

EontactUs__FornL:ngubmit your message... J

2/6/2012.



LECENED
FROMA: | FFR 0f ralivd
Damisn Ristaing PLANNING LerArTMENT
Owner ity OF PORT ST. LUCIE, FL
160 SW Peacock Bivd 105
Port St. Lucie, FL 34986
Parcel 11 335-5(}0-0195-00()-6
Legal Description: BELMONT AT ST LUCIE WEST (OR 2133-25223 UNIT 31 =105

(OR 2712-1712)

TO:
City Of Port St. Lucie
Planning and Zoning Department
121 SW Port §t. Lucie Blvd -
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

Subject: File Number P11-140

1 am arguing against the developer’s amendment due to existing and potential iraffic congestion
fhrough the major entry and exit way to and from this proposed development, which s around
the small traffic circle outside of The Belmont gates, There should be ne further residential uses
ond fhat the PUD as originally drafted should not be amended for this development. A an
investor and I am further arguing that new gea_;id,‘ential- property would affect their potential
fenants and compete in 4 marketplace already sorelv overbuilt. We have plenty of hounsing in St.
Lucie West available for interested new residents. What we reallv need here 1s businasses thal
provide good paying jobs. No one will move to Port St. Lucie without having an income.

Further, as an-owner of a Belmont unit facig the proposed development 1 am clamming that a 50’
high building would impair the light and air and view, etc. even with nice shrubbery because the
Belmont balconies mayonly'be 25 or 50 feet above the ground and they wotld face a 4 story
building of 50" in height. Normal zoning for residential uses requires a 35 foot maximum height
but because fhis developer wants an “amendment” to the PUD on the hooks to allow residential
housing he is frving to-build a higher than 35 foot apartment building because commercial
buildings can be 75’ high in that space. find this to be somewhat underhanded at the complete

disregard of the developérs property neighbor, the Belmont.

Another fact is that the developer wants 1o place dumpsters on the site right on the border of our
fence in spaces opposite Belmont buildings 30, 33 & 36. They could be placed elsewhere one
would think and compactors are a better choice thap are dumpsters. Even though the property 1
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own is in building 31, T.am concerned of the smell a dumpsier would have being that my unit 18
close by. That 1s completely unaceeptable when futare tenants woutd be turned off to this.

Also, there absolutelyneeds lo be a pleasant border hetween 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 looking west from our property line to the
proposed buildmgs blocking the parking lot views for the ground floor residents and making 2

nicer view for those living on the second floor.

‘Sincerely,

Damien Ristano
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Katherine Huntress

From: Miiler, Darla [DMﬂler@emdeon.cdm}
sent:  Monday, February 06, 2012 1:51 PM (P“ ~-~ \Uro

To: Katherine Huntress

1 . ! [ f A
Subject: Proposed P1 1140 fortne Fountainview \m ﬂlb? 7 <D> ﬁ;? *ﬁhrrhﬁf’m

Fepruary 6, 2012 EF:B 0
reb UG 202

CLAN gy,

:ro: Katherine H. Huntress, -~
HTY OF popey

Project Coordinator for P11-140
The. Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment
City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department

ey
MALEERTA

ST Lugyr -

and_o. I LI e - .
City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

From: Ceciland Darle Miller, TR for Miller Family Trust
565 Stonebrook Street
Simi Valley, CA 93065

To The City Officials:

We are owners of four condos at The Belmont at St. Lucie West., Our addresses are’

104 SW Peacock Blvd., # 101. Port St. Lucie, FL 34986. Parcel ID: 3326-802-0025-000-3
106 SW Peacock Blvd., # 206. Port St. Lucie, FL 34986. parcel \D: 3326-802-0047-000-3
136 SW Peacock Bivd., # 206. Port st. Lucie, FL 34986. parcel 1D: 3335-500-0051-00C-5
150 SW Peacock Bivd., # 101. Port st. Lucie, FL 34586. parcel [D: 3335:500-0129-000-3

_We recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposed P11-140 1o develop land in a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont. 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 27,

We would like 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
sttractive landscaping and parking areas to the far West of this project. Those buildings are attractive.
The restaurant aithe end of the Fountainview Blvg stretch was also a pleasant addition.

The proposed attempt to ‘pbtain a variance or to amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily housing is offensive.to us and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought out by City
planners from the beginning. it should be retained exclusively as 2 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 attempi to add more housing units {o their area.
The City'should do the same with this project.

NN T ™Y
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port St Lucie is a wonderfut community, However, hecause of both the overbuilt conditions and the general
downturn in the ecanomy, our units are worth approximately 355 .of pur purchase price. We are 67 and 79
years old. These condos were purchased to be our retirement not‘quick.flips;,and this situation will only make it
much worse. We are all in favor of Commercial and Retail use of this iocation because it would benefit everyone
in PSL by providing more iobs and tax revenue from the business it would generate.

However, this plan proposes t0 puild 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are directly across our Relmont property border. The height is well above that for our 2 story
condominium buildings. The zonad height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three 50 feet tall apariment
houses would unfavorably alter 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 lot to be a buffer between our border
e """*and-their'proposed—buildingrs.‘-—TW{Sihundred;a_n'dlﬁfteen:more:residents;a_rld -their__cgg(more_Iikely_at_leastﬂio),

coming around our small traffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will sureTy"aj_tm
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 vraffic is not a good idea in this dangerous entry and

exit.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Fiorida, in our County and in the City of Port St. Lucie. We
do not need more residential units, especially multifamily units in a-previously desighated commercial PUD.

" There are so many vacancies in our area right now. Why allow another 215 apartments to be built here? 1t
simply makes no sense. Let's keep this area for low rise office buildings and retail businesses.

We are strongly opposed to amending the reguirements of this PUD to allow for muttifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely
Cecil F. Miller and
Darla C. Miller

DarlaMilier - )
;ﬁ.‘d__rriiliistratiwe‘.nsﬁistant.11 .
241 :Lowibard Etrest

Thousand Daks, Ch 91360
dirges 505 J7.B083

fax: 5037777746

vightfax: £15.540.:6065
dmiller@ermdeorn,.corm

This message is coifideniial, intended only for the named recipient(s) and may contain information 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, o copying of this message is strictly prohibited. It
you receive this message in error or are not the named recipient(s), please notify the sender by retumn
email and delete this message. Thank you.



¥ atherine Huntress

From: Smitn, Ann K [Ann.K.Sm‘;th_@fpl.com] O \ \ N Y

Sent: Wiondzy, February 08, 2012 1:21 PI) =) T

To Kathering HUNIress” . . I
Ceo Evelyn'Sapriza;‘STEVE LEV.... Bmith, Ann K l\l‘-@\(;\\ :&? 7 (D)
Subject: Foutainview Plaza

Attaihments: Letier about the Fou ntainviaw.dooX

nater  2/6/2012

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
‘Pro) e‘;_t:C_oocdinaip_rﬁJE p11-140

Tl‘\'e"Fountaini}'iemf‘PIaceéP UD"Ar'Tw-énd-rr]ent

City of St. Lycie Planning and lorﬁng.Department

and

City Council Membars . PUAIIN et s s v

1271 SW Port Gt. Lucie Bouievard
pori Gt. Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

Resident at The asimont at St Lucie West. MY address is 140 SW Peacock Blvd., # 107.

| am an Owner/
g6, Parcel 1D 3335-500-0073-000—5 and my telephonE'number is 772-807-

port St. Lucie, FL 348

1420,

| recently receivad qotice of hearings 0 he held on @ proposal p11-140 1o develop \and in @ PUD directly

~ tothe Wast of our proparty at The Belmont. )

i understand that there will be hearings on +his according 1o City ordinances on Februaty 7, Fapruary 27 -

_and March 12th.
| would like you 10 considar my views on this Fountainview Piaze - Site Plan. | am totally opposed 10

sOmEe of its aspacts o7 the reasens that follow.

| understood that +he PUD which comprises this project wes enacted to provide oniy for commercial and

retail activity on thig site. Cerain pleasant office structures of 2 story haights were constructed with
dscaping:and parking areas 1o the far West of this project. Those buildings are artractive.

attractive ian
ctreteh was also @ pleasant agdition.

The restaurant @ the end of the Epuntainview Bivd
posed attempt 0 obtain @ variance OF to amend the original PUD objective 0 aliow for
Fersive 1o ME and shouid not be alipwed. The PUD was well thought out by City

It should be rgtalned exclusively a5 @ site for commercial activity ang not

The pro
multifamily housing is ©
planners frem the get go-
residential high rises.

GA Village: —he County saw fit 1O

The County was confronted with @ similar 155U not long ago at P
a. The City chould do the same.

abandon a developers stternpt 1o add more housing units 1o their are

SITY OF PORT BT. LUCIE, R



This plan proposes 10 huild 215 units of housing including three, fifty oot nigh struchures. These buildings are
clirectly across OUT Baimont property harder. The height is well above that for our 2 story condominium
buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we pelieve. Three 50 foot apartment houses would
unfaverably alter our landscane and force those of us whose sacond floor halconies are only 20 or 50 feet high
ro stare across a parking lol at an apartment house and be subjact tothe noise and lights of 2 building 25 y'ardg
from our horder or less, Some of us left Manhattan to have the beneftte of light and alr. We do not want to
again stare at @ neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noisas that would come fram the activity of’

several hundred residents.

Acditionally, the developers plan calls for @ parking lot 10 he a buffer between Our horder and their proposed
huildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small traffic circle is an
environmenta! health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through the Bob Evans ot and the Gas
Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses have 2 hard enough time negotiating that circle

and-having-more-traffic-.is.-not-.a.good icdea in this dangerous entry and exit.

trash compactors placed right underour balconies as the
plans provide. It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the dumpsters have heen placed right near
The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny nool proposed is right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be
crowded and noisy. The placemant thay have in these plans is offensive 1o Us as neighbors.

Furthermore, | do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need johs in Clorida, in our County and in our City of Port St. Lucie. We
do naot need maore residential units, especially multifamily units in 2 previously designated commercial PUD.
There are so many yacancies in our area right now. Why allow ancther 215 apartments 10 be built here? It

simply makes no sense. Let's keep this area or low rise office buiidings iike the ones built to the far West.

| am strongly opposed to amending the requiremernts of this PUD 1o allow for multifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely
Ann and Roger Smith

2APNT2
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Monday, 6 February 2012 R R e,
Sl AN S
To: Katherine . Huntress, FER 0 ope
Project Coordinator far P11-140 =8V
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment STy O Do
_ : - PORT 8T ,'_UC'!E‘F
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:

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 I 3326-802-0193-000-1

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held on 2 proposal P11 -140 to dc_velop land in 2 PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 understand there will be hearings on this proposal on February 7, February 27 and March 12th.

T am unable to make the first meeting, but J would likke you to consider my views on the
Fountainview Plaza Site Plan. After seeing the plan, [ am opposed to rezoning to allow the
development, 2s planned, for the following reasons:

1. The height of the structures
Four-story buildings, ip relation to my location, would reduce my already limited view even
more. 1 cannot imagine any resident being in favor of such a situation.

2. The proximity of the proposed struciures to the Belmont’s property

Tecause the proposed four-story buildings are close to the Belmont’s property, the hindrance o
the above mentioned view would be increased. In addition, the poise 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 2long the Belmont property line are also undesirable, from a Belmont

resident’s perspeCtivc.

3. The negative effect of apartments on neighboring condominium property values

1t is my belief that the introduction of apartments next fo condominiums (the Belmont) will
decrease the-property value of the condominiums. The only evidence 1 have for this opinion is
simple common Sense, it just does not stand 1o reason that apartments would have a positive
effect'on a heighboring condominium’s property values, therefore the opposite (2 negative
effect) is reasonable to-assume.



4. Likelibood of traffic problems
judging from the types of traffic issues currently affecting the traffic circle at the entrance to

Fountainview Boulevard, the addition of traffic from a Jarge apartment community would
certainly make matters worsc.

Because of the above cONCEns, respectfully submitied, ] am opposed 10 amending the zoning of

this PUD to aliow for multifamily housing.

Thank you.
" Gincerely,
Timothy Feeley



‘Katherine Huntress

Humm, Karen [KHUMM@mt-pleasant.o'rg]

From:

Sent: Tuesday‘.February 07,2012 7:13 AM
To: Katherine-Huntress

Subiject: Fountainview Piaza

Attachments: 20420207085752091 pdf i :‘i_
1
ol D~

- YO

201202070657520

91.pdf(451,KB)w
Dear Ms. Huniress,

We are the property owners of two'ﬁnifguin'the'Eélmont and are in the process of
purchasing a third, in which we will reside in the neafl future. We previously sent -you a
jetter for unit 24-207. 1 have sttached another cOpY cf that letter a5 well as a lether
as owners of anit 8-205. L our lettex, WE helieve this developel should not

be allowed L0 tie additional nousing to making this project & go. Rather, they should
ple in Port gt. Lucie. Apartment puildings

1ook at the carrent housing already availa

will,; most 1ikely, create 2 situation similar O the reputation the Club complex has
acguired and will in the meantime destroy it neighboring complexr, the Belmwont. Flease
convey our objection to the City council and planning and zoning poards. Thank vou.

Karen Humm,

RECENYE
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February 6, 2012 ;
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Katherine H. Huntress
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department o £l T )
and
City Council Members wn G 0i2
121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard L ARG e s
' Ty ROETET Crgme T

Port St, Lucie, FL 34984

Dear City Officials:

est. My address is 170 SW Peacock Bivd., #35-102, Port

| am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St Lucie W
lephone number is 772.807.1312.

st Lucie, FL 34086, My Parcel 1D number is 3326—802—0220—000—0 and te
| would Tike you to consider my views on the Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan.

| am concamed with some of its aspects for the following reasons.

The proposed amendment of the original PUD 10 aliow for multifamily housing worries me and | feel should not
be approved. In our curfent economy, 8s well as immediate fiture economies, our community does not.need
additional housing. The County wWes confronted with & simiar issue not long ago ot PGA Village. The County

~ yetoed the developers attempt to add more housing units to our aree.

sidential struciures, shouid they be allowed 1o be huilt, would be difficult to live

The proposed height of the e
number of units would total 215, 2 staggering amount

next door fo. Because of the added height, | pelieve the
of neighbors to add to my back door,

d build up from having SO Many additional residential units-as a result

| am concemed about the traffic that woul
of this proposed development. | am concerned that with so many more carsfschool huses/delivery frucks on
arigus auto accidents is evident.

the Peacock Bivd circle the potential for tander benders or MOre S

| am opposed 1o amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily housing. | would like to see the
land development stay o track for-creating more employment opportunities, ruch needed in our city,

Sincerely

Mary Filan

— e ————————————————
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From: Jtps4b@aol.com
gent:  Tuesday, February p7,2012 917 A

To: Katherine Huntress

Cc: presticut@yahoo.com
Subject: Fountainview Plaza and Hearing today

Dear Mx. Huntress

| own several properties in St. Lucie County, five to b
Beimont |1 several years ago, due to its location and v

Blvd.

| made my purchases based on the original zoning
(second floor} and object to the proposed changes
congestion, the height of the buildings, the nead for co
obvious. | also woutd not wish to look out at taller buildi

sunsets and office and commercial buildings.
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e exact, and purchased my first unit in the
iew. Specifically, Unit 36-202, 170 SW Peacock

and approvals for theland-to-the west-of: my-unit
to the original plan for the property. The traffic, the
mmerce, not more housing is apparent and
ngs, dumpsites and parking lots—-rather than

Please disapprove of the proposed changes t© the original site plans. As the owner of four units in the
Belmont |1, with plans to move my entire family of three _generations there, |.am strongly against the
nroposal. | also am the owner of a condo on Hutchinson !s and hope that my investments will be

protected from unnecessary further housing developmen

t. especially along the | 95 corridar.

The original site-development-zoning plan sor the area on the East side of 1 95 south of St. Lucie Bivd.
West is adequate and appropriate. Please maintain the criginal plans, as approved. | wouid like 10
make sure that the original ptans remain in tact to insure the safety and complexion of the community.

Sincerely,

John T. Sexion,
Owner of 4 Belmont 1} units
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Richard Veraszto

East Northport, NY 11731

February 1, 2012
City of Port St. Lucie
Planning & Zoning Dept.
121 SW Port St. Lucie Blvd
Port St. Lucie, FL 34984-5099

Dear P{anning 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:

s The high numbers of 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.

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

e Raising the:maximum height aliowance 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:

I am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address is 146 SW Peacock
Blvd., # 24-206. Port St. Lucie, FL 34986 Parcel ID: 3335-500-0115-000-2 and my telephone
number is (418) 227-4038.

I recently received notice of hearings 1o be heldona 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 hearings on this according to City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like vou to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. I am totally
opposed to some of its aspects forthe 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 arcas to the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd streich 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 Citﬂ{ Planners from the get go. It 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 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 buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three



50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our Jandscape 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 us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We do nol want to again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen o 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 énough time rieg’otiating'that'circle'and'having-moretrafﬁc-ismOt—argood ideain 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 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, 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 commeicial 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

Sylvaih 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,
1 am an owner of Belmont Unit at bdg 10- 104. T concur with the sentiments expressed in the

letter below, as presented by our condominium board president. I 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@belisouth.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: Kathering H. Huntress,

Project Coordinator for P11-140

2/8/2012



Page 2 of 5

The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
and

City Councii 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 Blvd., #
_Port St. Lucie, FL 34986, Parcel ID: and my telephone
number is :

| recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 to develop iand 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,

| would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally opposed to
some of its 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 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 buiidings are attractive.
The restaurant.at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was also a pieasant addition.

The;propése_dfaﬁempttoobt’ain 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. It should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial activity and not residential high

Tises.

2/8/2012



Page 3 of 5

The County was confronted with a similar issue not iong ago at PGA Village. The:Couhty saw fit {0
abandon a deveiopers attempt to add more housing units 10 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 fioor 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 horder or less. Some of us left Manhattan to have the bengfits
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-fora parking lot to be a buffer petween 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 safaty issue. Many drivers will surely cut through the Bob Evans lot and the
Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. Sehool 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 plans provide: Itis upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the dumpsters have been
placed right near The Beimont's border. Also, the tiny pool propesed is right near our border. WVith 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 Countyand in our City of Port St.
Lucie. We do not neec more residential units, especially multifamily units in a previously designated
commercial PUD. There are 50 many vacancies in our area right now. Why aliow another 215
apartments to be built here? [t simply makes no sense. Let's keep this area for low rise office buitdings

like the ones built to the far West.

| am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to aliow for multifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sincerealy

2/8/2012
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fFrom:_-Brian-Said-[mailtosbrisail@bel!s’outh;net]-

Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 8:16 AM

To: cam@thebeimontsiw.com ,

Subject: Re: Fountainview Plaza Public Hearing Reminder

Evelyn,

1 have not been able to read the format of the attached letter can you please senditinadoc

format?
Thank vou, brian

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android

From: cam@thebelmontsiw.com <cam@thebelmontsiw.com>;

To: <brsaid@seairdyn.com>;
Subject: Fountainview Piaza Public Hearing Reminder
Sent: Mon, Feb 6, 2012 5:32:33 PM '

The Belmont at St. Lucie West
103 SW Peacock.Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, FL 34986

Ph: 772-879-4440

Fax: 772-879-4799

Monday, Fébruary 6, 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. The Mastér Board President,” Mr-Steven Levenherz has registered-to-speak-at-this 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 abie to attend the hearing in person.

Pilcase 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:
Please click on the link-below to open the attachment. In some browsers, you may need to right-click on the link and

select [Open in New Window] to download.

Owner Jetter.docx
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: Februarv 6, 2012

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zohing Department
and City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34584

To The City Officials:

1 am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucic West. My address is 134 SW Peacock
Blvd., # 18-102, Port St. Lucie, FL 34986. Parcel 1D: 335-500-0030-000/2 and my telephone
number is 805-388-4996.

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 to develop land in a PUD
directly 1o 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.

1 would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. [ am totaily
opposed for the.reasons that follow.

1 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 lapdscaping and parking areas 1o the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountairiview Blvd stretch was
aiso a pleasant addition.

The proposed atternpt to obtain 2 variance or 0 amend the original PUD objective to allow for
‘multifamily housing is offensive 10 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.

The County'was confrontéd with a similer issue not long 2go at PGA Village. The County saw
fit to abindon 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 ditectly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominium buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feel we believe. Three
50 foot apartment houses would nnfavorably alter owr 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 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 io 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
waffic 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. Scheol 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, 1 do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies 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 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 counry. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do mot 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 213 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.

Sim:erely,

=
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Date: _february.06.201 2

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
Project Coordinstor 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 34584

To The City Officials:

{ am an Ownér/Resident at The Belmont at St Lucie West. My address is _122 SW Peacock
Bivd., # 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
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont. ' '

1 understand that there will be hearings on this according to City erdinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th,

1 would like you to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed to some of 1S aspects:for the reasons that follow.

I understood that the PUD which comprises this project was epacted 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 or to amend the original PUD objective to allow for
nrultifamily housing is offensive to me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City- Planners from the get go. Tt should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial
activity And pot residential high rises.

- The County-was corifronted with a similar issue not long ago at PGA Village. The County saw
fit to abandon a developers attempt 1o 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 Beimont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominum buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three
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50 foot apartment houses would nfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second {loor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to.stare:across a.parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the noisé.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 10 the noises that would come from the activity of
several hundred residents.

Additionalty, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fificen 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 & hard-enough time negotiating that circle and-having-more traffic is-not-a-good ideain this’
dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, [ do not want- smelly dumpsters or noisy wash compactors placed right under our
balconics as the plaps 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 peed jobs in Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucic. 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 apartinents to be built 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 requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing. '

Thank you,

Sincerely, Serge Jacques (s Jacques et Filles Inc)
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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:

I am an Owper/Resident at The Belmont at St. Lucie West. My address is Lﬂ,SW Peacock
Bivd., #77-40/ . Port St. Lucie, FL 34986 Parcd I3 335~ 500~ OlHI-000- =
and my telephone number is_Z7ZZ. $34- Bl d M FE2E A2/ el

I recently received notice of hearings fo be held on a proposal P11-140 to develop land in 2 PUD
directly 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,

I would like you to consider my views on ths Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed to some of its aspects 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 beights
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 obtamn 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. It should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial
activity and niot residential high rises.

The County was confronted with a similar issue not long ago at PGA Viltage. The County saw
fit to abandon a developers attempt 1o add more housing units 1o 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.difectly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominjum 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 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 bordes 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 1o 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 tundred 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 Jot and the Gas Station Jot cansing 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. H is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed night. 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 mose 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? ¥ 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,
< ‘reiy- . ;;/OZ%{—"
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JOHN M. & JOAN S. NICHOLAS
2459 Blarney Stone Drive
Beloft, Wisconsin 53511

B
January 25,2012 Fi’m“zg i
: JBN S0 2012
Planning & Zoning Board PLARNNG T
Port St. Lucie City Hall TITY OE @

121A Port St. Lucie Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, FL. 34984-5099

Reference: Fite 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 Bivd Belmont Il at St. Lucie West (or 2145-1605) Unit 1-203 {or 3283-1410) for the purpose of
living in Port St. Lucie upon retirement. We sefected Beimont || due to its many pleasant amenities and
we are writing this letter to OBJECT to amending the existing Fountainview Plaza PUD.

Additional residential propertles will add to an already overbuilt marketplace and significant housing
opportunltles already exist for new residents. Additionally a 50 foot building would impair many of the
views inthe current development since balconies are only 25 feet or so above ground. We believe
current zoning liniits residential uses to.35 feet and we strongly argue against the developer’'s request
for an amendment to this requirement. Furthermore we oppose the. developer’s desire 1o place
dumpsters opposite buildings 30, 35, and 36. This request suggests the developer is not interested in
protecting the aesthetics of our neighbofhood.

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 public hearing scheduled for February 7, 2012.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, o ‘
W/ b hietoles - J vedista
John M. Nicholas _ ' ~ (U joan S Nicholas I

Cerhot L e

ccr Steven H.”Leéeriherz -
Presndent o
The Bélmont: Master Assocuatnon o
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Katherine Huntress

From: Ralph Rettig [ralphrettig@comcast:net]
Sent:  Sunday, January 28, 2012 3:58 PM
To: Katherine Huntress

Subject: P11-140 Fountainview Plaza PUD

Dear Ms. Huntress,

| am truly sorry to be taking up your time with regards to the project, P11-140
Fountainview Plaza PUD.

| bought a condo in the Belmont 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 Blvd. & St. Lucie West
Blvd. can not handle the existing traffic at peak hours. Traffic heading east
from 1-85 on St. Lucie ' West Blvd. backs up to the overpass as it is now.
Anyone heading west on St. Lucie West Blvd. will have to turn left onto
Peacock Blvd. fo reach the project. The stacking that will take place with the
additional traffic turning onto Peacock Bivd. 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, not ina
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 hot 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

130720172,



Good afternoon Mr. Rettig,

Here are the answers to your guestions. Please let me know if 1 can be of
further assistance.

Sincerely,

Katie Huntress

1.

Do all the buildings meet the height requirements?

Section 158.174(E) of the City of Port St Lucie Land Devefopment
Regulations allows 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 sife plan indicates several
buildings at 75" with at least 75’ setbacks.

Why do they feel they need a reduction in the percentage of native
vegetation reguired?

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 Z5% 50% native species.”

Our code requires 50% native for trees and 25% native for shrubs.

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@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, January:27, 2012 9:50 AM

To: Katherine Hiintress

Subject: Re: P11-140 Fountainview Plaza PUD

Thank you!

Se

Kathering Fintreds -,

From::

fiday, January,27,:2012 9:14 AM
o ralphrettio@comeast:net ™




Ralph E. Retiig
1976 SW Aaron Lane
Port St. Lucie, FL 34953-2126
772-340-4372
ralphrettig@comeast.net

January 26, 2012

Re: Fountainview Plaza P.U.D. (P1 1-140)

Dear Ms. Huntress, |

1 have a number of concerns with the Fountainview Plaza P.U.D. (P11-1] 40).

Does the requested change f211 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 percentage of native vegetation
required?

Have they met wi{h the board at the Belmont to discuss the project?

Yours truly,
Ralph E. Rettig

Cc file
DRIName ST LUCIE WEST 7
LADA No 11986-027 %
[Name of DRI Applicant Si- Luoie West Deve. Cotp. |
11850 Fountainview Blvd. ‘=
‘Address 1Suite 201
~por St Luie, FL, 34986




IDCA Project # 186-027

|Effective Date of

i e

_!De\jplqpment‘Order :g“/gﬂ 287

|Expiration Date -12/9/2022

[Buildout Date 11273072010
17,579 DU's

Development

iType/Size of Approved

1675,750 SF Office

2,200,000 SF Indusirial

1400 Room Hotel

11,862,150 SF Commercial
5,925-FTE Schools -~ - -

15,000 Seat Stadinm

13,218 Seat Theatre

R 525 RV spaces

Local Government

T

General Location

| 7 '_-:]Port St Lucie

JAcres

IWest of FL Turnpike, East of [-95, North & South of St

]Lume West Boulevard (Prima Vista Boulevard)

R




J’)ﬂ
[
To-  Pianning-and Zoning Board & City Caouneil x¢§,u
e
From: Maring Zaks / Belmont Condominjum Owner Lo “{é“},b
158 S.W. Peacock Blvd. , Port St Lucie, Il R W e
Bldg. # 30 , Unit 10’ o rEIVED Y, O
%,

Parcel 1D #3333-300-0177-000-4 |
27 2

FLAN NS A i"ii\ﬂ'

SITY OF uoET 8T LUJGIE, FL

Re: Fountainview Plaza PUD Amendment

I was recently notified by Mr. 1 evenherz, President of Belmont Master Association, and
then yesterday by a city of Port St. Lucie, that the owner of the Fountainview Plaza 15
seeking to amend the regulations.

When T was buying the condo at Belmont in 2005, the plans for the area across from my
buitding were for a beautiful retail plaza. Later. T found out that offices/hotel/retail were
in the plans. This type of construction. even though inconvenient, scemed likely to
enhance the area services and help the local husinesses.

The “amendment” that the developer is seeking now, in particutar the addition of the
residential units, will not be bringing any benefits to the area, but in fact, I worry 1t may

. Jead 10 devastation. Since I boughtthe condo, my property value went down
approximately 75%. 1 cannot sel) the property without an enormous loss; and my only:
recourse for now is fo-rent. For many years, the renting at Belmont was very
unpredictable ( overbuilt area-with many units available at the nearby developments), but
last couple of years thing have stabilized 2 bit, even-though the rent payments are low in
comparison to the price paid for the property. and do not cover the mortgage and fees
even close. The newly added residential unfis, if amendment passes, will be a direct
competition 1o Belmont OWners who temt, and there are many. If Belmont owners will
have even more difficulties to rent than now, there will be a new wave of foreclosures,
and property values will go further down (1o 0%777). Belmont owners who live 1n their
condos, and who will not like the newly overcrowded, congested feel of the area, with
taller apartment buildings "hanging over them", will be getting rid of the umis at lower
prices, of walk away from them. While construction would last for years, the potential
{efants will stay away from our development since there are plenty of choices - 1 have -
never heard that there was a shortage of housing optiens in Port. St. Lucie.

tn addition, owming; a.unit-in Bldg. # 30, I understand that a dumpster 1s planned across

* from mybullding, 1 simply object to anyone or anything who wanis to spoil the air 1
breathe of the §urrounding views. If the worst will happen and you will approve the
amendinent, are there not other ways, such as compactors? Also, based on preliminary
plans, it secms that the poo! is°also planned across my buiiding: thus, the noise level way

above normal.

.sz



I am not the kind of person whose voice has to be constantly heard, but Ifeel crushed
financially as is already by the purchase of the condo at Belmont, and so do many other

homeowners.al Belmont. The a
1 strongly object to- it

Sincerely,
Marina Zaks

1.26.2012

mendment will make-all of our situations only worse, and
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SITY OF PORT BT, LUGIE, FL
Gary T. Leonard

2900 NE 20Th Ave
Lighthouse Point, Fl 33064

To Whom It May Concern
In Refernence to Fountain Plaza Pud Admend ment ( P11-140)

| am a investor/owner at 122 SW Peacock Bivd. Bellmont 11 at St Lucie West
unit 12-206 property Tax 1D 3326-802-0145.000/0. t am \pcated within the 300
feet of the property whi_ch.-the.Pudlamendment is. sought. | will not be able-to.
attend the public hearing held Dy 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. Ptanned.Unit DeyelOpment (PUD)
should remain commerical property not residential. '

Respectfully submitted

Gary T. Leonard January 25, 2012



February 6, 2012 A = ‘((’ O
<ehruary 0, 2bis ; ! *
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agiention: Katherne H. Hunmess, -
Préiect Coorginator forP11-140
The Fountalnview Place-FUD ‘Amendment
Ci"_;y of St Lucie Planning and. Zoming Department _ e ;;’; g et
and . R doirt SV it O
Ciry Council iembers FER G R 20
171-8W Porl St T ncie Boulevard . FEB U6 2037,
?Pcm:St.fLucif:,-lFL.'-BA-98_4 _ FLANN e T RSN
N . - - == s s e e sl
B CE Y jJ-— rHtQ‘TEI‘: N

To The:City Officials:

’ ilzam an Oywner/Resident -at The Belmont ‘aivSt.,?Luéif: West. My address 18 154 .8W P.e,agocj};
Blvd, #1 03. PortSte Tousie, FL 34986 ' '

‘Teecently ireceived notlce of hearings to'be held.on apmposal?li--fl#() 10.develop land‘in.a PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont. SRR

[ updersiand that there will be hearings on this :according 1o City -ordinances 00 TFebruary 7.
February 27 and March 12th, ‘ o :

7 would Tike you 10 consider My VIEWS on ihis Founainview Plaza --51e Plan. 1 -am totally
oppossd 10. somie of 1t5:2specis for fhie r=asons that Tollow.

1 ndersiood that fhe PUD which COTIPIISEs this project was .emacted 10 provide-only for
ac.ommcréisﬂ;md-ietaﬂ activity on this site, Certain pleasant office sruCIAres .of 2 -story heights
ware -constructed with attractive {andscaping and parking araas 1o the far West of fiis project.
Those:bulldings.ar%- atractive as 15 the restaurantiat e end-of the Eomtajnvisw Bivd. -

The proposed. ;at";empt_-fzo_;o‘btain %awaﬁanca;gr_ 46 gment fhe; ongmalPUD oD ective to allow for
mulif amily housing 5. GFenéive o me :and shonid-not’be allowed - The PUD was well thought.
out'by City Planners from the get:go- This site should be refained Tor commercial activity and not

‘esidential high1ses.

The :County Was-popﬁontea wifh @ gimiler 15508 not long 8g0 tat‘PGA Village. The County saw
ﬁt:to;ibanﬁoﬁ p developer:s anempt 10 3@ more housing umifsto their aree. The-City should do
likewise. ‘ -

This ;;j‘lari‘prdp_osas o build 915 umits-of housing mcluding three, fifry foot High stuctures. These
buil_dings-are:dirccﬂy.acr'oss-our.B;élmont property -bordc'_r_._ The height is well above that of our 2
story” condOIiiin'ium:buildings. The zoned helpht requirgment is for'35 feet we believe. Three 50

foot apartmert hotises -would unfavorably alter our landscape and force +hose-of us whose second

50 balconies:are-onty 20 01 50 feet high 1o stare ACTOSS z parking 101_‘at.ran':apar'rmant?housaand



building 23 yards from our horder or less. Some of us left
air. We do nof want 1o again siare
that would come from the activity

be subjeetto the noise and lights of 2
Jarge urban areas in the North 16 have the benefits of light and
al a ricighbor less than 100 fuel awav ang listen to the NoISEs
of several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan cells for a parldng lot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a Tinimum coming around our small
waffic circle is adi environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Fvans.and GasStation lots creating the potential for accidents. School busses have a

affic is not & good idea in-this

difficult enough time negotiating that circle and ‘having .more 1
.dangerous eniry ancexit.

Turthermore, I donot -want irfections dumpsters or nOISY trash:compactors placed tmmediately
under our-balconies-as the plans provide. 1t upsetting that with 41l the 'space inthe plan that the
durnpsters have been placed adjacent to The. Belmont's border. Alse, the tny pool proposed is
right riear 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 needjobsin firis country. Weneed jobs.In Florida, in our County and inour.City:of
Port St. Lucie. We do not need more residential umits, especially multifamily anits T a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are 50 many yacancies ‘in our area right. now.
What is the reasoning to sllow -another 215 apartmoents 10 he built here? It simply makes no
cense. Let's keep this.area for low rise office buildings. similar 1o those buil: to the far West.

I -am strongly -opposed o amending the requirements of this PUD to.allow for multifamily
“housing.

Thank you,

Sincersly:
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Tyate: L / (n '/' |72 -
Ta: T.aiherine T Huntress.
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Faunainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Tncic Plannmg apd Zoning Dspartrnsnt
an
Ciry Counecil Members

121 SW Port St Lucie Boulevard
Por Si.Lucie, FL 34964

To The City Officials:

] am an Owngr/}“\esidem ot The Belmont &t gt Lucie West. My ‘aidc‘jress 18 f 1 SW }Pﬂacosk
pivd, # |0 TPort St. Lucie, L 34986. Parce) D% 27 b= 592 Ploj- ¥ i)
and my telephone umber 18 1L 4 e &

[ recently re;ai_ved notice of hearings to DE held on a proposal pii-140w develop leand In @ PUD
directly to the West of ous, Property a1 The Belmonk

1 understand that there will b2 f=arings on fis according 10 {Cjty ordinances 0D February 7,
TFeruary 27 and March. 12th.

1 would Like you ¢ consider mY views on s Foumntsnview Diaza - Sie Plan ] am totally
oppossd 1o SOTIE of its aspscts 107 the Teasons Dat follow.

1 wnderstood that the PUD which comprisss this project was enacted 1o provide only for
comumercial and retail actvity 0B this site. Ceriain pleasant office structares of 2 story beights
were copstrucied with aftractive Jandscaping and parking aras 1o the far West of this projsct.
Those buildings ar® attractive. Lhe restaurani at the end of the Fountainview Bivd swstch was

als0 2 pleasan‘t.addition.

The propussd attsmpt 10 obtain 2 vanance oF to amend e original PUD ohjective 0 allow for
mulifamily housing 18 offensive to M€ and should not bz allowed. The PUD was well thought

ot by City Plannets from the get 2O Tt should be retained exclusively as @ site for commarcial
activity and not Iesidéntialkﬂgh 11528. :

The County Was onfronted with @ & jar issue 1ot 1008 ago a1 PGA Village. The County saw
fit to 2bandop 2 developers enzmpt {p add more housing umits 0 {ncir aree. 10e Ciry ¢hould do

{he saines

This plan proposes (o build 215 units: of housing incinding three. fifry foot high gtructures. 1hese
pujldings are directly actoss 0l Relmont Property vorder. Ihe height is well above that for owt

2 stoTy condominium puildings. The zoned height requirement 15 for 35 feet WE pelieve. Three



FEshg 2000

b

- Finally, we need j

" 1 am strotigly opp

ment houses would ymfavorably alter owr jandscape and force those of us whose

50 fool apar
second floor palconies are only 20 ar so feet mgh to s1are across @ parking 10t at an apartment

house and be aubject to the poise and lights of a uilding 23 yards from our border or less. Some
of us lefl Manhattan 10 have the bensiits of ligit and alr. We do nat want 10 again stare 4t @
neighbor jess than 100 fect away and listen to the noises that would come from she activity of

geveral mundred resicents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot O pe a buffer between our porder and
their proposed buildings. Two tmdrad and fifteen cars at @ minimum COMINE around owr small
traffic circle is an epvirommental health and safety issue. Mary drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lot and the Gras Station lot causing the potential for accidents.  Sehool busses
have a hard enough time 'negotiating-ﬂmt circle and baving more iraffic is not a good jdea o tns

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, 1 do 1ot want smelly dumpsters O poisy trash compactors placed rignt under our
balconies zs the pians provide. It ;s upsetiing that with all fne space in the plan that the
dumnpsters have been Aplaced,right_near The Bstmont's border: Also, the tiny pool proposed 18
right near our border, With 215 wnits, that poo! will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive 1o us 25 neighbors.
obs in this counry. We need jobs it Florida, in our County gud in our City of

Port St Lucie. We do not need more residential umits, aspecially multifamily units m a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are S0 [pany Vacancies in our area right NOW.
Why allow another 215 apartments 10 be built here? It simply makes 1o SeBse. Let's keep this
Lrea Tor low rise office puildings like the 00es built to the far West.

osed to amending e Tequirsments of this PUD to allow for multifamily

housing.

2

incerely

i
/U[ ilf,hlﬁ‘-{’ ( /fﬁﬁZﬁqc;
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To: Fatherine H Huntress:
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Awmendment

City of 5t Lucie Planmng and Zoning T)epartment
and

Ciry Councd Members

121 SW Port SL [ ucic Boulevard
Pori St. Lucic, ¥, 34964

To The City Officials:

| am an Owner/Resident al The Belmont
awd, ¥ oS Por st I ncie, FL 3498

and my telephone qumber 35 _{ 37 2) R 9.3

[ recently recsived notice of heanngs 10 he heid on @ proposal P1 1-14
direcily 10 the West of our property at The Belmont.

0 to develop land mna PUD

I understand that {here will be hearmngs 0D fhis according 10 Ciry ordinances OB February 7,

Eebruary 27 and March 12th.

1 would like you @ ~onsidsr my views 0D +his Fountainview Plaza - Siie Plan. 1 am iotally
pppased 1¢ S0me of jts aspects for +he reasons that follow. )
[ ynderstood that e PUD which COMPTISES this project was enacied to provide only for
commercial and retall acizvity on this SIte. Cenain pleasant office crructures of 2 story heights
were consm_xctcd with atrachive landscaping and parking areas o the far West of this project.
Those buildings &It affractive. The restaurant & ihe end of the Fountainview Blvd swetch was
also 8 pleasant addition.

The PTOPPSEd atempt 10 tibtain 4 variance or to amend the original PUD objective 1o allow for
multifamily housing 18 ofiénsive to me and should ot he allowed. The PUD was well muéht

out_ b}f City Planpers from the get go. [t snould be retained axclusively as a stie for commercial
activity and not residentsal high T18ES. ‘

The County was poDﬁontcd with a similar issue not long ago a1 PGeA Village. The County saw
fit 1o abandon a developers attempt 1€ add more housing units to their area. The City should do

the same.

Th:is P;@_@TQPPSE{S 10 build 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
bmldmgSffare‘.‘dl'ref:tl}”:a_c_r__OSS our Belmont property horder. The height 18 well above that for our

2 stary condominium buildIngs. The zoned height reguirement i Tor 35 feet we believe. Three

~

B i B v ZEELBLBTLL z1:p1 ©18C /9G/Z8



50 fool apurtment houses would unfavarably alter ouf landscape and force those of us whaose
second floor balconics are only 20 0T S0 feet high to stare across a parking lot at an apartment
nouée and be subject To the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from Our border or_less. Some
of ug left Manhattan to have the benefits of Hght and 4. We do not want to again stare al a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the noises-thal would come fromn the activity of

several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot 10 be & buffer between Qur horder and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars At a minimum coming around our smatll
waffic circle 16 &n anvironmental health and safety 1ssue. 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 1dea in this

dangerous eniry and exit.

‘Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
halconies as the plans provide. it is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
durmnpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed 1s
right near our border, With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offenstve to s as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country., We need jobs in Flondz, in our County and in our City of
Port St Lucie. We do mol need more residential units, especially multfamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There are S0 ANy Vacancies n our area right now.

Why allow another 215 apartments 1o be built nere? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built 1o the far West.

{ am strongly opposed 0 amending the rc_qﬁiremcnts of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing.

Thank you.,

Sincerd] ) N
-~ '

¢Ip1 Z102/98/Z0

o
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[~

e w1 Y TZNINGTT Nvd ZEE/BLB



gy @E/ 2ELE Gu.pi  TPRETHTHD ST M

Dtz February b, 2012 . , .
N T T ———t
ﬁj&)ﬁ\r—“ - ( D

Tov i atherine F. B untresi;
Projett: Lnummatnr-fq* Pl Bt
The rmmammm_,_ _‘am-PUD_;ﬂ mendthent

Chyof 3t §iora PYafninE #Hl: ZOming.: ‘Deparmment,
and.

Cat=- Counsih Tiembers.

121 SW Port St JLutie Rentisvard

Drt-St. Lugie, FL wilzv‘fvfl

T T City ttficials

T an 80 I}wne:r at H’IE. Belmo g5 Tnete: West, My propeTy 20 address 25 15208 EW Peacnek

1, 54956 Parigl 10 5526-802- 0179-00(\ 7 end iy iplephone: amiber ik

1 recendly” received notice of” hEannrs o He held on & proposai Pii-140 o -develop fand we PUD

e

direetly 1o the: B st of. our prOPRIE g The Beimont

1 witieesiand th'a* frare will be heamings 91 f‘m according 1o City ordinanees 00 Febraary 7,
February 27 ‘At Iviar"l'l_th ’ '

e

i woald ke wozt8 grmsidet Ty Fiews on fhas raml*amw W Plazs - S‘xu Pian., L #n tortally

.o,pp_ayrf S 10 50mE: m{ i aspeets. ‘fu-' e piasonst T.hm folow. -

[ understood tha e PUD Which comprises TS P pioiect was epacted 10 provide obly for
commersia! and retail a,ctwrv on fhis sik. Ceriald *p},asam office struc*urcc of 2 5Ty hetghts
WEFE c,(:-I‘ﬂhuELu with attrachve ¢ Jandscaping and parking areas to the o West of ths pi“oj.M
Thibse Buildings af® A e Thé —Wauam at the end of the T:numamvww Tiwd stieich was

Aled E,,.-pleasm'f pdiTan:

The 'n'oposed arsmpt1e’ a‘c}ném, g arAnance ar 1o amend the origindl pUE. abjeative: i aliow for
rnulnfamﬂ), hausing 5 GiTsnsive 10 e-and should mot be sllowed. The PUD was well thought

piit by City PlannErs fmrr the get-ge- T ghiould-be. retained exchusively.as 2 site For commercial
acmflty and not. cesidential high FiSES.

“The Gounty was confrorned with @ similar 18SuE not Jong, ago @ pGA Village: The County saw
fy, to abandon 2 o develgpars aUCTAPL 1o add more nousing units 1 o thelr azes- “The City. should do

the-same.

“Thisplan. pmpcas_s 1o buaiia.2 215 upits oL housmg, m;:luém:, fm} oot High structures. These
il lrLlsina IS dlr“cﬂv BCEORELT: Beimonl. p:operty horder. The peight I well above.that Tor
2.5ty 1 condummmm bOidses The B0 ¥ TEight. pegiipanient s ot 39 dealve tedizgwe. Thrse




-..dmﬂp*stmfsjhavéfbéen:jﬁtmrimﬂt - T . ;
Tlghfﬂﬁm meﬂrdﬁf Wimz]ﬁmﬂg‘ tha‘t Bo ol will be crow ded an anlS}’ Tht P}ﬂﬂﬁﬂ"lsm ihf;};

Port 8t Tuddy, “We-do

50 fool apartment HOUSES wotld unfavorably aher our jandscape and force thase of us Whoss
second floor balconies are anly 20 ar 5o feel high to Starc 4cross 4 parking lot at an aparnent
bouse god be subject ot noise and lights of s building 25-yards from ox borderorless. Soms
af w et Mmﬂ"@&ﬁﬂ*m'hﬂﬂfﬂ*ihﬁ'--bsﬁcﬁmﬁ-:oi Tight and air. We do not want o again stare.at @
neighbar lesy than 100 fout ey aud Jigten o the no1ses #at woulll come from the activity of

severil hiitred Tegidents.

Additionally, the devslopers plan-calls for & parking jot 1o be o buffer berween-our border. and,

thisir }I!l‘OpO‘i::aﬂ- buildings. Two hundred and fifizen cars at s pninimum eotning arolind our small
{raffic eircle is an emviroumental health anidl safery issue. bany drivers will surely cut through
the Boh Bvans lot.and the Gas Staton lot.causing the potential for accidents;  School bugses

.

‘have-a bard enﬂug;_ﬁ;rﬁimﬁ Tn@gﬂﬁ’at'ingrthat'cimlé and baving more wathic e meld paod-1dea in this

dangerous-eninyand gril

Purthermpre, | do=notwant:sticlly dunpseens or nofgy trash compactors plazed right under our:
Toaloosies 4 the pland provide; M & upptting that it all the space in fhe plan thiat the

Tielmonts bordet, Also, the tty pecl proposed. .

have in these plans s ffensive to ud.as neighbors.

s goey, Wenead job in Florids, in out Souty and in our City of
st tived imore sosidential units, especially” mtamLly units in o
o] PITD. There-ape 0 meny vacancies fa.ouF 27eg TLH ROW.

'ﬁpﬁxﬂmﬁézﬂrscm"Be‘-buﬂ.ﬁh;;-.m? It sitipty malces HO SEHSE. Lat's kedp this.

Finally, we niged jobsin’

previouidy gesignated
Wy allow-aiotiter 75

ren fordowBseoffted bl Gings ke the ones builtto the far West.

T amy sirongly opposel ¥ amending The:requiremients of fhis PUD o allow-For-mubiifamily

housing;

Thank vau.




piep1e 12ehb FLL G814 Gudn Michui hoore Ino

Tgle  Fepruary 5 2012 .
Dge.Febman 62— oy - 150
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Project C;nordinamrforpn-mo : -L’ L ( — N
dpr TR

The Foun Lainview Plage-PUL Amendment

Ciy of St. Tucie Planning 4nd Zoning Department T T DT
and P b e PR
City Councit Wembers ren 06 20 o

121 SW Port St. | ucie Boulevard zh WD sl
Port: ST.‘:LLIG‘IE,._FL,:%__Q_&{_" ) B dgaranes Lo ENT

. CnOrPORTSLLDCIER

To The City Ofclals’

] am an Oomer/Resident at The Belmont 2t ST Lucie West. My address 18 _152 SW
peasock Blvd; # 27201 “Dort Si. Luie, FL 34988 parcel mwfooo_s

———

and My iclephone nuber W 516-924-

—

8703 .

T recenily resaived notice of hearmgs 10 DE held on @ proposal P (1.140 1o develop land 1nz PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmonl.

1 understand that there wall be hearings on +his according 1o City ordinances 0D February 7.

Tebruary 27 and Warch 120

7 would like you 4o consider mY \views on This Fountainview Dlaza - Sie Plan. 1 am itotally

()

opposed 1o SOM= of its aspacts for ¢he reasons thet foliow,

[ understood that he PUD which comprises TS project Wis enacred 1o provide only for
commercial and retall actvity on this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story beighis
wore constructed with amraciive landscaping and parking arsas 10 the far West of this project.

Those buildngs &r& sttractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountaimview Rlvd strerch was
also 2 pleasant addituomn.

The proposed atiempy ip obtain & vanance 07 to amend the ariginal PUD ohjsctve 10 allow for
ulifarnity housing is_oifensivr: <o me and should not ve allowed, The PUD was well thoughnt
out by City Planners from the get g0- 1i should be rermined exclusively a5 2 <ite for commercial

activity and Bot rcsidential"high Tises.

The County was confronted with a cimilar issue not 10ng ago at PGA VAllgge. The County saw
5t 1o abandon 3 Jevelopers atiempt 10 aad more housing Jrrits 10 their arcé.. The Ciry shouid do

the same.

This plan proposes 1o build 213 umits of hpusing including three, &fty foot nigh sTrRCISs. These
puildings a7 directly across ouf Belrnont property border. 1he peight is well sbove that for our



) story condomininm bl The zomed height requirement s fhr 35 fesi we believe, Three

aller our landseant ana LOTCE those of us whesx

50 aprment houses wouid unfavorably
are only 20 or so feel high 10 sTare ACross @ paridng lot at an apartmernt

lding.25 yards from our border of less, Some

an J ’
foot ap
second floor baicomes
house and be subject Lo the noise and lights of a bul

o us left Manhatian to have the bem Frs of Tight and afr. We 6o not want 0 agaln slare ot a
neighbor less +han 100 fzet away an listen to the nolses that would come Fom the actvity of

several hundred residents.

additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a puffer between owr border and
their proposed buildmgs. Two hundred and fifieen cars at & minimum coming. around our small
traffic circle is -an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans Yot and the Gas Staton lot causing the potental for accidents. .School busses
have a hard engugh time negotiating that circle and having more traffic is not 4 good idea in this

dangerous entry and exil.

Furthermore, T do not want smelly: dumpsters or noisy trash compaclors placed vight under our
halconies as the plans provide. T ie upeetting that with all the space in the pian that the
dumpsters have been placed Tight near The Belmant'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

fave in these plans s offensive 1o us as neighbars.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Flonida, 1 ouw County apd in our City of
port St Tacie, We do not need more residential umits, especially multifamily units m a
previously desiznared commercial PUD. There are so many vacancies In Our area Mgl TOW.
Why allow another 11§ apartments to be huilt here? 1 simply makes ne sense. Lets keep this
arca€or low nise office buildings like the ones built to the far West.

I am strongly opposed O amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamly
housing,. '

Thank you,
Sincerety,

WMichele; Bianculli
Margaret Macchia
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To: Eatherine . Hunress;

Project Coordnator for P11-140
The ¥ OUNTAITIVIEW Place-PUD Amendment

City of St Lucis plafining 2nd Zoning De=parmeri
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St Lucie Boulevard

Port St Tace, FL 34954

To The ity Officials:
] am 2D Owner/Resident at The Belmont 2 gt Lucie West.

Rivd., % A7\ Pori St Lusde. Tl 24086, Parcel 1D:
adl my feiephone TmbEr 18 (g )\ M9k 7

N \\ ﬁ\’t};;’
’\"T?_,M\“ {

—_—
.

(/uj o At
TR R A e
}_.__ BRI
?-: ] g £y I
FEB 05 200

PLANNNG o r
TNy e WML it o,
-.J'ﬁﬂ'l :).'" PDHU S—gi LUS!:;\.FF

My address 15 gSO oW Peacock
5. OO 24 ~0O

—

T gecently received notice of hearings 10 be held on. & proposal P1 1-140 to develop land in a PUD

directly o the West of our property at The Belmont

T upderstand that there will be hearings OB this according 1 City ordinances OD Febroary 7,

Tebruary 27 and March 12th.

T would hke you {0 comsider my views On this Fountaimmiew Plaza - Siie Plan. 1 am totally

opposed 1o S0DE of its aspects for the reasons tat follow.

1 understood thet pe PUD which COMTISES +nis project was enacted to provide only for

commercial and retall activiry on this site-

Certain pleasant office strnctures of 2 stOTY heights

were constructsd with amractive jandscaping 2nd parking arsas 10 +he far West of this project.
Those buildings ar< atractve. The restarant at the end of the Tountalnview Blvd stretch was

also a pleasant 2ddition. .

The propasa’d attempt 10 cbtain & vepiance Of 10 amend the Qrigina1 PUD ohjective to allow for
muttfamily ‘housing 13 offensive 10 ME and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought

out by City Planners from:the get go: It should be retained exclisively as 2 gite Tor commercial

activity and not residential high Tises.

The Cougly was confonted with 2 cimilar 1ssue Dot long ago at PGA Village. The Conpty Saw
£1 t0.abandon @ developess anempt to add more housing umits 1o their arsa. The City shonld do

the same.

This $len Propeses ¢ build 215 units of housing including three, ffty foor bigh structures. Lnese

buildings &re directly-actoss O Belmort property porder. The feight is well above that for our
2 story condominiu mildings. The zonzg height requiremest ig for 33 feet we palieve. Three

o - |



50 foot apartment houses would umfavorably attesr our Jandscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or s feet high to stare across parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to the nose and lights of a building 257 yards from oy horder o less. Some
of us left Manbattan to have the henefits of light and air We do not want to again stare at 2

neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen © the noises that would come from the getivity of
several hundred residents. -

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot 10 be 2 buffer between our border and
their proposed bulldings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at @ minimum coming arcund our small
trafhic circle is ap environments) health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Dvans lot and the Gas Statjon lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that circle and having more wafficis not a good idea in this

dangerous extry and exit.

Furthermore, I do pot want smelly dumpsters OF nalsy (ash compactors placed Tight under our
yalcomies as the plans provide, It is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right neas The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed 1s

right near our border. With 215 units, that poo) will be crowded and noisv. The placement they
have in these plans is offensive 1015 25 neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Flords, in our County and in our City of
port St Lucie. We do not sead mote residential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designated cominercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow agother 215 apartments 1o be built here? It simply malces no sense. Tet's keep this
aren for low rise office buildings Jike the ones built to the far West.

1 am strongly opposed to amending fhe requirements of tais PUD 10 allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank you,

Sinc%rcly MQ m 6_"\9_#&
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Te: Hatherine H. Hunwest,
Project Cporamator for P11 1-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Ataendment ﬁgﬁffﬁm~
Ciry of St. Lucie Plarining apd Zoning Deparomemt woo e IR
and - s
Ciry Council Membzars [Pl wairin =i

SV -‘:‘_: :“VJD:}-‘. [y L EEY Eat vl
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121 §W Port g, Lucie Toulevard
JPort St Lucie, FL 34954

To The City Officials:

] am an Oum_cr[Rasidsnt a The Belmont at g, Lucie W
Blvd., #—2!#[)193 Port §t Lucie, 7], 34986, Parcel 11 2

o oy tel=phone b is 9/7 39-3735° -

1 recently received notice of peerings to be held ona proposal P11-140 to develop land in a PUD
directly 1o the West of ow property at ''he Belmont.

est. My address is /40 . W Peacock
25-5pD~00 “DPD- b

1 imderstand that there w3l be hearings on this according 1o City ordipances on Fepruzy 7,
Tehruary 27 2nd March 12

1 would like you 10 consider oY ViEWs On fnis Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan, 1 am totally
opposed 1o some of its aspects for the Teasons that follow.

1 mderstood that the PUD which somprises this project was enacied to provide only for
—netares of 2 story heights

commercial and retail activity on fhie site. Cemaln pieasant office ©
were constructed with, anractive landscaping and parking arsés 1o the far West of s project.
Those buildings ar® atrractive. The regraurant at the end of the Tountainview Bjvd stretch was
also a pleasant addition.

’Ihe'ptoposed,attempt fo obrain.a variance ot to amend the original PUD objective w0 allow for
poulrifamly Housing is.offensive 10 D& and should not be aljowed. The PUD was well thought

out by City Plani1‘ar9'=£rg_m'the get go. 1 should e retained exclusively as a site for commergial
activity and ot Tesidential high rises.

The County was corfronted wath 2 cipnilar ssue not long 220 a1 PGA Village. The County saw
fit 10 abandon » dzvelopers atempt 1O add more housing upits to thelr ared. The City should do

the samne.

This plan proposesio Yuild 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
buildings are dizeotly acr0ss: OUr Belmont property border. The height 18 well above thai for our

2 stoxy conAoDAInI puildings. The zoned height requirement ig for 35 fest we believe. Threse



30 foot apariment houses would apfavorably alter our Jandscape and foree thase of us whose
second floor balcontes are only 90 or so [eet high to stare across & patking lot at an apartment
house and besubject to the poise and lights of & building 25 vards from our border or less. Some
of us left Maphattan o have the benefits of light and an: We do not want to again stare al a
peighbor 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 2 parking lot 1o be a buffer between owr border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at 8 Minimwmn coming around our small
trafhic circle 18 an epvironmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
e Bob Fvans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
have a hard enough ime negonating that-circle and-having more raffic i not a good idea m this

dangerous eptry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters of noisy trash compactors placed right under our
talcomies as the plans provide. It is upsetting that with ajl the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been, placed right near The Belmant's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed s
right near our border, With 215 units, that pool will he crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive 10 U 5 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 nesd more residential units, cspecially multifamily umits o a
previously designated commerctal PUD. There are 5o many vacancies in our area Tight now.
Why aliow another 213 apartments 10 be wuilt here? It sirmply makes 1o sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings {ike the ones built to the far West.

[ zm stropely oppased to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for moultifamity

housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely f/% :
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To: Tatherine . Huntress, \_ AN ﬁ 7 ( L )
Project Coordinator for Pl 1-140 y
The Fountainview Place-PUD Agnendment
Ciry of St. 1 ucie Planning and Zonmg Department ' ) e TR e e
i Pl T TP T
Ciry Council Members ' ' CER G p 2p
+77 99 Port S, Lucke Boulevard 5806 202
Port S‘LLHL}EFL 34984 ’ eLREsTLS LA T

To The City Officials:

Rivd, #207. Port st Lucie, FL 34 086, Parcel 1 3725-500-0152-000- and Y telephone number is
772-828-9408.

1 am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont & gt Lucie West. My address ig 152 SW Peacock

1recently received notice of hearirigs 10 bE held on 2 proposal Pl 140 10 develop iand m 2 PUD
directly to the West of our property & The Belmont

7 understand that there will be Learings on this according o City ordinances OO February 7,
Tebruary 27 and March 12th.

1 would ks you 10 consider my Vviews 0D #his Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 7 am totally
opposed to some of its aspects for fhe reasons 1hat follow.

1 upderstood that he PUD which colnprises this project Was enacied to provide only for
commercial and retail activity On ihig site.  Certald pleasant office structurss of 2 siory heights
were constructed with atractive landscaping and parking areas <o the far West of this project.
Those bulldings arc attractive. The restaurant & he end of the Tountainview Blvd stretch was

als0 @ plaasam-:addition.

The proposed attempt 10 obtain a variance O 1o amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily Tousing 18 offensive to me and should not be allowed. Thse PUD was well thought
out by City Planners Fom the get g0 T should be retained oyclusively as a Stie for commercial
activity and not vesidential high Tises.

The County was confronted with & similar 1859€ not long ago at PGA Village. The County Saw
At to abandon & developers atizmpt 10 add more housing units to thelr area. The City should do

thé samie.

This plan -pfqPDsas" to build 215 1nits of housmg including thres, fifry foot high structures. These
buildings are dirgctly across. our Belmont property porder. The height 18 well above that for our

2 story gondomi_nium buildings. The zoned height requirement ic for 33 feet we believe. Three

g e Ly - =
L



30 foor apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second Moor balconies are enly 20 or 50 feet high to stare ACTOSS'2 parkmg lot al an apartment
house and be-subject © the rioise and lights of & building 23 ya_r_ds.ffrom aur border or less. Some
of us left Manhattan o have the benafits of light and air.” We do not want {0 again stare at a
neighbor legs than 100 fect away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of

several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lof to be 2 buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifieen cars at a minimum coming around our small
+raffic circle 1s an environmenta! health and safety issue. Many drivers wiil surely cut through
the Bob Fvans 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 1smot a good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumpsters of 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 barder. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right near our barder. With 215 units, that poc] will be crowded-and noisy. The placement they

have in these plans is offensive 10 us as neighboers.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs in Florida, in our County and in cur 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 yacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 215 apartments o 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 10 amending the requirem

ents of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing. '

Thank you,

X Elena Dymova

Eiena Dyrmava

Sincerely
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To: Katherine B, Huntress, O \»j
Project Coordinalo! for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment
City of St Lucie T'ianning and ZomLng Trepartrnenl
and e FECENED
City Counci! Memibers '
121 SW Port St. Locie Boulevard FER G g DRV

PoreSt. Lucie, TL34984

P it

To The Cily Offcials:

1 am an Croner at The Belmont at St Lugie West. My address 15 124 oW Pcacock Blvid.. # 13.

Port St. Lucie, L 34986, Parcel 1D 1325-802-01 56-000/0 and oy telephone number 15 561 -

603-5739,

[ recently seceived notice of hearings to be held on & nroposal Pl 1-140 to develop land in a PUD
directly to the West of our property at ‘'he Belmont. '

1 understand ihat thers will be hoarings on this according o Gty ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 124h. | ]

1 would like you to consider my Views O this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am vehemently
gpposed to 50me of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

1 understood that the pPUD which comprises this project was enacted to provide only for
commorcial and retal solivity um this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were consuoted with atfTaciive landscaping and patking areas to the far West of this project.
Those buildings are stiractive. The rectaurant ot the ond of the Tourntalnvisw Blvd. streich was

alz0 & pleasant addrtion.

The p:fopesed.attcmpt fo obtaln @ variance of 10 amend the original PUD objective fo allow for
multifamily housing ig offensive 10 ME and should not b2 allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planﬁars,fro’mthe wet go. It should be satained cxclusively as site for commercial

activity and not residential high rises.

The County was confronied with & gimilar igsue not long ago 2t PG A Village. The County saw
fit 1o abandon & developers attermpt 1o add moTe housing nnirs to thesr area. The City should do
the samec. :

This plan proposes 10 puild 215 units of bousing including three, fifty foot high structures. These

“butldings are, directly across our Belmont property border. The height 18 well above that for our

1 glory condominium. buildings. The soned helpht requircment is for 35 feet we believe. The

ST LOCIE L T



allowance of Three 30 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our Jandscape aud force
those of ug whose second floar haleonies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across o parking lot
at an apartment buildings and be subject 1o the noise and Hghts of a building 25 yards from our
horder or less. We do nolwant to apain stare arlarge buiidings than 100 fest away and listen to
the noises that would come from the activity of several hundred residents.

Additionaliy, the develapers plan calls for a parking lot'io be a buffer between our border and
{heir proposcd buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small

waffic circle is an cnvironmental bealth and safety 1ssus. Many drivers will surely cut through

the Bob Evans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. Schoo!l busses
have a hard espough time negotiating thal circle and having more traffic is poor 1dea in thig

dangcrous entry and exit layout.

Furthermore, | do not want smelly dumpsters ot noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconies as the plans provide. Tt is upsetting that with all the spacc in the plan that the
dumpsters have beon placed #ight nvar The Belmont's border. Alse, the tiny pool proposed is
right near out horder. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they
have in these plans is offensive to uy as neighbors.

We do not need more residential units, espectally multifamily units in a previously designated
commercial PUD. There are 50 many vacancies in our area right now. Why allow ancther 215
apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Lets keep this area for low nse office
buildings Iikc”tl.?e ones built 10 the far West.

[ am strongly opposed to amending the roquircments of this PUD to allow for multifamily

housing. ]

Sincerely,

Duvid Zigshman
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To: Fatherine H. Huntress, ﬁﬁﬁ“m el
Project Coordimawor Tor pi1-140 ke I
The Founanyiew Placé.~PUD Amendment FER 0F gt
o ~= 2UT7
City of St Lucie Dlanning and Zoning Deparunsnl »,.:’t“)“_”\- e

TIEBOET e

And Ciry Counci] Members

121 SW Port gt Lucie Boulavard
Port St Lucie, FL 14084

0 The City Officials: A - .

] am an Oumer/R-esidem at The Bemont 4l g, Luoe West. My address 18 156 SW Peacock
Rlvd., # 29-203, port St. Lucie, TL 34986, Parcel ID: 3335-500-0174*000-3 and my telephenc

pumber 18 014-607-03 19.

1 recently received NOUCE of hearings 1€ he held on a prop 53al P11-140 10 develop land in 2 PUD
directly to the West of our praperty at ‘e Belmont-

| understand 10l spere will be pearings ob fys according 1o City ordinances oF Fabruary 7
Fenruary 27 and March 12t

1 would like you 10 ~pnsider Ty views oF his Tountainview Plaza - Ste Plan. | am totally

opposed fo S0mMe of its aspects 0T the reasons that follow.

T understood shat the PUD which comprises this project Was gnacied 10 provide only for
commercial and retail acTivity On thig site Certain pioasant office strucTures of 2 story heights
were construoted with atracuve landstaping and parking Breas {o the far West of this pToiégt_
Those buildmgs aIe allractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountamview Bivd stretch was

also & pisasant additon.

The pro’poscd attampl 10 obtain a variance or o zmend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily nousing 18 offensive 10 C ant should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planmers rom the.get g0, 1 should be retzined exclusively 88 2 site foT C,Ommg]-gial
aciivity 4t 0Ot TES] dentis) high TISCS.

The County Was confronted with a sirnilar issue not jong AEC ot PGA Village. The County saw

fit 1o abandon B developzrs ilempt To add more housing units 10 thelr area. The Ciry should do

the same-

&5 to build 215 units of housing inciuding Three, ity fool nigh Structures. | nesc
cotly across O Belmont property worder. The height 18 well above that Tor our
2 stqr.jrl(,ccrndommj)im baildings. The zoned height requirernent ;e for 35 fect we helicve. Three
50 foot apartment Howses would unfavorably glter oul landscape and force those of us wnose



second floor balconiss zre only 20 or so el hgh to starc across & parlang lot at art apartiment
house and be subject to the noise and lights of & building 25 yards from our border or 1Css, Some
of us left Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We-do not want to agaln stare at a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen 10 the noises that would come from the acuvity of

several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be & buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two nundred and ffteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
raffic circle is an environmental health and safety issue. Many dovers will surely cut through
the Bob Fvans lot and the Gas Station lot cansing the potential for accidents.  Schocl busses
have a hard enough time negotiating that cirele and heving more traffic 15 pot a rood idea in this

dangerousentry andwexil. . ..

Furthermore, | do not went smelly dumpsters ot noisy trash compactors placed right under our
walconizs as the plans provide. Tt is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed rfight mear. The Belmonts border. Also, the tiny pool propesed iy
right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in thess plans is offsnsive o us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs in this country. We need jobs m Florida, in our County and in our City of
Port St. Lucie. We do mol need more residential units, especially multifamily units in a
previously designated commercial PUD. There arc ¢ many vacancizs in our area right how.
Why allow another 215 apartments 1o be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's ice=p this
arca for low nsc office buildines like the onss built to the far West.

I am strongly opposed o amending the requirements of this PUD 1w allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank you.

Sincersly, & bar wéé 7\1/ /@_ 4/ 5

Carmella Dillienzo

Owner, Belmont-at St Lucie West
156 S}W-,-P.eacodk‘Blvd

Part St Lucie, Florida 34986

914-907-0319
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From: Fampimaman . [pamplmaman@hotmaﬁ.com]
gent:  Monday, “ebruary 06, 2012 431 PM
To: atherine HuNiress

Subject: The Belmaent - unil £ 130-16-103

Date: 12-6-2012

To: Katberine 1. Buniress,
Project Coordinator for 111-140 .
-~ T hﬁc.ﬁ]ﬂoqptuinview Place-PUD Amen drmpen

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zoning Defiﬁi’tment"'
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34964 '

To The City Officials:

1 am an OwnerfResident at The Belmont at gt. Lucie West. My address is 130 SW Peacock
Bivd., # 16-103. Port gt. Lucie, TL 34986. Parcel Ik 3335—‘500-00(}3—000-4 and my

telephone qumber 1 (361) 703-8230-

1 recently received notice of hearings to De held on 2 proposal P11-140 to develop land in 2
PUD directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 understand that there will be hearings 0D this according 10 City ordipances On February
7, February 27 and March 12th.

1 wouid like you 1o consider my views OB this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. Tam totally
ppposed to seme of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

1 upderstéod thit the PUD which comprises this project was epacted to provide only for
commercial and retail activity on this site. Certaid pleasant office structures of 2 story
heichts were copstricted with attractive landscaping and parking areas to the far West of
this project. Thosé buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview
Bivd strefch was also 2 pleasant addition.

The prop‘us‘cd attempt 10 obtain @ variance 0T to amend the original PUD objective to allow
for ‘multif'am—ily housing: 1§ offensive 10 ™E and should not be allowed. The PUD was well
thought-out by City Planners from the get g0- 1t should be retained exclusively as 2 site for
commergial activity: and ndt.reside’ntial high rises. .

The Cduuty wag confronted wifh a similar issue pot long ago at PGA Village. The County
qaw fit to abandon 2 developers attempt 10 add more housing anits to their area. The City

should do the same.

-




This plan propeses to build 215 units of bousing inciuding, three, fifty foot high structures. These
buiitings are dircetly across our Betuont property bornder. The height is well above that Tor our 2
story condeminium buildings. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we helieve. Three 50
ent houses would unfavorabiy alter our landscape and foree those of us whoese second
finor halconies are only 20 or so feet high to stare across a p;lrléing Iot af an apartment kousc and
be subjeet to the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border or less. Some ol us left
Manhattan to have the benefits of light and air. We de net want to arain stare at a new=hbor Jess

than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the activity of several hundred

residents.

fuot aparim

an calls for a parking lot to be a butfer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifieen cars at 2 minimum coming around our small
traffic cirele is an environmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surcly 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

Additionally, the developers pl

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, T do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
haleonies 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 peol 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 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 muliifamily housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely

Jeanne Marie Botet de Lacaze

LNl aTanks]
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Date: §2/06/12 //‘

To: Katherine H. Huntress,
Project Coordinator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

Ciiy of St. Lucie Planning and 7oning Department
and

City Council Members

121 §W Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:

T am an Owner/Resident al The Belmont at St Lucie West. My -address is 160 SW Peacock
i

Blvd., Bldg# 31,apt.#204. Port St Lucie, FL 34986, Parcel 7 3335 500 0199 000 4 and my
{elephone number is 772-344-7370.

1 recently received notice of hearings o be held cn a proposal P11-140 to develop land in a PUD
direcily to the West of our nroperty at The Belmont

1 understand that ihere will be hearings 0O this according 10 City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th. '

T would like you 10 consider my Views 0n this Fountainview Plaza - Siie Plan. I am totally
opposed 10 some of its aspects for the 1easons that Tollow.

. 1 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 srractive landscaping and parking areas 10 the far West of this project.
Those buildings are atiractive. The regtaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was

also e pleasant addifion.

The proposed attempt to obtain & variance of to amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily housing s offensive to me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought

()

out by City Planners from the, get go. I should be retained exclusively as a site 107 comimercial
activity gnd not residentialimgh tises.

The County was confronted with a simiilar jssue not Jong ago at PGA Village. The County saw
fit to abandon.d developers attempt to add more housing units to iheir arez. The City should do

the same.

This plan proposes 1o tuild 215 tmits of housing including three, fifty foot high stractures. These
buildings .are directly across our Belmont property border. The height s well above that for our
7 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 & 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 us lefi 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 fo the noises that would come from the actuvity 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
waffic 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 tdea in this

dangerous eniry and exit.

Furthermore, [ do not want smelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
halconies 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 pear our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have in these plars 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 umits, 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? % simply makes no sense. Let's keep this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built io the far West.

1 am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily

housing.

Thank you,

Sincerely,
Mr. & Mirs. Richard Sewel_l



Dau-:: February 6. 2012

1
To: Katherine . Huntress, ' XK %F\
_|HD

Project Coordinalor for P11-140
The Poumainview‘]’lacs—PUD Amendment Q L\

Ciry of St. Lucie Planning and 7 oning Department
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard
Port St. Lucie, TL 34984

To The City Officials:

] am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont &t gt Lucie West. My address is 156 SW. Peacock
Rlvd., # 204. Port St Lucie, FL 34086. Parcel 1L 3335—500—0‘173—000—6 and my telephone

number is 31 7.414-5999.

] recently received notice of hearings te be held on @ proposal P11-140 o deveiop land in a PUD
direcily {0 the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 understand that there will be hearings on this according 10 City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like you td consider my views o1l fhis Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed 1o sOmMEe of its aspects Tor the reasons that follow.

1 understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacied to provide only for
commercial and retai] activity on this site. Certaln pleasant office structures of 2 SOTY heights
were construcied with attractive landscaping and parking arsas 1o the far West of this proiecl.
Those buildings are amractive.  The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was

alsg a pleasant addition.

The propo,sad‘attcmpt io obtain a variance OT 1o amend the original PUD objective 10 allow for
multifamily housing 1s 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 commercial

activity and not residential high rises.

The County was confronted with & cimnilar issue not long ago ai PGA Village. The County saw
fit to ‘.abandon.a.dcvelopers attempt 10 add more housing units 10 their area. The City should do

the same.

Thisrplan‘prcipos;s-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 condomimstim buildihgs. The zoned height requirement is for 35 feet we believe. Three



30 foot apartment houses wouid unfavorably aiter our’ tandscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high to stareracress 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 1o have the benefits of light and air. We do not wanl 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 fot to be a buffer between our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming arotnd our small
traffic circie 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, 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 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? 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 strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing.

Thank you,

Sincerety,
David H. Werkley
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To: ¥.atherine H. Huntress, '," "’,,f«} 1,{;‘{?—?2) XTI Sz Ly
Project Coordmator for P11-1400

The Foumainview‘?lace-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planming and ZONING Departmert

and

Ciry Council ‘Members .

121 W Pori St Luciz Boulsvard

Port St -Lucie, FL 345954

To The Ciry Officials: ' | : . 9 i

T - - . . . . . . ; fogm .

7 am an Owner/Resident &t The Pelmont ai St. Lucie West, My address 1s / $& SW Peacock
7] 3 o - v A ADD A -2 - - = P

Bivd.# /U /. Por St Lucie, FL 345086, Parcel 1D 2525 -o00- O 27 -4

2 ]

| P . ; Z 7 L g0 ~DiDE T
anc my telephons number 1§ (T2 \ P00 T M ARIVE 2 es

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposal P11-140 10 develop land In 2 PUD
directly to the West 0F ouT property-at The Belmont.

[ understand that there will be heanings . on fjs according to Clt¥ ordinances -on rebruary 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

| would like vou 10 consider my Visws oD thiz Foumainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally

e ¥
-

opposed 10 SCme ofits aspects for thereasons tnat follow.

| understood that the PUD which cornprises 1his project was snacted o provide only for
commearcial and cetall actvity on this site. Certain plessait &ffice soructures of 2 SLOTY heights
were constracted with attractive landscaping and parking areas w0 +he far West of ihis project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant 2 the end of the Fountainview Blvd siretch was

also & pleasant addiion.
The proposed attempt 10 obtain a vanance Of 10 amend the original PUD objective 10 allow for

qultifamnily housing 18 offensive to me and shouid not be a2llowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get go. It should be retained exciusively as 2 sits Tor cammercial

activity and notresidential high Tises.

The County was confronied with 2 cirnilar issie not long ago &l PGA Village. The County saw
51 {0 abendon a developers atiempt 1¢ 2dd MO housing units 1o thelr arsa. The City should do

the same.
This.plan proposes 1o buiid 215 units of housing including three, fiftv foot high struetures. These

buildings.are.directly across our RBelmont propery border. The height1s well above that for our
2 story condominium buildings. The zoned height requirement ig for 33 feet we believe. Three



50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alzer our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feet high te stare across 2 parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject.1d the notse and lghts of a building 23-vards from our border or less. Some
of us left Manhattan to have the bensfits of light and air. 'We do not wam to azain stare al a
neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen to the naises that would come from the activity of
several hundred residents.

Additionally, the developers pian calls for a parking lot te be a buffer between our border and
thelr proposed buitdings. Two hundred and fifreen cars at & minimum coming around our smali
waffic circle is an environmental health and safery issue. Many drivers will swely cut through
the Beb Evans lot and the Gas Stanon lot causing the potential for accidents.  School busses
have & hard enough time nzgotiating that circle and having mere raffic is not 2 good idea in this

dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want emelly dumpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under our
balconics as the plans provide. It is upsening that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Alsc, the iiny 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 neighbars.

Fally, we need jobs 1 this country, We nesd jobs in Fleride, in our County and in our City of
Port St Lucie. We do not need more residentizl units, especially multifamily units in 2
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 kesp this
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built 1o -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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Te: Kathenne H. Hunwress, PR
Pr-ojact—'Coordinal;orfurP.]-'J-il'!i{) om0
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment pen W .
TN e
T ) i D
Ciry of St l:ucie lenmgand.-lommg Deparment “;:&r = GO oy b
ATy AT
and

.City Councll Members
121 §W Port 'St 1 ncie Botlevard
'.Po“rt‘St%Lu_c_i;,':Fi:5498_4-____*7

To The Ciry Officials:

I'am an.Owner at The Belmont at St feucie West. WMy-address i8 114 §W Peacock Blvd. #:8-205
Port St. Lucie, FL 34986 ‘Parcél 1[): 352660240840007 and my 1elephone numiber 15 0RO ‘.6ﬁ'115-'251,26}-
(cell) 98BS 775-5521 (home}

Trecently received potice of hearings 10'be held on:a . proposal P11-140 to develop Aand in 2 PUD

directly 1o the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 yndesstand that there will e, hearings O ihig according ‘1o -City -ordipances -aa Febroary 7,
Fabruary 27 anc-Varch 120

1 would Lke you 1O consider Ty, 4iews on this Fountainview Plaza -.Site Plan. 1 am towlly’
opposed to-some-0f '115‘_aspscts'fcr"the;raasons that follow. =

1 understood that e PUD which comprises s project was enacted fo provide only ‘for
c_om_mer-cia*] and retall acdviry O this site. Certain’ sJeasant office strpcmires af 2-Story heichts
.WSIB:-COILSUUCIBd'\J‘\ﬁth atracrive landscaping and parking areas-o fhe Far West of this project.
Those boildings are atrraciive. The regianrant 4t the end of the Fountainyiew Blvd stretch wag
also @ pleasani addinon.

The proposed aterspt 10 ohtain a variance.Of 10 amend the-original FUD objective 10 allow for
mulrifamily housing 3§ ot 1 the best-imerest of +he ‘Ciry, the Belmont neighbors Of 20yone else
ather than the developer: The PUD-was weli fhought obt bY City Planners From the get go. It

should .befret“a'm_ad‘:ciblusivély-las a &ite for commercial activary and notresidential high r1ses.

;The’Coum_'y(iwas;.conﬁontad with @ similar 15506 not Teng:220 at PGA Village. TheCounty saW

fﬁt‘:-to-i_abahdoh’:a_.‘dé\‘rslopers attempt To-add More housing Onits 10 sheir arsa. Westrongly urgethe

City {o:do the same:

Thié\'ﬁlﬁl‘ajﬁ’.prppose's o build 215 units’ ofihous’ing*in'cludjng thres, fifty foot high grrucrures. Lhese
puildings are directly aCTOSS OUT ‘Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our
2 story condominium buildings. The zoned height requirement 1s for 35 feet we beheve. Three




50 fool apartment houses would unfavorably alter our landscape and force those of us whose
second floor Balconies are only 20 or so fest high to stare across 2 parking lot at an apartment
house and be subject to 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. Much consideration should be given to
Belimont owners being forced to again stare at a neighbor less than 100 feet away and listen o
the major noise pollution that would come from the activity of several hundred apartment
dwellers who frequently behave differently than home or condo owners.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer berween our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum 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 mare traffic is not a good idea

in this dangerous entry and exit.

Furthermore, 1 believe it unconscionabie that City planners would consider allowing smelly
dumpsters or noisy tash compactors placed right under our balcomes as the plans provide.
Surely, placement at the Belmont’s border should not be aliowed. Once again, the tiny pool
proposed is right near our border. With 215 units, that pool will be crowded; noise pollution will
abound and will destroy the atmosphere of the adjoining residents of the Ciry.

Finally, we nead jobs in this conntry. 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 o amending the requirements of this PUD to allow for multifamily
housing. '

Thank you,

Sincerely

O Vo IC otine M
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Tyate: 02/ 052012

To: Eatherine 1. Hunwess,
Progect Coordingior for P11-140
The Foumainvisw Place-PUD Amendment

Ciry of $t. Lucie Planning and Zoning Department
And

City Councll Membz2Ts
I’.ll"SW’PorL‘SL=Lm:ic.Bou_l_ag__:f_1_r§_ B

Porr St. Lucie, Tl 34964 e war e e

F1

To The City Officials:

1 e an Owoer & The Belmont at St Lucie West. My address is 114 gW Peacock Bivd.. # 207
Port St Luocie, FL 34986. Pareel TO: 3326—802—0096«000-1 and my telephone numbar 18 772~

Darcs; L
528-8775.

1 recently received notice of hearings 10.0¢ heldon & propesel P 1.140 10 develop land in 2 PUD
directly to-the West of our property & The Belmont.

1 ungerstand that there will be Learings on this azcording 10 City ordinances oL February 7.
February 27 and March 12t

1 would like you 10 copsider my Views 02 {5 Fountainview Dlaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed to seme of its aspects for te ceasons that follow.

1 undersiood thal dhe PUD which comprises his project was snacied I provide only for
commercial and retail AcOVITY on this SIte. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 S1OTY neights
were constructed With atgactive landscaping and parding areas 10 the far West of this project
Those buildings ar¢ attracive. The restanrant & ihe end of the Fouptainview Bivd seich wWas
also a pleasant addifor

The proposed attempt 0 obtain g varlance Of 1o amend the original PUD objective 1O allow for
muiﬁfa:niljf'housiigg“is offensive to me and should not e ellowed The PUD was well thought
ot by ity Plannets from the get £0. 1t shouid be retained exclustvely as & site for commetcial
aotvity and not residenial high rises.

The Counis' WES r_:onfrontad with & similar jgsue no long 8go at PGA Village. The County saw
5t o abandon & developers attempt fo 2dd more housiag mite to thelr arsd. The City should do
the same.

This plan proposes 1o build 215 units of housing inchuding three, fifry fool high structurss. Lhese

buildings are directly 450 our Belmont property ‘worder. The height s wall above that for our
2 story condominiurn puildngs. The zoned height requirement ig for 35 feet we helieve. Thres
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50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably alter our jandscape and force those of us whose
second floor balconies are only 20 or so feel high to stare dcross.a parking lot at an apartment
house and he-subject to the noise and lights of a building.25 yards from our border or less. Some
of us lefl Manhattan to have the bensfits of light and air. We do not want to again stare at a
neighbor less than 100 fest away and listen to the noisss that would come from the activity of

seveta! hundred residents,

Additionalty, the deveiopers 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
waffic circle is an environmental health and safsty issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans iof 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 & good idea in this

danperous entry and exit.

Furthermore, I do not want smelly dumnpsters or noisy trash compactors placed right under ow
halconies as the plans provide. 1t is upsetting that with all the space in the plan that the
dumpsters have been paced right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tmy pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 unjts, 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 mnits in a
previousty 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 Tor 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,

-DME—LJA k{‘z"bwkﬁu
Vance Intemetionale LLC
Sincersly
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Date: (,;\/- G. a!OjZ,

To: Fathenne H. Buntress,
Project Coordinaior for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St. Lucie Planning and Zontng Deparmment
. and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. Lucie Boulevard

Port St. Lucie, FL 34984

To The City Officials:
1 am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont- at S Lucie West. My address 1s l [2 SW Peacock

Bivd, # |02 . Port St Lucie, FL. 34986. Parcel ID: 232 6~ PCZRUOON0S
znd my telephone number is S &= >0D-R2 50

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held on a proposat P11-140 to develop land in a PUD
directly to the West of our property al The Belmont.

1 understand that there will be hearings on this accordmng 10 City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like vou to consider my views on this Fountainview Plaza - Sie Plan. 1 am totally
opposed to some of its aspects for the reasons that follow.. ‘

1 understood that the PUD which comprises this project was enacied to provide only for
commercial and retail actvity on this site. Certain pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were constructed 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 Bivd streich was

also a pleasant addition.

The proposed attempt 10 pbtait & yariance or 1o amend the original PUD objective to allow for
multifamily housing 15, offenstve to me and chould not be allowed. The PUD was well thought

out by City Planners from the get go. Tt should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial
activiry and not residential high rises.

The County was confronted with & similar 1ssue not Jong ago at PGA Village. The County saw
5it 1o abandon a developers atiempt 10 add more housing units 10 fneir area, The City should do
the same.

This plan prppd‘sc’s,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 18 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 subject-to the noise and lights of a building 25 vards from our border or less. Some
of us lefi Manhittan to have the benefits of light and dir. 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 hetween our border and
their proposed buildings. Two hundred and fifieen cars at & minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an environmental hedlth and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Evans lof 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 goad 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 pool proposed is
right near our border. With 215 umits, that poo! will be crowded and noisy. The placement they

have 1n these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we need jobs 1n 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 stmply 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 aliow for muitifamily

housing,

Thank you,

S —

cerely
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To: Katherine H. Huontress,
Project Coordimator for P11-140
The Fouriatnview Place-PUD Amendment

City of St Lucie Planning and Zoning Department ‘
City Council Members

121 SW Port St Lucie Boulevard

Por St. Lucie, FL 34982 '

To The City Officials:

. e \mr
! am an Owmer/Resident &t The Belmont & St Lucie West. My address o€ SW Peacock
Blvd.. #/L-I®L Port St. Lucie, FL 14986. Parcel ID:

and my telephone mumberis {04 - -1 $ 17

1 recently received notice of hearings to be held on 2 proposal Pl 1.140 to develop land 10 & PUD

dizectly to the Wesl of our propetty at The Belmont.

1 undsrstand that there will be hearmes on this according to City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th. :

1 would like you to comsidet my Views on this Fountainview Plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed 10 SOME of its aspects for the 7easons that follow.

I understood that the PUD which COMPEISES this project wes enacted 1o provide only for
commercial and retail activity on this site. Certaln pleasant office structures of 2 story heights
were construcied with aftractive 1andscaping and parking areas 10 the far West of this project.
Those buildings are attractive. The restaurant at the end of the Fountainview Blvd setch was

also & pieasant addition.

The prop_;)seﬂ attempt ‘o obtain a variance of 10 amerid the orginal PUD objective 1o allow for
multifamily housing is offensive 10 me and should not be allowed. The PUD was well thought
out by City Planners from the get £O- T+ should be retained exclusively as a site for commercial

activity and not residential high rises.

The County was confranted with a similar 1ssu¢ not long ago &t PGA Village. The County saw
fit 1o abandon a developers attermnpt to add more nousine units to their ares. The City should do

the SBINE.

This plan proposes to puild 213 units of housing including three, fifty foot high sructures. These
buildings are diracily across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that for our

2 story condominium buildings. The zomed helght requirernent is for 35 fest we believe. Three



50 foot aparunent houses would unfaverably 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 subject to the noise and lights of a building 25 yards from our border or less. Some
of ve 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 nolses that would come from the activity of
several hundred residents.

Additionally, the. developers plan calls for & parking lot to be & buffer between our border and
their proposed biildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimum coming around our small
traffic circle is an énvirohmental health and safety issue. Many drivers will surely cut through
the Bob Bvans lot and the Gas Station lot causing the potential for accidents. School busses
have g 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
dimpsters have been placed right near The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed ts
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 jebs 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 commiercial PUD. There are so many vacancies in our area right now.
Why allow another 213 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep thig
area for low rise office buildings like the ones built 1o the far West,

I am strongly opposed to amending the requirements of this PUD to allew for multifamily

housing.

Thank you, }/{WVA.\-%;\P

Sincerely
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Daie: Februan:t. 2012

To Katheriné B Huntress.
Project Cpordimator for P11-140
The Fountainview Place-PUD Amendment

Cry of St. t_ucie Planning and Zoning Department
and

City Council Members

121 SW Port St. T ucie Boulevard

To The City Officials:

1 am an Owner/Resident at The Belmont at St Lucie West, My address is 132 SW Peacock
Blvd, ¥ 103 Port St Lucie, FL 34986 Parcel I )

3335.-500-0143-000-7 .

33320V AT e

1 regently received notice of heartngs 10 be held on 2 proposel P11-140 1o develop land 1n 2 PUD
directly to the West of our property at The Belmont.

1 understand that there will be hesarngs on this -according 10 City ordinances OO Febmary 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

1 would like you tO consider my views O chis Foumntainview plaza - Site Plan. 1 am totally
opposed 1o Some of its aspects for the reasons that follow.

1 understood that the PUD which cormprises {his project was enacied to provide only for

commercial and retail ‘acaty Ofl 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 ar the end of the Fountainview Blvd strefch was

also a pleasant addition.

The proposed attemp? 10 obtain a vanance of to amend the original PUD objective 10 allow for

_'_'ﬁvmu\t-ifamily;_:h:ou@gig;oﬁ’cnsﬁve to me and shouid not be aliowed. The PUD was well thought

out by City 'P1‘anne.rs':'from7:}€§ét'fgo,—lt'should ‘be_retained_exclusively as 3 site for commercial

activity afid not residential high rises. -

The County w__as'-éOnfromed with a similar tssue not long ago at pGA Village. The County saw
fir {o abanden & developers artempt 10 add more housing units to their area. The City should do
the same,

Thus ;Sl.an-'p:opo.scs;t_o paild 215 units of housing including three, fifty foot high structures. These
huildings are directly across our Belmont property border. The height is well above that {or out

2 story <ondominium buildings. The zoned height requirement 18 for 35 feet we believe. Three



50 foor aparmment houses would unfavorably ater 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 apariment
house and be subject 10 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 wanl 1o again starc al a
neighbor less thart 100 feet away and iisten to the notses ihat would come from the activity of

geveral 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 fifieen cars ar a2 mintmum coming around our small
traffic circle is.an environmental heatth 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 naisy 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 plars 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 muktifamily units in a
oreviously designated commercial PUD. There dre SO many vacancies in our area right now.
Why zllow another 215 apartments to be built here? It simply makes no sense. Let's keep tius
area Tor low rise office buildines 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,

Steven Qland
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To: Katherine H. Huntress, (% Lot

Project Codrdinator o, 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 is |36 SW Peacock
Bivd, # @A Port St. Lucie, FL 34986,  Parcel ID:
Bl V9 and my telephone number is (518 ) S8Y -% 259

| recem[y re(,cw(,d nouc&, 01 hearmg% to be he]d 011 a proposal P11-140. to deve]op land in-a
PUD d|reully to lh(. West ol our prope]'ty at "lhe Belmom e

PRI PR . AT

I understand that therc wil! be -hearings on this according to City ordinances on February 7,
February 27 and March 12th.

[ would like vou 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 to provide only for
commercial and retail activity oh'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 énd of the Fountainview Blvd stretch was
also a pleasant addition.

The proposed atiempt 0. obtdin a- variance or to amend the original PUD objective 1o allow for
multifamily housing i$, offénsive to,me and should not be.allowed. The PUILY was.well thought -
tut by -City Planiners [ror thegetigo. It should be retained éxclisivelyras a site for commercial
activity -and not: rqsndplltlal 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 theirarea. The City should do
the same.

'

This plan proposes to build 215 -units of housi'ﬂg: including three, fifty foot high structures.
These buildings are directly across,our Belmont property border. The henght is well above that
for our 2 slory condommlum bulldmgs The, 70ned hejght requirement.is for 35, feet we believe.
Three 50 foot apartment houses would unfavorably altér our landséape: and force those of us
whose second floor balconies are only 20 or so fect hlgh 1o state @cross a parking lot at an
apartment house and be subject to the noise and lights of'a bu1ld|ng 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

htip:#continental.dnsatias.net/generic_file_fotce_download asp?il.. lients%5C_ce_continental®e5Chtdoes%5C _Resources5C_tmptsC 1020968971 2/6/12 12:36 PM
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stare’ at a neighbor leds-than 100 feet away and listen to the noises that would come from the
activity ol*several lmindred residents.

Additionally, the developers plan calls for a parking lot to be a buffer berwéen our border and
their’ propos(,d buildings. Two hundred and fifteen cars at a minimif coming arotind our sinall
trafflc circle i an environmental health and safety issue. Mdny drivers: will surely cut through
the Bob Lvans lot-and:the Gas Station lot causing the: potential for accidents. School busses
have a hard ‘cnough. time negotiating that circle and having more traffic-is not a good idea in
this dangerous entry-and-exit.

Furthermore, T 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 ncar The Belmont's border. Also, the tiny pool proposed is
right'near our border. With 215 units; thedt-pool will be crowded and noisy. The placement they
have'in these plans is offensive to us as neighbors.

Finally, we nced jobs in this country. We rieed jobs in Florida, in our County and in our Cily of
Port St. Lucie. We do not. need more residential units, especially mulufamlly 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 £
-~
¥ .
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