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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, July 10, 2025 at 1:00 p.m. via Zoom Communication
Media Technology and at the Heritage Crossing Community Center, 7715 Heritage Crossing Way,

Reunion, Florida.

Present and constituting a quorum:

Mark Greenstein Chairman

Trudy Hobbs Vice Chairperson
John Dryburgh Assistant Secretary
June Wispelwey Assistant Secretary
Diane Davis Assistant Secretary

Also present were:

Tricia Adams District Manager
Kristen Trucco District Counsel

James Curley District Engineer

Alan Scheerer Field Manager

Garrett Huegel Yellowstone Landscape
Pete Whitman Yellowstone Landscape
Victor Vargas Reunion Security
Residents

The following is a summary of the discussions and actions taken at the July 10, 2025

Reunion East Community Development District Board of Supervisors meeting.

FIRST ORDER OF BUSINESS Roll Call
Ms. Adams called the meeting to order at 1:04 p.m. and called the roll. All Supervisors

were present.

SECOND ORDER OF BUSINESS Public Comment Period
Ms. Adams opened the public comment period. Mr. Pete Whitman, Branch Manager for

Yellowstone Landscape, appreciated what the Board did at the last meeting, by extending their
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contract for another five years, as this was the longest contract they had. They would keep fighting
every day to ensure that this community was the best. There being no further comments, Ms.

Adams closed the public comment period.

THIRD ORDER OF BUSINESS Approval of the Minutes of the June 12,
2025 Board of Supervisors Meeting
Ms. Adams presented the minutes of the April 10, 2025 meeting, which were reviewed by

District Counsel and the District Manager and were included in the agenda package. Non-
substantive corrections were received from Ms. Wispelwey and Mr. Greenstein, which would be

incorporated.

On MOTION by Ms. Hobbs seconded by Mr. Dryburgh with all in
favor the Minutes of the June 12, 2025 Board of Supervisors Meeting
were approved as amended.

FOURTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Review of Current Parking Rules and
Parking Maps
Ms. Adams reported that this item had been discussed for several months and ultimately

after several months of discussion, the Board scheduled a Parking Rule hearing for the August
meeting and this was an interim discussion to review proposed changes. The key change was to
change the parking strategy for Excitement Drive, as shown on a diagram that the District Engineer
prepared for the Board’s review. The other change was to include new language in the rules
regarding restricting parking around speed humps, which was included in the agenda package. The
language stated that speed humps were installed, there was no parking within 20 feet of any speed
hump in either direction and no vehicle, trailer or object shall obstruct or impede visibility or access
to speed humps. Mr. Greenstein asked if the 20 feet conformed with what they actually did, as far
as the hashmarks. Ms. Adams requested clarification from Mr. Curley before this was finalized.
Mr. Curley assumed that it was 30 feet, but would verify it. Ms. Davis asked if they would include
this on the parking maps and if there would be signage. Ms. Adams indicated that Mr. Curley had
all the parking maps, which would identify all speed hump locations. Signage would be ordered
and installed after the rules were approved by the Board.

Ms. Wispelwey asked if all speed humps needed No Parking signs, because some roads

that did not have No Parking signs like Reunion Boulevard. Ms. Hobbs recalled that no one parked
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on Reunion Boulevard. Mr. Dryburgh reported that Amazon drivers put on their flashers and leave
their truck on main roads like Reunion Boulevard, rather than pulling onto side streets, to deliver
their packages. Ms. Adams indicated that the proposed verbiage restricted parking on both sides
of all speed humps. Therefore, if Reunion Security finds a vehicle parked, they could cite them
and provide progressive enforcement. Ms. Trucco asked if this was a proposed amendment to the
rule. Ms. Adams confirmed that the Board was interested in restricting parking on both sides of
the speed hump and proposed verbiage would be incorporated into the rules. Ms. Trucco had a
modification, stating that the traffic engineering guidelines were in accordance with applicable
regulations and laws. The Board would also review the final phases of Reunion Village, where
parking would be sequestered to one side of the roadway, but the maps were not yet ready for
Board review. Ms. Adams pointed out that today, the Board was reviewing the language and the
map of Excitement Drive. Mr. Dryburgh believed that deliveries, could happen independent of a
speed hump. Ms. Davis indicated even if there were no parking signs, people would stop for five
minutes. Mr. Greenstein noted that the major arteries did not have signs, which they should
acknowledge and deal with from a security standpoint. Ms. Wispelwey pointed out that it happened
more on the West side more than the East side. Mr. Greenstein wanted it to be clear that the Board
understood the situation and were fine with it.

Ms. Davis recalled when going on drive throughs with Mr. Scheerer and Mr. Curley, there
was discussion about how close people could park close to an intersection. On Euston Drive and
Excitement Drive, two cars were parked and people approaching the intersection had to go in the
wrong lane to pass. In addition, it was a tight curb. Ms. Hobbs recalled that according to the State
Law, there must be one car length from the stop sign, without obstruction from the other side. Mr.
Curley would confirm this. Ms. Adams presented the existing Parking Rules, which were included
in the agenda package. It included language that parking was accordance with State Law and the
county ordinance, but specific State Laws had frequently violated issues, including the number of
feet from a stop sign that parking was not permitted, which was 30 feet. Mr. Greenstein questioned
whether they should be marking roadways, especially intersections. Ms. Hobbs noted that the
junction between Fairview Circle and Lakeside Loop, someone was always parking right up to the
stop sign. Mr. Dryburgh pointed out in every city he lived in, yellow paint was used to tell people
not to park in a certain location and if someone had a hard time with it, they could complain to the

Board, but safety always comes first. Ms. Hobbs asked if the painting of a curb yellow had to be
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included in their documentation. Ms. Adams explained that they painting was not part of the Rules
but was implementation of the Parking Rules. However, the key area of concern, were the parking
conditions on Excitement Drive. Ms. Hobbs felt that it did not need to be included and they could
go back and look at where the yellow curbs should be at a later time.

Ms. Adams presented maps and diagrams for the Board to consider, which were included
in the agenda package. Ms. Davis met in the field with Mr. Curley and Mr. Scheerer to review the
conditions on Excitement Drive and provide some suggested improvements. Mr. Curley reported
that Excitement Drive was unique, as it was a main artery with homes, that included a gate at the
end of it. Ms. Wispelwey was more concerned about the curb on Gathering Drive, where there
were houses, as she could not vote, in good conscience, for No Parking on both sides, without
solving the issue on Excitement Drive, from Sparkling Court to the pool. Mr. Scheerer did not
disagree, as it was a heavily congested area of traffic. Mr. Greenstein pointed out that the houses
affected by this proposal, were ones that had garages. In addition, the people that occupy the four
houses on the right-hand side, were the ones parking on the street. Ms. Davis recalled that cars
block off those spaces. There are 4 allotted spaces on the initial build according to Mr. Curley and
at present each household property still has 2 to 3 parking spaces outside each house available.
The CDD is responsible for roadway infrastructure and safety. There was Board consensus for Mr.
Curley to prepare a map prohibiting parking on Gathering Drive from Sparkling Court to
Gathering Loop.

Regarding the parking conditions on Excitement Drive, Ms. Wispelwey agreed with the
section where the speed hump was, but not with the rest of it, as they were causing aggravation for
no reason. It was a bogged down system, as it was a main artery all through Reunion East. Ms.
Hobbs questioned why Ms. Davis proposed No Parking on both sides of the road in the front and
back and not for all of Excitement Drive, if it was a main artery. Ms. Davis explained that it was
main artery that went through a neighborhood where there were houses on both sides. Therefore,
it could only have parking on one side. Mr. Greenstein clarified that Ms. Davis was proposing
leaving from Liberty Bluff, approaching the big curve, having No Parking on either side until
Gathering Drive, which made sense for public safety and continuity. Ms. Wispelwey agreed, as it
was a problem. Ms. Davis appreciated that, as her concern was with safety. The residents received
four parking spaces, which they could extend. This was a benefit, but it should not be to the

detriment of the community. Mr. Dryburgh felt that extending the No Parking from Gathering
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Drive, past the curbs, made sense, so it was contiguous. Ms. Davis further suggested having outlets
in multiple places, like Euston Drive. There was Board consensus to include this on Map 1. Ms.
Davis stated on Map 3, for Liberty Bluff, she proposed No Parking from the gate all the way down,
in front of homes. Mr. Dryburgh asked if there would be single-sided parking. Ms. Davis indicated
that there was one-sided parking from Euston Drive to the gate, but there needed to be No Parking
on the other side. Ms. Hobbs recalled that there was parking from the gate to Corolla Court. Mr.
Scheerer confirmed that there was parallel parking on The Terraces side from Euston Drive to the
gate. Most people park at the lift station at The Terraces and cut through the bushes.

Ms. Adams reported that following the proposed revisions, a copy of the current Parking
Rules, were included in the agenda package for reference. It would make sense to provide them to
the public and inform them that the Board was considering additional No Parking Zones on
Gathering Drive from Sparkling Court to Gathering Loop, as a courtesy. Ms. Adams opened up
the floor for audience comments, as a resident wanted to provide a comment. Mr. Christopher
Martin of 1103 Watson Court, requested that the Board consider the area between Sparkling Court
to Excitement Drive on Gathering Drive, where there were insets and the width of the road was
narrowed. In addition, the commercial drivers who double park for deliveries, was annoying, but
patience was key. Drivers should follow the rules of the road and give right-of-way (ROW) to the
left side without encroaching. However, in the areas where the widening of the road down
Gathering Drive was shortened and then expanded, there were black vans from Leadbetters,
stopping in the middle of the road, doing pickups and drop-offs. There should be a way to identify
areas where drivers should not stop. Ms. Davis suggested sending a friendly letter to Leadbetters,
asking them to pull their vans into driveways. Mr. Martin suggested requesting that Leadbetters
pull up 10 feet into the area that parking was allowed. Mr. Greenstein felt that was a good
suggestion, which they would follow up on, as it had to do with the behavior of the drivers. There
was Board consensus to send a letter to Leadbetters. There being no further comments, Ms. Adams

closed the floor to audience comments.

FIFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Review of Proposed Fiscal Year 2026
Budget
Ms. Adams recalled that the Board reviewed the proposed budget last month and approved

it, contemplating an assessment increase for the maintenance fees for each of the units. The fees

that the Board approved in the Proposed Budget set a cap, which the Board could assess up to that
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amount or decrease it, but could not increase it. A multi-family home would pay a gross amount
of $835.84 per unit per year for Fiscal Year 2026 and a single-family home would pay $1,114.
Another version of the budget was included in the agenda package, as staff was asked to identify
a way to reduce the proposed increase. The assessment was reduced by not making a contribution
to the Replacement & Maintenance (R&M) Fund. However, the Board also had the ability to
reduce administrative and field expenses. Mr. Greenstein reviewed the actuals, but other than
reducing it by small amounts, it would be meaningless, as he did not see any line items to tweak.
However, they have been contributing to the R&M Fund for hefty amounts for a number of years.
Ms. Adams confirmed that the Board previously approved a proposed transfer out to the R&M
Fund of $400,000, for Fiscal Year 2026 in accordance with the Reserve Study. This year, $920,554
was transferred into the Reserve Fund for this year. Mr. Greenstein proposed not funding the R&M
Fund, as there was a balance of $3 million.

Ms. Wispelwey agreed with Mr. Greenstein but did not understand why the Landscape
Contingency increased. Ms. Adams explained that it was due to the age of the landscaping, dead
shrubbery and areas needing to be re-designed. There were some areas where the plant life reached
the end of its life and Mr. Scheerer reached out to the landscape provider, to obtain design
proposals, which the landscape contingency budget was based on. Ms. Wispelwey agreed, as
Linear Park needed attention. Mr. Scheerer confirmed that Linear Park was included in the
proposed budget for landscape contingency. Ms. Wispelwey questioned the $20,000 increase in
Security. Ms. Adams explained that it was based on all of entrance gates that were staffed as part
of the Master Association Agreement, the Reunion West POA Agreement, and the Carriage Point
Agreement. It was increased when the Reunion Village gate was added, but to date, the CDD had
not yet been billed. This was based on the anticipation to be billed in the future. Ms. Wispelwey
asked if the lights were for Reunion Village. Ms. Adams believed that it was for the pool lights.
Mr. Scheerer confirmed it was pool lights anticipated hiring someone to perform a Photometric
Study, in order to switch the pool lights to LEDs, to provide savings. Ms. Adams would change
this line item to Pool Lights. Mr. Dryburgh voiced concern about not contributing to the R&M
Fund, as money may have to be spent in the future for The Stables, because it was in bad condition.
Mr. Greenstein recalled that what they spent money on, was controllable and not for catastrophic
items, but if the fund was not at the level it was at, he would not have proposed that there be no
funding of the R&M Fund.
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Mr. Scheerer agreed with Mr. Greenstein. He pointed out that the Heritage Crossing
Community Center roof was relatively new, the Board recently approved the replacement of all
AC units, the wall coverings on the air walls were completed, the building was painted and the
architectural lighting was scheduled to be installed on August 11™. With the exception of the carpet
and kitchen and The Stables, which was not in bad shape and could use some paint, they had to do
minimal work, so it was not an eyesore. Mr. Greenstein felt that the R&M Fund was in good shape.
Ms. Adams confirmed that for a single-family home, the increase was $105 per year with the
revised proposed budget. Mr. Greenstein believed without underfunding anything that they were
aware of, there could be a modest increase and they would still be in sound financial shape. Ms.
Adams explained that the mailed notice was based on the Proposed Budget that was approved in
June, which would include the assessment cap that was approved by the Board. Mr. Greenstein
pointed out that they did put in the high number and at the August meeting, the Board could
approve a lower number. Ms. Adams reported that the Proposed Budget included the actual
spending through May and the actual numbers for the Landscape Service Agreement starting on
October 1%, was also funded. There was Board consensus for staff to provide a version of the
budget that did not include the Operation & Maintenance (O&M) contributions to the R&M Fund,

at the next meeting for consideration of adoption.

SIXTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Review and Acceptance of Fiscal Year
2024 Audit Report
Ms. Adams stated as a Florida Special District, the CDD was required to undergo an annual

independent audit of all the District’s financial records. The audit for the year ending September
30, 2024, was included in the agenda package. This was the first year that it was prepared by
DiBartolomeo, McBee, Hartley & Barnes, who was recently selected to provide five years of
auditing services. It was required to be filed with the State of Florida Auditor General by June 30™"
of each calendar year and was actually filed on June 30". As noted in the Report to Management,
the financials were in accordance with government accounting standards, in compliance with the
Auditor General for the State of Florida and there were no conditions that would constitute a
financial emergency. However, there was a repeat finding, going back to the early developer, who
defaulted on two bond series. Later it was decided to refund the bonds. The bonds were separated
between the performing bonds, that were attached to property and non-performing bonds, that were

not attached to property. The non-performing bonds have been in default since that time and
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continued to be in default and therefore, there was a repeat finding on the audit regarding the
default. The restructuring of the debt was at the request of the bondholders, which Board Members
understood. Mr. Greenstein was impressed with the level of detail of this auditor and the amount

that they charged, which was unbelievably low.

On MOTION by Ms. Hobbs seconded by Mr. Greenstein with all in
favor the Fiscal Year 2024 Audit Report was accepted.

SEVENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Proposal for Amenity
Management Services — Electronic Mail
and Facility Rental Management

Ms. Adams presented a proposal from GMS for Amenity Management Services for an

electronic mail messaging system and facility rental management for Seven Eagles, Linear Park
and the Heritage Park Community Center (HCCC). There was a work authorization with a scope
of services for the electronic mail messaging system management. The proposal was to have an
electronic mail messaging system for the Reunion East CDD, to give the District the ability to
unilaterally send out important messages to stakeholders such as maintenance notifications, if a
road needed to be striped or an amenity was going to be closed for maintenance. In addition, the
messaging through the Master Association, could be distributed through the same electronic
messaging system, for weather conditions that merited special storm preparedness or amenity
closures. This would be by voluntary sign up, with the electronic mail messaging system through
all of the current systems that GMS utilized, such as the Facebook pages and the Associations
electronic mail. The Release of Liability Forms that were collected each month, from Reunion
Security, for the issuance of amenity access cards, on behalf of the District, would add a line for
email addresses. In addition, Mr. Greenstein requested that she reach out to the Master Association,
to see if they would be willing to export email addresses, which they may or may not do, as any
members of the public could sign up for a CDD email.

Ms. Hobbs asked if this would be one-way communication, like sending out an e-blast
saying, “DO NOT RESPOND.” Ms. Adams preferred to receive questions back from stakeholders.
GMS had electronic mail messaging systems for numerous communities in Central Florida, which
was handled by the amenity management team. They would then parse out any questions to either

the Field Services Manager or District Manager, depending on the nature of the question. Ms.
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Hobbs did not want staff to be inundated by questions. Ms. Adams appreciated that, but if people
had questions, she would rather answer them, as it could impact future message content. The
pricing was for this fiscal year, based on what they experienced with other CDDs and what they
anticipated. Ms. Hobbs suggested trying it and if it was too much, they could tailor it back. Mr.
Dryburgh pointed out if they did not get the response that they expected from the Master
Association, each HOA had a list of everyone’s email addresses. Ms. Hobbs felt that it was a good
way to get it started and then they could have word of mouth. Mr. Greenstein believed that it would
work. Ms. Adams recalled that the Reunion West CDD Board suggested adding a blurb in the
Reunion Resort Club newsletter Out and About and requested that staff speak to Mr. Anthony
Carll.

Ms. Adams stated that the second part of the proposal, regarding the facility rental
management, was administration of the policies that the Board recently adopted, regarding the use
of the HCCC, Seven Eagles and Linear Park, as well as the scheduling, reservations, facility
preparation and oversight, security coordination, custodial coordination, policy compliance and
enforcement, communications and customer service, as well as the reporting and documentation
provided to Board Members. It did not explicitly consider the marketing of the facility, but staff
that had experience with layout and designs, would be doing some soft marketing, as a supplement
to this. If they did not get the type of traction that Board Members wanted to see and wanted to
increase the number of inquiries and reservations, additional funding could be included in order to
market the facility. Mr. Dryburgh did not recall many inquiries. Ms. Adams confirmed that this
information would be tracked, but thus far, 90% of the inquiries were from Reunion Resort rentals.
This would be effective on October 1%. Ms. Wispelwey pointed out this was a big facility that
needed to be used. Mr. Greenstein agreed, as it was in great shape. Ms. Davis felt that once the
word started to get out, the more people would inquire about it. Mr. Greenstein questioned the
pricing, as for Reunion East, it was strictly for the electronic mail messaging system. Ms. Adams
indicated that the total proposed annual fee for both sets of services was $9,000; $600 for the
electronic mail messaging system and $8,400 for the amenity management or $700 per month.

Mr. Greenstein felt that the amount was high, but as long as there was a response and
eventually an enhanced response, it was worth it, but they needed to recoup this cost and hopefully
absorb other expenses. Ms. Wispelwey felt that the price was fair, based on her experience with

events planning. Ms. Adams explained there was upfront time, as clients wanted to visit and walk
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through the site, before making a rental decision. Ms. Wispelwey felt that this site was more
problematic, as there was no full kitchen. Ms. Adams believed that this space was good for utilizing
outside catering. Mr. Dryburgh pointed out that as they added more clients, their expenses would
not double. Ms. Adams indicated that the donation of chairs, excited some of the clients that
inquired about its use, as the current lack of chairs and tables were a deterrent. However, in
October, the Board budgeted some furniture as an expense for next fiscal year, which would help
with the appeal. Ms. Wispelwey asked if they could rent tables. Ms. Adams confirmed that they
offered clients the option to rent their own tables or rent them through Reunion Resort, but it was
an additional expense. Mr. Greenstein felt that having tables and chairs would be one less thing

for them to worry about.

On MOTION by Mr. Dryburgh seconded by Ms. Wispelwey with all
in favor the proposal with GMS for electronic mail and facility rental
management services in the amount of $9,000 was approved.

EIGHTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Fausnight Proposal for
Centerline Striping on Excitement Drive
Mr. Scheerer presented a proposal from Fausnight for centerline striping on Excitement

Drive, which was included in the agenda package. There were two options: One for a double
yellow line with reflective payment markers (RPMs) from Radiant Court to Titian Court or a 6-
inch single yellow skip (line, gap, line, gap) line, placed in between the RPMs. However, it stopped
at Titian Court and missed the last S-curve where the parallel parking was on the right-hand side.
Therefore, depending on which option the Board would like to do, as discussed with the Reunion
West CDD Board, they could do a single yellow line, which may lower the cost or equal out the

additional distance, past the S-curve on Titian Court. Discussion ensued.

On MOTION by Mr. Dryburgh seconded by Mr. Greenstein with all
in favor the proposal from Fausnight for single yellow line
centerline striping on Excitement Drive from Radiant Court to
Titian Court in a not-to-exceed amount of $5,500 was approved.

Ms. Adams reported that there would be a legal agreement, because of the nature of this

work being in the right of way and including maintenance of traffic.



Docusign Envelope ID: 8730FDAC-9DA5-4EFA-A9D9-4CE329578D77

Reunion East CDD July 10, 2025
Regular Meeting Page 11 of 17
NINTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Consideration of Revised Fiscal Year 2025

Meeting Schedule
Ms. Adams requested that the Board review the revised meeting schedule for Fiscal Year

2025, which was included in the agenda package, as there was discussion at the joint meeting about
scheduling joint meetings, starting with the September meeting. Next month, would be the public
hearings, which had already been noticed and starting in October, the Board would meet jointly,
with each respective Board taking actions on items that were pertinent to each CDD. However,
there was discussion at the Reunion West CDD, about meetings concluding by 12:30 p.m., so
people could have lunch and meeting 9:30 a.m., rather than 10:00 a.m. on September 11, 2025.
Ms. Wispelwey recalled the Board wanting to try it out to see if they liked it, before making any
commitments. Mr. Greenstein asked if they were discussing the meeting dates for Fiscal Year (FY)
2025. Ms. Adams confirmed that there was a revised FY 2025 meeting schedule, which included
meetings on July 10, 2025 and August 14, 2025 at 1 p.m., as well as a joint meeting on September
11™. Ms. Davis was concerned about meeting at 9:30 a.m., as it conflicted with her schedule. Mr.
Greenstein would try to accommodate meeting at 9:30 a.m. Ms. Wispelwey offered to go along
with this once, as she had serious doubts, having had time to think about it. Ms. Davis felt that
there was benefit in combining the meetings, as the Boards could learn from each other, as well as
efficiencies, but preferred meeting at 10:00 a.m. Ms. Adams understood. Discussion ensued and
there was Board consensus to hold the September 11, 2025 joint meeting at 9:30 a.m. for one

meeting only.

On MOTION by Mr. Greenstein seconded by Ms. Hobbs with all in
favor the Revised Fiscal Year 2025 Meeting Schedule, including a
joint meeting on September 11, 2025 at 9:30 a.m., was approved.

Ms. Adams reported that typically, GMS found that administratively it was best to bring
back an annual meeting schedule, when the budget was presented, but it may make more sense to
wait and present it in September, in order to get feedback from both Boards. Mr. Dryburgh asked
why they would not wait to have this discussion until after it was held. Ms. Adams explained that
a combined meeting would be held that day and this could be one of the last items. Mr. Greenstein
voiced concern that the public notice must be posted. Ms. Adams confirmed that if a meeting

schedule was approved by the Board in September, there was sufficient time to notice it, but if the
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Board wanted this as a discussion item, she could add it to next month’s agenda. Ms. Wispelwey
preferred having the September joint meeting before having discussion on the annual meeting
schedule. Mr. Dryburgh suggested discussing it in October. Ms. Adams pointed out that the
meeting schedule needed to be discussed prior to October. Ms. Hobbs proposed adopting the same
schedule that they had every year and then change it if necessary, but if the Board was not willing
to adopt a combined schedule for next year, they would still have the old schedule. Ms. Adams
confirmed that the meeting schedule could be amended at any duly noticed Board meeting. There
was Board consensus for staff to present the annual meeting schedule for next fiscal year, which

was the second Thursday of the month at 1:00 p.m., at the August meeting.

TENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Staff Reports
A. Attorney
Ms. Trucco received a response on the cell tower from Rowstar, regarding the 24-hour

notice, which she forwarded to the Board. She would keep the Board updated on its progress. Five
minutes before this meeting started, she received a response from Bond Counsel on The Stables.
Bond Counsel requested backup documentation on the total costs that were provided, which Mr.
Curley reviewed and determined that the hard copies were in storage. Mr. Scheerer thankfully
agreed to review some of the hard copy documents, with the assistance of Mr. Curley, to see if
they could locate what Bond Counsel was asking for. She understood the frustration that the Board
felt about the amount of time that it was taking Bond Counsel to provide an answer but noted Bond
Counsel requested documentation that has not yet been provided. And Bond Counsel did say if the
Stables spending was more than the amount provided to them, it could cause the need for remedial
action. Ms. Trucco planned to follow up with Bond Counsel on what exactly they were describing
but assumed if they did not have the documentation and the cost turned out to be greater than the
numbers provided, the bondholders had some remedies under the contracts. Therefore, there could
be certain risks for the CDD so it was worth trying to find the documentation.

Ms. Wispelwey questioned if what was in the bond that was assigned to the Stables, was
more than what they could get out of the Stables. Ms. Trucco explained talked about bond
requisitions and noted usually invoices were attached to those detailing the amounts spent. This
was what Bond Counsel was requesting copies of; however, this was from the 2002 bond, which
was the reason why it has taken some time to complete this request. The numbers that Bond

Counsel provided on a spreadsheet were discussed and noted she would get clarification. Mr.
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Dryburgh pointed out that the remedies that the bondholders had was they could ask for the title
or ask the CDD to pay the bond down, but if there was a $100,000 differential, contingency funds
may have to be used. Mr. Greenstein was happy that Ms. Trucco was going back to Bond Counsel
and hopefully by the next meeting, they would know exactly what they were dealing with. Ms.
Trucco reported that the License Agreement for the mailbox was in process and had no further

updates.

B. Engineer
Mr. Curley had no updates for the Board. Ms. Davis questioned the status of Reunion

Village. Ms. Adams spoke to Mr. Curley and Board Members provided input about either
improving the conditions at that intersection for access to the mailbox kiosk or relocating them.
She also reached out to the developer to get the contact name of the person at the post office that
would approve it and would have preliminary communication with them and report her findings

to Mr. Curley, in order to establish a parameter on feasibility.

C. Field Manager Updates
Mr. Scheerer reported that a new air conditioner was finally installed in the main

guardhouse. They were working with security after hours, to ensure that the pool umbrellas were
closed as quickly as possible, before storms roll through. A lighting timer for the landscape lights
was installed in Seven Eagles Linear park and a couple of lights were replaced. A heater was
replaced at Heritage Crossing Pool B. New rollers were installed on the sliding gas door at the
main guardhouse. All of the new pool permits for this next year, were received. They cleaned the
gunners and downspouts at The Stables. The architectural lighting was discussed earlier. It was
currently scheduled for Monday, August 11"". He was informed that Lennar Homes construction
group was parking in Reunion Village, blocking some of the roads and impeding access. He sent
email and was told they someone would get with staff immediately, to try to limit parking to one

side.

D. District Manager’s Report
I Action Items
As far as the Action Items List, Mr. Scheerer reported that they had to get with the utility

and the gate folks, as one meter was installed in the West. They were trying to schedule a time to
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get the utility out to make the modifications to the transformer to power up the West and once they
did so, the only thing that they were still waiting on, was to ensure sure that Internet was placed at
both those locations. Other than that, things were going well. Mr. Dryburgh questioned the timing.
Mr. Scheerer indicated that the utility companies were extremely slow in responding. He was
trying to power some lights in Kissimmee by the Turnpike for the last four months. They did
everything, but OUC was not responding in a timely manner, as it was not a high priority for them.
They received the check for the work and he was waiting for them to come out and do the work.
He apologized for the delay, but it was out of his hands. Mr. Greenstein requested that he follow

it out as far as he could.

I Approval of Check Register
Ms. Adams presented the Check Registers from June 1, 2025 through June 30, 2025 in the

amount of $505,713.81, which were included in the agenda package, along with a detailed check
run. It was brought to her attention, that one invoice coded to Reunion East, needed to be recoded

to Reunion West, for the road marking conditions into the golf club on the Reunion West side.

On MOTION by Mr. Dryburgh seconded by Mr. Greenstein with all
in favor the June Check Register as discussed was approved.

iii. Balance Sheet and Income Statement
Ms. Adams presented the Unaudited Financial Statements through May 31, 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. It was

updated each month, before it was included in the agenda package. Mr. Scheerer already
mentioned the date that the lighting system, approved by the Board, was going to be installed in
August. Tentatively, this facility would be closed for maintenance on August 11". He was also
expecting to receive the radar display signs, in August. There were some projects in process, that
were expected to be completed before the end of the fiscal year, with the key project being the gate

access and electrical work. This expense was expected to be incurred out of the R&M Fund. They
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have not yet received the final bill from the vendor for paving, but Ms. Adams reached out to the
District Engineer and payment would be made once the bill was received. No Board action was

required.

E. Security Report
Ms. Adams provided under separate cover, the June Security Report from Reunion

Security. Mr. Victor Vargas, Director of Reunion Security, was present to answer any questions.

ELEVENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Other Business

There being no comments, the next item followed.

TWELFTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Supervisor’s Requests

Mr. Greenstein recalled that the refurbishment of Fountain #2, was deferred and asked what
they could do about it, short of doing a refurbishment, as the water was brown and he loved what
they did with the front fountain. Ms. Davis asked if they could also chlorinate this fountain too.
Mr. Scheerer confirmed that chlorine was added this week and refilled with water, but it was well
water, which was brown. He planned to drain it again and try to run a garden hose from Seven
Eagles, to fill it with clean water. Mr. Greenstein asked if anyone tried to clean the bowls. Mr.
Scheerer tried to clean it, but nothing happened, but when the Board approved the new fountain

for next year, they would get all new centerpieces.

A. Discussion of Future Treeline Care and Potential New Tree Planting Policy
Ms. Adams received a request from Ms. Davis to add a discussion of future treeline care

and potential new Tree Planting Policy. Ms. Davis had several conversations with Mr. Scheerer
and an arborist, to look into root damage from the present sidewalks and roads, five, 10 or 15 years
into the future. There were laws on the types of trees, because of the deforestation across Florida
and close proximity with sidewalks and roads. The HOA was taking care of the trees and read over
the last year, where they were supposed to keep the canopies at 12 or 14 feet high, but over time,
due to Covid, some of the growth got out of control. In talking to the arborist, they could look into
tree injections, which were expensive or a barrier that could be placed in the hole of the planting,
to manage the growth. Mr. Dryburgh asked if the issue was with tree roots invading roads and

sidewalks and providing suggestions to try to reduce that, rather than paying to replace the
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sidewalk every three to five years. Ms. Davis replied affirmatively, questioning whether the Board
should make an investment or if it was worthwhile to investigate and have more knowledge, as
there were multiple facets to this situation.

Mr. Scheerer indicated that the trees between the sidewalk and curb, in front of a single-
family home, were the responsibility of the HOA to maintain, but the CDD could look into an
investment for the trees in the ROW that the CDD maintains. Ms. Davis was referring to a bio
barrier, which would be installed in a trench and injections that were growth regulators, to try to
keep the tree from maturing faster. Ms. Hobbs asked if the trees that the CDD maintained, were
along Reunion Boulevard, in spaces where there were no homes. Mr. Scheerer confirmed that the
trees between the sidewalk and curb on Reunion Boulevard in Patriots Landing, belonged to the
CDD, but trees between the sidewalk and curb, abutting resident’s homes, were the responsibility
of the homeowner. He did a complete review of the community with Ms. Davis and Mr. Mike
Provencher, an arborist who used to be with Enviro Tree. Ms. Davis wanted to come up with things
that a new homeowner must do or things that they could do 10 years down the road, as no matter
who owned the tree, it still affected the CDD’s pocketbook, which was why she wanted to look
into a potential investment. Because if they did not start now, they would not have those benefits
later. Mr. Greenstein felt that there was more vacant property on the West side than the East side,
where there was more opportunity for a new home to have a barrier, but on Gathering Drive,
parallel to Watson 1, between Sparkling Court and Grand, there were two or three places where
there was major root intrusion into the roadway, causing a buckle in the blacktop and requested
that it be repaired. The things within their jurisdiction, they could control, but the biggest problem
was in the residential areas.

Ms. Hobbs liked Ms. Davis’ point of taking action, as eventually a tree was going to be
taken down or blown down by a storm and they needed to have something already in place to
replace the tree and suggested talking to the Master Association and Architectural Review Board,
to get them to agree to put into their policies, on how new trees were to be planted. Ms. Adams
indicated that there were usually Tree Ordinances with the county which would need to be
complied with. Ms. Davis pointed out that her point was whether the Board found it beneficial to
put more time into it. Mr. Greenstein agreed that it was beneficial, as it was a real issue. Ms.
Wispelwey agreed that it was beneficial. There was Board consensus for Ms. Davis to ask the

Master Association and Architectural Board about their willingness to implement new guidelines
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regarding tree guards and species of trees that would be compliant with Osceola County codes
and reporting back to the Board at a future meeting. Ms. Adams pointed out that the other issue
was in areas where there was right-of-way, they could cut and patch and simultaneously install a
tree guard to treat the trees that were encroaching a sidewalk or road. This item would be added to
the Action Items List for tracking purposes.

Mr. Scheerer was informed by Fausnight, that according to the county code, they could not
have a single yellow line as a centerline. It either needed to be a single skip or a double yellow
line. Ms. Hobbs preferred a double yellow. Ms. Davis agreed, as a single skip meant that drivers
could pass. Mr. Greenstein pointed out that this would be a joint item with the Reunion West CDD
Board, as he hated to be in the position of presenting what occurred on the West side, to convince
the Board to go in the same direction. It should be discussed from the ground up. Ms. Adams
reminded the Board approved a not-to-exceed of $5,500 for a single yellow line. Mr. Scheerer
wanted to bring back a proposal at the next meeting, as he would seek direction from the District
Engineer. There was Board consensus for Mr. Scheerer to bring back a proposal at the next

meeting.

THIRTEENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Next Meeting Date: August 14, 2025
The next meeting was scheduled for August 14, 2025.

FOURTEENTH ORDER OF BUSINESS Adjournment

On MOTION by Ms. Hobbs seconded by Mr. Greenstein with all in
favor the meeting was adjourned.
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