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Permitted
Commercial - Industrial Must Be Single Family or Multifamily
Industrial - Must Be Multifamily
In Workplace Zoning District When Part of a Multifamily Structure
Permitted With Conditions SEC.62-1841.5.5 Beachside
Permitted With Conditions SEC.62-1841.5.5 Mainland

Requires CUP Public Hearing SEC.62-1945.2 Beachside
Not Permitted
Commissioner Districts
Cities and Towns

0 2 4 6 81
Miles

Produced by BoCC - GIS Date: 1/24/2020

Work Product - Not for Distribution
Call Brevard Planning & Zoning
to confirm map representation
(321) 633-2070

RESORT DWELLING CODE APPLICATION -
 UNINCORPORATED BREVARD COUNTY

Disclaimer:
Users should check with their 
Homeowner's Association,
if applicable, for covenants
and restrictions that may prohibit
or limit short-term rentals.
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Agenda Report

Unfinished Business

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson
Way

Viera, FL 32940

I.1. 9/15/2020

Subject:
Legislative Update - Resort Dwellings

Fiscal Impact:
FY19/20: None

FY20/21: None

Dept/Office:
Planning & Development

Requested Action:
It is requested that the Board of County Commissioners direct staff to seek legislative intent regarding zoning
code revisions and/or provide direction regarding tools to assist the public in understanding current or
proposed code as it relates to allowance of resort dwellings in specific zoning classifications

Summary Explanation and Background:
On February 11, 2020, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) requested that Planning & Development
(P&D) monitor proposed Florida Senate and House bills pertaining to resort dwellings and preemption of
regulation to the State.  It was further requested that staff provide a report to the Board once those bills
reached their respective conclusions. Both Senate Bill 1128 and House Bill 1101 were indefinitely postponed,
withdrawn from consideration and died at the close of the legislative session. Therefore, current Brevard
County Code regulations regarding resort dwellings have not been preempted to any further extent and
remain unchanged.

Staff has developed a decision tree tool and maps to assist both Planning & Zoning employees and the public
in understanding the current regulations. These tools could be uploaded to the Planning & Development
website for use by the public. However, Code language remains convoluted and, even with the decision tree
tool and maps, confirmation of code interpretation is recommended by staff to ensure that best available data
is being used to determine permissibility of resort dwellings on a particular property. Lastly, staff can only
advise the public regarding properties in unincorporated Brevard County, and a patchwork of regulations
remains in place for other municipalities.

Clerk to the Board Instructions:
None
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 SUBJECT: Legislative Update - Resort Dwellings 

DATE:  October 28, 2020 

AUTHORS:  Planning & Development Department (P&D) 

FISCAL IMPACT: FY20/21: None 
   FY21/22: None 
 
Introduction 
 
On February 11, 2020, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) requested that Planning & 
Development (P&D) monitor proposed Florida Senate and House bills pertaining to resort dwellings 
and preemption of regulation to the State.  It was further requested that staff provide a report to the 
Board once those bills reached their respective conclusions. Both Senate Bill 1128 and House Bill 1101 
were indefinitely postponed, withdrawn from consideration and died at the close of the legislative 
session. Therefore, current Brevard County Code regulations regarding resort dwellings have not been 
preempted to any further extent and remain unchanged. Staff has developed a decision tree tool and 
maps to assist both Planning & Zoning employees and the public in understanding the current 
regulations. These tools could be uploaded to the Planning & Development website for use by the 
public. However, Code language remains convoluted and, even with the decision tree tool and maps, 
confirmation of code interpretation is recommended by staff to ensure that best available data is being 
used to determine permissibility of resort dwellings on a particular property. Lastly, staff can only 
advise the public regarding properties in unincorporated Brevard County, and a patchwork of 
regulations remains in place for other municipalities. 

Definitions 

In Section 62-1102, the County defines “resort dwelling” as any single-family dwelling or multi-family 
dwelling unit which is rented for periods of less than 90 days or three calendar months, whichever is 
less, or which is advertised or held out to the public as a place rented for periods of less than 90 days 
or three calendar months, whichever is less. For the purposes of Chapter 62, a resort dwelling is a 
commercial use. For the purposes of this definition, subleases for less than 90 days are to be 
considered separate rental periods. This definition does not include month-to-month hold-over leases 
from a previous lease longer than 90 days.  

The State defines a “vacation rental” as any unit or group of units in a condominium or cooperative or 
any individually or collectively owned single-family, two-family, three-family, or four-family house or 
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dwelling unit that is also a transient public lodging establishment but that is not a timeshare project. 
Section 509.242(1)(c), Florida Statutes, a “public lodging establishment” is defined to include transient 
public lodging establishments, which means any unit, group of units, dwelling, building, or group of 
buildings within a single complex of buildings which is rented to guests more than three times in a 
calendar year for periods of less than 30 days or one calendar month, whichever is less, or which is 
advertised or held out to the public as a place regularly rented to guests. 

Background & Tools 

There are currently 54 zoning classifications in unincorporated Brevard County, spanning eight 
categories, below. Allowance of resort dwellings is dependent upon zoning classification, use, adjacent 
property use/zoning and sometimes location with respect to Highway A1A (A1A). These criteria 
determine whether resort dwellings are 1) permitted, 2) permitted with conditions, or 3) require a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 

• Unimproved, Agricultural, Single-Family Residential – Permitted, Permitted with Conditions, 
or CUP Required 

• Multi-Family Residential – Permitted 

• Mobile Home Residential & Recreational Vehicular Park – Not Permitted 

• Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) – Permitted with Conditions or CUP Required 

• Commercial - Permitted 

• Tourist Commercial & Transient Tourist Use - Permitted 

• Industrial - Permitted 

• Special Classifications – Not Permitted Except in Farmton Multi-family in Workplace Zoning 
District 
 

Generally, for the Unimproved, Agricultural and Single-Family Residential category, resort dwellings are 
permitted only in Single-Family Attached (RA-2-4, RA-2-6, RA-2-8, RA-2-10) and Residential Professional 
(RP) zoning classifications. For the remainder of the Unimproved, Agricultural, and Single-Family 
Residential zoning classifications, there must be a non-conforming multi-family use for a resort 
dwelling to be permitted with conditions. Barring a non-conforming multi-family use, the property 
must be west of A1A, with direct frontage to A1A or east of A1A without frontage restrictions.  None of 
the A1A-dependent properties can abut single-family zoning or use, and these properties must request 
a CUP from the Board for resort dwelling.   A review of zoning actions since 2014 reveals no CUP 
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applications for resort dwellings, although there was a one Bed & Breakfast CUP in 2017 that was 
denied.  

Zoning staff reports approximately one inquiry per day regarding permissibility of resort dwellings.  
Code Enforcement staff reports one complaint per month, of which, about half are substantiated as 
violations. Resort dwellings that are permitted with conditions or listed as a conditional use in certain 
residential zoning classifications are governed by Sections 62-1841.5.5 and 62-1945.2 Brevard County 
Code, respectively. These code sections outline performance standards related to parking, maximum 
occupancy, excessive or late noise, local management, manager’s responsibility, and penalties. 

Although resort dwellings are permitted in commercial, industrial and tourist zoning classifications, by 
County definition, they must be single-family or multi-family dwelling units.  Therefore, it would be 
rare to find non-conforming dwelling units in these zoning classifications.  This, combined with some of 
the specific criteria for permitted with conditions and CUPs in other zoning classifications, limits the 
allowance of resort dwellings almost exclusively to multi-family or single-family attached residential 
zoning classifications as indicated by the attached maps. 

The maps generated by the Information Technology Department (I.T.) and P&D are as accurate as 
possible, given available data and Geographic Information System (G.I.S.) layers provided to the 
County. The Property Appraiser has more than 300 use codes. The multi-family use codes, upon which 
the map is based, do not directly correlate with the Brevard County zoning definition of multi-family. 
Therefore, creating a map that is 100% precise is very difficult. Additionally, because the built 
environment changes day-to-day as new homes are finished or properties are demolished, it is very 
challenging to create or maintain a map that citizens could rely upon without consulting with County 
staff to ensure the accuracy of their findings.  

Preliminary Analysis 

The Florida Legislature adopted Section 509.032(7)(b), Florida Statutes, in order to limit the ability of 
local governments to regulate vacation rentals. Specifically, this statute provides that "[a] local law, 
ordinance, or regulation may not prohibit vacation rentals or regulate the duration or frequency of 
rental of vacation rentals. This paragraph does not apply to any local law, ordinance, or regulation 
adopted on or before June 1, 2011".  In addition to unincorporated Brevard, about half of the 
municipalities in the County had resort dwelling regulations in place prior to June 1, 2011. Some 
municipalities require additional annual applications and inspections. 
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Last fall, the County Attorney’s Office was asked whether certain zoning restrictions pertaining to 
resort dwellings could be amended. Based on research conducted by the County Attorney’s Office, it is 
possible for such changes to take place, but certain steps must be undertaken to avoid running afoul of 
the State’s preemption language whereby local governments are prohibited from adopting regulations 
that prohibit vacation rentals or regulate the duration or frequency of rental of vacation rentals.  

Specifically, in order to make changes to the existing zoning regulations pertaining to resort dwellings, 
it will be necessary for the County to adopt a new term, e.g., “vacation rental,” that mirrors the State’s 
definition. This will need to be done to avoid a conflict between the State’s definition of “vacation 
rental” and the County’s current definition of “resort dwelling.” As a result, any new zoning 
classification(s) that would allow vacation rentals would need to be permitted without any restrictions 
or conditions, and reference to “resort dwelling” within such zoning classification(s) would need to be 
removed. The ordinances pertaining to resort dwellings that have been in place since before June 1, 
2011, and that are not amended, will continue in operation. 

Options for Board Consideration 
 

1. Direct staff to draft legislative intent and permission to advertise amendments to Chapter 62, 
Article VI, entitled Zoning Regulations, adopting a new definition, e.g., “vacation rentals,” that 
mirrors State law and direct changes to zoning classifications as identified by the Board. 

2. Direct staff to upload maps and the decision tree tool to Brevard County website to assist 
citizens in determining permissibility of resort dwellings for specific properties under current 
regulations. 

3. Take no action. 
4. Provide other direction. 
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Alex Esseesse, Assistant County Attorney

Eden Bentley, County Attorney

Removing restrictions on resort dwellings

November 7,lOLg

County Attorney's Office

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Building C, Room 308

Viera, Florida32940

lnter-Office Memo

{'USITY

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Commissioner Tobia, District 3 CommissionerTO

FROM:

THRU:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

,W

lssue: The Florida Legislature adopted Section 509.032(7Xb), Fla. Stat., in order to limit the
ability of local governments to regulate vacation rentals. Specifically, this statute provides that
"[a] local law, ordinance, or regulation may not prohibit vacation rentals or regulate the
duration or frequency of rental of vacation rentals. This paragraph does not apply to any local

law, ordinance, or regulation adopted on or before June 1, 2O1.L" lt has been asked whether

the County has the ability to amend its regulations that pertain to resort dwellings in certain

zoning classifications to reduce/remove existing conditions.

Question: Can the County amend certain zoning restrictions where resort dwellings are

permitted with conditions, allowed based on a conditional use, or not permitted?

ShortAnswer: lt is possible, but certain steps must be taken to avoid running afoulof the
State's preemption language. Specifically, in order to make changes to the existing zoning

regulations pertaining to resort dwellings, it will be necessary for the County to adopt the
State's definition of vacation rental to avoid a conflict between the State's definition of
"vacation rental" and the County's definition of "resort dwelling." Any new zoning

classification(s) that would allow vacation rentals would need to be permitted without any

restrictions or conditions.

Analysis

First it is important to outline whether the unchanged provisions of the County's zoning

regulations will remain in place. ln short, the Florida Supreme Court has generally addressed

the issue of whether laws, or portions thereof, can remain in effect even if they are changed,

1
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amended, or repealed and substantially re-enacted. In McKibben v. Mallory, 293 So.2d 48, 53 

(Fla. 1974), the Court stated that  

where a [law] has been repealed and substantially re-enacted by a statute which 

contains additions to or changes in the original [law], the re-enacted provisions 

are deemed to have been in operation continuously from the original enactment 

whereas the additions or changes are treated as amendments effective from the 

time the new [law] goes into effect. 

See also, Venice HMA, LLC v. Sarasota County, 228 So.3d 76, 83 (Fla. 2017) (where the Court 

reaffirmed its earlier ruling in McKibben by stating “when a [law] is ‘repealed and substantially 

re-enacted,’ . . . it is ‘deemed to have been in operation continuously from the original 

enactment.’” (quoting McKibben, at 53)). As a result, based on this language, it would appear 

possible for the County to completely remove specific conditions that limit resort dwellings 

without causing the County to lose the remaining restrictions that are currently in place. A 

possible way of addressing this concern is to incorporate WHEREAS clauses that identify the 

Board’s intent to keep in place the unaltered provisions dating back to before June 2011 and 

limit the changes to specifically identified Code sections. 

Competing Definitions 

With that being said, an issue that exists is the disparity between the State’s definition 

of vacation rentals and the County’s definition of resort dwellings. The State has in place a 

specific definition for vacation rentals. The State defines a vacation rental as  

any unit or group of units in a condominium or cooperative or any individually or 

collectively owned single-family, two-family, three-family, or four-family house or 

dwelling unit that is also a transient public lodging establishment but that is not a 

timeshare project. 

Section 509.242(1)(c), Fla. Stat. A public lodging establishment is defined to include transient 

public lodging establishments, which means  

any unit, group of units, dwelling, building, or group of buildings within a single 

complex of buildings which is rented to guests more than three times in a calendar 

year for periods of less than 30 days or 1 calendar month, whichever is less, or 

which is advertised or held out to the public as a place regularly rented to guests.  

Section 509.013(4)(a)1., Fla. Stat. Meanwhile, the County defines resort dwelling as  

any single family dwelling or multifamily dwelling unit which is rented for periods 

of less than 90 days or three calendar months, whichever is less, or which is 
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advertised or held out to the public as a place rented for periods of less than 90 

days or three calendar months, whichever is less. For the purposes of this chapter, 

a resort dwelling is a commercial use. For the purposes of this definition, subleases 

for less than 90 days are to be considered separate rental periods. This definition 

does not include month-to-month hold-over leases from a previous lease longer 

than 90 days. 

Section 62-1102, Brevard County Code. The main difference is that the State looks at the 

number of times the property is being rented out over a 30-day period, which is three (3) times 

during that one-month period. While the County looks at any rental activity for less than 90 

days. The differing definitions is likely going to provide legal grounds for a challenge to the 

ordinance change as the preemption language regulates duration and frequency of rentals.  

The Florida Attorney General’s Office addressed the issue of “grandfathering in” short-

term rental zoning regulations and found that incompatible definitions of vacation rentals, or 

similarly defined terms, could be grounds to invalidate any new ordinance change(s). 

Specifically, in AGO 2019-07, the City of Crystal River requested an interpretation on the 

application of Section 509.032(7)(b), Fla. Stat., and how it impacts a local government’s ability 

to adopt new zoning ordinances on vacation rentals, even when the new regulation would be 

“less restrictive.” The Attorney General’s Office found that “[w]hen a law is amended, 

provisions of the original law that are essentially and materially unchanged are considered to 

be a continuation of the original law.” Op. Att’y Gen. Fla. 2019-07 (2019). However, the 

Attorney General’s Office noted concern over Crystal River’s existing definition of resort 

housing units in its code and how it was incompatible with the preemption language. The 

opinion noted that the city’s definition1 would regulate the duration and frequency of vacation 

rentals, which is expressly prohibited under Section 509.032(7)(b), Fla. Stat. Therefore, it 

appears that if the County wants to put in place new zoning regulations related to “resort 

dwellings,” the State’s definition (and other associated regulations) would need to be utilized 

and applied in those specific instances rather than “resort dwellings.” In so doing, the County 

should avoid any preemption issues as there would not be a conflict with the State’s definition 

of vacation rentals. 

                                                           
1The city’s zoning regulation at issue allowed for resort housing units in a specific zoning classification as long as 
certain requirements were followed: “A. Resort housing units are permissible in the [Commercial Waterfront] 
zoning district, subject to the district standards and the supplemental standards set forth below. B. Nightly rentals 
or rentals of less than a one-week period are not permitted. C. Density for resort housing units shall not exceed 
twelve (12) units per acre. Resort housing units may be managed by the individual unit owner or by a property 
management company. D. An occupational license is required for the manager, whether an individual owner with 
a single unit, or a property management company.” Because B. regulates the duration or frequency of rentals, 
allowing resort housing units as defined by the city in once prohibited zoning classifications would violate Section 
509.032(7)(b), Fla. Stat.  
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In City of Miami v. AIRBNB, Inc., 260 So.3d 478 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2018), the Third District 

Court of Appeal was tasked with determining whether: (1) the City of Miami’s short-term rental 

zoning regulation for a specific zoning classification was invalid under State law; and (2) a more 

restrictive interpretation of said zoning regulation by the city violated the preemption language. 

Essentially, the city had in place an ordinance that was to be used for residential purposes, 

which included “land use functions predominantly of permanent housing.” (emphasis added). 

The Third District found that, despite being updated in 2016, the city’s ordinance was still 

enforceable because it was “identical in its material provisions to the zoning code in effect in 

2009 [before the preemption language was adopted].” Id., at 482. With respect to the city’s 

zoning interpretation, the court determined that imposing a complete ban on the existence of 

rentals in such a zoning classification was overly broad and violated the preemption language. 

As stated above, the ordinance refers to functions predominantly of permanent housing being 

permitted within the zoning classification. The court stated a complete ban on rentals was not 

permitted because the ordinance allowed for incidental uses to take place, which the court 

determined would permit short-term rentals based on the facts and circumstances of each 

case. As a result, the court ruled that the city’s more restrictive zoning interpretation barring 

rentals in the specific zoning classification was improper because it violated the preemption 

language. 

Conclusion 

The County can amend its zoning regulations to allow for certain zoning classifications to 

permit resort dwellings or remove conditions that restrict where a resort dwelling can exist. 

However, that would require the term “resort dwelling” to be modified to mirror State law in 

order to avoid running afoul of the preemption language which prohibits local governments 

from adopting regulations that prohibit vacation rentals or that regulate the duration or 

frequency rental of such properties. As a result, any new zoning classification(s) that would 

allow vacation rentals would need to be permitted without any restrictions or conditions. The 

ordinances pertaining to resort dwellings that have been in place since before June 1, 2011, and 

that are not amended will continue in operation. 
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Agenda Report

New Business - Miscellaneous

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson
Way

Viera, FL 32940

J.8. 2/11/2020

Subject:
Vacation Rentals

Fiscal Impact:
Indeterminate; potential positive impact

Dept/Office:
District 3

Requested Action:
Direct staff to develop code amendments consistent with the direction below

Summary Explanation and Background:

Staff has identified a number of sources of confusion with the current Land Use Code as it relates to short-
term rentals such as Airbnb and VRBO.  Indeed, the current code is so convoluted that it is not possible to
create a map of the County or other form of guide accurately indicating to property-owners where such
rentals are allowed. Essentially, a lawful use of property is being restricted through opaqueness of the law and
its application.

The only viable solution to this issue involves an amendment to the County’s land use code.  The County
Attorney’s Office, after researching the issue, has determined that it would be acceptable under statute to add
a new use consistent with Florida Statute, “Vacation Rental,” and associated definitions, and include that in
the various zoning classifications as a permitted use without conditions (see attached documents).

Once the Vacation Rental use is established and inserted into those zoning classifications which the Board
chooses, it would then be appropriate to examine removing the existing use of “short-term rental” from those

classifications where there is any conflict.  At that point, it would be a simple process for staff to develop a
map to guide property owners on where vacation rentals are permitted.

As such, it is requested that the Board direct staff to develop amendments to code to effectuate the following:

a) The addition of a new use and definition, “Vacation Rental,” mirroring the definition contained in

Florida Statute

b) Include this use as a permitted use, with no conditions, in the following zoning classifications:

1) RA-2-4, RA-2-6, RA-2-8, RA-2-10 (Single-Family Attached Residential)

Brevard County Board of County Commissioners Printed on 2/6/2020Page 1 of 2
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2) RP (Residential Professional)

3) GU (General Use)

4) PA (Productive Agriculture)

5) AGR (Agricultural)

6) AU, AU(L) (Agricultural Residential)

7) ARR (Agricultural Rural Residential)

8) REU (Rural Estate Use)

9) RR-1 (Rural Residential)

10) SEU (Suburban Estate Residential Use)

11) SR (Suburban Residential)

12) EU, EU-1, EU-2 (Estate Use Residential)

13) RU-1-13, RU-1-11, RU-1-9, RU-1-7 (Single-Family Residential)

14) RU-2-4, RU-2-6, RU-2-8 (Low Density Multiple Family Residential)

15) RU-2-10, RU-2-12, RU-2-15 (Medium Density Multiple Family Residential)

16) RU-2-30 (High Density Multiple Family Residential)

17) RRMH-1, RRMH-2.5, RRMH-5 (Rural Residential Mobile Home)

18) TR-1, TR-1-A, TR-2, TR-3 (Single-Family Mobile Home)

19) TRC-1 (Single-Family Mobile Home Cooperative)

20) RVP (Recreational Vehicle Park)

21) PUD, RPUD, THPUD (Planned Unit Development)

22) TU-1 (General Tourist Commercial)

23) TU-2 (Transient Tourist Commercial)

24) FARM-1 (Farmton Mixed Use Zoning Overlay District)

c) Amend those existing zoning classifications which include short-term rentals as a use, as necessary, to

avoid any conflict or confusion with the vacation rental use.

Clerk to the Board Instructions:
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RESORT DWELLINGS IN UNINCORPORATED BREVARD COUNTY, FL

ZONING CLASSIFICATION/CODE REFERENCE PERMITTED
PERMITTED IF 

CONDITIONS MET IN 
SEC.62-1841.5.5

REQUIRES 
CONDITIONAL USE 

PERMIT/PUBLIC 
HEARING PER SEC.62-

1945.2

NOT ALLOWED LOCATIONAL STANDARDS REQUIRED

RA-2-4, RA-2-6, RA-2-8, RA-2-10 (Single-Family Attached Residential) X-SEC.62-1343(1)a NONE
RP (Residential Professional) X-SEC.62-1344(1)a NONE
GU (General Use) X-SEC.62-1331(1)b SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY
PA (Productive Agriculture) X-SEC.62-1332(1)b SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY
AGR (Agricultural) X-SEC.62-1333(1)b SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY
AU (Agricultural Residential), AU(L)  (Agricultural Residential - Low Intensity) X-SEC.62-1334(1)b SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY
ARR (Agricultural Rural Residential) X-SEC.62-1334.5(1)b SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY
REU (Rural Estate Use) X-SEC.62-1335(1)b SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY

RR-1 (Rural Residential) X-SEC.62-1336(1)b X-SEC.62-1336(3)

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

SEU (Suburban Estate Residential Use) X-SEC.62-1337(1)b X-SEC.62-1337(3)

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

SR (Suburban Residential) X-SEC.62-1338(1)b X-SEC.62-1338(3)

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

EU, EU-1, EU-2 (Estate Use Residential) X-SEC.62-1339(1)b X-SEC.62-1339(3)

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

RU-1-13, RU-1-11 (Single-Family Residential) X-SEC.62-1340(1)b X-SEC.62-1340(3)

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

RU-1-9 (Single-Family Residential) X-SEC.62-1341(1)b X-SEC.62-1341(3)

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

RU-1-7 (Single-Family Residential) X-SEC.62-1342(1)b X-SEC.62-1342(3)

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)a PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

RU-2-4, RU-2-6, RU-2-8 (Low Density Multiple Family Residential) X-SEC.62-1371(1)a NONE
RU-2-10, RU-2-12, RU-2-15 (Medium Density Multiple Family Residential) X-SEC.62-1372(1)a NONE
RU-2-30 (High Density Multiple Family Residential) X-SEC.62-1373(1)a NONE

RRMH-1, RRMH-2.5, RRMH-5 (Rural Residential Mobile Home) X-SEC.62-1401 N/A - NOT ALLOWED
TR-1, TR-1-A (Single-Family Mobile Home) X-SEC.62-1402 N/A - NOT ALLOWED
TR-2 (Single-Family Mobile Home) X-SEC.62-1403 N/A - NOT ALLOWED
TR-3 (Mobile Home Park) X-SEC.62-1404 N/A - NOT ALLOWED
TRC-1 (Single-Family Mobile Home Cooperative) X-SEC.62-1405 N/A - NOT ALLOWED
RVP (Recreational Vehicle Park) X-SEC.62-1406 N/A - NOT ALLOWED

PUD (Planned Unit Development) X-SEC.62-1443(b) X-SEC.62-1444

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)b PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MULTI-FAMILY TRACT OR SINGLE-FAMILY TRACT APPROVED BY BOCC OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

RPUD (Residential Planned Unit Development) X-SEC.62-1463(e) X-SEC.62-1464

SEC.62-1841.5.5(1)b PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS - MULTI-FAMILY TRACT OR SINGLE-FAMILY TRACT APPROVED BY BOCC OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

THPUD (Tiny Home Planned Unit Development) X-SEC.62-1474

MUST BE NON-CONFORMING MULTI-FAMILY OR 
SEC.62-1945.2(1)a&b CUP REQUIREMENTS - EAST OF A1A/WEST OF A1A WITH DIRECT FRONTAGE, NEITHER WITH ABUTTING SINGLE-
FAMILY ZONING OR USE

BU-1-A (Restricted Neighborhood Retail Commercial) X-SEC.62-1481(1)a NONE
BU-1 (General Retail Commercial) X-SEC.62-1482(1)b NONE
BU-2 (Retail, Warehousing & Wholesale Commercial) X-SEC.62-1483(1)b NONE

TU-1 (General Tourist Commercial) X-SEC.62-1511(1)a NONE
TU-2 (Transient Tourist Commercial) X-SEC.62-1512(1)a NONE

PBP (Planned Business Park) X-SEC.62-1541(1)a NONE
PIP (Planned Industrial Park) X-SEC.62-1542(1)a NONE
IU (Light Industrial) X-SEC.62-1543(1)a MUST BE MULTI-FAMILY
IU-1 (Heavy Industrial) X-SEC.62-1544(1)a MUST BE MULTI-FAMILY

EA (Environmental Areas) X-SEC.62-1571 N/A-NOT ALLOWED
GML (Government Managed Lands) X-SEC.62-1572 N/A-NOT ALLOWED
IN-L (Institutional Use - Light), IN-H (Institutional Use - Heavy) X-SEC.62-1573 N/A-NOT ALLOWED
FARM-1 (Farmton Mixed Use Zoning Overlay District) X-SEC.62-1574(1)a(1)ii YES - IN WORKPLACE ZONING DISTRICT WHEN PART OF A MULTI-FAMILY STRUCTURE

SPECIAL CLASSIFICATIONS

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

MOBILE HOME RESIDENTIAL & RECREATIONAL VEHICLE PARK

UNIMPROVED, AGRICULTURAL AND SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL

INDUSTRIAL

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

TOURIST COMMERCIAL & TRANSIENT TOURIST USE
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ZONING CLASSIFICATION

RA2-4, RA2-6, RA2-8, RA2-10, RP, RU2-4, RU2-6, 
RU2-8, RU2-10, RU2-12, RU2-15, RU2-30 (ALL CAN 
BE VACANT OR IMPROVED (DOESN'T MATTER)

PERMITTED

VACANT = NOT PERMITTED

IMPROVED? NON-CONFORMING MULTIFAMILY?

YES NO

PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS SEC. 62-
1841.5.5

NOT PERMITTED

RR-1, SEU, SR, EU, EU-1, EU-2, RU1-13, RU1-11, 
RU1-9, RU1-7, PUD, RPUD

MULTIFAMILY?

YES NO

PERMITTED WITH CONDITIONS SEC. 62-1841.5.5 ON BARRIER ISLAND?

YES NO

ABUTTING ANY OTHER SINGLE-FAMILY USE 
(PROPERTY APPRAISER CODES) ZONING - RA2-
4, RA2-6, RA2-8, RA2-10, RP, GU, PA, AGR, AU, 
ARR, REU, RR-1, SEU, SR, EU, EU-1, EU-2, RU1-
13, RU1-11, RU1-9, RU1-7?

NOT PERMITTED

NO YES

EAST OF A1A? NOT PERMITTED

YES NO

REQUIRES CUP PUBLIC HEARING SEC. 62-1945.2 WEST OF A1A BUT DIRECT A1A FRONTAGE?

YES NO

REQUIRES CUP PUBLIC HEARING SEC. 62-1945.2 NOT PERMITTED

RRMH-1, RRMH-2.5, RRMH-5, TR-1, TR-1-A, TR-2, 
TR-3, TRC-1, RVP, EA, GML, IN-L, IN-H

NOT PERMITTED

BU-1-A, BU-1, BU-2, TU-1, TU-2, PBP, PIP MUST BE SINGLE FAMILY OR MULTIFAMILY UNIT 
PER DEFINITION OF RESORT DWELLING

IU, IU-1
MUST BE MULTIFAMILY UNIT PER DEFINITION OR 
RESORT DWELLING PER SEC. 62-1544(1)a

FARM-1
IN WORKPLACE ZONING DISTRICT WHEN PART OF A 
MULTI-FAMILY STRUCTURE

THPUD - CURRENTLY NONE IN THE COUNTY ON BARRIER ISLAND?

YES NO

ABUTTING ANY OTHER SINGLE-FAMILY USE 
(PROPERTY APPRAISER CODES) ZONING - RA2-
4, RA2-6, RA2-8, RA2-10, RP, GU, PA, AGR, AU, 
ARR, REU, RR-1, SEU, SR, EU, EU-1, EU-2, RU1-
13, RU1-11, RU1-9, RU1-7?

NOT PERMITTED

NO YES

EAST OF A1A? NOT PERMITTED

YES NO

REQUIRES CUP PUBLIC HEARING SEC. 62-1945.2 WEST OF A1A BUT DIRECT A1A FRONTAGE?

YES NO

REQUIRES CUP PUBLIC HEARING SEC. 62-1945.2 NOT PERMITTED

GU, PA, AGR, AU, ARR, REU

RESORT DWELLING CODE REQUIREMENTS - UNINCORPORATED BREVARD COUNTY, FL
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Resort Dwellings/Vacation Rentals: The Hotel Next Door 

Excerpts from the Florida League of Cities Legislative Issues 2020 

Background: 
In 2011, the Florida Legislature prohibited cities and counties from regulating short-term vacation 
rentals. A short-term vacation rental is defined as a property that is rented more than three times a year 
for less than 30 days at a time. The state legislation passed in 2011 included a provision that 
“grandfathered” any ordinance regulating short-term rentals prior to June 1, 2011. The effect of the 
2011 law is that two separate classes of cities and counties were created respective to short-term 
rentals, those with Home Rule authority and those without. In 2014, the Legislature passed SB 356 
(Thrasher), which diminished the preemption on short-term rentals. The 2014 law allows local 
governments to adopt ordinances specific to these rentals so that they can address some of the noise, 
parking, trash and life-safety issues created by their proliferation in residential neighborhoods. 
Unfortunately, SB 356 left in place existing statutory language stating that cities and counties cannot 
“prohibit” short-term rentals or regulate the duration or frequency of the rental. 

Those cities and counties fortunate enough to have had an ordinance in place prior to the 2011 
preemption are still allowed to regulate short-term rentals, but the question remains whether these 
ordinances will continue to be valid if amended. To date, they have retained the ability to regulate these 
properties through zoning and may have duration and frequency requirements. Some of these cities 
and counties may want to amend their ordinances to adjust to a changing problem. They are reluctant 
to do so out of fear of losing their existing ordinance and, with it, their Home Rule authority relating to 
short-term rentals. 

Cities and counties without short-term rental regulations in place prior to June 1, 2011, have had their 
zoning authority stripped and are now seeing these rentals completely overtaking residential 
neighborhoods. Long-time residents are moving out as a result, and the residential character of 
traditional neighborhoods is slowly being destroyed. 

The impacts of problematic short-term rentals on neighboring residents are felt in a number of ways: 

The Commercial Hotel Next Door: 
Commercial Activity in Residential Neighborhoods Houses that sleep 26 people are now present in what 
were once traditional neighborhoods. Because of the inability to regulate the duration of a renter’s stay, 
these houses could experience weekly, daily or even hourly turnover. Obviously, the constant turnover 
of renters creates a number of issues for cities, counties, and neighboring property owners. Prior to the 
preemption, local governments were able to regulate this activity through zoning. But if a city or county 
cannot “prohibit” these properties, they are powerless to exclude them from residential neighborhoods 
or regulate them. As a result, investors, many of whom are located out of state or even in a different 
country, have purchased or built single-family homes with the sole intent of turning them into short-
term rentals. 

Cities use zoning as a tool to prepare for their future growth and also use it to control where commercial 
and residential properties are located. Hotels have different infrastructure needs than single-family 
residential properties. As residential neighborhoods are developed, the infrastructure installed is 

Objection
Vacation Rentals
(Submitted by 
Ayn Samuelson 11/4/20)

35



designed for the future use of the properties. Many neighborhoods have infrastructure in place with 
capacity for up to eight people per house. Now there are houses in these very same neighborhoods that 
sleep more people than the number originally planned for, placing a significant strain on existing 
infrastructure. 
 
Noise Complaints: 
In areas where short-term rentals are situated, many neighboring residents complain of the noise 
generated by the vacationing renters next door. When people go on vacation, often their behavior 
changes. They may stay awake later, consume more alcoholic beverages throughout the day, or 
participate in recreational activities that they would not participate in while at their own homes, such 
as swimming at midnight with music blaring. For those homes located near water, a lake or the ocean, 
it is important to note that sound travels easily over water – and residents located hundreds of yards 
away may be the ones calling and complaining to the police and their local elected officials. Some cities 
have noise ordinances, but these have proved problematic to enforce. Many times after the police arrive 
at a residence, the noise dies down. These renters may leave the next day with new ones replacing 
them. The new renters are often unaware of the noise ordinance or past complaints and may cause the 
same problems. The out-of-state property owner may not even be aware of the problems created by 
their renters and with the constant turnover. The problem temporarily ends as one renter leaves and 
begins again as new renters arrive. This causes a significant drain on law enforcement resources. When 
law enforcement officers are called to respond to noise complaints, one less officer is on the street 
either preventing or solving crimes. 
 
Parking: 
Many short-term rentals are located in single-family neighborhoods. In most cases, the driveway was 
built to accommodate two or three vehicles. When you now have a renovated house that acts as a small 
hotel, there will be more than three cars needed to get these renters to the property. This leads to cars 
that are parked on the street, making it difficult for emergency vehicles to respond to emergencies and 
causes increased response times in these neighborhoods. Cities have begun to adopt ordinances 
creating parking standards for short-term rental properties. Unfortunately, these ordinances only solve 
the parking issue but fail to address any of the other issues created by this commercial activity in 
residential areas. 
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Resort Dwellings Ordinance: Protecting Communities Against  the  Hotel Next Door 
Ayn Samuelson president of South Patrick Residents Association & residential rental owner 

• SPRA supports our existing ordinance that has been a fair law for the unincorporated area
for 15 years. It’s already the law.

• A Pandora’s box of unintended consequences will be unleashed if the current resort
dwelling ordinance is modified, as it’s grandfathered-in to support local control over Resort
dwelling zoning since 2006, when SPRA helped lead the initiative to protect residential
property rights throughout the county. It’s unthinkable that the zoning protections we
currently have, and expect to continue, could be ripped away under the guise of property
rights.

• This well-crafted ordinance created a balance of property uses in different locations. This is
the type of zoning that citizens expect, and one that seeks to ensure the opportunity for
different types of property ownership. It works in favor of property rights, not stopping fast-
money, transient rentals, but properly directing it to be located in areas that do not
negatively impact our long-term, family-based communities. “Zoning laws are created for
the simple purpose of protecting the health, safety and general welfare of the people as
relates to land use.” Without fair zoning laws, the burden of protection shifts to the  citizens
themselves, and causes an imbalance in favor of short-term property ownership, especially
on the barrier island.

• There are 15 years of lawful protections under which we have purchased our homesteads
and improved our properties, along with the investment of time and commitment to
supporting schools, engaging in civic activity, and caring for our children and seniors. If
changed, there would be no other comparable law to protect our established property
rights, because the 2011 state law prohibits local control to properly regulate
vacation/resort dwellings going forward.

• Facts & Evidence: There will be serious impacts on our residential communities
◦ Deleterious impact on the heath, safety, and welfare of our communities with the

shift of property ownership away from local ownership and management to: hedge
funds, out of state owners, Airbnb and Vrbo influence, and offsite management that
creates a nightmare for residents, code enforcement and Sheriff’s deputies who will be
doomed to fail residents, without this law to support them. They will be chasing short
term rental impacts and fail in enforcement and the resolution of problems.

◦ A reduction in affordable housing will occur (Emory Law), yet, the County actively
supports affordable housing with tax dollars and the Housing and Human Services Dept.
This is a glaring contradiction, as we know there is a shortage of such housing.

◦ Safety, and security will be eroded with strangers and transients, who are here to
vacation/party, moving weekly in and out of our neighborhoods and creating disruption. 
The hotel next door is incompatible with the character of our residential communities,
and would increase fear for safety.

◦ Have you lived near a resort dwelling and experienced a version of the movie Animal
House? I have. Instead of vacationing in a legit hotel, people bring their partying, friends,
and animals to neighborhoods, often exhibiting behavior that would not be tolerated in
a managed hotel, where help is available and accountable.

◦ Examples: 14 people vacationing with animals, cars taking over the street; destination
wedding; partying late at night; N. Waterway Estates - Skylark, Penguin, Cardinal,
Sandpiper; Moorings HOA. Serious violations were reported and cured under the
existing ordinance, that would be not be achievable without the existing ordinance.
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◦ All unincorporated residents, including HOAs would be impacted without this law to 
back them up. We would all be left without the current, long-standing law and county 
protection. Will the unincorporated area become a second-class location in which to live 
in comparison with those who are protected by city ordinances? 

◦ It is within the County’s purview and responsibility not to allow additional hazards 
to be introduced that impact residents’ health and safety, or to change the essential 
character of our neighborhoods. In fact, it is their obligation to protect, if possible. The 
county made a sound decision in 2006 when this ordinance was crafted with a local law 
that provides opportunities for different categories of property ownership and 
appropriate locations for all types of property owners. New developments can craft a 
PUD, and with approval from the BOCC, sections can be allowed for multi-family and 
resort dwellings. But “dropping in” vacation rentals into established neighborhoods is 
not legitimate. 

◦ We  seek to protect what we value, and we value our homesteads and communities, as 
well as balanced property rights under the current 2006 Resort dwelling sections (Sec. 
62-1841.5.5.; Sec. 62-1945.2.,  Sec. 62-1102. with regard to location and performance 
standards, and the 90 day rental requirement in our residential neighborhoods.) 

◦ Do not open Pandora’s box. Rather leave the Legacy of balanced property rights intact. 
 
What can be done under the existing ordinance sections:: 

• Rent a property for more than 90 days for longer term vacationers in residential areas. 
• Develop a new PUD with specific areas allowing multi-family and resort dwellings. 
• Rent a dwelling as a vacation rental in currently designated zoning areas. 

 
*Preponderance of evidence supports that the current ordinance remain intact, as written. 

• It is even-handed for all types of property owners, allowing both, ensuring that zoning laws 
are applied in a reasonable manner in addressing incompatible uses. 

• Limits the “hotel next door” and promotes the county’s responsibility for the health, safety, 
and welfare of residents. 

• Addresses staff issues of being able to rely on the existing law to efficiently resolve issues 
and allows more effective use of time for staff and Sheriff’s deputies, and their safety. 

• Consistency in continuing the expectation of protection afforded by the existing Resort 
dwelling ordinance. If not, residents in the unincorporated area will be left to fend for 
themselves  without the county law for protection. 

• Residents have experienced negative impacts, and to my knowledge, none have been 
considered positive, regarding excessive numbers of cars and people, partying at all hours, 
strangers, animals, and no supervision/management. Fast money without the responsibility 
is not compatible in our residential communities. 
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From: Elmore, Amanda T
To: Jones, Jennifer
Subject: FW: dwelling/vacation rentals
Date: Thursday, November 5, 2020 8:23:36 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Amanda Elmore
Interim Assistant Director
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, C-201
Viera, Florida 32940
New Direct Line (As of 7/21/2020): (321) 307-8996
New Internal Extension: 58996
e-mail: amanda.elmore@brevardfl.gov
website: https://www.brevardfl.gov/PlanningDev

From: Abbate, Frank B 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:52 AM
To: Calkins, Tad <tad.calkins@brevardfl.gov>; Elmore, Amanda T <Amanda.Elmore@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: FW: dwelling/vacation rentals

Tad and Amanda (Don Walker here on Frank’s computer) Frank wanted me to send you copies of
other emails he’s received in reference to Vacation Rentals. If you receive additional emails from
Frank on this issue (today) suffice to say those are emails I’m forwarding to you at his request.

Don

From: Krissy Willer <krissywiller@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:30 AM
To: Abbate, Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: dwelling/vacation rentals

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





I live in South Melbourne Beach.  This area is actually in county ordinance.  I do not agree with
neighborhoods having vacation rentals.  This will change our area and I do not want my little
neighborhood to change.  Here are some reasons why this will be bad for our area:

1) Higher probability of increased crime from different strangers living next door daily, without concern
whether they are of questionable backgrounds or even "registered" in their hometown.
2) Pop-up parties, weddings, re-unions, fraternity parties, etc (think, "animal house" at its worst) 
3) Effectively changing your residential zoning to the commercial hotel and resort category.
4) Absentee management, most likely from out-of-state, out-of-country or corporate ownership.
5) Inability to confront your neighbor about common concerns.
6) Statistically more visits of Police and Code Enforcement officers to the property next door. 
South Melbourne Beach is a very special place and allowing dwelling/vacation rentals will change this
area for the worst.  Thank you for your time.
Krissy Willer
(321)432-4807
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From: Abbate, Frank B
To: Calkins, Tad; Elmore, Amanda T
Subject: FW: Resort Dwellings
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 10:09:09 AM

From: Roberta Crapo <r.crapo@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2020 1:08 PM
To: Abbate, Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Resort Dwellings

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

Please do not vote to allow our unincorporated neighborhood to change into
unrestricted Dwellings.
We value knowing our neighbors and having 90 day or longer rentals.
Regards
Roberta Crapo
117 Caledonia Drive
Melbourne Beach, FL 32951
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From: Abbate, Frank B
To: Calkins, Tad; Elmore, Amanda T
Subject: FW: Keeping South Brevard a community
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:55:36 AM

From: Carolina Luger <chiniluger@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 8:58 PM
To: Abbate, Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Keeping South Brevard a community

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

My family and I live in a great community where we know our neighbors, where our daughter rides
her bicycle in the neighborhood knowing that she is safe. Our small community works towards a
better place for our children and for a better future. Approving short term rentals will bring change
irreversible to our way of life. Not to mention disturbing our beaches, not respecting the sense of a
small community, not knowing who is living next to you. Also, the people that want to rent their
places don’t reside here 365 days a year. Can you please tell us what is your position in this
matter?.I’m voting in the next 21 days and I want to know who we can trust.

Sincerely,
Carolina L.
Floridana Beach 
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From: Abbate, Frank B
To: Calkins, Tad; Elmore, Amanda T
Subject: FW: Vacation Rentals in the South Beaches
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 10:03:01 AM

From: Noreen Williams <nwilliams1955@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 1:48 PM
To: Commissioner, D4 <D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D3
<d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D2 <D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D5
<D5.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Abbate, Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Vacation Rentals in the South Beaches

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

Dear Commissioners:

In the past two weeks, I have been hearing many people urging that we not reelect Mr. Tobia as
county commissioner.  The reason being is that he is promoting vacation rental properties in the
South Beaches.  I pray that this is not true (although it seems that it is true) since I already cast my
vote for Mr. Tobia.  At any rate, I could not have voted for Mr. Patel.   Whoever has a vote in
preventing our community from being ruined by short term rentals, please listen to us. 

My experience comes from my monthly visits to the Florida Gulf Coast community of Anna Maria
Island.  My parents lived there for decades and my sister and brother-in-law own the iconic West
Coast Surf Shop, which has been in business since 1964.   I have watched the island change from
original cottages and generations of families to ostentatious mansions, whose owners are not in
residence, but instead rented out like hotels.  Parking and traffic nightmares and overflowing
garbage are the least of the problems.  There are so few permanent residents/families that the
elementary school must bus in children from other areas just to have enough students to fill the
classrooms.  Local businesses have difficulty getting employees because the traffic to get on the
island during the season means it takes over an hour to travel less than a dozen miles.  People who
work on the island cannot afford to live there as there are limited long term housing options
available.  I used to love visiting family on the Island, but came to dread it over the last ten years. 
Since my parents died, and their house was sold and demolished, I have been back once.  The next
time I return, there will undoubtedly be a giant vacation rental on the property in a neighborhood
that was once a residential community where the neighbors knew each other and got together
regularly for community events.

There is a difference between Anna Maria and the South Beaches.  Anna Maria has more
commercial businesses than the South Beaches, so it is good for the businesses having all the
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changeover of people.  (I know the surf shop’s locals no longer live on the island and are not the
customer base the shop relies on to make a living)  However, in the South Beaches, we have very
few, if any, commercial businesses relying on constant turn over of tourists for business.  This is
another reason why we do not need to ruin paradise with short term rentals.
 
I look forward to hearing from you regarding what stand you take and what you plan to do.  I have
many friends who have not yet voted.
 
Best Regards,
Noreen Williams
6400 Floridana Ave.  Melbourne Beach, FL   32951
FLORIDANA BEACH
 

Noreen Williams
MS, RD, CDCES, BC-ADM
321-615-1901
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From: Abbate, Frank B
To: Calkins, Tad; Elmore, Amanda T
Subject: FW: NO SHORT TERM RENTALS PLEASE
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 10:02:01 AM

From: ariel van <sleepingwillowmoon@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 2:08 PM
To: Commissioner, D4 <D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D3
<d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D2 <D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D5
<D5.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Abbate, Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: NO SHORT TERM RENTALS PLEASE

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

Please do not allow short term rentals in our neighborhoods. Here in Melbourne Beach, Floridana
Beach we have suffered enough already seeing the dunes and turtle nests destroyed - areas which
are SUPPOSED to be protected. These renters shoot off fireworks late into the night, create loud
noise and cause havoc. We have constant issues with renters leaving litter, frightening off sea turtles
(trying to take pics as they lay eggs). In addition they leave large glaring lights on the beach during
nesting season. When the owners are contacted they do nothing. Where is the accountability for this
destruction? We have lost so many hatchlings, many wandering in the wrong direction across A1A! 
Can there be no end to the destruction? The turtles, dunes and environment need to be taken into
consideration even if you could care less about the humans (actual residents) trying to live here and
pay property taxes.
PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW SHORT TERM RENTALS!
Can't wait to bring more COVID in I suppose?  Great then who is going to pay the taxes when
everyone is gone? Who is going to come to the beach when it is contaminated?  If you want these
types around then let them come during red tide so they can experience first hand an environment
tainted by unacceptable choices and behaviors like their own.
I know you will find this hard to believe but years ago when I first moved to FL we had birds on the
trees - all white and beautiful like paradise! How beautiful it was once upon a time.
Thank you,
V. Van Haltern, Floridana Beach
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From: Abbate, Frank B
To: Calkins, Tad; Elmore, Amanda T
Subject: FW: I am against Vacation Rentals
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:59:55 AM

From: YuriW <g.yuriw@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 3:46 PM
To: Abbate, Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: I am against Vacation Rentals

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

Dear Commissioner,

I am completely against Vacation Rentals in our neighborhoods, they are damaging our way of life
and  they are affecting our dunes and the turtles.

I am a long time Floridana resident and I never miss voting.

Thank you,

Yuri Weinstein
6550 Floridana Ave
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From: Abbate, Frank B
To: Calkins, Tad; Elmore, Amanda T
Subject: FW: Short term rentals
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:58:10 AM

From: Seth Ferriell <saferriell@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 6:59 PM
To: D1.commissioner@brevardfl.govone; Commissioner, D2 <D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
Commissioner, D4 <D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D5
<D5.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D3 <d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Abbate,
Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Subject: Short term rentals

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

I am in opposition to any changes to the short term rental policies in the county. Opposition to any
changes is overwhelming among my neighbors for traffic, noise and dune damage reasons. In
today’s environment any changes would also be met with legal challenges and I am against wasting
county resources to defend such litigation. Please vote no on any proposals to allow nightly and
short term rentals.

Sincerely
Seth Ferriell
6466 Floridana Ave
Melbourne Beach FL 32951
865-804-4483
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From: Abbate, Frank B
To: Calkins, Tad; Elmore, Amanda T
Subject: FW: Another Bad Tobia Proposal
Date: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:57:07 AM

From: helen stamatacos <hnstamatacos@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 7:48 PM
To: Commissioner, D4 <D4.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D3
<d3.commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D2 <D2.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>;
Commissioner, D1 <D1.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Commissioner, D5
<D5.Commissioner@brevardfl.gov>; Abbate, Frank B <Frank.Abbate@brevardfl.gov>
Cc: Charlie Magal <cmagal@yahoo.com>
Subject: Another Bad Tobia Proposal

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

Commissioners,

I implore you to please stop Mr. Tobias once again desire to ruin Brevard County. 

We do not want the continued degradation of our neighborhoods.  We live in South Brevard and have
watched a slow decline on what attracted us to this pristine oasis.  WOW, let's give any one the
opportunity to allow total strangers into our neighborhood.  Why is it that protective laws that have been in
place are just thrown to the wayside????  

PLEASE DO NOT support Commissioner Tobia's proposal to allow Vacation Rentals into Brevard
County.

We are strongly against resort dwellings anywhere near our neighborhood or homes.

Sincerely,

Helen Stamatacos
Charles Magal, M.D.

9010 S A1A
Melbourne Beach, FL  32951
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