
MINUTES OF MEETING 

REUNION EAST 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 

 

 The regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the Reunion East Community 

Development District was held on Thursday, January 8, 2026 at 12:30 a.m. via Zoom 

Communication Media Technology and at the Heritage Crossing Community Center (HCCC), 

7715 Heritage Crossing Way, Reunion, Florida. 

 

 Present and constituting a quorum:  

 

 Mark Greenstein Chairman 

 Trudy Hobbs Vice Chairperson 

 June Wispelwey Assistant Secretary 

 Diane Davis Assistant Secretary 

 John Magnusson Assistant Secretary 

 

 

 Also present were: 

 

 

 Tricia Adams District Manager 

 Kristen Trucco District Counsel 

 James Curley District Engineer 

 Alan Scheerer  Field Manager 

 Victor Vargas Reunion Security 

 Garrett Heugel Yellowstone 

 Billy Dove (via Zoom) Gray Robinson 

   

 Residents 

 

 The following is a summary of the discussions and actions taken at the January 8, 2026 

Reunion East Community Development District Board of Supervisors meeting. 

 

FIRST ORDER OF BUSINESS  Roll Call 

Ms. Adams called the meeting to order at 12:30 p.m. and called the roll. All Supervisors 

were present.  

• Eminent Domain Update 

Ms. Adams recalled at last month’s meeting, the Board requested an update on the eminent 

domain proceedings. As a result of that request, District Counsel coordinated with Special 

Counsel for Mr. Billy Dove of Gray Robinson to attend today's meeting via Zoom. An update 
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was also provided via electronic mail, which was distributed by District Counsel yesterday 

evening. Mr. Dove appreciated the time and opportunity to speak with the Board regarding the 

process on some of the eminent domain parcels. The table that was provided to the Board showed 

a breakdown of the parcel numbers that the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) was 

looking at, which were owned by the CDD and either entered eminent domain litigation or were 

nearing their involvement in that litigation. Ms. Trucco thanked Mr. Dove for calling in due to 

the fairly short notice. Mr. Dove pointed out that there were some changes throughout the process 

by FDOT to many of these parcels as some were withdrawn or redesigned, such as Parcel 111, 

which was withdrawn after the suit was filed. Ms. Adams recalled that the Reunion West CDD 

Board of Supervisors questioned whether or not it was standard for legal proceedings to begin on 

a government-to-government project, versus negotiating the parcel cost through routine 

communication channels. Mr. Dove explained that negotiations always take place prior to 

litigation, as they were required by law to have a period of time to engage in some form of 

negotiations. Procedurally, from a legal aspect, they were required to send an offer and appraisal. 

The challenge that they ran into with these parcels was that FDOT frequently, on this project, 

stated that they needed a parcel and then two months later no longer needed it or they changed it 

from a fee simple acquisition to an easement.  

Ms. Davis wanted to understand how detailed the process was and the difference for a 

drainage easement. Mr. Dove explained that there would be more involvement from the engineers 

on the drainage easement, but the size and location of the parcel in question effects FDOT taking 

that parcel and applying their plans. This was where they must have a strategy in place on how to 

approach FDOT in terms of either fixing the problem or compensating the CDD to fix it or some 

other solution. Lawsuits would be filed against the fee owner principally and they must work with 

the fee owner, in order to protect the CDD’s interest. Mr. Greenstein questioned who the fee 

owner was. Ms. Trucco explained that if someone else owned the tract, they were called the fee 

simple owner. The CDD might have a drainage easement over someone else’s property, but that 

drainage easement could be impacted by FDOT and the CDD needed to ensure that they were 

preserving what they needed in that drainage easement or the piece that the State would take. In 

that case, Mr. Dove was working in conjunction with the District Engineer to ensure that it did 

not impede their ability to drain the water, which the CDD had the right to do under the drainage 

easement. Mr. Greenstein questioned how far they were into this process and the target date based 

upon the project plan for I-4. Mr. Dove indicated that it was identified in the table. It was hard to 
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pinpoint a date, as some would be done sooner than others, but he hoped to resolve the lions share 

in late Spring and into Summer. They were trying to resolve as many as they could, as quickly as 

they could. Mr. Greenstein just wanted to get a general idea since the project plan was accelerated, 

which they were happy to see as these issues needed to be resolved before FDOT could complete 

the development of their plan.  

Mr. Dove explained that in the eminent domain process, the litigation process begins when 

the lawsuit was filed and the parties were served with the complaint. One of the first things that 

would happen was that FDOT would move for an order of taking hearing. Then there were some 

procedural elements that must be met and once FDOT satisfied those elements, FDOT would be 

required to pay the money that they provided in their first offer into the registry of the court within 

20 days of the hearing. The court would then enter into an order of taking and FDOT would take 

possession and ownership of that property and continue with their project. Therefore, it was in 

their interest to negotiate with them, as they were inclined to move fairly quickly. Mr. Greenstein 

asked if there was any differentiation between east and west, as most of the construction was 

occurring on the east side. Mr. Dove indicated that it was dependent on the needs of a particular 

parcel. Some parcels may be connected to stormwater drainage, which most of the parcels were 

and there may be different basin requirements on the east side versus west side. Ms. Davis pointed 

out that there was a great deal of interest on the water drainage from the height of the connector, 

as it comes down to the land and how that would affect ponding and questioned whether that was 

out of the scope of this discussion. Mr. Dove explained that these were the considerations that 

they were looking into with the engineers and the FDOT design team. FDOT has been 

forthcoming with information and were trying to be helpful in getting to a solution so the CDD 

would not be in that situation once the road was built. 

 

SECOND ORDER OF BUSINESS Public Comment Period  

Ms. Adams opened the public comment period. Mr. Steve Goldstein, a former Supervisor 

and resident of Reunion, hoped that the Board would take action today on the parking spots in 

front of the playground and mailbox kiosk areas. It appears looking at the HOA documents, the 

playground or mailbox kiosk areas had a maximum of 60-minute parking and there seems to be 

a dispute on what the three parking places were on Euston Drive in front of the park and 

playground. He requested that it be designated as 24-hour overnight parking, as there was no other 
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parking and people were parking there for five days. There being no further comments, Ms. 

Adams closed the public comment period. 

 

THIRD ORDER OF BUSINESS Approval of the Minutes of the November 

13, 2025 and December 11, 2025 Board of 

Supervisors Meetings 

 Ms. Adams presented the minutes of the November 13, 2025 and December 11, 2025 

Board of Supervisors meetings, a draft of which were reviewed by the District Manager and 

District Counsel and were included in the agenda package. Meeting corrections for the November 

13, 2025 joint meeting were provided from both the Reunion West and Reunion East CDD 

Boards, which were incorporated. At the Reunion West CDD meeting, Mr. Greenstein clarified 

that Mr. Jack Gaskins was with the Special District Accountability Program. Corrections were 

provided by Mr. Greenstein and Ms. Wispelwey for the December 11, 2025 meeting minutes. 

There was a correction on Page 3, to correct the language to bring all of the lights up to standard 

with a commercially recommended light package. There was also minor correction on Page 9, to 

change the phrase to, “Ms. Wispelwey asked which trees were approved for the roads in 

Reunion.” On Page 8, Mr. Greenstein did not make the statement about the radar sign being close 

to the speed hump and this would be removed. On Page 3, in the third paragraph, the proposal did 

not include the unit pricing. Ms. Davis did not want to approve the minutes, as she did not have 

time to review them. Ms. Adams pointed out minutes were provided December 30th, which was 

more than one week in advance of the meeting. Ms. Davis pointed out that with holidays, the 

minutes were provided only 4 business days in advance. Mr. Greenstein felt that the minutes 

overall represented what was discussed. The majority of Board Members reviewed them and there 

were months when he did not have time to review the minutes and relied on others to make 

corrections. Therefore, he was in favor of approving the minutes. 

 

On MOTION by Ms. Hobbs seconded by Mr. Greenstein with Mr. 

Magnusson, Ms. Wispelwey, Ms. Hobbs and Mr. Greenstein in 

favor and Ms. Davis dissenting, the Minutes of the November 13, 

2025 and December 11, 2025 Board of Supervisors Meetings were 

approved as amended. (Motion Passed 4-1) 
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FOURTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Review of Reunion East Parking Rules 

and Time Restricted Parking at Reunion 

West Playground 

Ms. Adams recalled at the last meeting, there was Board discussion following the public 

comment period when it was brought to the attention of the Board that the parking spaces on 

Euston Drive, near the playground, should be considered playground parking spaces with time 

restricted parking. Ultimately, the Board wanted to consider this further. The request was to bring 

back the recently adopted Parking Rules, which were amended and restated in October 2025 for 

further Board review. The Board also wanted to look at the language for Reunion West Parking 

Rules regarding the parking spaces near the playground on Valhalla Terrace. Ms. Adams noted 

Reunion West Parking Rules restricted the parking spaces for the playground to 60 minutes and 

the mail kiosk to 15 minutes. Ms. Adams noted she received an email from Ms. Davis regarding 

an administrative correction to the Parking Map. She asked Mr. Curley to discuss any 

administrative corrections that needed to be made because of Ms. Davis’s email. Mr. Curley 

pointed out that there was one map showing where Excitement Drive and Gathering Drive split. 

One map marked it off completely as no parking and one did not and he made a correction to 

show it on both maps as no parking in the entire island area. Ms. Adams requested that Mr. Curley 

provide those maps to her office so staff could swap out the pages on the Parking Rules, as it was 

only an administrative correction to the map and not a change to the Parking Rules. 

Ms. Davis pointed out that there was an area on Euston Drive, where people parked within 

20 to 30 feet of the intersection. Mr. Scheerer explained that down Excitement Drive from Titian 

Court, making a right on Euston Drive, the entire right side of Euston Drive all the way down to 

Excitement Drive was no parking. On the left side of Excitement Drive and the first parallel 

parking space, parking was allowed but at the direction of the Board, they were asked to get 

pricing to place 30 feet of yellow paint to only allow parking beyond that yellow paint stripe. 

There was no discussion to make that area no parking. The only thing that they would be doing 

at this point, once Mr. Scheerer received direction and the numbers from Fausnight Stripe and 

Line (Fausnight), was to do striping along the fire hydrants and stop bars. Ms. Davis felt that was 

consistent and thanked Mr. Scheerer for doing this. Ms. Adams explained that the concern was 

brought to the Board’s attention, because the current rules define an abandoned vehicle as one 

that was left for five days or longer. On Euston Drive, there were neighbor to neighbor conflicts, 

as people who owned oversized vehicles were using CDD parking spaces for up to five days 

without moving the vehicle which frustrated neighbors. Ms. Hobbs asked if they designated the 
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parking spaces at the other entrance to the park as parking for the park and whether they must 

have another public hearing. Ms. Adams replied affirmatively, as they must amend the Parking 

Rules to include time restricted parking at the playground parking so that vehicles could be towed 

after and time restricted parking locations must be identified on the map.  

Ms. Wispelwey pointed out that they did not yet have this issue at the Homestead pool, 

but they could have this issue because they were taking away some dangerous parking on the 

curve which meant that people could not park on either side and assumed that people would utilize 

the pool parking. This would create a problem, as people using the pool used this parking and it 

might get used more than the people using the playground. Therefore, it made sense for people to 

use it for overnight parking, but during the day using it for pool parking. Mr. Greenstein 

questioned how long pool parking should be allowed as she was forecasting an issue that would 

surface soon. He felt that the Board was taking the right action by having no parking on the other 

side, as people were not behaving the way they should and making it a dangerous situation, but 

the effect of that would be that people would be utilizing those parking spots and the pool was 

open until 11:00 p.m. Ms. Hobbs felt they may have to end up allowing people to park there for 

a maximum of three hours instead of parking there between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Ms. 

Wispelwey suggested allowing parking for 24 hours and seeing what happens and if it worked, 

there was no need to restrict it further. Ms. Davis felt it was more effective to place a sign on the 

parking spots in addition to posting a sign on the mail kiosk. Mr. Scheerer pointed out that they 

had space for signage and where they were required by the State, they would install the signage.  

Mr. Greenstein asked if the spots Ms. Davis was referring to were the mail kiosk on Euston 

Drive, close to Excitement Drive. Ms. Davis replied affirmatively. Mr. Greenstein noticed that it 

was painted, but the ones at Homestead were not painted yet and it would make a difference. Ms. 

Hobbs agreed because when there was paint on the street it could not be missed, so even if they 

had to post a sign, it was probably worth painting the space. Ms. Wispelwey questioned what 

other pools were in similar situations. Mr. Scheerer confirmed that Homestead was the only one, 

as at The Terraces there was parking around the island and at Heritage Crossing, the pools were 

behind the condos. Ms. Adams asked if Board Members wanted three hours maximum parking. 

Ms. Wispelwey preferred 24 hours and if that did not work, they would go with less. Ms. Hobbs 

asked if it would be easier for Mr. Vargas to enforce if it was 24 hours as opposed to three hours. 

Mr. Vargas offered to try it. Ms. Davis pointed out that there would be 24-hour parking at the 

Homestead pool and the Euston Drive playground. Ms. Hobbs recalled at one end, there was 
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maximum parking of 60 minutes and asked if it should be 24 hours at the other end. Ms. 

Wispelwey would make it the same. Ms. Hobbs felt that it was a good idea to put a time restriction 

on the parking, as the parking at the kiosk and the ones at the top were there specifically for that 

park area and people should not be parking there long-term. Mr. Greenstein believed that 

restricting the parking for 24 hours was a starting point. 

Ms. Adams opened a public comment period. Mr. Steve Goldstein, a former Supervisor 

and resident of Reunion, thanked the Board for discussing this matter and felt that they were on 

the right track. He agreed with restricting the parking for 24 hours, as it would deter people, but 

if it did not work, proposed going to 12 hours and then to six hours. There being no further 

comments, Ms. Adams closed the public comment period. Ms. Davis suggested leaving one space 

at the mail kiosk for park parking so there was not so much constriction because she did not see 

many people at the playground all at once. Ms. Hobbs pointed out that this was why they would 

start with 24 hours, to provide room for people who wanted to go to the park and people parking 

overnight. It would stop someone from parking there for five days. Ms. Adams indicated if the 

Board wanted to make this change at the soonest time possible, they were required to do a 35- 

and 28-day legal notice and the soonest they could have a rule hearing would be at the March 

meeting. Alternatively, they could have Mr. Curley revise the parking maps to show where the 

24-hour parking was, review it at the next meeting and there could be a resolution setting the 

public hearing for the April meeting. Mr. Greenstein preferred setting the public hearing for the 

March meeting.  

 

On MOTION by Ms. Hobbs seconded by Mr. Magnusson with all 

in favor setting a public hearing to amend and restate the Parking 

Rules for March 12, 2026 at 12:30 p.m. was approved. 

 

FIFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Sale or Repurpose of The 

Stables 

Ms. Adams recalled that the Board had a long standing interest in better utilizing The 

Stables. It was constructed as a horse stable but ultimately was never used for that purpose. Over 

the years, it has been used for storage and there was some office space for field operations staff. 

However, the Board recognized that it was a parcel that has value and perhaps there might be 

some benefit to the District either selling the parcel or repurposing the parcel either as an amenity 

or some other purpose. The District has been approached by short term rental management firms 

who are interested in leasing this space. The Board was not required to enter into a permanent 
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decision at this time but based on the direction that the Board wants to go, there were several 

different ways to go. The Board could sell the parcel, repurpose the parcel as an amenity or do 

something short term and non-permanent, such as potentially determining the feasibility of a 

commercial lease, to at least cover the expenses for that building. The purpose of today’s 

discussion was to get feedback from the Board. In November, the Chairman requested a quick 

table to use as a reference, which was included in the agenda package and included some of the 

costs associated with the current maintenance of the stables, some of which were budgeted or not 

budgeted because they were currently not utilized. For example, custodial and pest control were 

handled by field operations staff. Ms. Wispelwey noted that they needed a new roof. Ms. Adams 

confirmed that the roof was not in excellent condition and did not have a long-life. Mr. Greenstein 

agreed that they should factor in the cost to replace the roof; however, there were some treatments 

that could expand the life of a roof. 

Mr. Greenstein believed that they were talking about $2,000 or less to maintain The 

Stables, which was why he wanted to consider a lease approach. In addition, there was a long 

history of misuse, as the Management Services Agreement (MSA) was for both buildings and 

during that time the Resort would use the building for storage. Ms. Adams confirmed that the 

Resort may be interested in storage and if the Board was interested in leasing the property, they 

would need to look at a comparable square foot retail rate for lease space for storage. Ms. 

Wispelwey suggested starting with the endgame in mind, which was to use it as an amenity or 

sell it. The last time that they discussed this, she heard someone say that the market was not great 

and they should do something with it in the interim. However, if they were going to use it as an 

amenity, leasing it out as storage would not get them to their endgame. She was in favor of selling 

it, as they were not using it and some ideas have come along, such as using it as a quaint social 

gathering place, as a pickleball club or recreation center or something that the resort might be 

interested in. That was on the amenity side, but on the sales side, they could lease it for a while 

with the idea of selling it when the market was better. Ms. Hobbs was concerned about the amount 

of money that they would have to spend get it to the point of where they could use it like a Gym, 

because there were stables. Mr. Greenstein agreed, as it was a non-conditioned space. 

Mr. Magnusson wondered with the price of the roof replacement, whether it was better to 

tear it down and put up pickleball courts or something that would be a low maintenance item. Ms. 

Trucco suggested that the Board have someone come out and provide an estimate to replace the 

roof. Mr. Scheerer recalled that the cost of a roof in 2024 was $38,000. Ms. Davis indicated if 
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they used it for storage, there could be damage to it that was not there now and wear and tear 

could occur, which could devalue it and liked the idea of offsetting their cost in the interim 

because they were just sitting there paying the maintenance costs. Mr. Greenstein pointed out that 

there was also a need for overflow parking. Ms. Wispelwey felt that it was great for the Resort to 

have overflow parking there. Ms. Adams pointed out if the District does sell the parcel, the Board 

would lose control over the use. If the Board wants to control future use, they could have a long-

term lease. Mr. Greenstein questioned whether or not the Board needed to have control over it as 

over the years there were two or three attempts to come up with ideas on how to repurpose that 

building and they never really had anything that would be at the top of the list. There were all 

kinds of possibilities and the main thing was that according to the Bond Trustee, there were no 

bond related issues and no bonds needed to be redeemed in order to sell the property. However, 

what limited its attractiveness was the lack of access, as they had to come through the gate to get 

to that facility. Then there would be a security issue as a road would be going directly into the 

resort and bypassing security but financially, for the short-term, Mr. Greenstein felt that it made 

sense to eliminate this cost. 

Mr. Greenstein questioned how they go forward with the concept of a lease situation or 

purchase. Ms. Adams indicated that there were professional real estate agents that could represent 

the project and provide a proposal to represent the District for a potential lease or sale if the 

District is interested in going that route. Ms. Hobbs liked the concept of leasing, particularly if 

they were leasing to a property management company that was onsite and to have in the lease that 

any changes that they made or damages, they would be responsible for repairing or paying the 

CDD for the repairs, which could potentially lead to a sale. Mr. Greenstein pointed out that there 

may be easy changes that could be made by a prospective lessee to make the space better suit 

their needs. He would not like to demolish the actual stalls because the wood alone, fittings and 

trim were worth something. Ms. Hobbs recalled that the building won an award and was featured 

in Architectural Digest. She did not like that if they sell it, they will not have control over it. Ms. 

Trucco pointed out that they could sell the property with a use restriction or record an easement 

over the property and then sell it, as the easement would run with the property. Mr. Greenstein 

noted that the property was still within the confines of the Resort and the covenants from the 

Master Association would still apply.  

Ms. Davis asked if they could disassemble The Stables materials and repurpose or sell 

them. Mr. Greenstein pointed out that it depends on how much could be disassembled. Mr. 
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Scheerer suggested having someone from Barnwood Builders to take a look at it and see if the 

wood could be repurposed. Ms. Wispelwey felt that it was an interesting idea, as they would never 

use it as a stable. There was Board consensus in exploring the feasibility of a lease and Ms. Adams 

would bring back a memorandum of feasibility for the Board’s review. Ms. Adams pointed out 

that there has always been the concern over public versus private use and questioned whether 

District Counsel had any feedback for the record. Ms. Trucco indicated if Ms. Adams was 

planning to bring a memorandum of feasibility for leasing and selling The Stables, she may have 

some feedback. When they were leasing, there was no restriction on private use, as there would 

be protections in the lease. The issue that they run into was when bonds were involved and they 

must have actual consideration exchanged for use of the public property by a private company. 

The same thing if they were to sell it, as fair market value would be considered. Ms. Trucco would 

provide some notes at the next meeting. Mr. Greenstein recalled at one point they took a closer 

look at the way that The Stables were structured and the stalls were a disassembly job. There was 

also the wash rack area which had a non-supporting wall that would have to be removed, but they 

could create a warehouse that looked good from the outside. Ms. Davis added there are companies 

who sell horse barns and reconstruct on buyer’s property. Ms. Adams asked if Ms. Trucco could 

characterize the difference, if the Board was interested in leasing versus selling. Ms. Trucco 

indicated in both scenarios, the best practice would be to provide public notice to seek proposals 

for a lease agreement with the CDD for The Stables but must look into the specifics. 

 

SIXTH ORDER OF BUSINESS  Staff Reports  

A. Attorney  

Ms. Trucco requested that Board Members reach out to her if they did not receive the 

email that she sent last night on the eminent domain update. The good news was that they received 

the final form of the Access Easement Agreement from Rowstar. Once it was signed, the CDD 

would receive $10,000 within 30 days and once the payment was received by the CDD, the option 

period of two years begins. If Rowstar decided to exercise the easement, which was a 50-year 

easement, the CDD would receive $95,000. If not, it would terminate on its own. Mr. Greenstein 

thought it was a six-figure number. Ms. Trucco confirmed that it was a six-figure number, as 

$95,000 plus $10,000, equated to $105,000. There was discussion at the last meeting about 

bringing back that a resolution to have a public hearing, as the Bond Trustee sent the CDD a 

demand letter several months ago. She would recommend some action on that at an upcoming 

Board meeting. As far as the mailbox kiosks, Ms. Trucco reached out to the developer to get 
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confirmation on whether permits were pulled for the kiosks in Reunion Village and if the county 

had approved the plans and the location, as there was coordination with USPS. She would 

continue to follow up and hoped to have an update at the next Board meeting. This was the perfect 

time to be addressing that, as there was also a pending requisition for infrastructure in Reunion 

Village.  

Ms. Trucco reported that they were also working on the Reunion Village guardhouse, as 

Mr. Scheerer had talked about setting up the Internet there, but was not able to do so unless the 

owner provides the address. All of the other tracks have been conveyed to the CDD, but where 

the guardhouse was located, it was a sliver parcel and there were some roadways around the 

guardhouse. As a result, she reached out to the developer, EHOF’s counsel to request that the 

parcel be deeded over and they had pointed out a provision in the declaration that the property 

was subject to. It stated that EHOF was required to convey it to the Reunion Resort and Club of 

Orlando Master Association after they completed it and it should be operated by the association 

in the same manner as all of the other existing perimeter guardhouses. They agreed to convey that 

over to the CDD, but the CDD must get the Master Association’s consent. In speaking with 

developer’s counsel, they indicated that there was a desire for the roads to eventually be private 

and proposed having a license or easement agreement, but first they needed Internet there. She 

requested that developer’s counsel speak to their client and she would bring everything back to 

the Board, so that the Board could discuss how to proceed. Ms. Wispelwey recalled when they 

first discussed this there were two conflicting documents, one showing that the property going to 

the CDD and the other document going to the HOA. Mr. Greenstein believed that it was an 

administrative error, as the declaration goes back to 2014 and there was a subsequent one because 

they operate the guardhouses the same exact way and they were paying the Master Association 

for security to include this guardhouse. They were trying to get this resolved for a while and still 

viewed it as an error that needed to be corrected and if the Association wants to own that 

guardhouse, the CDD would stop paying their share of the security costs. Ms. Trucco wanted to 

confirm this. 

Mr. Greenstein thanked Ms. Trucco for explaining this item. He felt that they could do 

practical things, such as the procedures that they use to inspect vehicles, which were being used 

at all the other gatehouses, including the Reunion Village gatehouse, regardless of whether the 

parcel that the building was sitting on was deeded to another entity. Ms. Trucco indicated that she 

spoke to a new lawyer for the developer who understood the situation, but the declaration still 
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states that it would control entry into the unrestricted roadways within Reunion situated within 

the perimeter guardhouses in the same manner as the existing perimeter guardhouses. Ms. Trucco 

pointed out that they were trying to resolve it as quickly and as inexpensively as possible, as there 

was shared interest among the landowners. The Board would have a choice when she brings back 

options. Mr. Greenstein spoke to other parties about this issue, hoping that they would just look 

at the administrative aspect of it, which was to get Internet into that building for the safety of the 

guards and the ease of prox card reading and operation of the arm. He appreciated everything that 

Ms. Trucco was doing to get that accomplished.  

 

B. Engineer 

Mr. Curley reported that he was still trying to get an update on the Old Lake Wilson Road 

widening, as he had not heard anything. Since it was the new year, the new stormwater rules have 

come into effect which were required by the South Florida Water Management District. It would 

not affect the CDD this year and would go into effect next year. They had to prepare a schedule 

and have the inspection checklist ready for when that time comes. Mr. Greenstein asked if the 

new requirements revolved around stormwater management and bridges. Mr. Curley indicated 

that it was mainly for operation and maintenance, as the Water Management District was 

concerned that many stormwater facilities were not being properly maintained. Ms. Wispelwey 

questioned whether the contractor for the 538 expansion went through environmental permitting. 

Mr. Curley had not seen anything but was sure that they had to go through this permitting. Ms. 

Wispelwey voiced concern that the impact to Carriage Pointe would be significant and wanted to 

understand that beforehand, as she anticipated pushback from residents. Mr. Greenstein pointed 

out that it should be publicly available information. Carriage Pointe residents would be impacted. 

The CDD pool area would be close to the road improvements. He hoped that the Master 

Association stands up for the residents that were closest to the roadway and figure out what was 

in the best interest of that community.  

Ms. Davis pointed out that they were forthcoming with information and heard from a few 

of them that they did impact studies. They did say that they had a big landscaping budget at the 

Reunion FDOT meeting and she asked if they would have architectural sound barriers, like in 

Arizona. Mr. Curley indicated that he tried to reach out to them to try to get information, but due 

to the holiday, people were out of the office. Mr. Greenstein pointed out that while the Board 

knew that this project was coming, the problem was in order to modify that path and take it away 

from Carriage Pointe, they were in the middle of the Columbia gas transmission facility and it 
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was expensive for them to alter the route. Therefore, this was a situation where they had no control 

over the route that they selected, but the impact of that decision was something that the Board 

could discuss. Ms. Wispelwey asked if the Resort and the HOA were doing anything. Ms. Adams 

had a letter pending to the HOA and would update the Board next month on their response. 

 

C. Field Manager Updates 

Mr. Scheerer reported that the small Gym at Seven Eagles was currently closed, as the 

breaker keeps tripping, which was unusual since they did not have any equipment that was 

plugged into anything. It also affected the mailroom next door, as there were no lights. Security 

was aware of it and an electrician was coming out as soon as possible. As a result, the Gym was 

closed for the time being. Mr. Greenstein assumed that there was an issue with the breaker. Mr. 

Scheerer felt that it had to do with the lighting circuit, as they reset the breaker and as soon as 

they turned on the lights, it tripped. It could be the fluorescent lights that were in the ceiling. The 

pressure washer was going through the community. Mulch was being installed. Irrigation repairs 

were ongoing. The new handicap lifts for The Terraces were complete. Yellowstone did a great 

job of running water to The Terraces bathrooms. There was pressure at both restrooms, everything 

was flushing and the water was working great. The pavilion restrooms would be done next. Mr. 

Greenstein asked if this was one of those situations where everything was working great but was 

not exactly sure what fixed it. Mr. Scheerer explained that there was one backflow that supplied 

potable water to the pool and pavilion bathrooms. What they did not know was where the lines 

cross. It could be caused by a gate valve that has been in the ground for 20 years because he had 

drawings that did not match anything and the best thing that they could do was remove it, run 

fresh water to Point A and a separate line to Point B. They would then have shutoffs for both. 

However, somewhere under the pavers out in the open field, there was a connection that may 

have failed due to a gate valve that may be partially closed. At the Carriage Pointe restrooms, 

there was a buried valve box that had a pressure problem, which ended up being resolved. The 

pavilion bathroom was not being used right now and they would run a pressure test on it, but if 

they needed to, they would open it up for any events. 

Mr. Scheerer reported that the new pool furniture was delivered. Multiple pool heaters 

were replaced. He had a meeting before the holidays with Fausnight to go over the no parking 

areas and striping. As soon as he had an estimate, he would bring it back to the Board. They 

received the environmental and development reviews for the fountain at Seven Eagles. Those 

have been approved, but they were still waiting on plumbing, electrical and zoning from the 
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county. As soon as it was received, they would proceed with the work. A handicap sidewalk ramp 

was added at the corner of Radiant Street and Gathering Court. He noticed another one on 

Gathering Drive and Gathering Loop, which he would get with the contractor on. Deck lights 

were repaired at some of the pools. They were currently in the process of auditing all of the 

landscape and emergency lighting, exit lights and building lights, at every swimming pool, as 

they wanted to get things fixed and working right for Spring Break. The fire sprinkler test 

occurred for The Stables and the community center. Multiple backflows were inspected and 

repaired. One thing that they were currently doing, in lieu of what was discussed earlier with The 

Stables, was to clean up the old records room. He was keeping every set of building plans for 

reference. Ms. Wispelwey asked if they thought about digitizing them. Mr. Scheerer confirmed 

that field staff were digitizing them. He was looking at what was relevant and would get with Mr. 

Curley. Some as-built irrigation drawings were provided to Yellowstone. 

Mr. Scheerer recalled an earlier conversation about the chandeliers at the HCCC and 

whether or not they were needed in the future. A few arms needed to be replaced and as soon as 

this meeting was adjourned, he was having someone look at them. Mr. Scheerer obtained the 

breakdown from the original lightbulb provider and was obtaining one more estimate. Regarding 

the Action Items, the Spine Road gates were ready to be put into service. Internet was connected 

at both locations with the help of the IT Director. However, they needed to ensure that the install 

contractor was onsite with security in order to monitor both locations simultaneously. Key cards 

were working and they were just waiting for the cellular device, which has been installed. 

Guardian Access was onsite on Monday. There was no communication and a link needed to be 

created through PDK, which stores all the information. They could view that activity and put the 

gates in and out of service by cellphone. The next question was when the Board wanted the gates 

to be in service. Ms. Wispelwey wanted them in service yesterday. Mr. Scheerer asked if the 

Board wanted the gates open during the day, closed at night or shut. Ms. Wispelwey preferred to 

have them shut. Mr. Greenstein pointed out that it was a 24-hour gate, just like the Liberty Bluff 

gate. Mr. Scheerer pointed out that due to the construction in Phases 4 and 5, vendors were coming 

through the gates. Mr. Greenstein noted that due to wear and tear on the roadways, vehicles should 

be coming in off of 532 for Reunion Village, but they do come through their gates as it was the 

most direct route. The reason why they put the gates up, was so there would be no cut throughs. 

Mr. Scheerer pointed out if someone had a problem, security could escort them out. Mr. Scheerer 

would have the final meeting with the installation contractor for the gates and as soon as 
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everything was functioning the way that it was intended, they would pick a date for the gates to 

be in service. Mr. Scheerer appreciated the Board’s patience on this project. Mr. Scheerer recalled 

that the curb striping was discussed and once he gets the proposal, he would bring it back to the 

Board. At the last meeting, he mentioned that they were getting ready to go into budget season. 

Therefore, there would be a great deal of activity over the next few months. Ms. Hobbs reported 

that Excitement Drive in front of The Terraces where there was new construction, the workers 

destroyed the grass strip between the sidewalk and the road. Mr. Scheerer confirmed that the 

contractor would fix it. Mr. Curley managed this project and would handle it. Ms. Davis noted 

that she took pictures and sent them to Mr. Scheerer. 

 

• Security Report (Item 6E) 

Ms. Adams requested having the Security Report at this time, as Mr. Victor Vargas has 

been here since 10:30 a.m. and had a meeting that started at 2:30 p.m. Mr. Vargas reported that 

they had approximately 365 parking violations. Mr. Vargas left the meeting. 

 

• Field Manager Updates (Con’t) 

Ms. Davis reported that there was a damaged sidewalk at the house across the street from 

The Terraces. Mr. Scheerer indicated that the homebuilder must fix that sidewalk, as it was due 

to construction from the house. Ms. Adams reported that Yellowstone provided information 

regarding street tree recommendations, which was provided to the Board via email. Mr. Scheerer 

recalled that there was discussion about different street trees in the community and what 

Yellowstone provided was a list of street trees that were currently approved and ones that they 

recommended. Mr. Garrett Heugel of Yellowstone confirmed that they provided the current 

approved tree and plant list which included Maples, Live Oaks, Magnolias and Sycamores. It also 

breaks down the Palm trees, smaller plants and ground cover plants, as well as the mulch and turf 

that they were allowed to use. Out of the recommended ones, Mr. Heugel liked the Eastern 

Redbud tree, which was beautiful when it bloomed every Spring and was a better option than the 

Live Oaks. He also recommended a Satin Leaf tree. Ms. Adams asked if the two recommendations 

were on the county list of permitted street trees. Mr. Huegel confirmed that they were on the list. 

Ms. Davis heard that the Drake Elm was a good choice, but the two that he recommended were 

better choices. Mr. Scheerer pointed out that they would be replacing some of the 20-year Elm 

trees on Excitement Drive. Ms. Hobbs asked if any of the Elms get Elm Disease. Mr. Heugel 

confirmed that Elms were prone to disease and was something to consider. Ms. Davis preferred 
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having seasonal trees. Ms. Hobbs wanted variation instead of having just Oaks but did not like 

Crepe Myrtles as they were too messy. The Magnolias were nice, but they did not flourish. Mr. 

Huegel felt that they needed more space. Ms. Davis appreciated all of the hard work on this list 

and wanted to talk to companies that provide GPS on the trees. Mr. Huegel noted that Mr. Pete 

Wittman would be at the next meeting and could discuss it in further detail since he took a class 

on it. Ms. Adams would include this list in the next agenda package. Ms. Wispelwey felt that the 

first step was going to the HOA to approve it. Ms. Davis recalled the September HOA meeting 

that Ms. Adams and Mr. Scheerer attended with her regarding the HOA tree list and bio barrier 

for new homes. Ms. Adams suggested that the CDD make a recommendation to the HOA about 

trees that should be added and removed on the HOA’s approved tree list. 

 

D. District Manager’s Report 

i.  Action Items 

Ms. Adams presented the Action Items List, which was included in the agenda package.  

 

ii Approval of Check Register 

Ms. Adams presented the Check Register from December 1, 2025 through December 31, 

2025 in the amount of $3,532,724.20, which was included in the agenda package, along with a 

detailed check run.  

 

On MOTION by Mr. Greenstein seconded by Ms. Wispelwey with 

all in favor the December Check Register as discussed was 

approved. 

 

iii. Balance Sheet and Income Statement 

Ms. Adams presented the Unaudited Financial Statements through November 30, 2025, 

which were included in the agenda package. No Board action was required, as this was for 

informational purposes and included the Combined Balance Sheet.  

 

iv. Replacement and Maintenance Plan 

Ms. Adams presented the R&M Plan, which was included in the agenda package. There 

were no changes to the project list, and an update was provided by the Field Service Manager.  
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v. E-Mail Subscribers 

Ms. Adams presented the report. Messages were sent regarding the updated Parking 

Policies, an amenity closure and traffic advisory. They received 50 applications for access cards 

that were submitted to their office. The emails for those would be added to the subscriber list. As 

residents replace their access cards, the subscriber list would grow. For the month of January, 

they had three rentals: a birthday party and two rentals for the LSU dance team. 

 

E. Security Report 

This item was discussed. 

 

SEVENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Other Business  

There being no comments, the next item followed. 

 

EIGHTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Supervisor’s Requests 

There being no comments, the next item followed. 

 

NINTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Next Meeting Date: February 12, 2026 

Ms. Adams stated that the next meeting was scheduled for February 12, 2026 at 12:30 

p.m. at this location.  

 

TENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Adjournment 

 

On MOTION by Ms. Hobbs seconded by Mr. Greenstein with all in 

favor the meeting was adjourned. 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Secretary/Assistant Secretary  Chairman/Vice Chairman 
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