2015-R-014

(Revised after June 11, 2015 Zoning Board Meeting.
Changes shown in strikethrough and underline)

Property Owner: Terra Firma Land Co., LLC
Agent: Chad Stuart

Existing Zoning: AG2 (Agriculture District-2)
Proposed Zoning: AG (Agriculture District)
Existing FLUM: Agriculture

Zoning Board

Recommendation: Recommended Approval with a tie
vote of 3 — 3, Bill Dubois, Bill
Seelman and Colten Wright opposed

Board of County
Commissioner
Decision: Tabled from June 25, 2015 meeting






STAFF ANALYSIS

Part I. General Information:

Applicant: Terra Firma Land Co., LLC
Agent: Chad Stuart
Project Location:  Molino Bridge Road and Gin Road

Parcel Number: 40-3N-30-0000-00203-0000
Parcel Size: 78-00 48.00 (+/-) acres
Purpose: Single family residential

Requested Action:  Amendment of the Land Development Code Official Zoning Map
changing the zoning district from AG2 to AG.

The applicant has proposed the following conditions be placed on
the rezoning:

1) Grant Santa Rosa County half width (30’) strip along Molino
Bridge Road and Gin Road for utility and future use.

2) Grant easements for drainage and runoff through existing
turnouts along road right of way per conversation April 28, 2015
with Public Works.

3) No lots less than 5 acres.

Existing Zoning Description: AG2 (Agricultural District-2) allows detached single
family residential structures and mobile homes. Also allows accessory structures,
facilities and uses customarily found on farms and used expressly for activities conducted
in connection with farming operations, commercial and non-commercial agriculture,
poultry, horse and livestock raising, provided all buildings for such accessory uses meet
setback requirements for primary buildings. Maximum allowable density = 1 dwelling
unit (du) per 15 acres.

Proposed Zoning Description: AG (Agriculture District) allows detached single family
residential structures and mobile homes. Also allows accessory structures, facilities and
uses customarily found on farms and used expressly for activities conducted in
connection with farming operations, commercial and non-commercial agriculture,
poultry, horse and livestock raising, provided all buildings for such accessory uses meet
setback requirements for primary buildings. Maximum allowable density = 1 dwelling
unit (du) per acre.

Existing FLUM: Agriculture (max 1 du per acre)



Current Use of Land: Property Appraiser’s records and aerial photography indicate the
property is wooded and vacant.

Surrounding Zoning: The property is surrounded by Ag to the north and east with Ag-2
to the south and west.

Rezoning History: In 2010, 80 acres located to the south and east of the subject property
was requested to be rezoned from AG2 to AG and was approved with the following
conditions: 1) The signed dedication will be included as part of the ordinance, the
declaration states that the sub parcels can not be subdivided unless the subdivided parcel
has frontage on a paved county road or if it is included in a recorded subdivision plat;
2)Deeding right of way to the county along Ten Mile Road and Dewey Jernigan Road as
depicted in the survey of such right of way performed by Benchmark Surveying 3) No
mobile homes will be permitted. A copy of the declaration.and minutes from the Board
of County Commissioners meeting has been included in this package.

In 2011, 1,027 acres located south and east of the subject property and south of the 80
acres that was rezoned in 2010 request to be rezoned from AG2 to AG and was approved
with the following conditions: 1) Up front payment to the county of cost of materials to
pay for the materials to pave approximately 1.65 miles of Ten Mile Road. If cost
overruns are encountered, Figure 8 would be expected to compensate the County after
completion of the paving; 2) No parcel division prior to paying for the paving of Ten
Mile Road; 3) Deeding a 30 foot strip of property from the current centerline of Ten Mile
Road and Wallace Lake Road to the County for right-of-way as their proportionate share
of a 60 foot wide deeded right of way along those roads. Where lots have already been
surveyed out along Wallace Lake Road, which provided for a 50 foot wide right of way,
deed 5 foot wide drainage easements to the County along boths sides of the road to
provide the “equivalent” of a 60 foot wide right of way; 4) A blanket drainage easement,
until such time as specific drainage easements can be worked out between the County and
Figure 8; and 5) No mobile homes permitted. | have included a copy of the minutes from
the Board of County Commissioners meeting.



Part Il. Data and Analysis (Consistency with the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Plan):

A.

Infrastructure Availability:
1) Traffic:

Assuming all of the projected vehicle trips will impact Molino Bridge Road and
Ten Mile Road, the current zoning could allow approximately 23 daily vehicle
trips onto Molino Bridge Road and Ten Mile Road. The proposed zoning could
produce approximately 279 daily vehicle trips on Molino Bridge Road and Ten
Mile Road. The overall net affect upon the roadway is 256 daily vehicle trips.
This calculation was based on an estimated worst-case scenario of 58 dwelling
units which could potentially be achieved with a platted subdivision development.

The applicant has provided a_revised lot layout showing 34 6 lots which can be
done without adding or improving any roads. A section of county-maintained Gin
Road runs along the western boundary of the subject property and a section of
county maintained Molino Bridge Road runs along the southern boundary of the
subject property on a prescriptive easement. Rezonings along prescriptive
easements typically include a condition that the applicant donate right of way to
facilitate continued county maintenance. Since the applicant owns the property
on the east and north side of this road segment, the donation of a 30’ right of way
should be required.

To access this proposed project you would turn off Chumuckla Highway
onto Ten Mile Road and then onto Marion Way before turning onto Molino
Bridge Road. Ten Mile Road and Marion Way are both narrow roads with
prescriptive right of ways that do not allow room for improvements.

(@) Potable Water:

The applicant indicates that water will be handled by private wells (subject to
required permits from the County Health Department). The Chumuckla Water
System does have a 12” water main located on the west side of Chumuckla



Highway (over 1 mile away) that the applicant could connect to; however,
connection of this type of development is not required by current code. If they
choose to connect, the applicant would be responsible for the cost to install the
necessary pipes.

The Chumuckla Water System has expressed concern that continuation of this
type of development pattern creates a barrier to future utility service expansion.

3 Sanitary Sewer:

Sanitary sewer is not currently available at this location. The applicant indicates
that sewer will be handled by private septic tanks (subject to required permits
from the County Health Department). A map indicating suitability of soils for
septic tanks is enclosed.

4) Solid Waste:

The applicant indicates a private hauler will be used to transport solid waste from
the site. Currently the landfill has approximately 52% of the permitted airspace
remaining. Based on estimated population projections, the remaining life of this
airspace is approximately 30 years.

(5) Stormwater:

Metes and bounds property divisions outside of identified stormwater problem
areas are not reviewed by the county for stormwater management (water quantity
and water quality).

The Public Works Department has reviewed the proposed lot layout and has
indicated a need for the developer to provide drainage easements along the east
side of Gin Road and north side of Molino Bridge Road to ensure that stormwater
runoff can continue to exit the county’s right-of-way without causing harm to the
county’s infrastructure.

It should be noted that a portion of Ten Mile Road between the subject parce
and Chumuckla Hwy. does flood during rain events. This portion of Ten
Mile Road is in the prescriptive right of way section and is not adjacent to
the proposed rezoning project.

(6) Public Schools:

Joey Harrell with the Santa Rosa County School District has reviewed this
application and indicates that school capacity is available to accommodate the
proposed plan of development.



Compatibility:
Policy 5.1.C.8 of the Comprehensive Plan states:

“the County shall continue to utilize the Future Land Use Map amendment,
rezoning, conditional use and special exception approval process to assure that
new proposed land uses are compatible with existing residential uses, and will not
significantly contribute to the degradation of residential neighborhoods.”

Currently, the majority of the uses surrounding this site are silviculture and
agriculture.

Suitability:
Policy 3.1.E.6 of the Comprehensive Plan states:

“the County shall use the latest version of the Flood Damage Prevention
Ordinance promulgated by the FEMA to determine the location of the 100-year
floodplain and flood prone areas and development shall be limited in those areas,
consistent with FEMA requirements.”

The property is located within FEMA Zone “X”, which means an area determined
to be outside 500- year flood plain .

Policy 8.1.A.1 of the Santa Rosa County Comprehensive Plan states:

““Land uses that are consistent with the Future Land Use Map will be allowed so
long as they are designed to avoid or minimize impact on jurisdictional wetlands.
...New lots shall not be created and/or platted that do not contain sufficient
buildable upland areas in order to provide a reasonable use for the lot under the
requirements of the Comprehensive Plan.”

The National Wetlands Inventory Map indicates possible wetlands located onsite.
The project acreage is sufficient to easily enable with division of land consistent
with this policy. The proposed rezoning to Ag would not necessarily result in a
greater impact to on-site wetlands than would occur under the current zoning
designation.

Urban Sprawl
Policy 3.1.G.4 of the Comprehensive Plan states:
“no future land use category may be changed and no rezoning may be approved

unless a finding is made that the change in land use or land use classification or
zoning category will promote compact development and discourage urban sprawl.



The Santa Rosa County Board of County Commissioners shall be responsible for
making such finding upon receipt of a report from the LPA.”

The applicant has provided a conceptual lot layout for the proposed rezoning.

The number of lots shown on the conceptual layout is 14 lots. This can be
achieved without going through the platting process and by just dividing lots off a
county maintained or county approved roadway.

The subject property is located within the Transition Zone. While the
development pattern in this area has progressed to the north and west in recent
years, it has done so via metes and bounds property divisions (unplatted) without
the inclusion of typical services such as sewer, fire hydrants, stormwater systems,
and in some cases without public water. In one area a county road was
voluntarily brought up to standard by a developer (Wallace Lake Road) and in
one other case the cost to pave a county road was made a condition of the
rezoning (not complete), but in most instances these property divisions occur
without improvements to existing roadways or the creation of new roads.

Development of 5 acre minimum lot size parcels would provide a reasonable
transition between AG to the east and AG2 to the west.




2014-R-017 Traffic Analysis Appendix

For the AG2 estimation:
Single Family Detached Housing (210)

Gross Density Calculation

78 acres x (1 du/15 acre) =5 possible units

ITE Average Rate: 9.57 x 5 = 47.85 Average Daily Vehicle Trips
Driveway% 0.50 x 47.85 =23.925 Daily Vehicle Trips

New Trip% = 100%; 23.925 x 1.00 = 23.925 New Daily Vehicle Trips

Selection of the ITE data plot (21) for single family detached housing was made because this was the
worst case scenario or the maximum allowable level of development intensity within the zoning
district. The independent variable (Dwelling Units) was chosen in accordance with professionally
accepted practices: there was a coefficient of determination of 0.96 for this data plot; the standard
deviation was 3.69 for this data plot; and there was a large sample size (350 studies).

For the AG estimation:
Single Family Detached Housing (210)

Gross Density Calculation

78 acres x (1 du/lacre) = 78 possible units

ITE Average Rate: 9.57 x 78 = 746.46 Average Daily Vehicle Trips
Driveway% 0.50 x 746.46 = 373.23 Daily Vehicle Trips

New Trip% = 100%; 373.23 x 1.00 = 373.23 New Daily Vehicle Trips

Net Density Calculation (based on 75% of gross density)

78 acres x (0.75 du/lacre) = 58.5 possible units

ITE Average Rate: 9.57 x 58.5 = 559.845 Average Daily Vehicle Trips
Driveway% 0.50 x 559.845 =279.9225 Daily Vehicle Trips

New Trip% = 100%; 279.92 x 1.00 = 279.92 New Daily Vehicle Trips

Selection of the ITE data plot (210) for single family detached housing was made because this was
the worst case scenario or the maximum allowable level of development intensity within the zoning
district. The independent variable (Dwelling Units) was chosen in accordance with professionally
accepted practices: there was a coefficient of determination of 0.96 for this data plot; the standard
deviation was 3.69 for this data plot; and there was a large sample size (350 studies).
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dependable, but the accuracy, completeness, and currency thereof are not guaranteed. The Santa Rosa County Commission makes no warranties, expressed or

implied, as to the accuracy, completeness, currency, reliability, or suitability for any particular purpose of information or data contained in or generated from the

The GIS maps and data distributed by the Santa Rosa County BOCC departments are derived from a variety of public and private sector sources considered to be
County Geographic Database. Additionally, the Santa Rosa Commission or any agent, servant, or employee thereof assume no liability associated with the use of

this data, and assume no responsibility to maintain it in any matter or form.
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AG within an Accident Potential Zone (AG-APZ) M2 within an Accident Potential Zone (M2-APZ) Mixed Residential Subdivision (R-1M) [0 Navarre Beach - High Density (NB-HD)
I Agriculture (AG2) Planned Industrial Development (PID) [ Ram within an Accident Potential Zone (R1M-APZ) Navarre Beach -Medium Density (NB-MD)
AG2 within an Accident Potential Zone (AG2-APZ) [l Neighborhood Commercial (NC) [ Ram within the Heart of Navarre (R1M-HON) I Navarre Beach - Planned Mixed Use Development (NB-PMUD)
0 Marina (c-1m) NC-APZ Medium Density Residential (R-2) Navarre Beach - Conservation/Recreation (NB-CON/REC))
Marina and Yacht Club (C-2M) NC within the Heart of Navarre (NC-HON) ] R2 within an Accident Potential Zone (R2-APZ) Navarre Beach - Single Family (NB-SF)
[ZA Historicalicommercial (HC-1) [ Passive Park (P-1) [ R2 within the Heart of Navarre (R2-HON) Navarre Beach - Medium High Density (NB-MHD)
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[ Ram within an Accident Potential zone (R2M-APz) Il state

P HCD within an Accident Potential Zone (HCD-APZ) Active Park (P-2)
State within an Accident Potential Zone (STATE-APZ)

HCD within the Heart of Navarre (HCD-HON) [ P2 within an Accident Potential Zone (P2-APZ) R2M-HON
P HED with the Navarre Town Center (HCD-NTC)  [__] P2 within the Heart of Navarre (P2-HON) 7] Medium High Density Residential (R-3) A rai
[ Historicalisingle Family (HR-1) Planned Business District (PBD) Rural Residential Single Family (RR-1) [ Right of Ways (ROAD)
[ Historicalimuttiple Family (HR-2) I Fianned Unit Development (PUD) 1 RR1. within an Accident Potential zone (RR1-APZ) [ Miltary (MIL)

Restricted Industrial (M-1) Single Family Residential (R-1) [ Navarre Town Center 1 (TC1) [ water
[ M1 within an Accident Potential Zone (M1-APZ)  [___] R1 within an Accident Potential Zone (R1-APz) [l Navarre Town Center 2 (TC2) I Municipal Boundaries (CITY)
[ M1 within the Heart of Navarre (M1-HON) [ Rawithin the Heart of Navarre (R1-HON) I nNavarre Beach - Commercial (NB-C)

Disclaimer:
The GIS maps and data distributed by the Santa Rosa County BOCC departments are derived from a variety of public and private sector sources considered to be

dependable, but the accuracy, completeness, and currency thereof are not guaranteed. The Santa Rosa County Commission makes no warranties, expressed or
implied, as to the accuracy, completeness, currency, reliability, or suitability for any particular purpose of information or data contained in or generated from the
County Geographic Database. Additionally, the Santa Rosa Commission or any agent, servant, or employee thereof assume no liability associated with the use of

this data, and assume no responsibility to maintain it in any matter or form.
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implied, as to the accuracy, completeness, currency, reliability, or suitability for any particular purpose of information or data contained in or generated from the
County Geographic Database. Additionally, the Santa Rosa Commission or any agent, servant, or employee thereof assume no liability associated with the use of

this data, and assume no responsibility to maintain it in any matter or form.
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The GIS maps and data distributed by the Santa Rosa County BOCC departments are derived from a variety of public and private sector sources considered to be
dependable, but the accuracy, completeness, and currency thereof are not guaranteed. The Santa Rosa County Commission makes no warranties, expressed or
implied, as to the accuracy, completeness, currency, reliability, or suitability for any particular purpose of information or data contained in or generated from the
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it in any matter or form.
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The GIS maps and data distributed by the Santa Rosa County BOCC departments are derived from a variety of public and private sector sources considered to be
dependable, but the accuracy, completeness, and currency thereof are not guaranteed. The Santa Rosa County Commission makes no warranties, expressed or
implied, as to the accuracy, completeness, currency, reliability, or suitability for any particular purpose of information or data contained in or generated from the
County Geographic Database. Additionally, the Santa Rosa Commission or any agent, servant, or employee thereof assume no liability associated with the use of

this data, and assume no responsibility to maintain it in any matter or form.
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The GIS maps and data distributed by the Santa Rosa County BOCC departments are derived from a variety of public and private sector sources considered to be
dependable, but the accuracy, completeness, and currency thereof are not guaranteed. The Santa Rosa County Commission makes no warranties, expressed or
implied, as to the accuracy, completeness, currency, reliability, or suitability for any particular purpose of information or data contained in or generated from the
County Geographic Database. Additionally, the Santa Rosa Commission or any agent, servant, or employee thereof assume no liability associated with the use of

this data, and assume no responsibility to maintain it in any matter or form.
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Looking east up Molino Bridge Rd.,
subject site is to our left
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Looking south subject site is behind us
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Looking west, subject site is to our right
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Looking north and west up Gin Rd,
subject site is on our right
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Beckie Cato, AICP
Planning and Zoning Director

Santa Rosa County
Development Services

Santa Rosa County Pubiic Service Complex
6057 Old Bagdad Highway, Suite 202 Milton, Florida 32583 Rhonda C. Royals

www.santaresa.fl.gov . f
Office: (850) 9B1-7000 Building Official

Rezoning Application
* For Rezoning only — no Future Land Use Map (FLUM)
Amendment required
** Application Instructions begin on Page 4

Property
Owner

Applicant

¢ Official Use Onl
Application No. 2745 -R-@iH___ Date Received: S5 -
Review Fee: $_iiccc +2(.45 Receipt No.;
e Pl -2 Proposed Zoning P
Zoning District: Acz District. AL
1150 Vs 2

Property Owner Name: SWQ’LQJU 5’0/ 7 //”JA&@ Mf

address:__/f /7 /77//7 f/ﬁd/ SmJumfa—M
Ty [ 32565

s, P50 ~I0-60/ +ix F5V~ 675~ TDPF

i /7CS F/Y 5307 &0 (7/6&/):90 077

] Check here and skip this section if the applicant is the Property Owner. Otherwise, complete
this section and provide authorization from the Property QOwner giving the Applicant the authority to
pursue rezoning approvals.

Company: _/ 220 /E//LMK Z/m/(?cz. Z—M

Contact Name: C}IﬂD LS'ILU’W

Address: /0’7/7 ///)‘76’/{1{/ ‘%’/ﬂdf@/
\77% Ff 3545

Phone: MMM /Pﬁ?"é?é 5’929
Email: XS Véﬂc//é yﬁ/ﬁp, o7 .

Page 1 of 5
Revised 02/01/2013



Property Parcel ID Number(s), 4~ 3N~ 30~ 0002 ~ QO Q03-0000
information

-OR-
Street Address of property for which the Rezoning is requested:

thot'\f’\“dﬁfLMO/f‘m /5\‘1' AC\})& RC\ qLZ:z'n /ed)ﬂ“—ff T’CCE'JAA?/

Subdivision Name (if applicabie):

Project Size of parcel {in acres or square footage} to be considered for the Rezoning.

Details
78 rc
Existing Zoning: _ DNG & Proposed Zoning: _ A&
Existing FLUM: _AG
If the amendment is granted, the property will be used for (Please be as specific as possible):
lﬂQ 'g_C‘rY\:lu Qeg/dpﬂ#fﬁ/S
Facility You must provide information conceming the site's access to potable water, sewage disposal
Capacity solid waste disposal, roads, and stormwater control. [f potable water andfor sewage are {0 be

Analysis provided by a utility, you must attach a letter from the servicing utility provider that certifies
Adequate capacity is availabie to serve the site requested for rezoning.

Potable Water Source {check one):
Private Water Well(s)
Private Community System Provider:

Public Water System O Provider:
{Attach Letter of Ceriification)
Sewage Disposal Source {check one):
Private Septic Tank E/
Private Sewage System O Provider:
Public Sewage System O Provider:
(Attach Letter of Certification)
Rezoning Application — No Future Land Use Amendment . Page 2 of 5

Rewised 1/13/2014



School Capacity (for rezoning requests involving more than 10 acres of property or proposed for residential
development of more than 10 dwelling units per acre):

Siaff will submit a school impact anaiysis to the Santa Rosa County School Board requesting a determination
of student capacity. In the event that there is not adequate capacity available as calculated, the School
Board shall entertain proportionate share mitigation; and, if the proposed mitigafion is accepted, enter info an
enforceable and binding agreement with the affected local govemment and the developer.

Recreation/Open Sapce:

Certification and Authorization

1 By my signature hereto, ! do hereby certify that the informafion contained in this application is true
and correct, and understand that deliberate misrepresentation of such information will be grounds for
denial or reversal of this application and/or revocation of any approval based upon this application.

2. | do hereby authcrize County staff to enter upon my property at any reascnable time for purposes of
site inspection.

3. | do hereby authorize the placement of a public notice sign(s) on my property at a location(s}) to be
determined by the County staff.

4. If appiicabie, | do hereby authorize the Agent shown as the applicant on this application o act on my

jhalf in all matters pertaining tc this Rezoning application.
(0 Stusnt ( % @22
Property Owner Name (Type or Print) Property Owner Signature
Tother [feima M&?/bb(/ i/g,a[/f
Title (if applicable) Mma‘ji .45 Memben Date ’
Rezoning Application ~ No Future Land Use Amendment Page 3 of &

Revised 111372014
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Darliene Stanhoee

__
From: Harrell, Joseph <Harrel)@santarosa.k12.flus>
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 8:27 AM -
To: Darliene Stanhope
Cc Beckie Cato; Wyrosdick, Tim
Subject: RE: 2015-R-014
Attachments: Mineral Springs Road Chumuckla.xlsx

Thanks Darliene,

f've attached the student generation calculations for this parcel. As presented, the school district would have no
objections. Again, the concern is should no restrictions be piaced on the parcel, it begins to open up a can of worms. Do
you happen to have the surrounding parcel information on the +- 6,000 acres that was rezoned from AG-2 to AG a few
years ago? | would really like to perform an analysis for the purpose of presenting the cumulative affect all of these
rezoning’s are beginning to have in this area.

Thanks

Joseph B. Harrell

Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services
6544 Firehouse Road

Milton, F1 32570

(850} 983-5123

From: Darliene Stanhope [maiito:DarlieneS@santarosa.fl.gov]
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 3:48 PM

To: Harrell, Joseph

Cc: Beckie Cato

Subject: 2015-R-014

Joey,

This is the rezoning we spoke about 2 weeks ago. The applicant is requesting to rezone 78 acres from AG2 (1
unit per 15 acres) to AG (1 unit per 1 acre). His proposed plot plan is located on page 4 of the packet and the
back portion comprises the maps that I prepare.

As soon as | get Carla’s revised request 1 will forward it to you as well.

Darliene Stanhope

Planner 111

Santa Rosa County Development Services
6051 Old Bagdad Hwy. Suite 202
Milton, FL 32583

850-981-7065

Tell us how we are doing.

http: / / www . santarosa.fl.gov/customerservice /survey.html




Santa Rosa County School District
Administrative Services

2015-R-014 Student Impact Comparisons

AG-2 (AS CURRENTLY ZONED)

SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNITS -

5
(A) (B)
Public School Students per Single Family Dwelling Unit Estimated Units Student
Increase
(A) x (B)
Elementary School Students 0.213 1
Middle School Students 0.132 S 1
High School Students 0.148 1
Total School Students 0.493 3 |Current
AG ZONING (PROPOSED PLANNED DEVELOPMENT)
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNITS - 14
(A) (B)
Public School Students per Single Family Dwelling Unit Estimated Units Student
Increase
(A) x (B)
Elementary School Students 0.213 3
Middle School Students 0.132 1 2
High School Students 0.148 2
Total School Students 0.493 7 4
Student Increase
AG ZONING - @ 75% UTILIZATION OF IDENTIFIED AREA
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNITS (78 acres @ 75% usage) - 59
(A) (B)
Public School Students per Single Family Dwelling Unit Estimated Units Student
Increase
(A) x (B)
Elementary School Students 0.213 13
Middle School Students 0.132 59 8
High School Students 0.148 9
Total School Students 0.493 30 27

Student Increase









1. Recommend approval/denial of Rezoning 2010-R-005.
Applicant: International Paper

Agent: William Lewis

Parcel(s): APO 02-2N-30-0000-00100-0000

Location: Ten Mile Road, Chumuckla

Existing Zone: Ag-2 { Agriculture District)

Requested Zone: Ag (Agriculture District)

Current FLU; Agricuiture

Proposed FLU: No Change

Area size; 80 (+/-} acres

LPB Recommend: Approval by a vote of 7-1 and 1 abstain at their meeting on April &, 2010 with the condition
that a 50 foot right-of-way easement will be dedicated to the County along Ten Mile Road.

BOCC Decision: Continued to the May 27, 2010 BOCC Special Rezoning Meeting by the BOCC at their April
22, 2010 meeting.

Goodin asked what has changed since the last Board meeting. William Lewis said he is the applicant. He said
it was agreed upon to have 40 parcels maximum at the end of the last meeting. Lewis said the question at that
time dealt with legality issues and being able to address this restriction in the deed to where it could be
enforced. He said he was instructed to meet with the Dannheisser. Lewis said he talked to Avis Whitfield,
Santa Rosa County Public Works Director, prior to meeting with Dannheisser. He said he mentioned paving
the road without curbing the road. Lewis said Whitfield called him a couple of days later to tell him he met
with the Engineering Department. He said Whitfield said the road was already a public county road, and for
this reason, it could be paved without curbing. Lewis told Whitfield he will agree to pave the road without
curbing. He said met with Dannheisser and told him about the discussion that took place with Whitfield. Lewis
said Dannheisser said “it seems to me the easiest thing to do would be to rezone to AG1 as long you agree to
pave the road.” He told Dannheisser he was agreeable to this. Lewis said Jeff Miller is purchasing the biggest
portion of the property, approximately 28 acres. He said there will be two parent parcels (approximately six
acres each) on the parcel he plans to keep. Lewis said this only leaves 30 acres maximum. He said it is his
understanding everyone was agreeable to AG1 as long as he agreed to the following conditions: pave Ten Mile
Road, not develop any property on Ten Mile Road untii the pavement was in place, and only sell and develop
land on Dewey Jernigan Road.

Goodin said Lewis mentioned property he already has pre-sold. He asked Lewis if he has closed on the
property. Lewis said he is closing on the property tomorrow. He asked Lewis if he 1s able to commit to the
number of lots left on the remaining acreage. Lewis said he will end up with approximately 30 pieces of
property maximum. He said he felt individuals who purchase the property will want at least a two acre parcel.
Lewis said if this is the case, there may only be 15 pieces of property. He said he wants the option to be abie to
sell an individual one acre of property if they only want one acre of property.

Salter said in each Board member’s backup material there is a Declaration that has been prepared by the
County Attorney. He said the Declaration talks about the entire piece of property being bisected into two sub-



parcels. Salter said this is what Lewis is talking about, He said Ten Mile Road almost comes through the
middle of the piece of property. Salter said Lewis plans to sell the piece to the northwest. He said everything to
the south will remain. Salter said this is what Lewis is asking to be rezoned for development under AG1 with
the agreement to pave Ten Mile Road prior to developing or dividing any of the parcels along Ten Mile Road,
with the exception of the one parcel being sold tomorrow to Miller. He said Miller does not intend to do
anything with the property. Lewis said Miller’s intentions are to retire at this location. Dannheisser said with a
number of lots, absent a subdivision plat, once the first lot is sold it is unknown who has the rights to the other
39 parcels. He said there is not a practical way to restrict the number of lots, but a minimum lot size can be
enforced.

Williamson asked if the parcel being sold tomorrow to Miller will have the same restrictions set forth tonight
on the entire parcel. Dannheisser said that is the proposal. He said the parcel will have the same zoning and
will not be able to be sub-divided along the dirt road.

3. Anthony Washnock said he speaks in opposition to the request individually and also serves as an attorney
on behalf of members of his family and twelve other homeowners in the area. He said the homeowners
requested a five acre minimum, and this stipulation would result in only 16 dwellings. Washnock said there are
two other things that need to be mentioned. He said there was the compromise of a deed restriction stipulating
to no mobile homes, modular homes, or DCA approved housing. Washnock said this language can be placed
on a deed. He asked if the Board will consider requiring pavement of the County deeded nght of way prior to
development. Washnock said pavement of the deeded right of way will relieve some of the pressure on
infrastructure. He said the only solution to his concerns is a restriction of two acre mmimum parcels.
Washnock said the problem is with the Land Development Code. He said the Land Development Code
suggests something AG2 being transferred to AG1I allows a density of one house per one acre. Washnock said
this is not even close to Agriculture. He said Agriculture zoning was originally intended to be part of a
homestead where a farmer could give his child one acre to build a home on. Washnock said a farmer could do
this up to three times to keep his workers on the farm. He said Agriculture zoning was never intended to grant
a gentleman buying paper company land the option to put 80 houses in the middle of large farms. Washnock
said this was never the intent of AG zoning. He requested a two acre maximum and that Ten Mile Road be
paved from the point of beginning where it is dirt to its exit. Washnock said future generations will see this as
a connector from Quintette Road, Wallace Lake Road, Ten Mile Road, and Chumuckia Highway.

Lewis said there is no way the parcel can be sub-divided mto two acre parcels. He said he is giving the County
approximately 9 acres of the remaining 40 acres for right of way. Lewis said he thought this would all be taken
care of once he met with Dannheisser. He said he feels like he is in the same place he was one month ago.

Salter said at the last meeting, the Board talked about requesting large lots with no infrastructure
improvements. He said he is more concerned with the infrastructure being completed as the property is
developed versus taxpayers having to come back in the futre and pay for infrastruciure for development.
Salter said the Declaration addresses this concemn. He said most of the property along Ten Mile Road is
currently zoned Agriculture according to the existing Land Use Map. Salter said zoning will currently allow
one unit per acre along Ten Mile Road on most of the land, but this is not the current usage. He said property
owners in this area with property zoned Agriculture could start dividing their property tomorrow for one unit
per acre development based on their current zoning. Salter said this rezoning request is not inconsistent or
incompatible because there is AG1 all around this property. He said he recommends supporting the
Declaration and AG1 because AGI is consistent with surrounding property.



Cole said his concem is that Dewey Jernigan Road is already paved. He said if this rezoning request is
approved, 70 ft. wide lots could be developed on Dewey Jernigan Road. He said the lots would be narrow and
deep. Cole said a lot of homes could be built on Dewey Jernigan Road. He asked Lewis if his intentions are to
keep wide parcels versus narrow deep parcels, Lewis said the narrowest parcel will be 132 ft. He said he felt
there will be more people who purchase a couple of acres but said he wants the option to sell one acre lots.

Salter said in talking with Planning & Zoning prior to the meeting, there are thousands of acres of land in this
area owned by Intemational Paper Company getting ready to be sold. He said Planning & Zoning staff is in
negotiations with International Paper Company to get them to come to the table to place infrastructure in the
area if they want to develop the property. Salter said he supports this effort by the Planning & Zoning
Department. He said “if I had my way we would never approve another piece of rezoning up there from AG2
to AG1 until there is infrastructure in place.”

Goodin said the original intent of Agriculture zoning was to allow farmers the ability to give parcels of land to
their children (as Washnock pointed out). He said Agriculture zoning has morphed into what it is today.
Goodin said he is not entirely happy about this, particularly when the paper company is disposing of so much
of this property.

Washnock said he respects Salter's current perspective. He requested Salter review zoning to the west and
south of this parcel. Washnock said the zoning is AG2. He said the majonty of land touching and concerning
this parcel is AG2. Washnock said infrastructure is a major issue, but what the Board decides tonight will set
precedence. He said the density restriction is not an absolute. Washnock said he supports the rezoning with a
40 unit maximum and two acre minimum lot size.

Cole said he does not understand why Lewis is not agreeable to a two acre minimum lot size. Lewis said the
two acre minimum lot size will not make the development affordable. He said he would like the option to sell
one acre t0 a young couple just starting out. Lewis said a two acre requirement will increase the selling price of
the land for the buyer. He said he does not have a problem with a 30 acre maximum but said he would not like
to conditton approval to the two acre minimum. Lewis said there are a lot of people that do not want two acres
of land, one acre is plenty.

Lynchard said he has reviewed this request many times. He said he appreciates the work that went into the
covenant that was drafted by Dannheisser and agreed to by Lewis. Dannheisser said the covenant goes a long
way towards solving the question about the width of the lots or minimum lot size. Lynchard said the lots will
have to be on a paved road. He said he is afraid Lewis has the option of developing 70 ft. wide lots if the Board
imposes a requirement that the lots be two acres minimum. Lynchard said Lewis can probably get 30 deep lots
along the paved road. He said if the property is approved as AG! zoning, which is in accordance with
approximaltely 2/3 of surrounding property and consistent with all of the property to the east of this property,
Lewis will be able to create a development much more consistent with surrounding property.

Salter moved approval without objection of Rezoning 2010-R-005 to Ag-1 zoning, including the Declaration
prepared by the County Attorney, a 60 foot paved right-of-way easement to be dedicated 1o the County along
Ten Mile Read, and no mobile homes.



3. Recommend approval/denial of Rezoning 2011-R-009.
Applicant: Figure 8 (placeStateFlorida) LLC
Agent: Carla Hinote

Parcel(s): 02-2N-30-0000-00400-0000, 10-2N-30-0000-00101-0000, 11-2N-30-0000-00101-0000, APO 12-
2N-30-0000-00100-0000

Location: East of addressStreetTen Mile Road and Northeast of addressStreetWallace Lake Road, Chumuckla
Existing Zone: Ag-2 (Agriculture District)

Requested Zone: Ag (Agriculture District)

Current FLU: Agriculture

Proposed FLU: No Change

Area size: 1027.06 (+/) acre

Zoning Board Decision: Recommended Approval with conditions with a vote of 6 -0 1
1. Applicant will pave Ten Mile Road as proposed prior to the division of parcels.

2. No mobile homes
Public Works Discussion:

1. Applicant has offered to pay for the materials to pave approximately 1.65 miles of 10 Mile

Road. Public Works has presented Figure 8 with our cost estimate of $125,730.31 for the materials;
along with our caveat that the actual price may be slightly higher or lower than estimated. Our policy
on similar MSBU projects has been that the applicant is responsible for paying for any cost overruns. If
the BCC approves the rezoning and the cost sharing proposal, we would suggest that payment of the
estimated materials cost be paid in advance of our work. The advance payment is being suggested
because this is not an MSBU project where repayment to the County is tied to the individual parcels, so
the advance payment would simplify the collection process. If cost overruns are encountered, Figure 8
would be expected to compensate the County after completion of the paving,

2. Deeding a 30 foot strip of property from the current centerline of 10 Mile Road to the County for
right of way. Our desire would be that a 30 foot wide right of way would eventually be deeded to the
County from the property owner on the opposite side of the road to create a 60 foot wide deeded right of
way.

3. A drainage easement(s) along their side of 10 Mile Road to accommodate the runoff from the
proposed paved roadway. Our intention is to eliminate property damage claims from future owners
along the roadway from stormwater runoff leaving the right of way and flowing out onto the

property. We would be satisfied with a "blanket” drainage easement that extends out onto the property
for a minimum distance of 1000 feet. We also discussed that the blanket drainage easement could
contain language making it easy for future owners to petition the County for specific revisions, or even



the elimination of the easement, in areas where it is demonstrated that the topography or proposed
improvements warrant revisions to the easement.

4. Deeding the County a 60 foot strip, centered along Wallace Lake Road, for right of way. In areas
where Figure 8 has already surveyed parcels providing for a 50 foot wide right of way, we would accept
5 foot wide drainage easements along the parcels on both sides of the road to give the County the
equivalent of a 60 foot wide right of way. We understand that Figure 8 may have already sold some
property along Wallace Lake Road. Drainage easements along parcels not owned by Figure 8 would not
be a requirement suggested by this department,

Carla Hinote said the applicant wants to know about the conditions for the applicant to pave Ten Mile Road as
proposed prior to division of property. She said the applicant would like to get permission to change the
language to “the applicant will fund Ten Mile Road.” Hinote said the conditions were that payment would be
made upfront prior to division of property. She said the reason for this has to do with Public Works possibly
pushing back paving in the case of heavy periods of rain. Hinote said the applicant would like to pre-sale some
lots and the check would be in the County’s hands prior to any sale of property. She said she talked to Stephen
Furman and it was made mention in the verbiage from his original comments (taken from option #3) about the
location of the drainage easement along Ten Mile Road. Hinote said there was talk of a hold harmless
agreement instead of a blanket drainage easement until the road is almost complete. She said when the road is
almost complete the applicant would like to re-evaluate where the drainage areas are and be more specific with
regard to area. Hinote said the applicant does not disagree that drainage easements need to be put in place but
would like more specific easements as the road is comnpleted.

Lynchard said Cato referenced a drainage easement along the side of Ten Mile Road to accommodate the
runoff from the proposed paved roadway when he talked to her earlier. He asked Hinote if this is

sufficient. Hinote said she does not know how everything needs to be worded. She said the applicant agrees
to have the easement or hold harmless agreement until such time that once the road is almost complete or
completed. Hinote said the applicant or its engineer can narrow down the specifics as to where the easements
need to go at that time.

Avis Whitfield said it is a legal question as to whether or not a hold harmless agreement can be accepted. He
said drainage easements will be needed. Hinote said the applicant is acceptable to this. Whitfield said there
has been some discussion with the engineer about possibly giving drainage easements up to 1,000 ft. out into
the private property. He said ultimately the County needs drainage easements. Lynchard said the County
could note that no paving could be done or estimates for paving would be given until the easements are
specified. He said the County would not pave the road until the easements are quantified. Hinote said the
applicant is not lrying to get around the easements.

There was opposition from the audience.

Anthony Washnock spoke in oppesition to the request. He said he has a law practice and leases space from the
County Attorney and to the degree that the ethics opinion 77-3 applies, he waives any conflict

concerns. Washnock said he speaks on behalf of a family farm he and his wife live on. He said his wife and
her family have been in possession of the farm since the Spaniards occupied Pensacola. Washnock gave a
brief history of the farm and how it came to be. He said he speaks on behalf of all the farmers in this

area. Washnock said the requested upzone and now the requested amended language deserves more



inquiry. He said he has issues other than those comments expressed by Randy Roy, NAS Whiting

Field. Washnock said the farmers have had difficulty through the years understanding the density (1
developable unit per acre). He said originally farmers intended for this one acre to be able to be given to their
children so the children could continue to live on a family farm. Washnock said modernly defined Agriculture
property can not be facilitated on one acre. He said this request before the Board is being called Ag-1, and
farmers have great difficulty understanding this terminology. Washnock said stormwater is an issue. He said
rights and county code are in question. Washnock asked the Board to table this item until the other (2) Board
members are able to be present to vote on this item.

Salter said several years ago Cato set out on a mission to create a Rural Development Plan. He said the
challenge was to find the “line” to start. Salter said he found out from those who own large tracts of land that
as long as you choose to actively use that land the way it is used now, you want preserve it; no one wants
government telling them that they can not sell their land for profit in the future. He said farmers want to be
able to farm their land without having anyone interfere with their farming operations. Salter said when a
farmer gets ready to sell his land, the farmer wants to be able to divide up the property for maximum

profit. Salter said the Ten Mile Road area will be developed. He said the Board’s responsibility is to make
sure the area is developed with the proper infrastructure. Salter said it is not realistic to think everyone can
afford to purchase 15 acre tracts. He said there is very little farm land left in the Ten Mile Road area. Salter
said he supports this request. :

Washnock said there is a spring head potentially involved in this rezoning. He said there are also virgin
wetlands in this vicinity. Washnock said he is concerned that should there be harvesting of trees and not a
replanting that approximately 15 acres would be removed from the farming opportunity. He asked the Board
to consider that there are two comtnissioners absent.

Alan Miller, engineer for the applicant, said he would like to see a hold harmless agreement with the County to
allow the applicant to move forward. He said the language the applicant objects to is ““a future property owner
can petition the county for specific revisions.” Miller said the applicant would like to get a blanket hold
harmless agreement now and then immediately start working with the County. He said specific calculations
and designs can then be defined. Miller said the applicant wants to work with current property owners not
future property owners. Whitfield said he felt everyone is “hung up™ on terminology. He asked if the
agreement can be called a “blanket drainage easement” until such time specific drainage easements can be put
in place. Whitfield asked Miller if this is acceptable. Miller said yes.

Salter moved approval without objection of Rezoning 2011-R-009 with the following conditions:

1. Applicant must make an up-front payment to the County for cost of materials to pave approximately
1.65 miles of Ten Mile Road. If cost overruns are encountered, the applicant will be expected to
compensate the County after completion of paving.

2. There will be no parcel division prior to the applicant paying the County their share for paving Ten
Mile Road.



3. Applicant will deed a 30 foot strip of property from the current centerline of Ten Mile Road and
Wallace Lake Road to the County for right of way as their proportionate share of a 60 foot wide deeded
right of way along those roadways. Where lots have been surveyed out along Wallace Lake Road, which
provides for a 50 foot right of way, deed 5 foot wide drainage easements to the County along both sides
of the road to provide the “equivalent” of a 60 foot right of way.

4. Applicant to provide a blanket drainage easement(s) along their side of Ten Mile Road to
accommodate the runoff from the proposed paved roadway until such time specific drainage easements
can be worked out between the County and the applicant.

5. No mobile homes will be permitted.



DECLARATION
Pursuant to Santa Rosa County Land Development Code Section 2.08.00 Southemn Acres,

LLC., Jeff Miller and Vicki Miller (Grantors) do hereby file this Declaration:

1. William Lewis has applied for a rezoning of the property described in Exhibit A

attached hereto from AG-2 to AG.

The above referenced parcel is bisected into two sub-parcels by Ten Mile Road. In

recognition of the possible traffic impacts of such change in zoning, Grantors agree to

impose the following restriction on the future subdivision of said parcel. Neither sub-

parcel shall be subdivided unless such subdivided parcel possesses and maintains

frontage on a paved county road or is included in a recorded subdivision plat approved

by Santa Rosa County. Said frontage shall be as required by the Santa Rosa County

Land Development Code.

3. This restriction is for the benefit of and Santa Rosa County and may be enforced by
Santa Rosa County. This restriction shall run with the land and shall be binding on all

assignees.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, We have hereunto set our hands and seals on this ﬁ M)

dayof O wun e , 2010.

Signed, sealed and delivered
in the presence of’

AL g‘%‘j By: ﬂa,mn__%a&
Name: _{Jes F?em,‘% William Lewis, as Managing Member

for Southern Acres, 1.1.C

Name:_ Shgma |:‘1-ﬂmn)




STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF SANTA ROSA
BEFORE ME, personally appeared, William Lewis, as Managing Member for Southern Acres,
LLC., Grantor, who is personally known to me or had produced
as

identification and did (not) take an oath, and who executed the foregoing instrament, and acknowledged
before me that the same was executed for the purposes therein expressed.

, 2010.

WITNESS my hand and official seal on this_ A" day of "3 4 ¢

S, SHARONC. FLEMING
% MY COMMISSION # DD 858931
* 459 *  EXPIRES: March 5, 2013 : B

e 9 TS fonied Thva Budgel Notary Senviced Notary Public

Pearnd My Commission Expires:
issi : DRIVERS LICENSE
S -}L_ Commission No.: ND DID.NOT TAKE AN.OATH

STATE oF_J2Nja PQ@/ o o

COUNTY OF

BEFORE ME, personally appeared, Jeff Miller, as Grantor, who is personally knowp to me or
had produced
as

identification and did (not) take an oath, and who executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged
before me that the same was executed for the purposes therein expressed.

WITNESS my hand and official seal on this |S-ﬂﬂday of Jf{,lf\(’_ , 2010.
%

S0, GHERAY.J. MULLING

*w N :;Wtwmm

%  August 14, 2012 -

e r Brchd T B . Notar{ Public L {// j
i ires: /Lf PO~

onnt
My Commission Ffb STk
)

Commission No.:

STATE OF %Ytﬁa
COUNTYOF S ™rves Qosa

BEFORE ME, personally appeared, Vicki Miller, as Grantor, who is personally known to me or
had produced _

as

identification and did (not) take an oath, and who executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged
before me that the same was executed for the purposes therein expressed.

WITNESS my hand and official seal on this 1S’*“day of / __Ltm e 2010

,p«:,".‘.f& wswsmv J. % 72 "6
L * EXPIRES: August 14, 2012 ;Om{yﬂlg (/ V_ %L{ /5@ Yy
e P Bondd T gt Moy Barese y Commission Expires:
- Commission No.:b\ ERE Y




Name: 45-:76' %V/f/é;/ S\}’\amw ga-njmr('«;

DZ“/ Shavn S <\®m\\i> W

Vicki G. Miller
Name: @4%4/&/

D S

. Name=§hanm gam'}'u}"f’;
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Declaration of Restrictive Covenants

Stare of Florida
County of Sania Rosa

Whereas. the undersigned is the owner “owner” of a parcel of land “land™ further described as:

Exhibit A

This parcel of land consisting of 78 acres more ot less, located in Santa Rosa County, Florida.

Whereas. it is the desire of the owner to impose the following covenants on any parcel subdivided from the
tand. These subdivided parceis will hereinafter be referred to as “Los™,

Now. therefore. the covenants set forth herein do hereby encumber the property deseribed herein as follows:

0

6)

7

8}

Any residential structure built on any lot must be constructed on site and must be at least 2000
square feet under roof.

No mobile or modular homes aliowed.

No structure of a temporary nature may be used as a permanent residence. No building that is
unfinished on the exterior shal! be occupied as a residence.

Any consiruction commenced upon a lot shall be pursued diligently, and such construction must be
completed within 24 months. All construction sites must be maintained ip a neat and arderly
fashion. ‘

All dwellings. vards, driveways, and landscaping must be maintained at all imes in an aesthetically
pleasing manner,

Noxious of intrusive activities shalt not be carried out upon any lot nor shall any activity be done
thereon which would constitute a public nuisance.

“1.o0ts” as they are referred to in these covenants consist of any parce! subdivided from the fand,
and‘or anv lot formed from subsequent subdivision of a lot. No lot shall be subdivided to form a
lot smaller than ¥ of it's original size, and/or less than 3 acres.

Parcels with boundaries shared with the property to the north and east must mainiain a greenbekt
consisting of the existing trees of at least 15 feet. This is intended to minimize the exposure 1o the
agricultural practices associated with farming the property.




General Provisions

Duration- The covenants shalt run with and bind the land subject hereto, and shall inure to the benefit of
and be enforceabie by the Owner(s) of any land subject to these covenants, their respective legal
representatives, heirs, successors and assigns, for an initial term of thirty (30) vears from the date hereof.
During this initial term, the covenants may be amended or terminated only if signed by the owners of at
feast 2/3 of the lots. Upon expiration of said initial term, the covenants anc the enforcement rights relative
thereto shall be automatically extended for a second term of thirty (30) years. During such thirty year
extension period, the covenants may be changed or terminated only by an instrument signed by the owners
of at least a majority of the lots.

Enforcement- Any owner shail have the right to enforce the provisions sct forth in these covenants.
Enforcement shall be by action of law or in equity against any persons violating or attempting violaze any of
these provisions either to restrain the violation thereot or o recover damages from such violations. The
party bringing such action or suit shall be entitled to recover, in addition to costs and disbursements allowed
by law, and in the event that he is the prevailing party, such sums and the courl may adjust to be reasonable
for ihe services of his atorney. Any award of atorney fees and costs to the prevailing party shall be a lien
against the lot(s) owned by such losing party.

Interpreration- 1f these covenants or any word, clause, senience, paragraph, ar other part thereof shall be
susceptible o more than one or conflicting interpretations, then the interpretation which is most nearly in
accordanee with the general purposes and objectives of these covenants shall govern.

Omissions- 1f any punctuation, word, clause, sentence, or provision necessary 10 give meaning, validity, or
effact to any other word. clause. sentence, or provision appearing in these covenants shall be omitted here
froun, then it is hereby declared that such omission was unintentional and that the omitted punctuation.
word, ciause, semence of provisions shall be supplied by inference.

Notice- Any notice required to e sent to any owner under the provisions of these covenants shall be
deemed to have been properly sent when mailed postage prepaid to the fast known address of the person
who appears as record owner of a lot at the time of such mailing.

Separability- Invalidation of any one or more of the covenants or any of the provisions comained in these
covenants or any part thereof, shall in no manner affect any of the other covenants, restrictions, conditions
or provisions hereof, which shall remain in fufl force and effect,




EXECUTED this the 30 day of June, 2015,

Terra Firma Land Co, LLC., a Florida Limited Liability Company

By: Chad Stuart, Managing Member

Signed in the Presence of the following (2) witnesses:

Witness Signature Witness Signature

Witess Print Name Witness Print Name

State of Florida
County of Santa Rosa

THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED before me o3t 6/30/15. by Chad Stuart as Managing Member, on
behaif of Terra Firma Land Co, LLC., a limited Hability company existing under the laws of the Siate of Florida, who is personally
Known 10 me.

KOTARY PUBLIC
PRINTED NAME

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:




EXHIBIT “A”

Legal Description

All that certain land situate in Sania Rosa County, Florida, to-wit

The Northwest Vi of the Somtheast ¥ and North !4 of the Southwest 2 and the Southeast 4 of the Northwest
': il lying North of Moline Bridge Road and East of Gin Road in Section 40, Township 3 North, Range
30 West,
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Declaration of Restrictive Covenants

Stare of Florida
County of Sania Rosa

Whereas, the undersigned is the owner “owner™ of a parcel of fand “land™ further desenbed as;

Exhibit A

This parcel of land consisting ot 78 acres more ot jess, located in Sania Rosa County, Florida.

Whereas. it is the desire of the owner to impose the following covenants on any parcel subdivided from the
land. These subdivided parcels will hereinafter be referred to as “Lots™.

Now, therefore, the covenants set forth herein do hereby encumber the property described herein as follows:

b

8)

Any residential structure built on any lot must be constructed on site and must be at least 2000
square feet under roof.

No mobile or modular homes allowed.

No structure of a temporary nature may be used as a permanent residence. No building that is
unfinished on the exterior shall be occupied as a residence.

Any construction commenced upon a lot shall be pursued diligently, and such construction must be
completed within 24 months. All construction sites must be maintained in a neat and orderly
fashion. .

All dwellings, yards, driveways, and landscaping must be maintained ai all tires in an aesthetically
pleasing manner.

Noxious or intrusive activities shafl not be carried out upon any lot nor shail any activity be done
thereon which would constitute a public nuisance.

“Lots” as they are referred to in these covenants consist of any parcel subdivided from the fand,
and/or any lot formed from subsequent subdivision of a lot. No lot shall be subdivided to form a
lot smaller than “ of it’s original size, and/or less than 3 acres.

Parcels with boundaries shared with the property to the nerth and east must maintain a greentelt
consisting of the existing trees of at least 15 feet. This is intended to minimize the exposure to the
agricultural practices associated with farming the property.




General Provisions

Duration- The covenants shail run with and bind the land subject hereto, and shall inure to the benefit of
and be enforceable by the Owner(s) of any land subject to these covenants, their respective legal
representatives, heirs, successors and assigns, for an initial term ot thirty {30) vears from the date hereof.
{uring this initia} term, the covenants may be amended or terminated only if signed by the owners of at
ieast 273 of the lots. Upon expiration of said initial term, the covenants and the enforcement rights relative
therero shall be automatically extended for a second term of thirty (30} years. During such thirty year
extension period, the covenants may be changed or terminated only by an instrument signed by the owners
of at least a majority of the lots.

Enforcemeni- Any owner shail have the right to enforce the provisions set forth in these covenanis.
Enforcement shall be by action of law or in equity against any persons violating or attempling violare any of
these provisions either to resirain the violation thereof or to recover damages from such violations. The
party bringing such action or suit shall be entitled o recover, in addition to costs and disbursements altowed
by law, and in the event that he is the prevailing party, such sums and the court may adjust t¢ be reasonable
for the services of his aftorney. Any award of attorney fees and costs to the prevailing party shall be a fien
against the lot{s) owned by such losing party.

Interpretation- 1f these covenants or any word, clause, sentence, paragraph. ot other part thereof shall be
susceptible to more than one or conflicting interpretations, then the interpretation which is most nearly in
accordance with the general purposes and objectives of these covenants shall govern.

Omissions- 1f any punctuation. word, clause, sentence, or provision necessary to give meaning, validity. or
effect to any other word. clause, sentence, of provision appearing in these covenants shail be omitted here
fromn, then it is hereby deciared that such omission was unintentional and that the omitred punctuation,
word, clause, sentence or provisions shall be supplied by inference.

Notice- Any notice required to be sent to any owner under the provisions of these covenants shall be
deemed to have been properly sent when mailed postage prepaid to the last known address of the person
wilo appears as record owner of a lot at the time of such mailing.

Separability- Invalidation of any one or more of the covenants or any of the provisions contained in these
covenanis or any part thereof, shall in no manner affect any of the other covenants, restrictions, eonditions
or provisions hereof, which shall remain in full force and effect.




EXECUTED this the 30" day of June, 2015.

Teyra Firma Land Ce, LLC., a Florida Limited Liability Company

By: Chad Stuart, Managing Member

Signed in the Presence of the following (2) wimesses:

Wimess Signaturs Witness Signature

Witness Print Name Witness Print Name

State of Florida
County of Santa Rosa

THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED before me on 6/30/15. by Chad Stuart as Managing Member, on

tehalf of Terra Firma Land Co, LLC., a limited fiability company existing under the laws of the State of Florida, who is personally
known to me.

SEAL

NOTARY PUBLIC
PRINTED NAME

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:




EXHIBIT “A”

Legal Description

All that certain land situate in Santa Rosa County, Florida, to-wit:

The Northwest ¥4 of the Southeast Y4 and North ¥ of the Southwest V4 and the Southeast '4 of the Northwest
“; all lying North ¢f Melino Bridge Road and East of Gin Road in Section 40, Township 3 North, Range
30 West.
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To see recent investment reports and for a quick link to access your account:

Logon to my WEBSITE: www.morganstanleyfa.com/flock

Sharpen your financial focus. Simplify your financial life. Learn more — watch the three minute OneView Video.

~© Connect with me on LinkedIn

From: Darliene Stanhope [mailto:DarfieneS@santarosa.fl.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 9:03 AM

To: 'Andy Flock'

Cc: dwashnock@bellsouth.net; tschwarz@bellsouth.net; cooperstaxidermy@bellsouth.net; jake ziglioli; Flock, Andrew R
(Weaith Mgmt MS) '
Subject: RE: Letter on 2015-R-014

I have attached a copy of the proposed restrictions that the developer is proposing to put on the property if it is
rezoned.

Darliene Stanhope

Planner HI

Santa Rosa County Development Services
6051 Old Bagdad Hwy. Suite 202
Milton, FL 32583

850-981-70065

Tell-us how we are doing.

http: / /www.santarosa.fl. gov/customerservice / survey. html

From: Andy Flock [mailto:aflock52 @egmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, June 07, 2015 11:59 PM

To: Darliene Stanhope

Cc: dwashnock@bellsouth.net; tschwarz@bellsouth.net; cooperstaxidermy@bellsouth.net; jake ziglioli; Flock, Andrew R
Subject: Letter on 2015-R-014

Darliene,

Please forward this letter to the Planning Board and the County Commissioners. This is my personal comment
on the 2015-R-014 application. I would appreciate copies of any public record supporting documents when
they are availabie.

Thank you!

Andrew Flock

cc: Tony Washnock, Kelly Schwarz, Chad Cooper, Jake Ziglioli



Florida has a very broad public records law. Under Florida law, both the content of emails and email addresses are public records. If you do not want the content of

yaur email or your email address released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or
in person.

Important Notice to Recipients:

Please do not use e-mail to request, authorize or effect the purchase or sale of any security or commodity. Unfortunately,
we cannot execute such instructions provided in e-mail. Thank you.

The sender of this e-mail is an empioyee of Morgan Stanley Smith Barney LLC {"Morgan Stanley"). If you have received
this communication in error, please destroy all electronic and paper copies and notify the sender immediately. Erroneous
transmission is not intended to waive confidentiality or priviege. Morgan Stanley reserves the right, to the extent
permitted under applicable law, fo monitor electronic communications. This message is subject to terms available at the
following link: http://www.morganstanley.com/disclaimers/mssbemail.html. If you cannot access this link, please notify us
by reply message and we will send the contents to you. By messaging with Morgan Stanley you consent to the foregoing.
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Darliene Stanhoee

From: chad stuart <ncsflyboy@yahoco.com>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2015 1:01 PM

To: Darliene Stanhope

Subject: Conditions/Amendments Molinoc Bridge Rd
Attachments: Scan0196.pdf; Scan0197.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow Up

Due By: Monday, June 15, 2015 2:01 PM

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Darliene,

In light of the discussion and concerns that were brought to my attention at the Board of Adjustments
meeting, [ would like to submit an amended site plan and amended list of covenants and restrictions along with
an additional condition to amend my application for rezoning. I would like to amend my application for
rezoning to include only the portion of the property that fronts Molino Bridge Road more accurately described
as; that portion of the northwest 1/4 of the southeast 1/4 and the north 1/2 of the southwest 1/4 of section 40,
township 3 north, range 30 west all lying north of Molino Bridge Rd and east of Gin Rd. This condition
withdraws the north 30 acres of land, accessable only by the unpaved Gin Rd, from further discussion. The
balance of the property fronts the paved Molino Bridge Rd. The new site plan does not incorporate the parent
parcel subdivision provision of the developement code, and as such removes the "flag shaped lots" that
concerned at least one member of the BOA.

I believe that the changes that [ have made address the concerns of the BOA and the surrounding property
owners. [ have attached the amended site plan and a copy of the covenants and restrictions with amended
section 7. Please submit these conditions to the county commissioners, and forward to any and all parties you
are communicating with reguarding this matter.

Thank you,

Chad Stuart
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Important Notice to Recipients:

Please do not use e-mail to request, authorize or effect the purchase or sale of any security or commodity. Unfortunately,
we cannot execute such instructions provided in e-mail. Thank you.

The sender of this e-mail is an employee of Morgan Staniey Smith Barney LLC ("Morgan Stanley"). If you have received
this communication in error, please destroy all electronic and paper copies and notify the sender immediately. Erroneous
transmission is not intended to waive confidentiality or privilege. Morgan Stanley reserves the right, to the extent
permitted under applicable law. to monitor electronic communications. This message is subject to terms availabie at the
following link: http://www.morganstanley.com/disclaimers/mssbemail.html. If you cannot access this link, please notify us
by reply message and we will send the contents to you. By messaging with Morgan Stanley you consent to the foregoing.




June 16, 2015

Petition To Support Special Land Use and Development Planning

Re: Santa Rosa County Rezoning Applications,
2373 +,
2015-R-012(2008+ ac.), 2014-R-014(78+ ac.)

location: 10 Mile Road General Area, Chumuckia, FL. Santa Rosa County

b

We the undersigned wish to register our concerns to the above rezoning applications for the
following reasons:

1) The two areas that are being considered are currently being used primarily for silvicuiture and are
located at the farthest reaches of county supported infrastructure, west of any dense development.

2) The northern part of Ten-Mile Road that connects to Chumuckia Highway is a basic paved country
road that is not in the best of repair and it has drainage problems and inadequate width issues. Molino
Bridge Road, Gin Road, and Buffaio Mill Road have portions that are still unimproved dirt roads.

3) The proposed deveiopment would allow possible density of 1 home per acre as a change from a
much less dense possibility of 1 home per 15 acres. We feel this increase in density would not be
adequately supported by the current infrastructure.

4} Municipal water and sewer services are not avallable in the area, so we have concerns for the
water table, drainage and fire-fighting capability if density is increased.

Whereas we are all residents of this immediate area, and that we use Ten-Mile Road as our
primary access to the commercial services in Pace and Pensacola, we highlight these
concerns and call for careful pianning of this rural/agricultural transition area. We would
like to see a special study completed to address Issues of urban sprawl and population
density planning before any rezoening is approved,
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Darliene Stanhoee

R L ]
From: Flock, Andrew R <Andrew.R Flock@morganstanley.com>
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 10:55 AM
To: Darliene Stanhope
Subject: FW: Photos on 10-mile to support 2015-R-012, 2015-R-014
Attachments: JUL 5 10MILE MEASURE.JPG; JUL5 10MILE MEASURE2.JPG

Since my email yesterday with 5 photos seemed to be too big for the county server. | have resent.

These are the two photos of measurements made on Molino Bridge Road looking backward toward the Marion Way
corner. 19 feet 6 inches was the value. | also got the same measurement on 10-Mile near the airstrip.

Thank you!!

Andrew Flock

Important Notice to Recipients:

Flease do not use e-mail to request, authorize or effect the purchase or sale of any security or commodity. Unfortunately,
we cannot execute such instructions provided in e-mail. Thank you.

The sender of this e-mail is an employee of Morgan Stanley Smith Barney LLC ("Morgan Stanley™). If you have received
this communication in error, please destroy all electronic and paper copies and notify the sender immediately. Erroneous
transmission is not intended to waive confidentiality or privilege. Morgan Stanley reserves the right, to the extent
permitted under applicable law, to monitor electronic communications. This message is subject to terms available at the
following link: http.//www.morganstanley.com/disclaimers/mssbemail.html. If you cannot access this link, please notify us
by reply message and we will send the contents to you. By messaging with Morgan Stanley you consent to the foregoing.
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