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Use Spaces 
Church, 122 seats  36.6 
School, 8 classrooms 12.8 
Daycare, 5623* SF 17.9936 
Total 67.3936 
Rounding up 68 Spaces 



Colleen Marshall
Wed Dec  4 2024 16:45:28



 











AGENCY REVIEW COMMENT SHEET 
 

TO: Zoning Technician, Development Services Department DATE: 12/03/2024 

REVIEWER: James Ratliff, AICP, PTP, Principal Planner AGENCY/DEPT: Transportation 

PLANNING AREA/SECTOR:  PR/ Central PETITION NO:  SU 24-0625 
 

 

  This agency has no comments. 
 

  This agency has no objection. 
 

  This agency has no objection, subject to the listed or attached conditions. 
 

X  This agency objects for the reasons set forth below. 
 

 
RATIONALE FOR OBJECTION 

1. The applicant failed to provide a trip generation and site access analysis as required by staff and 
necessary to comply with the Development Review Procedures Manual (DRPM) Section 5.2.1 and 
Hillsborough County Land Development Code (LDC) Sec. 10.02.03.E.6 and other applicable 
regulations.  The document submitted was not signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer 
licensed by the state of Florida and in a manner consistent with the FBPE regulations.  Staff noes 
that the applicant states the project “does not exceed 50 new daily trips”; however, staff notes that 
the County requires projects who generate more than 50 peak hour trips in total to conduct a trip 
generation and site access analysis (the number of incremental additional and/or new trips is 
immaterial).  Additionally, the analysis misses required information needed to evaluate the project 
as is customary and/or as further described hereinbelow, and utilized inappropriate independent 
variable for the Child Care Center use (staff notes number of students is the most accurate and 
therefore County supported method of calculating impacts for child care facilities).   
 

2. The traffic analysis also indicates the no change in the trip generation potential of the site will 
result from this SU approval; however, this is based on facts not in evidence and the assumption 
that the existing site is approved for a 110-seat church, 120 student K-8 private school and child 
care center with 22 employees (reference transportation analysis submitted March 29, 2024).  The 
applicant’s own narrative concedes that “the site very likely exists in a legal nonconforming state”, 
and there is no evidence that they were able to meet the requirements necessary to obtain a formal 
non-conforming use approval.  The applicant utilizes narrative construction to seemingly suggest 
that PI 2186 (under the project name Harvest Time Church – Classroom Addition) somehow 
conferred construction plan approvals relating to these uses including a church, early childhood 
education, VPK and a private K-8 school; however, staff notes those plans were never reviewed 
by transportation staff, who selected “No Review Required” based on the way that the application 
presented as a “Sunday School” classroom addition to an existing church (which would not 
generate any additional trips), and the fact that the application for the above referenced PI only 
listed “Church” under the “Major Uses” section of the application (see application excerpt below). 
Transportation Review Section (TRS) staff is unaware of any reviews which have occurred for this 
site to evaluate compliance with Sec. 6.03.13 or other applicable rules and regulations relating to 
transportation impacts. 



 
 
 
3. The applicant failed to obtain written comments from the Florida Department of Transportation 

(FDOT) indicating that they do not object to the proposed application and/or whether there are any 
site access or other improvements that need to be included as conditions to this SU approval.  Staff 
notes there are comments (dated 6/25/2024 which indicate a preliminary meeting was held with 
FDOT staff and which indicates “everyone to do additional research to provide historical 
permitting, data and legal agreements” and “Once more information has been obtained, schedule 
another meeting.  Drainage will need to be present.”  It is unclear whether such meeting took place.  
Regardless, the required comments were not uploaded to Optix.  TRS staff did participate in 
another meeting (with the applicant and FDOT legal counsel) regarding this project; however, the 
full FDOT review staff was not present, and that meeting was not intended to take the place of the 
required agency comments.  Staff has summarized other selected conversation/communications 
with FDOT as noted below (so that FDOT’s position with respect to certain legal/access issues can 
be made known).   
 

4. The applicant did not include a three (3) sheet plan set as requested by staff, consisting of a separate 
site plan, circulation and queuing plan, and parking/event parking plan.  Various components of 
these were submitted at different times, making it unclear what is proposed to be approved. 
 

5. The applicant’s parking plan delineates spaces for employee parking vs. guest parking; however, 
it is unclear how many spaces are needed for each constituent use component.  Also, due to the 
fact that the proposal doesn’t separate square-footages by proposed use, it is impossible for staff 
to evaluate whether the proposed parking plan meets LDC requirements.  The applicant has also 
presumably used an incorrect parking rate (of 1.0 per employee) for the parking for the Child Care 
Center use.  Staff notes that Child Care Center uses require parking at 3.2 spaces per 1,000 g.s.f.  
Staff also notes that the applicant has failed to provide an ADA accessible space within the 
designated employee parking area, nor provided separated calculations demonstrating how many 
are required for each parking lot area/type.  
 

6. The applicant is proposing 50% of on-site parking spaces to be compact spaces; however, LDC 
Sec. 6.05.02.I. only permits parking for compact cars at a rate of 20%.  The applicant did not submit 
an Alternative Parking Plan (per LDC Sec. 6.05.02.G.3.) that would be necessary for such request 
to be evaluated and considered by the Administrator.   
 

7. The ingress and egress easement serving the subject property through adjacent folio 71984.0000 
(i.e. the parking lot/ park and ride facility owned by the Florida Department of Transportation) 
appears to exclude portions of the sidewalk area necessary to accommodate pedestrians to and from 
the site.  It is also unclear that the applicant has the legal ability to construct those improvements 
within the adjacent property (particularly in areas which fall outside of the ingress/egress 
easement). 
 

8. The applicant is proposing parking within the adjacent FDOT owned property which is necessary 
to satisfy the minimum required parking for the proposed uses.  The applicant submitted an 
agreement between “HAVREST TIME OF TAMPA… hereinafter called ‘CHURCH’” and FDOT, 
dated April 20, 1987 into the record as evidence of its ability to utilize the area for parking.  Staff 
had multiple meetings (i.e. with the applicant, and the applicant and FDOT) to discuss this and 



other issues.  TRS staff contacted FDOT staff to obtain further clarification with respect to its legal 
position.  On November 26, 2024 Martin D. Hernandez, Assistant General Counsel for FDOT 
District 7 wrote “The State acquired the parcel, which was encumbered with an easement for 
ingress and egress, from the Expressway Authority.  The State’s deed includes a provision that the 
grant of title would terminate and revert to the Expressway Authority if the State ceased use of the 
property as a “Park N’ Ride” facility or any other public use or purpose.  As long as title to the 
parcel remains with the State, we are unable to comply with the applicant’s request to accept zoning 
restrictions.”  It would appear that FDOT is similarly unwilling and/or unable to grant a permanent 
easement to the applicant in light of these issues.   
 

9. The County has a variety of standards and other requirements which govern the use of off-site 
parking.  The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the off-site parking and off-site school event 
parking meet multiple requirements.  Specifically, the applicant has failed to demonstrate that: 
 

a. “The off-site parking spaces shall be located within 300 feet walking distance of a public 
entrance to the structure...containing the use for which such spaces are required.” 
(reference LDC Sec. 6.05.02.D.2.b.) 
 

b. “A safe, direct…lighted and convenient pedestrian route shall exist or be provided between 
the off-site parking and the use being served” (reference LDC Sec. 6.05.02.D.2.b.).  Staff 
notes there is no record evidence of the existence of sufficient lighting, existing ability to 
construct such lighting, or that the safety of the use of the parking field was considered by 
a PE licensed in the state of Florida (see related comments regarding the transportation 
analysis hereinabove). 

 
c. “The continued availability of off-site parking spaces, necessary to meet the requirements 

of this Section, shall be ensured by an appropriate reciprocal easement, satisfactory to the 
Office of the County Attorney and recorded with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of 
Hillsborough County, Florida…” (reference LDC Sec. 6.05.02.D.2.c.) 

 
d. For purposes of determining applicable minimum and maximum land use intensities, the 

land area devoted to off-site parking shall be added to the land area of the zoning lot 
containing the use being served by such parking and shall be subtracted from the area of 
the zoning lot containing the off-site parking. (reference LDC Sec. 6.05.02.D.2.d.)  Staff 
notes the existing agreement doesn’t accomplish this, and it appears that FDOT will not or 
cannot accept such restriction. 

 
10. The existing parking agreement has a variety of issues.  Specifically: 

a. It is unclear how the existing easement is affected by any future changes in ownership.  
The agreement doesn’t mention language which mentions successors or assigns, or 
otherwise appear to run with the land.   
 

b. The existing agreement includes language that provides FDOT will “Suitably identify the 
restricted use of the facility by appropriate signs”; however, it is unclear what the purpose 
and intent of these signs are.  Staff notes that this language would need to be expanded, 
such that it is clear signage restricting designated spaces is needed to mark them for the 
exclusive use of the church/school/child-care center within the subject SU area.   

 
c. The agreement includes language that would appear to be in conflict with the requirement 

to provide for the continued availability of off-site spaces, stating FDOT shall “Allow 
‘CHURCH’ to use said facility for parking by its members and guests during any and all 
hours it is not utilized for Parking and Ride purposes.” (reference Section 2.C. within the 
agreement).  While the remaining language within that subpart is cut off and illegible, it is 
clear the agreement allows only for convenience parking and does not guarantee exclusive 
use or continuance availability of parking.    

 



d. The existing agreement only allows installation of overhead lighting “…after prior 
approval of plans by…” FDOT.  There is no evidence in the record indicating that FDOT 
would allow such installation in the manner necessary to satisfy LDC Sec. 6.05.02.D.2.b. 

 
e. The existing agreement was only effective for an initial period of five (5) years from the 

date of this agreement and was to “…remain in effect from year to year thereafter under 
the same terms and conditions set forth herein until cancelled upon sixty days notice by 
either Party.” (reference Section 5 within the agreement).   

 
11. Given the above, staff finds the existing agreement does not meet the County’s requirement for 

continued availability of parking and/or provide adequate assurances that other requirements can 
be met.  TRS staff conferred with the Hillsborough County Attorney’s Office (CAO) to determine 
the framework for an agreement that would be able to satisfy the CAO as required pursuant to LDC 
Sec. 6.05.02.D.2.c.  Specifically, the parking easement would need to: 
 

a. Specify uses parking is authorized for on subject folio or state “any and all uses”; 
b. Run with the land; 
c. Have no expiration date (i.e. the easement is in perpetuity or otherwise for as long as the 

use exists and/or is approved and could otherwise be constructed as approved); 
d. Specify the number of spaces provided for by the easement; 
e. Specify that those discrete number of spaces are for the exclusive use of authorized uses 

and allow signage that restricts such spaces accordingly; and, 
f. Specify the physical location of those spaces, so that the applicant can demonstrate it meets 

the performance standards in LDC Sec. 6.05.02.D.2.b. 
 
The applicant has failed to provide an agreement which complies with this framework and LDC 
and CAO requirements for off-site parking/easements.   
 

12. The queuing and circulation plan fails to follow County requirements for such plans and/or include 
required information necessary for TRS staff to adequately review such plans.  Specifically: 
 

a. The queuing and circulation plan does not show staff placement to monitor students 
walking through the adjacent FDOT owned property, which also provides sole access and 
secondary access to multiple businesses to the north and west of the subject site.  
Alternatively, the transportation analysis should have included a “Safety Considerations” 
section which evaluated the necessity (or lack thereof) for these points of 
vehicular/pedestrian conflicts. 
 

b. The queuing and circulation plan does not include required statements regarding annual 
monitoring which is a component of every private and charter school circulation plan 
approved. 

 
c. The queuing and circulation plan doesn’t include cone placement or otherwise address 

how changing traffic circulation patterns will be communicated and enforced.  Staff notes 
this is particularly important when three independent uses are proposed to simultaneously 
operate on a site. 

 
13. TRS staff notes that it is customary for approved private and charter school plans to include 

language which require the applicant to rearrange internal queuing and circulation and/or 
construction site access or other improvements as necessary to mitigate any queuing issues which 
may arise.  Given the small size of the site and fact that the applicant does not have direct access 
to a roadway except through an easement/access area shared by other parcels, and that HART and 
FDOT have stated they want to the ability to utilize the FDOT parcel for Park and Ride facilities 
in the future, it is unclear what ability (if any) the applicant would have to make modifications that 
could be necessary to address any queuing or circulation issues which may arise.   

 



14. The parking plan fails to accurately calculate parking requirements (as stated above) nor does it 
adequately depict required parking (by breaking down parking for each use and assigning parking 
that is available for each specific use, which is necessary to evaluate potential site/circulation issues 
and ensure adequate access to each separate use absent any proposed restrictions in the hours of 
operations of the various facilities).  Staff notes that ADA parking locations and locations of 
minimum required parking for each use must be clear, as well as a clearly defined plan for event 
parking (which is currently absent).  Additionally, staff notes that no information has been 
submitted for staff to evaluate the proposed ratio of employee to guest parking (and only 6 guest 
parking spaces have been made available for all three uses within the subject site).  Staff has 
concerns regarding the potential for child care use users to have to park within/through a large, 
active parking field in order to walk their child into the facility. 
 

15. The narrative and parking plan contain differing information with respect to how many parking 
spaces are available to support the project.  The parking plan/narrative also does not comply with 
ADA requirements governing the number of spaces which must be provide (reference LDC Sec. 
6.05.02.J.) 
 

16. The applicant submitted substantial new information (i.e. the queuing and circulation plan and 
parking plan) on the revised plan deadline (November 27, 2024).  Given the holiday, and extremely 
short review time period that afforded, and TRS staff had insufficient time to conduct a complete 
review of this application, let alone ensure such new information was reviewed by FDOT staff or 
coordinate with such staff.  Staff notes the revised plan deadline was never intended to be utilized 
to submit new or substantially altered information such that review time periods are shortened to a 
matter of days, thereby depriving staff, members of the public and other reviewing agencies 
adequate time to ask question, review and consider the full application. 
 

17. The applicant has failed to meet the standards set for in LDC Sec. 6.03.13 and meet other applicable 
rules and requirements as described above.  As such, TRS staff recommends denial of this SU 
application. 
 
 

PROJECT SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS 
The applicant is requesting a Special Use (SU) approval on a +/- 1.93 ac. parcel, zoned Residential Single-
Family Conventional – 6 with a Mobile Home Overlay (RSC-6/MH), Agricultural Rural (AR), and 
Commercial Neighborhood (CN).   
 
The applicant failed to submit a trip generation and site access analysis as required by staff.  Given the 
uncertainty in existing approved uses, staff was unable to provide a comparison in the maximum trip 
generation potential of the site before and after this SU should it be approved.  Staff has prepared the below 
calculation of the trips generated under the proposed SU approval.  Data presented below is based on the 
Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition. 
 

Proposed Uses: 

Land Use/Size 24 Hour Two-
Way Volume 

Total Peak            
Hour Trips 

AM PM 
65 Student Private PK-8 School (LUC 530) 267 66 17 
55 Student Child Care Center (LUC 565) 224 45 44 
122 Seat Church (LUC 560) 110 9 12 

Total: 601 120 73 
 
 

 



TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE SERVING THE SITE 

US 301. is a 6-lane, divided, publicly maintained (by FDOT), principal arterial roadway.  The roadway is 
characterized by +/- 12-foot-wide travel lanes in above average condition.  According to the County’s GIS 
roadway inventory, the roadway lies within a +/- 262-foot-wide right-of-way.  There are +/- 5-foot-wide 
sidewalks along portions of the east and west sides of the roadway in the vicinity of the proposed project.  
There are no bicycle facilities present on US 301 in the vicinity of the proposed project. 
 
 
SITE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY 
Access to the site is to/from US 301 and is proposed through an adjacent parcel owned by FDOT (folio 
71984.0000), and which has been used in the past (and is intended to be used again in the future) as a park 
and ride facility by HART.  The site area incorporates areas which were previously road right-of-way but 
have been subsequently vacated. 
 
 
TRANSIT FACILITIES 
Transit facilities are not required for the proposed project, consistent with Sections 6.02.17 and 6.03.09 of 
the Hillsborough County Land Development Code.   
 
 



Transportation Comment Sheet

3.0 TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY (FULL TRANSPORTATION REPORT IN SECTION 9 OF STAFF REPORT)

Adjoining Roadways (check if applicable)
Road Name Classification Current Conditions Select Future Improvements

US 301 FDOT Principal
Arterial Rural

6 Lanes
Substandard Road
Sufficient ROW Width

Corridor Preservation Plan
Site Access Improvements
Substandard Road Improvements
Other

Choose an item.
Choose an item. Lanes

Substandard Road
Sufficient ROW Width

Corridor Preservation Plan
Site Access Improvements
Substandard Road Improvements
Other

Choose an item.
Choose an item. Lanes

Substandard Road
Sufficient ROW Width

Corridor Preservation Plan
Site Access Improvements
Substandard Road Improvements
Other

Choose an item.
Choose an item. Lanes

Substandard Road
Sufficient ROW Width

Corridor Preservation Plan
Site Access Improvements
Substandard Road Improvements
Other

Project Trip Generation Not applicable for this request
Average Annual Daily Trips A.M. Peak Hour Trips P.M. Peak Hour Trips

Existing Unknown Unknown Unknown
Proposed 601 120 73
Difference (+/ ) Unknown Unknown Unknown
*Trips reported are based on net new external trips unless otherwise noted.

Connectivity and Cross Access Not applicable for this request

Project Boundary Primary Access Additional
Connectivity/Access Cross Access Finding

North X Vehicular & Pedestrian None Meets LDC
South None None Meets LDC
East None None Meets LDC
West None None Meets LDC
Notes:

Design Exception/Administrative Variance Not applicable for this request
Road Name/Nature of Request Type Finding

Choose an item. Choose an item.
Choose an item. Choose an item.

Notes:



Transportation Comment Sheet

4.0 Additional Site Information & Agency Comments Summary

Transportation Objections Conditions
Requested

Additional
Information/Comments

Design Exception/Adm. Variance Requested
Off Site Improvements Provided

Yes N/A
No

Yes
No

Conditions were not provided
due to a sufficient and
supportable application not
having been received.



 
 

 

Unincorporated Hillsborough County Special Use Consistency Review 
 
 
Hearing Date: December 17, 2024 
 
Report Prepared:  December 4, 2024 
 

 
Case Number: SU 24-0625 
 
Folio(s): 64305.0000 
 
General Location:  East of Mango Road, west of 
Mango Fruit Street and north of Clay Pit Road 
 

 
Comprehensive Plan Finding 

 
INCONSISTENT 
 

 
Adopted Future Land Use 
 

 
Residential-4 (4 du/ga; 0.25 FAR) 

 
Service Area 
 

 
Urban 
 

 
Community Plan(s) 
 

 
Seffner-Mango 

 
Special Use Request 
 

 
Special Use (SU) to allow the addition of a private 
K-12 school with up to 40 students to serve 
children with learning disabilities.  
 

 
Parcel Size 
 

 
3.13 ± acres 

 
Street Functional Classification 
 

 
Mango Road – County Arterial  
Mango Fruit Street – County Collector 
Clay Pit Road – County Collector 
 

 
Commercial Locational Criteria 
 

 
Not applicable 

 
Evacuation Area 
 

 
None 

 
 

Plan Hillsborough 
planhillsborough.org 

planner@plancom.org 
813 – 272 – 5940 

601 E Kennedy Blvd 
18th floor  

Tampa, FL, 33602 
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mailto:planner@plancom.org
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Staff Analysis of Goals, Objectives and Policies: 
The 3.13 ± acre subject site is located east of Mango Road, west of Mango Fruit Street and north of Clay 
Pit Road. The site is in the Urban Service Area and is located within the limits of the Seffner-Mango 
Community Plan. The applicant is requesting a Special Use for the addition of a private K-12 school of up 
to 40 students to serve children with learning disabilities.  
 
The site is in the Urban Service Area where according to Objective 1 of the Future Land Use Element (FLUE), 
80 percent of the County’s growth is to be directed. Policy 1.4 requires all new development to be 
compatible with the surrounding area, noting that “compatibility does not mean “the same as” Rather, it 
refers to the sensitivity of development proposals in maintaining the character of existing development.” 
The site currently has a church on the site. According to the request uploaded into Optix on March 29, 
2024, the school is proposed to be adjacent to the existing church. The surrounding area is comprised of 
single family and two-family residential developments. To the immediate north and south are vacant land 
used for stormwater retention ponds for the surrounding development. The proposal for a K-12 private 
school meets the intent of Objective 1 and Policy 1.4. 
 
Per Objective 8, Future Land Use categories outline the maximum level of intensity or density and range 
of permitted land uses allowed in each category. Appendix A  contains a description of the character and 
intent permitted in each of the Future Land use categories. The site is in the Residential-4 (RES-4) Future 
Land Use category. In the RES-4 category, projects are limited to 175,000 square feet or 0.25 Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR), whichever is less intense. According to the site plan, the proposal will use 20,000 square 

 
Table 1: COMPARISON OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES 

 
Vicinity 

 
Future Land Use 

Designation 

 
Zoning 

 
Existing Land Use   

 
Subject 

Property 

 
Residential-4 

 
RSC-4  

 
Public/Quasi-

Public/Institutions 
 

North Residential-4 PD + RSC-9 + RSC-4  HOA Property + Single 
Family Residential  

South Residential-4 + Office 
Commercial-20 PD + RSC-4  

HOA Property + Single 
Family Residential + 

Public/Quasi-
Public/Institutions 

 

East Residential-4 PD + RDC-6   Single Family Residential 
+ Two Family Residential  

West Residential-9 + Urban 
Mixed Use-20  RMC-9 + RDC-12  Vacant + Two Family 

Residential  
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feet/0.15 Floor Area Ratio (FAR),  therefore, the proposal meets Objective 8. The RES-4 Future Land Use 
category allows for the consideration of residential, suburban scale neighborhood commercial, office uses, 
and multi-purpose projects. Non-residential uses shall meet locational criteria for specific land use. As the 
language states above, residential uses are allowed. Objective 17 states that neighborhood serving uses, 
specifically residential support uses, are allowed in residential neighborhoods. A school is considered a 
residential support use; therefore, the proposal meets Objective 17 and its associated policies. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan requires that all development meet or exceed the land development regulations 
in Hillsborough County (FLUE Objective 9, FLUE Policy 9.1 and FLUE Policy 9.2). Hillsborough County 
Development Services Transportation department objected to the proposed Special Use due to numerous 
reasons. The applicant failed to submit a trip generation and site access analysis as required by staff. Given 
the uncertainty in existing approved uses, staff was unable to provide a comparison in the maximum trip 
generation potential of the site before and after this Special Use should it be approved. The applicant 
failed to obtain written comments from the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) indicating that 
they do not object to the proposed application and/or whether there are any site access or other 
improvements that need to be included as conditions. Due to Transportation comments, the proposed 
Special Use does not meet the intent of FLUE Objective 9, FLUE Policy 9.1 and FLUE Policy 9.2. 
  
FLUE Objective 16 and its accompanying policies 16.1 ,16.2, 16.3, 16.5 and 16.10 require new 
development to be compatible to the surrounding neighborhood. Goal 12 and Objective 12-1 of the 
Community Design Component (CDC) of the FLUE require new developments to recognize the existing 
community and be designed to relate to and be compatible with the predominant character of the 
surrounding area. In this case, the surrounding land use pattern is mostly single-family and two-family 
uses, therefore, the proposed Special Use will complement the surrounding area. There are no 
extracurricular events proposed for the associated uses. 
 
The site is within the limits of the Seffner-Mango Community Plan. Goal 2 of the Community Plan seeks 
to enhance the community character and ensure quality residential and non-residential development. The 
plan also supports in-fill development and redevelopment within the Urban Service Area while providing 
for compatibility with existing uses. The proposed addition of a private K-12 school will supplement and 
amplify the Seffner-Mango community and surrounding area. 
 
Overall, staff finds that the proposed use is an allowable use in the RES-4 category, is compatible with the 
existing development pattern found within the surrounding area and does support the vision of the 
Seffner-Mango Community Plan, however, due to the objections from Transportation, the proposed 
Special Use would allow for development that is inconsistent with the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of 
the Future Land Use Element of the Unincorporated Hillsborough County Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Recommendation 
Based upon the objections from Transportation, and the following Goals, Objectives and Policies, Planning 
Commission staff finds the proposed Special Use INCONSISTENT with the Unincorporated Hillsborough 
County Comprehensive Plan. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Staff Identified Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Unincorporated Hillsborough County 
Comprehensive Plan Related to the Request: 
 
FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT 
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Urban Service Area 
 
Objective 1: Hillsborough County shall pro-actively direct new growth into the urban service area with the 
goal that at least 80% of all population growth will occur within the USA during the planning horizon of 
this Plan.  Within the Urban Service Area, Hillsborough County will not impede agriculture. Building permit 
activity and other similar measures will be used to evaluate this objective.   
 
Policy 1.4: Compatibility is defined as the characteristics of different uses or activities or design which allow 
them to be located near or adjacent to each other in harmony. Some elements affecting compatibility 
include the following: height, scale, mass and bulk of structures, pedestrian or vehicular traffic, circulation, 
access and parking impacts, landscaping, lighting, noise, odor and architecture. Compatibility does not 
mean “the same as.” Rather, it refers to the sensitivity of development proposals in maintaining the 
character of existing development. 
 
Land Use Categories  
  
Objective 8:  The Future Land Use Map will include Land Use Categories which outline the maximum level 
of intensity or density and range of permitted land uses allowed and planned for an area.   A table of the 
land use categories and description of each category can be found in Appendix A.   
  
Policy 8.1:  The character of each land use category is defined by building type, residential density, 
functional use, and the physical composition of the land.  The integration of these factors sets the general 
atmosphere and character of each land use category.  Each category has a range of potentially permissible 
uses which are not exhaustive, but are intended to be illustrative of the character of uses permitted within 
the land use designation.  Not all of those potential uses are routinely acceptable anywhere within that 
land use category.   
 
Relationship to Land Development Regulations 
 
Objective 9: All existing and future land development regulations shall be made consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan, and all development approvals shall be consistent with those development 
regulations as per the timeframe provided for within Chapter 163, Florida Statutes. Whenever feasible and 
consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies, land development regulations shall be designed to provide 
flexible, alternative solutions to problems.   
 
Policy 9.1: Each land use plan category shall have a set of zoning districts that may be permitted within 
that land use plan category, and development shall not be approved for zoning that is inconsistent with 
the plan. 
 
Policy 9.2: Developments must meet or exceed the requirements of all land development regulations as 
established and adopted by Hillsborough County, the state of Florida and the federal government unless 
such requirements have been previously waived by those governmental bodies. 
 
Neighborhood/Community Development 

 
Objective 16: Neighborhood Protection – The neighborhood is the functional unit of community 
development.  There is a need to protect existing, neighborhoods and communities and those that will 
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emerge in the future. To preserve, protect, and enhance neighborhoods and communities, all new 
development must conform to the following policies. 

 
Policy 16.2: Gradual transitions of intensities between different land uses shall be provided for as new 
development is proposed and approved, through the use of professional site planning, buffering, and 
screening techniques and control of specific land uses. 
 
Policy 16.3: Development and redevelopment shall be integrated with the adjacent land uses through: 
a) the creation of like uses; or 
b) creation of complementary uses; or 
c) mitigation of adverse impacts; and 
d) transportation/pedestrian connections 
 
Policy 16.5:  Development of higher intensity non-residential land uses that are adjacent to established 
neighborhoods shall be restricted to collectors and arterials and to locations external to established and 
developing neighborhoods.   
 
Policy 17.7:  New development and redevelopment must mitigate the adverse noise, visual, odor and 
vibration impacts created by that development upon all adjacent land uses. 
 
Community Design Component (CDC) 
 
5.0 NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL DESIGN  
5.1 COMPATIBILITY 
 
OBJECTIVE 12-1: New developments should recognize the existing community and be designed in a way 
that is compatible with the established character of the surrounding neighborhood.   
 
Policy 12-1.4: Compatibility may be achieved through the utilization of site design techniques including 
but not limited to transitions in uses, buffering, setbacks, open space and graduated height restrictions, to 
affect elements such as height, scale, mass and bulk of structures, pedestrian or vehicular traffic, 
circulation, access and parking impacts, landscaping, lighting, noise, odor and architecture. 
 
7.0 SITE DESIGN  
 
7.1 DEVELOPMENT PATTERN  
 
GOAL 17:  Develop commercial areas in a manner which enhances the County’s character and ambiance. 
 
OBJECTIVE 17-1: Facilitate patterns of site development that appear purposeful and organized.  
 
Policy 17-1.4:  Affect the design of new commercial structures to provide an organized and purposeful 
character for the whole commercial environment. 
 
LIVABLE COMMUNITIES ELEMENT: SEFFNER-MANGO COMMUNITY PLAN 
 
2. Goal: Enhance community character and ensure quality residential and nonresidential development. 
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     Strategies: 
• Prohibit “flex” provisions within and into the Seffner-Mango Community Plan Area. 
• Support in-fill and redevelopment within the Urban Service Area while providing for 

compatibility with existing uses. 
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DATA SOURCES:  Rezoning boundaries from The Planning
 Commission and are not official. Parcel lines and data from
 Hillsborough County Property Appraiser.
REPRODUCTION:  This sheet may not be reproduced in part or full for
sale to anyone without specific approval of the Hillsborough County
City-County Planning Commission.
ACCURACY:  It is intended that the
accuracy of the base map comply with U.S. national map accuracy
standards. However, such accuracy is not guaranteed by the
Hillsborough County City-County Planning Commission.  This map is
for illustrative purposes only.  For the most current data and
information, see the appropriate source.
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STATUS
APPROVED
CONTINUED
DENIED
WITHDRAW

N
PENDING

Tampa Service Area
Urban Service Area
Shoreline
County Boundary
Jurisdiction Boundary
Roads
Parcels
wam.NATURAL.LULC_Wet_Poly
AGRICULTURAL/MINING-1/20 (.25 FAR)
PEC PLANNED ENVIRONMENTAL COMMUNITY-1/2 (.25 FAR)
AGRICULTURAL-1/10 (.25 FAR)
AGRICULTURAL/RURAL-1/5 (.25 FAR)
AGRICULTURAL ESTATE-1/2.5 (.25 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-1 (.25 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-2 (.25 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL PLANNED-2 (.35 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-4 (.25 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-6 (.25 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-9 (.35 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-12 (.35 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-16 (.35 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-20 (.35 FAR)
RESIDENTIAL-35 (1.0 FAR)
NEIGHBORHOOD MIXED USE-4 (3) (.35 FAR)
SUBURBAN MIXED USE-6 (.35 FAR)
COMMUNITY MIXED USE-12 (.50 FAR)
URBAN MIXED USE-20 (1.0 FAR)
REGIONAL MIXED USE-35 (2.0 FAR)
INNOVATION CORRIDOR MIXED USE-35 (2.0 FAR)
OFFICE COMMERCIAL-20 (.75 FAR)
RESEARCH CORPORATE PARK (1.0 FAR)
ENERGY INDUSTRIAL PARK (.50 FAR USES OTHER THAN RETAIL, .25
FAR RETAIL/COMMERCE)
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL PLANNED (.75 FAR)
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (.75 FAR)
HEAVY INDUSTRIAL (.75 FAR)
PUBLIC/QUASI-PUBLIC
NATURAL PRESERVATION
WIMAUMA VILLAGE RESIDENTIAL-2 (.25 FAR)
CITRUS PARK VILLAGE

Map Printed from Rezoning System:  4/3/2024
Author: Beverly F. Daniels
File: G:\RezoningSystem\MapProjects\HC\Greg_hcRezoning - Copy.mxd
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P. Colin Rice
Attorney

crice@olderlundylaw.com
Tampa (813) 254-8998

December 3, 2024

Zoning Intake
Hillsborough County
601 E. Kennedy Blvd.
Tampa, FL 33602
ZoningIntake-DSD@HillsboroughCounty.org

Re: Folio: 044586-0000
Harvest Time of Tampa, Inc. 
Special Use Application No. 24-0625

Cover Letter – Revised Submittal

Dear Development Services.

Pursuant to conversations with Planner Sam Ball, please find the following documents enclosed: 

1. Revised Information Sheet;
2. Identification of Sensitive/Protected Information and Acknowledgment of Public Records;
3. Variance Criteria Responses (LDC 6.06.04(D))
4. Cover Pages for Variance Request (LDC 6.06.04(D))
5. Variance Criteria Responses (LDC 6.01.01)
6. Cover Pages for Variance Requests (LDC 6.01.01)
7. July 7, 2024 Hillsborough County Letter Concerning vacated right of way with associated

recordings
8. Revised Event Parking & Queueing Plan

a. Revised parking calculations
9. Revised site plan depicting the following changes:

a. Revised legal description reflecting vacated right of way
b. Revised site data table parking calculations
c. FAR calculations
d. Zoning District Areas

Respectfully submitted,

//s// P. Colin Rice

P. Colin Rice
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P. Colin Rice, Esq
Attorney

crice@olderlundylaw.com
Tampa (813) 254-8998

Tampa Office
1000 West Cass St.
Tampa, FL  33606

Dade City Office
12249 US Hwy 301

Dade City, FL  33525

Clearwater Office
200 N. Garden Ave., Ste. A

Clearwater, FL  33755

Wesley Chapel Office
24714 State Road 54

Lutz, FL  33559

Trinity Office
2947 Defuniak St.
Trinity, FL  34655

______________________________________________________________________________________

December 3, 2024

VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY:

Hillsborough County Development Services
Attn: Sam Ball
601 E. Kennedy Blvd.
Tampa, Florida 33602

Re: Special Use Application 24-0625

Variance Response: Sec. 6.06.4(D)

Dear Mr. Ball,

In connection with Special Use application 24-0625 involving the real property located at 
1511 S. US Hwy. 301, Tampa, FL 33619, please accept this written justification for variance relief 
from Sec. 6.06.04 of the Hillsborough County Land Development Code, which states:

“Perimeter Buffer Adjacent to Parking Area Driveway. A driveway into a parking area shall be 
bordered by a landscaped buffer a minimum of eight feet in width.”

This is a unique site operating as a church, daycare and school since the 1970s.  The 
associated Special Use Application (24-0625) seeks formal approval for the existing uses.  
Applicant seeks relief from the strict application of Sec. 6.06.04(D), specifically a reduction of the 
8-foot required landscape buffer to accommodate the required school queueing, to be addressed
more fully in the Variance Criteria Responses.

Variance Criteria Responses

1. Explain how the alleged hardships or practical difficulties are unique and singular to the
subject property and are not those suffered in common with other property similarly
located?

24-0625
RCVD
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Harvest Time of Tampa has owned and operated the site since the 1970s, prior to 
the adoption of the present-day land development code.  It is now sandwiched 
between the Selmon Expressway and U.S. Hwy 301 with no room for expansion, 
and immediately abutting separately-owned parcels to the north.  The 2024 
requirement for queuing length necessitates relief from this section along the 
northern property boundary. See LDC Sec. 6.03.13 for queuing requirements.

2. Describe how the literal requirements of the Land Development Code (LDC) would deprive 
you of the rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district and area under 
the terms of the LDC. 

Architectural Plans submitted with the original Special Use Application indicate 
educational uses established as early as 1987, prior to adoption of 2024 standards 
for school queuing.  Queuing is being provided at the highest practical degree after 
significant dialogue with the Transportation Division - maximum queuing is only 
possible with relief from the strict application of Sec. 6.06.04(D).

3. Explain how the variance, if allowed, will not substantially interfere with on injure the 
rights of others whose property would be affected by allowance of the variance. 

To the contrary, relief from Sec. 6.06.04(D) would allow for the maximum 
dimensionally possible number of cars to queue on-premises, offering significant 
reduction in overall off-site impacts for the neighboring properties.  

4. Explain how the variance is in harmony with the serves the general intent and purpose of 
the LDC and the Comprehensive Plan (refer to Section 1.02.02 and 1.02.03 of the LDC for 
description of intent/purpose). 

Future Land Use Policy Objective 3.5 and Policy 3.5.10 supports investment in 
schools, particularly those that accommodate mixed-uses including arts, heritage 
and interpretive sciences. The underlying special use application seeks formal 
approval for the mixed-uses of established church, school and childcare services.  

5. Explain how the situation sought to be relieved by the variance does not result from an 
illegal act or result from the actions of the applicant, resulting in self-imposed hardship. 

Hillsborough County grew up around the applicant, who established school, 
daycare and church services 40+ years ago.  With the development of the Selmon 
Expressway and expansion of U.S. Hwy 301, the site has become constrained while 
still offering valuable cultural and educational resources for the community.

6. Explain how allowing the variance will result in substantial justice being done, considering 
both the public benefits intended to be secured by the LDC and individual hardships will 
be suffered by a failure to grant a variance. 

The variance is directly related to providing the maximum possible queueing area 
on-site as required by Sec. LDC 6.03.13.  The special use approval is not for new 
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development, but incorporates longstanding site conditions into the request.  
Variance relief on this point is crucial to the overall site.  

Respectfully Submitted,

//s// P. Colin Rice

P. Colin Rice
Older Lundy Koch & Martino
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P. Colin Rice, Esq
Attorney

crice@olderlundylaw.com
Tampa (813) 254-8998

Tampa Office
1000 West Cass St.
Tampa, FL  33606

Dade City Office
12249 US Hwy 301

Dade City, FL  33525

Clearwater Office
200 N. Garden Ave., Ste. A

Clearwater, FL  33755

Wesley Chapel Office
24714 State Road 54

Lutz, FL  33559

Trinity Office
2947 Defuniak St.
Trinity, FL  34655

______________________________________________________________________________________

December 3, 2024

VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY:

Hillsborough County Development Services
Attn: Sam Ball
601 E. Kennedy Blvd.
Tampa, Florida 33602

Re: Special Use Application 24-0625

Variance Response: Sec. 6.01.01

Dear Mr. Ball,

In connection with Special Use application 24-0625 involving the real property located at 
1511 S. US Hwy. 301, Tampa, FL 33619, please accept this written justification for variance relief 
from Sec. 6.01.01 of the Hillsborough County Land Development Code, which requires a 25-foot 
side yard setback on AR zoned property.

This is a unique site operating as a church, daycare and school since the 1970s.  The 
associated Special Use Application (24-0625) seeks formal approval for the existing uses.  
Applicant seeks relief from the strict application of Sec. 6.01.01 specifically a reduction of the 25-
foot required south side setback by 14.27 feet, to be addressed more fully in the Variance Criteria 
Responses.  

Variance Criteria Responses

1. Explain how the alleged hardships or practical difficulties are unique and singular to the
subject property and are not those suffered in common with other property similarly
located?
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Harvest Time of Tampa has owned and operated the site since the 1970s, prior to the adoption of the present-
day land development code.  It is now sandwiched between the Selmon Expressway and U.S. Hwy 301 
with no room for expansion, and immediately abutting separately-owned parcels to the south.

While the building in question is technically situated within the AR zoning district, the composition of the 
site and the surrounding development have departed dramatically from the typical AR development 
standards.  The Future Land Use Designation is Community Mixed Use 12, itself a representation of this 
region’s evolution beyond agricultural uses.  

In fact, the only AR designated land not immediately contiguous with the Selmon Expressway is a half-
mile away as the crow flies, located at 2418 S 86TH ST.  The site operates as a the Ethiopian Orthodox 
Tewahedo Church, St. Mary’s.  

These properties are all within the Urban Service Area as well, which encourages increased density and 
discourages low density, agricultural uses more suited to the rural area.  

Put simply, AR itself makes little sense in this part of the County and many other more appropriate zoning 
designations would not require a side yard setback greater that what is being provided via existing site 
conditions.  
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2. Describe how the literal requirements of the Land Development Code (LDC) would deprive 
you of the rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district and area under 
the terms of the LDC. 

Reincorporating the Criteria 1 responses, the immediate vicinity features numerous other zoning districts 
which would not require 25’ side yard setbacks, an onerous and inefficient use of property within the Urban 
Service Area.  

The mini-warehouse use immediately north, located at Folio 044585-0100, itself features 10-foot setbacks 
along its northern property boundary.  

The self-service car wash located at Folio 044585-0000 similarly has a 10-foot setback along the northern 
property boundary.  

Literal interpretation of the code would deprive the subject site the same rights enjoyed by multiple 
neighbors, including two immediately north.  There is no public purpose to preserving a 25-foot setback 
along the southern boundary of the AR portion of the subject site, particularly when the adjacent property 
to the south serves as an Expressway Authority-owned retention pond.   

3. Explain how the variance, if allowed, will not substantially interfere with on injure the 
rights of others whose property would be affected by allowance of the variance. 

The property to the south is unoccupiable and serves only as stormwater retention.  The existing structure 
has been there for years without issue, and the purposes of the AR district are significantly out of place 
when considering the broader context of the site.  No adverse impacts will ensue from granting this variance.  

4. Explain how the variance is in harmony with the serves the general intent and purpose of 
the LDC and the Comprehensive Plan (refer to Section 1.02.02 and 1.02.03 of the LDC for 
description of intent/purpose). 

Future Land Use Policy Objective 3.5 and Policy 3.5.10 supports investment in schools, 
particularly those that accommodate mixed-uses including arts, heritage and interpretive sciences. 
The underlying special use application seeks formal approval for the mixed-uses of established 
church, school and childcare services.  

The property is further situated within the urban service area.  To require 25-foot side yard setbacks 
for lots in this area would combine to erode 50-feet of combined side yard from development 
potential when higher density and neighborhood serving commercial uses are most needed.  
Agricultural uses are simply less compatible in this part of the County in 2024, and the vestiges of 
Agricultural zoned property in the vicinity either border the expressway or host uses that are not
truly agricultural.

5. Explain how the situation sought to be relieved by the variance does not result from an 
illegal act or result from the actions of the applicant, resulting in self-imposed hardship. 
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Applicant has secured several building permits for the present-day site configuration, and the structure has 
been operating without negative impacts for years.  The property was acquired and began operation prior 
to the adoption of present-day zoning standards, and this situation is not the fault of the property owner.  It 
exists in a legal, non-conforming state having been established prior to present-day zoning regulations.  

6. Explain how allowing the variance will result in substantial justice being done, considering 
both the public benefits intended to be secured by the LDC and individual hardships will 
be suffered by a failure to grant a variance. 

Granting this variance will afford the property owner the same rights and options enjoyed by their 
immediate neighbors, the abutting property is a stormwater pond, and this portion of the site would be 
rendered virtually unusable by the strict imposition of 25-foot setbacks.  

Respectfully Submitted,

//s// P. Colin Rice

P. Colin Rice
Older Lundy Koch & Martino
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